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PREFACE

The whole world is covered with nations of which we know only the names,
yet we dabble in judging. ... Let us suppose a Montesquieu, a Buffon, a Diderot
... traveling in order to inform ... by observing and describing ... Turkey ...
the interior of Africa ... China, Tartary ... Mexico, Peru, Chile, and finally the
Caribbean. ... Let us suppose these new Hercules ... then wrote at leisure the
natural, moral, and political history of what they would have seen; we ourselves
would see a new world ... and we would thus learn to know our own. (Rous-

seau, in Lévi-Strauss 1976: 34)

In an essay about the origins of anthropology, Claude Lévi-Strauss cred-
ited Rousseau with a delineation of the discipline. The idea behind Rous-
seau’s anthropology was to send ‘new Hercules’ out and about, “traveling
... to inform” compatriots about different people in the world, the better
“to know our own.” This book is Rousseauian in spirit. It is a real trip, a
journey to other peoples and places to know the United States and its global
entanglements. A word on how this peregrination came about is in order.

[ received a draft deferment to attend an Ivy League university in the
1960s and so avoided the Vietnam War. In 1968, as a privileged graduate
student, [ went instead to live among the Barma in Chad—then as isolated
a place as existed on the globe—to conduct research into descent groups.
There I went from person to person, asking, “So, what about clans?” They
didn’t know. Chad, it turned out, was in the midst of civil war. One evening
in 1969 in a tiny village, two months into fieldwork, Musa woke me with the
words “Malatol debgé kidé,” which translated as “The masters of killing have
come” or maybe as “The masters of killing are coming—soon!” We waited
for them under the old bili tree where the road into the village stopped and
under which the chief held court—a motley crew of six, all over sixty except
for the guy swollen from elephantiasis. We were armed with a shotgun (no
shells), an ancient sword (pretty short), and a fishing lance (jagged).

They did not come that night, but they kept coming elsewhere. At a
roadblock a few years later, a soldier maneuvered the barrel of his auto-

—ix —
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Preface

matic weapon to push up my companion’s sunglasses, the better to see
his face—and the better to kill him (if necessary). After some very fast
talk, the gun was removed and the glasses slid back into place. During one
period in N'Djamena, Chad’s capital, if you woke up in the morning and
saw birds in the tree, you knew there had been fighting near the Presiden-
tial Palace the previous night. At the time a friend recounted how an old
man near the palace had raised his arm above his shoulder, brandishing
a knife, and been machine-gunned by soldiers who then approached the
body and threw hand grenades at it. “They blew him into mini-pieces,” he
said, and kept repeating, “mini-morcaux, mini-morcaux. Why?” This led
me to understand that unilineal descent groups—then the regnant anthro-
pological conceptual boytoys—were not of pressing significance to Chad-
ians, whereas understanding why portions of their agnates kept flying off in
blasted, bloody chunks was.

This realization was followed by another. Maybe Chad was not so iso-
lated. Americans and Europeans were involved in the violence. After all,
in that first village an old American World War II fighter plane, piloted
by a Frenchman, would fly out of the eastern dawn, bank sharply over the
village at strafing level—the pilot’s silver glasses glinting in the sun—and
head northward. Once, on the way to a funeral, I drove through a line of
French legionnaires retreating from the area where the funeral was to be
held. In 1970 at a parade in N’Djamena’s Independence Square, celebrants
of the tenth anniversary of Chad’s independence watched a tank roll by.
Actually, it was Chad’s only tank, the Gaurang. Standing in the Gaurang’s
main turret, facing and saluting the reviewing stand, was a Chadian sol-
dier; at another opening up front, a European officer stared straight ahead,
saluting no one. Fast-forward ten years: on one battlefield in the 1980s
there were reports of a “Bob,” said to be a CIA officer. Fast-forward another
quarter of a century: there was still warfare. As we traveled to the small city
of Abeché near the Sudanese border, high, high above a French Jaguar jet
left a contrail pointing east, toward the hostilities.

Such memories are disquieting—Bob and Europeans haunting imagina-
tion’s shadows. But as readers will learn, Bob and the Europeans doing their
thing in Chad was not a singularity. Rather, they were, and are, a global im-
perial phenomenon characterizing our times. I had gone to Chad to study
Chadians’ worlds, and in so doing had learned “our own” world was part
of theirs. Bob and his compatriots—“masters of killing” who “have come”
or “are coming—soon!”"—were out there. Among other matters, this text
provides theory and evidence to argue that since the end of World War II,
a New American Empire has emerged in our world to choreograph Bob
and his allies’ operations in other worlds across the globe.

—X—
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(GLOSSARY

Actions: the strings of an individual actor.

Actors: a type of force resource composed of persons with particular forces
and powers. The more force and power they have, the greater their agency.
Agency: use of the brain to combine different force resources, creating a
force with an outcome, with power.

Authority: a type of force resource based on the rights of actors to choreo-
graph specific force resources in different perceived situations.
Autopoetic: having or relating to a social being’s power to reproduce and
maintain itself.

Being, human: a sector of reality; that of humanity in all its interactive
aspects.

