Cheney and Neo-Cons
Plotting More Wars

by Jeffrey Steinberg

On March 11, 2003, as final preparations were under way for
the neo-cons’ greatest triumph—the invasion of Irag—New
Yorker magazine investigative reporter Seymour Hersh ex-
posed an extortion scheme by neo-con Richard Perle, to ex-
tract tens of millions of dollars out of the Saudi royal family,
in league with the infamous Iran-Contra arms dealer Adnan
Khashoggi. The scheme involved a Perle company, Trireme
Partners LP, which wanted a piece of the billions of dollars
in homeland security contracts soon to be issued by the King-
dom. The proposal, according to Prince Bandar bin Sultan,
then the Saudi Ambassador in Washington, smacked of a quid
pro quo: Perle, a leading critic of the Saudi regime, would
drop the propaganda barrage and the calls for regime change,
coming out of his Defense Policy Board, and the Saudis would
cough up.

Several senior U.S. intelligence officials recently told EIR
that some higher-ups in the Saudi royal family, perhaps in-
cluding Prince Bandar, who is now the national security advi-
sor to King Abdullah, regret that they didn’t take the bait and
pay off Perle and his partners back in January 2003. A few
million dollars might have saved them several years of head-
aches, as the neo-con propaganda Wurlitzer waged a non-stop
regime-change campaign against them. But even more to the
point, suddenly, the Saudis, along with several other Sunni
Arab regimes, find themselves as strange bedfellows with
Washington’s neo-cons and with the Ehud Olmert govern-
ment in Israel—in common cause against Iran.

ANov.3,2006 teaser from Vanity Fairmagazine revealed
that the neo-cons are going through a major retooling—wip-
ing their hands of the entire Iraq fiasco, and placing the blame
for the failure squarely on the shoulders of President George
W. Bush and his team of national security incompetents and
nincompoops. In a preview of a story to appear in the January
2007 Vanity Fair, author David Rose delivered excerpts from
interviews he conducted in October 2006 with some of the
cream of the neo-con crap—starting with the “Prince of Dark-
ness,” Perle himself, and also including Kenneth Adelman,
who gained infamy by proposing that the U.S. invasion and
occupation of Iraq would be a “cakewalk”; Michael Ledeen,
Frank Gaffney, and Michael Rubin.

Lovers of Iraqi faker Ahmed Chalabi, and Iraq warhawks
to a man, these neo-cons are now saying that if they had it to
do over again, knowing that the Bush-Cheney-Rice team was
the most incompetent national security management group in
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the post-World War II history of America, they would have
opted for an alternative to war.

In a scene worthy of Shakespeare’s Julius Caesar, these
modern-day Brutuses have stabbed President Bush and Condi
Ricein the back. As far as the neo-cons are concerned, accord-
ing to a number of informed Washington sources, both Iraq
and George W. Bush are yesterday’s news. They are now
preparing to survive the fall of the House of Bush, and are
already making plans for the next confrontations: against Iran
and Russia, to name the top two targets du jour.

While the Bush Presidency is flaming out in the aftermath
of what has been dubbed the “Nov. 7th Massacre,” the neo-
cons are still a formidable force inside the Republican Party,
with some leading neo-con superstars, like John Podhoretz,
already touting Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) as the elephant
they intend to ride back into the Oval Office. Across the aisle,
another crew of hardcore neo-cons is preparing to surface
within the Democratic Party, should a donkey take the Presi-
dency in 2008. It is reminiscent of the Jimmy Carter era, when
scores of life-long “Scoop Jackson Democrats,” led by Perle,
Stephen Bryen, Ledeen, Gaffney, and Elliott Abrams, slith-
ered over to the GOP as “Reagan Democrats,” and, after Ron-
ald Reagan’s landslide victory in 1980 over Jimmy Carter,
occupied top civilian posts at the Pentagon, and cushy con-
sulting jobs with the Reagan National Security Council.