, social: the most complex structural form of human being. These
are articulated systems, roughly equivalent to society. Social beings are
open, autopoetic, and reflexive—always in motion, always doing.

Coalescence: increasing co-occurrence of contradictions.

Choreography: the designing of sequences of movements in which the
motion of objects and people are specified in space and time.

Concatenation: the particular co-occurrence of contradictions that may
be increasing or decreasing in intensity.

Conservation of délires: the principle that social change moves iteration
by iteration, with iterations understood as similar ways of doing the same
thing.
Contradictions: are logics that give a social being, or a portion of it,
the power to move toward its limits, threatening its reproduction and
autopoesis.

——, political: a contradiction within or between political systems.

, imperial: a contradiction between two or more empires.
— xili -
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Glossary

— dominator/dominated: a contradiction between the dominators
and the dominated in imperial social beings

, economic: a contradiction with or between economic systems.

, cyclical: economic contradictions that cycle between growth and
decline.

, systemic: economic contradictions moving economic systems to-
ward their limits.
Culture: a force resource consisting of learned and shared signs bearing
information of the times; required for choreographing (see also technical
culture, ideology, worldview).
——, perceptual: signs indicating what is.
—, procedural: signs bearing information about what to do with
what is.
——, neuronal: signs embedded within neuronal tissue in I-Space.
—, discursive: signs forming the basis of information transmitted in
E-Space.
— positional: signs shared by those in different positions within so-
cial beings.
Délires: the intentions and the emotions supporting them of elites.
Elites: upper-class actors who occupy positions with considerable author-
ity over considerable force resources. They are the “tip of the spear” in
class conflict.

, subject: elites found in colonies or client states who are super-
vised by imperial handlers.

, advantaged: elites found in advantaged client states.

——, hybrid: elites found in ordinary client states who have positional
culture from both their own state and that of the imperial core to which
they belong.

Empires: social beings doing domination especially in other countries and
other regions as their elites amass force and, with force, power.

E-Space: structures external to humans.
Experimental fixation: different attempts to address a particular vulnerability.

Force: generally, any cause of outcomes or effects. It is specific to social
forms. Any outcome or effect is due to the exercise of force resources.

, exercise of: utilization of force resources.

, violent: force resources exercised to break things.

, constructive: force resources exercised to make things.

Force resources: instruments, land, actors, culture, and authority that,
when choreographed together, cause effects.

—xiv—
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Glossary

Formal: describes a group whose procedural culture is explicit (with stan-
dardized, written procedure)

Global warring: strings involving overt or covert, direct or indirect, exer-
cise of violent force managed by security elites of an imperial state against
a colony, client state, or region of interest somewhere other than the impe-
rial core.

Hermeneutic: a choreographic message from technical culture, ideology,
or a worldview that informs actors what is and what to do about it.

Hermeneutic blindness: inability to recognize vulnerabilities.

Hermeneutic deception: fixes said to relax vulnerabilities that actually do
not relax the vulnerabilities.

Hermeneutic politics: generally, any debate over the understanding of
some aspect of being; specifically, debates between elites over what public
délires to authorize to resolve reproductive vulnerabilities.

Hermeneutic puzzles: generally, any aspect of being that demands under-
standing; specifically, any vulnerability that elites apprehend as needing
fixing.

Hermeneuts: illuminati, educational or cultural elites who bring the mes-
sages of what elites desire to everybody else.

Hermetic seal: actors sealed into thinking and feeling X, and sealed out of
thinking and feeling not-X.

Ideology: large systems of cultural information that is normally contested;
e.g., there are conservative and liberal ideologies.

Imperial handlers: core elites who manage the administration of client
states. Security elites are a form of imperial handler.

Imperialism: the reproduction of empires, with elites doing whatever it
takes to keep them going (simple reproduction) and, when possible, to
grow them (extended reproduction).

Informal: describes a group whose procedural culture is not entirely ex-
plicit (not completely standardized, not written)

Institutions: co-occurring, interrelated practices.

Instruments: A type of force resource consisting of things—both material
(e.g., machines) and immaterial (e.g., capital)—used by actors in exercises
of force.

Intensification: movement of a contradiction toward its limits.
I-Space: structures internal to humans.

Iteration: a specific fix, or a number of different fixes, of a reproductive
vulnerability.

— XV —
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Land: a type of force resource; raw materials.
Limit: the point at which an action or social form can go no further.

Logics: abstract accounts of the powers of strings.
— multiple: logics of institutions or systems operating to produce
more than one power.
—, hierarchical: where some logics need to occur for other logics to
occur.
of disorder: logics directed toward the limit of contradictions
of social constitution: logics directed toward the fixing of repro-
ductive vulnerabilities.

Open: describes the power of social forms to connect with other forms,
including natural structures.

Operations: strings and practices authorized by actors in formal institutions.

Play of forces: the contradiction between the logics of disorder and social
constitution.

Power: any outcome or effect of an exercise of forces.

, intended: effect that was premeditated by actors.
——, unintended: unpremeditated effects.

, extensiveness: the number of actors a particular actor has power
over.

— density: the number of power actors have over other actors.
Practices: a number of individual action strings choreographed together
to do something.

Public délires: elites’ resolution of their desires to solve their weaknesses
that takes the form of authorizing solutions to these vulnerabilities (in
laws, decrees, etc..) Public délires, once authorized, serve as a means of
interpretation by which elites decide what is and what to do about it.
Reflexive: describes the power of actors in social beings to reflect upon
events and alter actions and practices to strengthen reproduction and
maintain autopoesis, the reflection being both cognitive and emotional;
i.e., actors think about and feel effects of being.

Regions, macro-: notions referring to structural characteristics of entire
social beings.

——, meso-: notions referring to actors operating within social beings.

— micro-: notions referring to structures within actors that operate

on the actors, who operate in their social being.

Relaxation: movement of a contradiction away from its limits.

—xvi—
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Reproduction: generally, the re-creation of form; specifically, the re-cre-
ation of social forms.

, simple: re-creation of form with no growth; value extracted by
elites at subsequent times roughly equal to that at at antecedent ones.

, extended: re-creation of form with growth; value extracted by
elites at subsequent times exceeds that at antecedent times.

Reproductive fix: the relaxing of contradictions

Reproductive vulnerability: situations where contradictions have moved
toward limits, possibly causing reproductive problems.

Shultzian Permission: the granting by security elites of consent to exercise
violent force to fix vulnerabilities once they believe nonviolent fixes have

failed.
Shape-shifting: transformation of social form.

Social constitution: transformation of hermeneutics into public délires,
whose implementation results in social forms.

Social form: any structural unit in human being: practices, institutions,
systems, social beings.

Social reflexivity: how humans achieve autopoeisis by solving hermeneu-
tic puzzles during hermeneutic politics that results in public délires.

String: a series of events where cultural messages have choreographed
force resources to make the events occur.

Systems: actions articulated into practices that are part of institutions
connected with other institutions.

Tasks: strings and practices occurring in informal institutions.

Technical culture: learned and shared information about how to achieve
certain powers. E.g., recipes are part of the technical culture of cooking,
which is about making the power of different dishes to eat.

Tenet’s Tenet: the tendency of actors in similar positions to have similar
desires and positional cultures

Windows of authority: the different situations in which an actor has the
right to exercise force resources.

Worldview: resembles Gramsci’s notion of hegemony. Pertains to large
systems of cultural information where much of the information is taken
for granted, not contested; for example, the idea in Western culture that
there are men and women in the world. Worldviews move toward ideolo-
gies when their information becomes contested. In the past it was believed
women should marry only men. Now this view has become contested and
is part of ideologies for or against homosexuality.

— xvil —
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ABBREVIATIONS

ACOTA Africa Contingency Operations Training and Assistance

ACRI African Crisis Response Initiative

AIOC Anglo Iranian Oil Company (which would become British
Petroleum)

AMBO Albanian Macedonian Bulgarian Oil Corporation

AOPIG African Qil Policy Initiative Group

AQAP al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula

BP British Petroleum (began as the Anglo Iranian Oil Company)

CENTO Central Treaty Organization

COIN Counterinsurgency warfare

COMECON Council for Mutual Economic Assistance

CPA Coalition Provisional Authority

CPC Chinese Communist Party

CSI Christian Solidarity International

CSNPD Comité de Sursaut National pour la Paix et le Démocratie

DIA Defense Intelligence Agency

DOI CIA’s Directorate of Intelligence

ELN National Liberation Army
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FARC-EP Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia, Peoples’ Army

FARF Forces Armées pour le République Fédérale

FAT Forces Armées Tchadiennes

FATA Federally Administered Tribal Areas

Fedecamaras Federation of Chambers of Commerce—Venezuela

FON freedom of navigation

FROLINAT Front de Libération Nationale du Tchad

FUC United Front for Democratic Change

GCC Gulf Cooperation Council

GWOT global war against terrorism
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H&K Hill and Knowlton Strategies

HSM Holy Spirit Movement

ICU Islamic Courts Union
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INC Iraqi National Congress
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ISG Iraq Study Group

ISI Inter-Services Intelligence
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NLA National Liberation Army

NGOs Nongovernmental organizations

NIE National Intelligence Estimate
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INTRODUCTION

peregrination is a lengthy journey, often slogged on foot. Deadly Con-

tradictions is such a journey—a walkabout with a Rousseauian pur-
pose, to understand other worlds to better “know our own.” Moreover,
the voyage is conducted to help solve two mysteries. The first of these is a
murder whodunit. The United States is a Great Power, one the New York
Times has judged to be “the most powerful country ever” (Herbert 2011).
Since the end of World War I American greatness has repeatedly involved
the exercise of violent force; which is a way of saying the US has often gone
to war in other countries and in so doing has killed many. So a first mystery
to be explored is: Why has the US killed so many people in war?