Whichever party lands in the White House come January
2009, the neo-cons hope to be there to share in the spoils.
Either way, they are busily organizing a “Get Iran” war alli-
ance with frightened Sunni regimes in the Persian Gulf and
Arab world and Israel—to make sure that the Bush-Cheney
regime commits one more fatal atrocity—a military strike on
Iran’s purported secret nuclear weapons sites—before leav-
ing office (see preceding article).

To make sure that this Iran war happens before Team
Bush leaves office, the neo-cons are working through their
one reliable partner remaining inside the regime—Vice Presi-
dent Dick Cheney. Cheney’s office remains Neo-con Central,
with David Wurmser and John Hannah still on staff. Elliott
Abrams remains the Cheney “mole” at the National Security
Council.

According to Middle East and Washington sources, this
crew was responsible, earlier this year, for trashing all efforts
by the Syrian regime of Bashar Assad to reopen direct peace
talks with Israel, talks that no Israeli regime prior to that of
Ariel Sharon, would have flat-out rejected, no matter how
much pressure came down from Washington.

More recently, they are reportedly pushing a covert weap-
ons-smuggling operation into the West Bank, arming Fatah
factions to launch what would rapidly become a full-scale
civil war against Hamas. The noted retired Israeli general,
Shlomo Brom, in a recent paper for the Jaffe Center at Tel
Aviv University, warned that such an outbreak of communal
violence among the Palestinians would be bad for Israel, pro-
voking a likely split between a Fatah-controlled West Bank
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and a Hamas-run Gaza Strip. Both sides would be vying to
prove that they are more effective in terrorizing Israel,
through suicide bombings and rocket attacks, the general
warned, and this would make life unbearable in the Jewish
state.

Arab sources have added that in his recent trip to Wash-
ington, Lebanese Druze leader Walid Jumblatt was given a
similar offer of “covert military aid” to take on Hezbollah
inside that war-ruined nation, which still hasn’t recovered
from its 15-year civil war (1975-90). Such covert operations,
aimed at provoking the neo-cons’ beloved perpetual warfare
throughout the Eastern Mediterranean region, do not depend
on Pentagon muscle, so the departure of Donald Rumsfeld
from the scene, and his replacement by former CIA Director
Robert Gates, a Brent Scowcroft and James Baker III ally
(and presumable a Dick Cheney enemy), does not necessarily
interfere with the game.

In fact, as the Democrats prepare to take back control of
the U.S. House and Senate in January 2007, they face a world
map of hot-spots, all set to blow, with the slightest provoca-
tion (see map, p. 53).

Several senior Washington intelligence veterans, and one
regional vice president of a major U.S. defense firm, say that
their greatest fear—between now and the New Year when the
Democrats take the keys to Capitol Hill back—is a “Gulf of
Tonkin” incident, a provocation covertly arranged originating
from Washington, that would provide the pretext for war. The
most likely target of such a scheme: Iran. The most likely
architect of such an operation: Dick Cheney and his remaining
coterie of neo-con troublemakers and whatever assets they
have recruited from within the Special Forces community and
the “black operations” side of the intelligence community.
One burning question is whether President Bush has already
signed a Presidential Intelligence Finding, authorizing these
covert tricks.