The second, more general and abstract mystery derives from the intel-
lectual infrastructure erected to address the first. To investigate why the
US has killed so many in its wars, it was necessary to develop a theory of
the particular being that is the US, in all its martial finery. The theory ad-
vanced is one of global warring in empires. However, this theory was itself
dependent upon formulation of a research framework concerning how in
general to analyze human being. This framework is critical structural real-
ism. The second mystery, then, is the puzzle of human being: what it is,
how it works or does not. Critical structural realism and its application in
global warring theory suggest a solution to this second mystery. Readers,
consider yourselves the very best sort of intellectual tourists on an expedi-
tion to solve two mysteries. Consider me your humble guide.

Empires and Modernity

Before describing this journey, I will indulge an aside about why empires,
imperialism, and modernity play roles in Deadly Contradictions. Dana Priest
reports that Donald Rumsfeld, when he was George W. Bush’s defense sec-
retary, commissioned a “private study of great empires” (Priest 2004: 30).

1=
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Deadly Contradictions

The study was completed just prior to the US invasion of Iraq. Secretary
Rumsfeld’s intentions in ordering the study are unclear. Perhaps he and his
subalterns were curious about how other empires worked and how the US
compared to them.

A vast number of attempts to understand imperial social forms had been
made prior to Secretary Rumsfeld’s, beginning in Enlightenment times with
Edward Gibbons’s The Rise and Fall of the Roman Empire (1776). Demandt
(1984) recorded 210 theories to explain Rome’s fall alone. Since 9/11 and
the US occupation of Iraq and Afghanistan, a deluge of books and articles
have debated American imperialism.! Why another text focusing on em-
pires and imperialism?

Throughout the twentieth century, from Hobson (1902) to Lenin (1917)
to Harvey (2003), scholarly attention has emphasized the economics of im-
perialism—and usefully so, because empire and economic accumulation are
conjoined. But, as the pages of this text will demonstrate, empires and im-
perialism have equally involved the violence of war, and have done so for a
very long time. Deadly Contradictions argues that imperial social forms have
been extremely important since deep in antiquity, and addresses an intellec-
tual black hole in their study by giving the gore of war a theoretical place.

Consider, next, modernity. While debates about modernity may not be
as old as those concerning imperialism; they are extensive, often vitupri-
tive, and lacking in common sense, with this phrase used in a Peircian
manner (Peirce 1955: 290-301); meaning that there is little ‘sense’ among
knowledgeable folk about what modernity might be. Two strands in moder-
nity debates stand out: the first concerns what modernity is and, second,
whatever it is, has it already passed. Some regard the “is” of modernity as
a cultural or a conceptual notion. Jonathan Friedman (2008: 9), for ex-
ample, considers modernity “the cultural field of commercial capitalism.”
[ prefer not to view modernity as a cultural phenomenon associated with
social forms. Rather, it is the reverse: social forms that may be associated
with certain cultural systems. So framed, “modernity” is a time whose reg-
nant social forms are capitalist ones articulated by governments within
imperial state structures, plus the cultural notions associated with these
structures. Modernity has a beginning: around AD 1410 and the Portuguese
conquest of Ceuta in Morocco, when the rise of European capitalist and
governmental institutions began. In this optic modernity is European in
origin, though rapidly spreading to those regarded as others by Europeans.
Actually, Chapter 2 will argue that modernity retains an organizational
design from antiquity.

If modernity has a beginning, does it have an end? Here is where post-
modernists come in. For them, modernity passed like a kidney stone from
the body politic into oblivion somewhere around 1979, the year of publica-
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tion of Francois Lyotard’s The Postmodern Condition. It does not take very
deep research to discover that capitalism and states are still very much with
us. However, there is reason to believe that the postmodernists may have
stumbled upon something, so one of the topics explored in Deadly Contra-
dictions is whether these are end times for modernity. With the preceding
noted, it is time to introduce a metaphor used throughout out the text.

Imagine the United States of America as a recent version of Hobbes’s
Leviathan. Hereafter, the trope “US Leviathan” will stand for the structure
that is the US. Picture modernity as the seas in which the Leviathan swims.
Give this seascape a melodramatic flourish by envisioning those seas as
stormy because of contradictory waves sent roiling by the Leviathan’s own
prodigious force. Finally, add danger to the melodrama by visualizing the
tempest as one that might overwhelm and drown the Leviathan, and with
it other creatures of the sea of modernity. In this sense, the book’s per-
egrination is an excursion from the highlands where the US Leviathan
is theoretically modeled, to the sea, where it is observed sailing the tur-
bulent waters of modernity. Next, readers, [ provide the itinerary of your
peregrination.

The Itinerary

In the highlands, at the beginning of the theoretical section, chapter 1
formulates the text’s approach to contemporary warfare. The chapter is
divided into two parts. The first develops a critical structural realism; the
second formulates global warring theory. The chapter’s goal is to define the
basic concepts of the approach and, in some cases, to reconceptualize them
in order to better address the fact that humans are constantly in motion
and that those motions occur on an extraordinarily complex, intercon-
nected globe.’

[ formally introduce the notion of the “social being” to replace concepts
of society. The idea is that human social forms are not static structures, but
open, reflexive, autopoetic beings in continual motion—now/here, then/
there—and shape-shifters, changing their organization like the moving
frames in a film. The US Leviathan is a trope of a variety of imperial social
being. Social being dynamics are propelled by the interconnected macro-,
meso-, and microregions of organization, which collaborate to produce
motion. “Macro-regions” pertain to the entire social being; “meso-regions”
to individual actors who operate the social being; and “micro-regions” to
the structures within actors that operate the actors that operate the social
being. Global warring theory is largely formulated on the basis of macro-
and meso-concepts that explain the US Leviathan’s dynamics.
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Theories can be usefully thought of as structures composed of concepts
exhibiting two parts: what is explained, the “explanandum”; and what does
the explaining, the “explanans.” The explanans is connected with the ex-
planandum because its concepts explain those in the explanandum. Recall
the first mystery that Deadly Contradictions addresses: Why does the US
war and kill so many people? The US Leviathan’s wars will be shown to be
of a type termed global warring. The preceding means that the explanan-
dum of global warring theory is a solution to the first mystery, and an an-
swer to the question of why the US so frequently conducts global warring.

The explanans of the theory can be divided into two interrelated parts:
one concerning the world actors find themselves in, and the other address-
ing how actors deal with this world. Thus, the first category of concepts
applies in macro-regions. These notions are about the realities actors in-
habit and include formulations of ideas about force, power, logic, strings,
contradictions, and reproduction. This is because the actualities in which
actors reside are those that need to be represented as structures of force
and power, riven by contradiction and needing to reproduce. The second
part of the explanans involves concepts in meso-regions that account for
how actors act upon what is happening to them in their macro-realms. The
terms employed here might be said to be those of a hermeneutics—not a
literary hermeneutics like Clifford Geertz’s, but a pragmatic variety. The
major notions are social reflexivity, hermeneutic puzzles and politics, and
public délires (elite-instituted desire): actors confront hermeneutic puzzles
of force, contradiction, and reproduction with social reflexivity that in-
volves them in hermeneutic politics to create public délires.

The actors examined in Deadly Contradictions are in a special category
of elites—those involved with security, who judge questions of war and
peace. The concepts of the first part of the explanans are examined to
explain the state of the structures of force and power in which US security
elites find themselves. Those of the second part are examined to see how
those actors, employing a pragmatic hermeneutics, act upon the structures
of force and power in which they find themselves to, among other things,
open the gates of global warring hell.

Chapter 2 takes the theoretical tools formulated in the previous chapter
and applies them to theorizing imperial social beings. In imperial beings,
which exercise different forms of economic and violent force, readers will
discover shape-shifting things, Nietzschean “monsters of energy.” Having
slogged through theoretical highland, the text’s narrative descends to em-
pirical seas to explore the theory’s plausibility.

How might these seas be imagined? One way is to see them as oceans
of space and time upon which human social forms sail. Different empiri-
cal space/time places are different seas, there being, very broadly, ancient,
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medieval, and modern seas. Two seas are visited in chapters 3 through 10.
The first is that of the US Leviathan, roughly from its beginning up to the
middle of the twentieth century. Here readers learn of the development
and nature of a New American Empire. The second area reconnoitered is
the roiling seas of the latter half of the twentieth and early twenty-first cen-
turies, when the New American Empire is seen in action doing its global
warring. Chapter 3 examines the US from its beginnings until the last year
of World War II to judge how long it has been an imperial social being.
Chapter 4 investigates the five years from 1945 to 1950. The world in 1945
was one of daunting international disorder—old empires dying, America
ascendant. This chapter details the actual institution of the New Ameri-
can Empire. Of course, it is not easy being an empire. In chapter 5 the ar-
gument travels to observe the disordering contradictions that have vexed
the empire since World War II, provoking reproductive vulnerabilities and
with them hermeneutic puzzles about how to plot an imperial course in
turbulent seas. The chapter identifies two general types of political and
economic contradictions provoking reproductive vulnerabilities.

The argument in the next five chapters travels to the violent places of
US global warring. The discussion reveals the role of contradiction and
reproductive vulnerabilities, showing how security elites wrestle with the
hermeneutic puzzles and politics provoked by these vulnerabilities. The
fighting considered is more than the conventional conflicts where the
US overtly and directly sends troops into combat with enemies. The New
American Empire has been a sly Leviathan, fighting covertly and indirectly
by sending other countries’ boys off to fight and die for it.

Chapter 6 examines US global warring between 1950 and 1974. The
chapter includes an overview of the wars of this period, as well as five in-
depth examinations of important deadly quarrels: the Korean War, the Iran
Coup, the Guatemalan Coup, Cuba and the Bay of Pigs Invasion, and the
Vietnam War. Chapter 7 analyzes US global warring from 1975 until 1989.
It documents a time of change, especially in the contradictions troubling
the empire. In light of these changing contradictions, the chapter investi-
gates US global warring in Afghanistan at the time of the Soviet invasion;
in the Iran-Iraq War through the 1980s; and in Libya, also in the 1980s.