On Oct. 10, 2006, the web-based magazine World Politics
Watch ran a provocative story, echoing the new neo-con
scheme, under the headline “Mideast Realignment: Could
Iran Unite Arabs and Israelis?” Noting the rumors, officially
denied by both sides, that Prince Bandar had secretly met in
Jordan with a top Israeli government official, Frida Ghitis
wrote that “a handful of Middle East observers were not sur-
prised to hear of possible talks between Israel and the king-
dom. That’s because they predict a major realignment will
reshape this region. The cause,” she continued, “of this grad-
ual but far-reaching political transformation is fear of Shi’ite
Iran by Sunni Arabs. As a result, the traditional enemy of
Arabs, Israel, could gradually begin developing a subtle but
powerful alliance with Sunni Muslim regimes in the Arab
world. . . . It is this natural convergence of interests that has
the potential to recast the political landscape from the tradi-
tional one of Arabs versus Israelis, which has dominated the
Middle East since the late 1940s, into a Sunni vs. Shi’a align-
ment, with Israel and Sunni governments on the same side.”
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This, Washington sources emphasize, is the latest neo-
con wet dream. For years the neo-cons have been preaching
their own brand of Leon Trotsky’s “Permanent Revolution,”
masked in the cry for “democracy.” From the start of the
Bush-Cheney regime up to recent months, the number one
target of these latter-day Jacobins had been what Middle East-
ern historians referred to as the “Sunni Stability Belt,” the
ruling combination of hardline monarchies and dictatorships
that kept the oil patch safe and stable from the time of Sykes-
Picot (1916) on. Now that the neo-con “Shi’ite Card” has
turned Iraq into Hell-on-Earth, the flexible neo-con fantasists
have modified their rhetoric, to suddenly find common cause
with the very Sunni Arab monarchs and dictators whom they
targetted only months ago, with such schemes as their 1996
“A Clean Break.”

The neo-cons are shameless sophists, who have no prob-
lem distorting the truth beyond recognition—if it suits their
goal of perpetual power. Will the Sunni Arab lions and the
Israelis be so stupid as to walk into this trap?

Stay tuned.

Bush-Cheney Policies
Proliferate Hotspots

The wave of irregular warfare, which has been set off by
the Bush Administration’s pursuit of an Anglo-Dutch global
imperial strategy, has put the world on the edge of conflagra-
tion. In fact, none of the conflicts shown in this map has
been generated by local forces, or causes, but by the financial
oligarchy’s international strategic drive for the elimination of
the nation state. Without immediate action toward impeach-
ment of the Anglo-Dutch puppets Cheney and Bush, one of
these hotspots is likely to be chosen as a military target in the
very near future.

1. Darfur region of Sudan: The UN Secu-
rity Council passed resolution 1706 on Aug. 31, under U.S.
prodding, which opens the door for armed intervention in this
vast western region of Sudan, where bloody civil conflict
already reigns. The resolution calls for the UN peacekeepers,
if invited by the Sudan government to replace African Union
forces, to operate under Chapter VII, which authorizes the
use of all necessary means in the areas of deployment of its
forces in Sudan. (See article.)

2.Somalia: Ongoing warfare between groups, some
of them Muslims reputedly linked to al-Qaeda, and others
linked to the U.S., threatens to internationalize this conflict.
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3. Palestinian Territories: The isracli
Army has been carrying out increasingly violent actions
within the Gaza Strip, the most recent of which killed 19
Palestinian civilians, most of them women and children. The
Israeli attacks are aimed, among other things, at preventing
the creation of a unity government between Hamas and Fatah
within the Territories as a whole.

4. Iraq: The escalating bloodbath, which killed over 100
U.S. soldiers in October, and continues to kill over 100 Iraqis
every week, is ongoing, even after the elections.

5. Iran: Negotiations between Iran and the “interna-
tional community” remain at a stalemate, while the Bush Ad-
ministration and its allies at the UN try to push through further
provocative sanctions leading to military action. U.S. and
NATO military deployments in the area show the danger of
imminent aggression against Iran.

6. Georgia/ Russia: While Russian President
Putin and Georgian President Saakashvili are on a path of
diplomacy, at present, the Georgians continue to be backed
by certain Western forces in their provocative stance—as part
of the overall Anglo-Dutch offensive against a revived Rus-
sian nation-state.

7. Kyrgyzstan: A U.S.-backed coalition of politi-
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cal activists and NGOs is making its third effort this year to
bring down the Kyrgyz government of Kurmanbek Bakayev
and Prime Minister Feliks Kulov. An opposition rally led to
violent clashes with police on Nov. 7, but has been suppressed
for the moment.