Chapter 8 reports on a coalescing and intensification of contradictions
facing the US Leviathan after 1990 that resulted in a perfect storm of
contradiction. Chapters 9 and 10 document how US global warring, or
preparation for such warring, spread after 1990 to become world warring
in sixteen violent places in five theaters in the Middle East, Central Asia,
Africa, Latin American, and the Pacific. For each case of hostilities, it is
argued that imperial America sought to violently fix the vulnerabilities
provoked by the storm of contradictions.
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Finally, at journey’s end, chapter 11 looks back to judge whether the
perigrination has offered solutions to the two mysteries that were the rea-
son for the trip in the first place.

Time and Technique

The time analyzed in the book and the techniques used to study it deserve
comment. Fernand Braudel, in his classic The Mediterranean ([1949] 1972),
proposed that there have been different varieties of time that scholars can
explore—specifically, three different “planes”: la longue durée, Uhistoire so-
ciale, and histoire événementielle (Braudel 1972: 20-21). The longue durée
was “the slow unfolding of structural realities,” “whose passage is almost
imperceptible” (Braudel 1972: 23, 20). L’histoire sociale was “the history of
groups and groupings” (Braudel 1972: 20), whereas U'histoire événementielle
was “brief, rapid, nervous fluctuations,” “individal time,” and the “history
of events” (Braudel 1972: 21). Two sorts of criteria distinguished Braudel’s
temporal planes: they involved short or long time periods (i.e., Uhistoire
événementielle versus la longue durée); and the actors in the planes could
be structures or individuals (i.e., la longue durée and lhistoire sociale versus
Phistoire événementielle.) Two questions arise about this conceptualization.
Why, if there were long and short temporal planes, was there no medium
plane? And when was the object of study in temporal planes likely to be
that of individuals, or likely to be that of structures?

To address these questions, one might suggest that history can be studied
in terms of seas of space and time that may have short, medium, and long
time-frames. “Short time-frames” very roughly correspond to Braudel’s
Phistoire événementielle. They are “moments” of time, occurring briefly, last-
ing from weeks to a few years. Ethnographers often work in such stretches.
Scholars of the Manchester School—one thinks of Gluckman’s (1958) fine
study of the opening of a bridge in Zululand or Victor Turner’s (1957) “so-
cial dramas”—were masters of short time-frame ethnographies. Individu-
als are easily observable in the moment. However, short time-frames are so
short that it is difficult to observe structural trends.

“Medium time-frames” have no real Braudelian correspondence. They
are periods of decades to a century or so that have within them different
“moments.” They have normally been studied by historians or historically
inclined social thinkers, and are long enough to allow structural trends
to be distinguished, though generally not so long that the results of those
trends can be known. Because structural trends are observable in medium
time-frame studies, it is possible to analyze how individuals react to them.
Even though Braudel did not conceptualize a medium time-frame, his
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two-volume The Mediterrean is actually such a study of the time of King
Philip II of Spain (1527-1598). Walter LaFeber’s The New Empire (1963)
is a classic medium time-frame account of the rise of US capitalism and
empire between 1860 and 1898; while Arthur Schlesinger’s The Crisis of
the Old Order (1957) is an equally distinguished account of how that cap-
italism got into trouble between 1919 and 1933. All in all, studies over
medium time-frames are “teasers,” in that they indicate the direction in
which the story is going but do not actually reveal its ending because it has
not yet occurred.

“Long time-frames” correspond approximately to Braudel’s la longue
durée and [histoire sociale (if observed over centuries). They extend over
grand time periods—veritable spatiotemporal oceans—in which structural
trends have begun, matured, and finished; and they are composed of the
medium time-frames that are themselves composed of different moments
in short time-frames. Long time-frame researches have typically been the
domain of historians or archeologists. Nineteenth-century evolutionary
anthropologists such as Lewis Henry Morgan (1877) and E.B. Tylor (1871),
as well as mid—twentieth-century neo-evolutionists like Leslie White
(1959) and Julian Steward (1963), conducted long time-frame researchs.
More recently, Eric Wolf’s (1982) Europe and the People without History and
R. Brian Ferguson’s (1995) Yanomami Warfare each offer long time-frame
narratives of the entire world and of that of the Yanomami during moder-
nity. Long time-frame studies often emphasize structural change, as times
are so great that individual actions become lost in a fog of the past. How-
ever, where individual data is still available it can be interesting to analyze
individuals’ responses to structural transformation. Long time-frames can
be a gratifying field of study because they contain the “end of the story”
both for structures and the persons who compose them.

Deadly Contradictions, though it sketches the entire history of the Amer-
ican polity, is concentrated in a medium time-frame—the moments of the
US Leviathan between 1945 and 2014. This period might be envisioned as
part of the epoch of late modernity, and its examination might be thought
of as providing clues as to how the story of modernity might end. Anal-
ysis begins in 1945 because a series of changes that were instituted that
year transformed the Old into the New American Empire. It terminated
in 2014, by which time President Obama had announced that US military
strategy “will ... move away from large-scale ground warfare that has dom-
inated the post-9/11 era” (Pilkington 2012), leaving many to wonder: what
comes next’?