8. Pakistan/Afghanistan: The us.
bombing of a madrassa (religious school) in the Bajaur tribal
region of Pakistan killed over 80 people on Oct. 31, and has
set off heated agitation, including threats of suicide bombings,
against the Americans. This conflict is a spillover of the in-
creasing aggressivity of the Taliban in Afghanistan, which
has taken over an increasing amount of territory. It is consid-
ered only a matter of time before the violence also spreads
to Kashmir.

9. Sri Lanka: Fighting between the Tamil Tigers
and the government has been escalating dramatically over
recent weeks, leading to an increasing death toll among ci-
vilians.

10. Korea: Neco-con spokesmen in the United States
continue to call for military confrontation with North Korea,
following its nuclear test, despite China’s announcement that
the North Koreans have agreed to come back to the Six-
Party Talks.
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What Is Really Behind
The Crisis in Darfur?

by Lawrence K. Freeman

Lyndon LaRouche, in his Oct. 31 webcast (see box) exposed
the current U.S. cause célebre campaign of “stopping the
genocide” in Darfur as an ignorant fraud, which is being used
to cover up what is actually being done to Sudan and the
entirety of Sub-Saharan Africa. Is there genocide going on in
Africa? Yes, there is; but it is not what is being propagandized
by Hollywood actors, nor discussed on college campuses as
the politically correct issue of concern, nor by government
officials. What has been going in the Democratic Republic of
the Congo (D.R.C.), and is still going on today, is the true
face of genocide in Africa, where almost 400,000 people have
been dying every year for the last decade due to the lack of
food, clean water, and basic health care.

There is no doubt that there are ugly and unnecessary
killings, and atrocities, taking place in the Darfur region of
Sudan, but none of those who profess concern for the people
of Darfur have done anything to alleviate the conditions that
have led to the current crisis. In fact, wittingly or not, those
supporting the “save Darfur” campaign are providing support
for Henry Kissinger’s and President Bush’s policy of geno-
cide against the people of Sub-Saharan Africa in particular.

When Lyndon LaRouche and I were in Sudan in January
2001 for a conference on economic development for those
countries living along the Nile River system, many Sudanese
foolishly thought that they had a friend in the Bush Adminis-
tration, after suffering the treatment of former Secretary of
State Madeline Albright, and her deputy for African Affairs,
Susan Rice. LaRouche repeatedly warned Sudanese officials
that they should only expect worse treatment from the crowd
around the newly installed President Bush. And LaRouche
was right! Sudan is now being threatened with a military
invasion and/or aerial bombardment in the weeks ahead, as
the financier controllers of Cheney and Bush are impelled
toward creating yet another failed military conflict.

There is no justifiable reason for such military attacks.
Darfur is not the cause for a new military adventure; it will
merely be the pretext to have one. The dupes who have taken
up the anointed popular cause for Darfur, will find themselves
responsible for supporting anew asymmetric war in the “clash
of civilizations” that could lead to millions dying in the Horn
of Africa.

Genocide in Africa

Henry Kissinger, in 1974, serving as both Secretary of
State and National Security Advisor, produced a then-classi-
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fied document entitled “National Security Study Memoran-
dum 200: Implications of Worldwide Population Growth for
U.S. Security, and Overseas Investment.” The fallacious ar-
gument put forth by Kissinger et al., which has remained
U.S. policy to this day, is, if developing countries with large
deposits of valuable natural resource were allowed to sover-
eignly develop their economies for their rapidly growing pop-
ulations, the West would be deprived of these needed re-
sources. NSSM 200 dictated to governments that they must
reduce their populations, and if necessary, food aid would be
withheld as a weapon of coercion.

Kissinger’s policy was a modernized form of 19th-Cen-
tury British colonial methods, as enunciated infamously by
Cecil Rhodes: Get the natives off the land in order to get the
resources under the land. Have you ever wondered why there
are no strong nation-states in Africa? To carry out the looting
of these valuable resources, as is still being done today, gov-
ernments and nations, which might resist, cannot be permitted
to exist. Infrastructure cannot exist, health care cannot be
permitted to exist. How does one carry out population reduc-
tion, i.e., genocide, today? Through disease, starvation, war;
and the withholding of real economic assistance.