Research for Deadly Contradictions was conducted partially through par-
ticipant observation and primarily through examination of primary and
secondary written material. Bronislav Malinowski’s guidance as to what
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constituted proper data analysis is helpful in grasping how both partici-
pant observation and written material were analyzed. In Argonauts of the
Western Pacific, he insisted that “acceptable Ethnographic work” should
consist of observations of “the totality of all social, cultural, and psycho-
logical aspects of the community” (1922: xvi). He wanted data on the
“totality” of a community because its different parts were “so interwoven
that one” cannot be “understood without taking into consideration all the
others” (ibid.). This codification of the “acceptable” in fieldwork became
the ethnographic standard, though different schools have gathered varying
amounts of cultural and social information.

[t is certainly important to know how things “fit together.” Of course,
things that fit together are continually in motion in particular directions.
Things change, and observationally ignoring this fact leads to epistemic
holes. Knowledge of change requires data analysis that reveals what is con-
nected with what else, but also discloses what came before in some space at
some time, what will come subsequently in some space at some time, and
how the subsequents and antecedents are connected. As much as possible,
Deadly Contradictions has sought such analysis.

One sort of ethnographic experience has been very useful for the par-
ticular concerns of Deadly Contradictions. As a consultant for the United
States Agency for International Development (1973-1993), [ have known
an assortment of US government officials—diplomats, soldiers, admin-
istrators. These mid-level operatives (who were mostly men) gave me a
“feel” for the officials who man (and now woman) the ship of state.

Primary and secondary written information was gathered at libraries or
from the Internet. The Internet has been a remarkable resource. First of
all, it holds an extraordinary amount of material. It has allowed people
who might otherwise have been voiceless to publish on the web, where it
is globally available to almost everyone. Often their data is the most up-
to-date account of events. Additionally, a surprising amount of material
available online—some from formerly secret sources like the CIA—con-
cerns the thoughts and actions of elites responsible for the US government
and economy.

The cases of US global warring analyzed in the text are not derived from
random sampling. Such sampling is currently not possible—first because
so much US military intervention has been covert and is not known; and
second because, as discussed later in the text, I do not believe the US mil-
itary establishment actually knows how many hostilities it has engaged in.
Thus, exactly what universe should be used as a basis for sampling remains
unclear. However, the cases analyzed in the text are representative of the
type of warring that occurred in each time period investigated.
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Readers are no doubt aware that the material used to warrant the the-
oretical views in this text, and for that matter in any text, comes from
people with particular biases, including myself. However, not all prejudices
are equal. I am acutely aware that if the information supporting Deadly
Contradiction’s arguments is tendentious, then it conclusions will be re-
jected. One of my biases, then, is to base arguments as much as possible
on evidence that is as reliable as possible. Certain areas discussed, espe-
cially those concerning recent hostilities like those in Iraq or Syria, are
emotional minefields of conflicting opinion and hidden action. Given this
actuality, [ have sought whenever possible to make information bias known
and to express any opposing views. It is time to begin the peregrination by
climbing to the theoretical highlands to build a critical structural realism
and global warring theory.

Notes

1. Harvey (2003: 225-226) provides references to literature concerning contemporary
imperialism.

2. Deadly Contradictions’ concepts are abstract and general and, consequently, sometimes
hard to fathom. My rhetorical mentor has been the early novelist Daniel Defoe, who encour-
aged a “plain style.” A glossary of important terms is included in this volume. When concepts
are first defined they are placed in quotation marks.
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Chapter 1

GLOBAL WARRING THEORY
A Critical Structural Realist Approach

Atraveler on a journey needs a map to tell her or him where to go. A
scientific traveler’s map is a theory, which tells her or him where to go
to find the evidence that supports the theory. Of course, mapmakers know
there are different methods of making maps, just as theoreticians recognize
diverse approaches (paradigms or problematics) for constructing theories.
This chapter has two parts. The first presents critical structural realism,
an approach to formulating theory. The second then applies this approach
to construct global warring theory, which accounts for the New American
Empire’s propensity for belligerence. Crucial to the chapter’s intellectual
work is the conceptualization of human being in terms of structure and
contradiction, with these latter terms reconceptualized in terms of force
and power.

Critical Structural Realism

In the early 1970s, Clifford Geertz (1973: 20) suggested that the heart
of anthropology should be “ethnographic description.” Actually, anthro-
pological research had utilized such description since Franz Boas, though
Boas was careful to encourage the use of other techniques, especially those
permitting observation of vast areas over long times. US archeology origi-
nated for this reason. But by the mid 1980s, the influential Writing Culture
crew (Clifford and Marcus 1986) had taken Geertz’s suggestion to heart,
banishing from the discipline anything that was not ethnographic and
further decreeing, “Ethnographic writings can properly be called fictions”
(1986: 6). Then, nearly two decades after the publication of Writing Cul-
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ture, Marcus (2002: 3) noticed something alarming: ethnographies were
“objects of aestheticism and often summary judgment and evaluation” that
were “judged quickly,” used “to establish reputation, and, then ... often
forgotten.” An intellectual discipline whose major production is “often
forgotten” is itself in danger of extinction. In what follows, the goal is not
to eliminate ethnography but to suggest an additional, more epistemically
robust and ontologically macroscopic anthropology based upon critical
structural realist foundations to help make anthropology less forgettable.