What concern has there been for the deplorable living
conditions of the people of Darfur and elsewhere in Sudan—
one of the poorest regions in the world, even before the war
broke out? None! No one ever discussed Darfur, or knew
where it was, before rebel forces attacked government instal-
lations in February 2003. For decades the nomadic herdsman
and the poor farmers have been struggling to exist in this large
arid area, which has been the source of constant conflict, as
they fight for scarce supplies of water. To alleviate the source
of this conflict would require a program to develop additional
billions of cubic meters of potable water for the Horn of Af-
rica, which includes the densely populated nations of Ethiopia
and Egypt, along with Sudan. Many thoughtful Africans have
come torealize that the next major war in Africa will be fought
over water, not oil.

Why Attack Sudan?

Egypt, with a population of 70 million, depends on water
from the Nile, which from flows South to North, originating
in Lake Victoria. In accordance with a 1959 treaty, the 84
billion cubic meters of the Nile are apportioned between the
two countries, with Egypt receiving 55 billion cubic meters,
and Sudan 19 billion cubic meters. The metropolitan centers
of Egypt depend on every drop of that water. A military attack
on Darfur would ensure the breakup of the central government
in Khartoum, thus voiding the water agreement, which would
then lead to the destabilization of Egypt. For over 20 years,
the United States, Great Britain, and Israel supported John
Garang’s Sudanese People’s Liberation Movement/Army-
(SPLM/A), in an effort to foment the division of Sudan be-
tween North and South, by manipulating religious differences
between Muslims and Christians in line with Samuel Hun-
tington’s “Clash of Civilizations.” The Comprehensive Peace
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FIGURE 1
The Nile River System
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Agreement signed in 2005 brought a formal end to the fighting
between North and South, but the peace is still fragile. Darfur
is now being used as the next, and perhaps more effective
focal point for the dismemberment of Sudan through a new
military campaign against the country.

Upwards of 10,000 African Union (AU) troops have been
trying to provide some stability to the Darfur region. It is
acknowledged that there are too few troops for such a large
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area, and the West has failed to provide the necessary logistics
and resources to fully support this effort. With the AU man-
date scheduled to come to an end on Sept. 30, 2006, the United
Nations passed UN Security Council Resolution 1706 on
Aug. 31,2006, with Russia, China, and Qatar abstaining. This
resolution would extend the UN mission in Sudan and deploy
20,600 troops in Darfur with a Chapter VII mandate, which
allows troops to aggressively intervene with more military
force, than permitted by the current AU contingent they would
be replacing. Khartoum correctly rejects this deployment as
a violation of its sovereignty and danger to the nation. A
compromise was reached, extending the AU mission to the
end of the year, now only weeks away. Since UN Resolution
1706 “invites” the consent of the Sudanese government for
the deployment of these troops into their country, fools in the
Congress and the Executive branch who are calling for such
a “full-scale, non-consensual military intervention,” which
would be tantamount to an invasion, are in fact advocating
war against a sovereign nation, a UN member, and a country
that plays a pivotal role in East and Central Africa.

Lastmonth, Rep. Donald Payne, Susan Rice, and Anthony
Lake proposed that the United States, with or without the
support of NATO, lead a strike against “Sudanese airfields,
aircraft, and other military assets. It could blockade Port Su-
dan, through which Sudan’s oil exports flow. Then UN troops
would deploy—by force, if necessary, with U.S. and NATO
backing.”

They know not what they wish for—or do they? Such an
invasion will trigger new levels of asymmetric warfare, which
will escalate the simmering conflict between Somalia and
Ethiopia, and reinforce the asymmetric warfare already de-
stroying the nations of Southwest Asia.

Darfur Before It Became a Flashpoint for War

In the months since the Darfur Peace Agreement (DPA)
was signed on May 5, 2006, in Abuja, Nigeria, not only has
the fighting not abated, but the killings have gotten worse, as
anti-governmental rebels ferociously fight each other, mur-
dering the civilians they once claimed to represent. Some say
the DPA died the day it was agreed upon, since it was signed
by only one of the two main rebel groups, the Minni Minawi
faction of the Sudanese Liberation Movement (SLM), which,
according to the International Crisis Group, “increasingly acts
as a paramilitary wing of the Sudanese Army,” and not by the
other, the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM).

To understand the underlying causes of the crisis in
Darfur, one has to look at the history of this region, the cul-
tural, economic, and political forces that have interacted to
shape the behavior of these poor people trying to survive
under the conditions imposed by Kissinger’s NSSM 200.

Contrary to what you may have heard on the evening
news, the warfare has not been caused by ethnic conflict, and
has nothing fundamentally to do with Arabs versus Africans.
Aseconomic conditions worsen, and people struggle to secure
their very existence, so-called ethnicities are manipulated, as
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groups are set against one another in the struggle to survive.
After the severe droughts and famines hit in the 1980s, the
previously normal patterns of herdsman and farmers negotiat-
ing their access to water, began to change. In impoverished
Sudan, which received little meaningful assistance from the
West to help resolve the conflicts over water, racial and ethnic
bigotry intensified. The continuation of the drought led to
increased fighting over diminishing water resources, and as
weapons flowed into the area, conditions ripened for the erup-
tion of brutal warfare. Not only in Darfur: Similar kinds of
warfare have broken out throughout Sub-Saharan Africa un-

der the extremely oppressive conditions created by the poli-
cies of NSSM 200. But the solution to the crisis in Sub-Sa-
haran Africa can never be a military one. Without a state-
sponsored investment program for massive infrastructure
projects to create more potable water, more gigawatts of elec-
trical power, more hospitals, more schools, and more efficient
rail transportation, the conditions for orchestrated deadly con-
flicts like Darfur will continue.

The immediate danger in the weeks ahead is that the newly
elected Democratic members of Congress—even before tak-
ing their seats next January—will join a desperate Vice Presi-

LaRouche: Bush and Cheney
Plan a New Iraq in Darfur

During his Oct. 31 webcast, leading Democrat and states-
man Lyndon LaRouche was asked why he doesn’t support
military action against Sudan. LaRouche’s response, re-
printed here, was also issued as a LaRouche PAC leaflet.

First of all, the problem is caused by the United States; the
problem of Sudan is caused by the United States. It goes
back to the time that, in this case, the current President’s
father, who may wish to disown the connection, was a Vice
President of the United States. And he, with his wife, made
a visit to the capital of Sudan, and did some unpleasant
things. But he was also involved, as Vice President, in
what became known as Iran-Contra. He was a key part in
organizing what we call today al-Qaeda, together with the
British, because they’ve got people who are highly reli-
giously motivated in the Arab world, especially in Saudi
Arabia, and went to religious people in places such as
Sudan and elsewhere, and recruited from Muslim Brother-
hood circles, which were religious, people who were en-
thusiastic for this prospect, which we call al-Qaeda, which
was then what the United States organized at the behest of
Brzezinski and company earlier, continued by Vice Presi-
dent Bush and by Jimmy Goldsmith of England, and so
forth, as what was called the Afghanistan war of the 1980s.

So, in this period, the United States in the person of
Vice President Bush at that time, and others, had this grand
war going over there, and they used people from the Arab
world, particularly religious Arabs, particularly Saudi con-
nections and so forth, to conduct this war in Afghanistan,
which we are still experiencing at the present time—what
they did then. It was a war on the underbelly of the Soviet
Union, which was in a sense a bad idea. We had a better
approach to this than they did, to deal with this—the Soviet

Union. So in this process, that happened.

Now, at the time that President Clinton was leaving
office—and I think his administration had a very poor com-
prehension of Africa, in practice. And I think Thave amuch
better comprehension of the problems of Africa—though
I’m not perfect on the subject—than he does, still. Though
I think his ideas have improved greatly, and I think his
Administration served him badly, particularly on the Af-
rica question as in the case of Uganda and so forth; I think
he was very badly served by many people in his Adminis-
tration, in the State Department at that time, and this is part
of the problem.

But, I was last physically in Sudan at the end of January
of 2001, and I ran into a buzz saw. I was there doing work
on the question of water. I’d been there a number of times
before. I was very familiar with the problems in the coun-
try, and the complexity of these problems, which this prob-
lem of Darfur is a reflection of, but a reflection of some-
thing else specifically. If you want to deal with the
question, you have to deal with it honestly.

First of all, the objective of some people, recognizing
that the key to the whole area, from the so-called Lake
Victoria (which I think is a name that ought to be changed,
to some respectable name), all the way to the Mediterra-
nean Sea, that this area is governed now by a water agree-
ment which involves Egypt, on the measurement of the
Nile water. Now, the objective was, the imperialist objec-
tives, were to destroy Egypt. How? If you break the Nile
water agreement by splitting off parts of these micro-state
creations in this area, then you will break the water agree-
ment, and then what will happen is Egypt will blow up,
and the entire Arab world will blow up!

‘Bush Is Not Your Friend’

So, looking at these things as isolated human interest
things, is a mistake, because it is sophistry; it’s ignoring
the problem. Now, as I said, I was there in January of 2001.
What I ran into was a buzz saw. The Arabs coming out of
Saudi Arabia, of Prince Bandar and so forth, told the people
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dent Cheney in launching yet another war against an Islamic
nation. Cheney’s masters are looking for a pretext to create a
new asymmetric war as part of their regime change/perma-
nent war strategy. Since some Democrats are more “gung
ho” for militarily intervening into Darfur, if more thoughtful
heads don’t prevail, the Democrats could squander their hard-
fought election victory, and end up in their own quagmire in
the deserts of Sudan. As LaRouche concluded in his answer
to a question, during the Oct. 31 webcast: “People should
listen to me, and talk to me a little more about these things,
and then they wouldn’t make those mistakes.”

in Sudan that they had a friend in George Bush, George
W. Bush, and the George W. Bush Administration. And I
said, No. I said George W. Bush is here to destroy your
country! He’s not your friend. But they said, no, the Clin-
ton Administration made a mess of the place. Bush is going
to make it better. And I said, he’s going to destroy you.
And it happened. It’s been destroyed.

Now, this crisis down there is a product of what the
Bush Administration has done, and the ignorance on the
Africa question on the part of Clinton’s own administra-
tion. Clinton’s own administration made a mess of Sudan
policy. It was not the cause of the problem, but it made a
mess of the whole thing, failing to understand, because of
very bad advisors on this question of this area. And, as I
said, I think the former President would recognize today
that some of his former advisors served him very badly on
this question. And this mess is created by Bush, so why
don’t you clean up the Bush Administration? And then we
can settle the Darfur thing.

Yes, it is a problem, but it’s a problem which is orches-
trated. You want to treat this thing, you want to solve it?
You’re not going to solve it, not by those methods. You
may think you have excellent intentions, but it’s not going
to work. You don’t understand the area. And you have to
understand this area, and not just by intelligence reports,
you have to understand the people, you’ve got to under-
stand the history. You’ve got to understand Egypt. You’ve
got to look at what some people thought about Museveni.
You want to understand the problem in Darfur? Look at
Museveni! And look at what the Clinton Administration’s
attitude was on Museveni. That’s where mistakes were
made. And the problem is, the former President has to look
at this this way. You cannot be so attached to the idea of
doing a humanistic act, that in the course of doing what is
ostensibly with humanistic intention, becomes a contribu-
tion to a disaster, again. And that’s what the problem is.

People should listen to me, and talk to me a little more
about these things, and then they wouldn’t make those mis-
takes.
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