Realism

Realism is to be distinguished from positivism. Positivism, which occurs
in several varieties, is a philosophy of science that in Auguste Comte’s
version holds theology and metaphysics to be imperfect epistemologies,
compared to science. Deadly Contradictions takes no stand on positivism,
though it hardly seems promising to insist theology or metaphysics is a
more promising way of knowing reality than science. Realism is equally
distinguished from idealism, which holds that being is “dependent upon
the existence of some mind” (Fetzer and Almeder 1993: 65). Realism is the
belief that reality, or being (the terms are used interchangeably), is onto-
logically independent of mind (cognitive structures, conceptual schemes,
etc.). Scientific realism—supported by Leplin (1984), Niiniluoto (2002),
Psillos (2005) and Sokal (2008)—is the view that science has reliable tech-
niques for seeking truth, and that the being explained by scientific approx-
imate truths is the real world, as far as it is knowable.!

Realism is of interest due to an ontological underpinning based upon
the principle of sufficient reason (PSR). This principle is powerful, contro-
versial, and ancient, with expressions in both non-Western and Western
thought. PSR assumed its modern, Western form in the work of Spinoza
and Leibnitz (Pruss 2006). It states: Everything must have a reason or
cause. If ontology is the study of the nature of reality, then what makes
the PSR powerful is its conceptual immensity. Everything—all being, all
reality—must have a cause. What makes the principle controversial is that
there can be complications in answering the imperative “Prove it.” My own
support for the PSR comes from the still older principle that ex nihilo, nihil
fit (from nothing, comes nothing). Reality is not a universe of nothing: it is
full of somethings, and if somethings cannot come from nothing, they must
have come from (i.e., be caused by) something else. This suggests that the
nature of reality consists in vast structures of somethings connected by
causality with other somethings, reaching through all places and all times
in all universes. The task of scholars is to seek the approximate truth of this
structure of causal couplings. Deadly Contradictions undertakes its journey
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to explore the structuring of human being. Consider, now, the structure in
critical structural realism.

Structure, Force, and Power

[t is universally allowed that matter, in all its operations, is actuated by a nec-
essary force, and that every natural effect is so precisely determined by the
energy of its cause that no other effect, in such particular circumstances, could

possibly have resulted from it. (Hume [1739] 2003)

In the quotation above David Hume announced the view that material
things, including people, are “actuated by a necessary force,” a “cause”
that has its “effect.” Actually, the Enlightenment-era Hume (1711-1776)
was restating the older view of Hobbes (1588-1679; in Champlain 1971)
that human power can be understood as the operation of causality. Un-
derstanding power as causality is a useful way to rethink structuralism as a
method for analyzing structures as phenomena that are always in motion,
always dynamic.? Let us turn to a French Mandarin of structuralism in
order to formulate this reconceptualization.

As the structural Marxist mandarin Louis Althusser (1970: 36; empha-
sis in original) put it, “The real: it is structured,” in the sense that being,
including human being, exhibits parts in some relationship to some other
parts. This is a realist position. The objects of study in such an ontology
are the realities of different sorts of structures. The structures I am inter-
ested in are not those imagined by the 1940-1960s French structuralists
that, except in the work of the structural Marxists, ultimately concerned
structures of the mind.’?

Instead, critical structural realism studies “human being.” What is such
being? Consider the following event, which took place in the American
West but could have happened anywhere. An elderly couple who had been
married for more than a half century pulled out of a store’s parking lot onto
a heavily traveled road. The husband, the driver, did not see that a car was
bearing down upon them, and there was a collision. When help arrived at
the scene, they found the dying couple holding hands. In all places and
in all times, that is what humans do. They hold hands, which is a trope
for making connections. In this optic, a connection is doing something
together, even if, as in the case of the elderly couple, it is the last thing
they do.

“Human being” is a sector of reality—that of humanity, where humans
reach out to connect with others. Structures are connected parts. They
may be small and intimate—a dying couple reaching out to hold each
other’s hands—or vast and impersonal, like transnational corporations’
thrusting of their hands into profit-making in all corners of the globe. In
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this reality of human being it is force that has the power to make con-
nection. Force and power are discussed at greater length below; for the
moment, understand “reaching out” as the force that has the effect—the
power—of “holding hands,” and consider the sorts of connections humans
make.

A “social form” is any organization of connections in human being. It is
heuristically understood to include practices, institutions, systems, and so-
cial beings. Persons using their force to do things in some sequence will be
termed “actors” with regard to the things they do, the powers they create.
Actors are the atomic parts of social forms. Actors in motion interacting
with other actors, doing things, achieving particular forces and powers,
will be understood as “practices” (as in surgical or dental practices). “In-
stitutions” are co-occurring, interrelated practices (as in the institution of
medicine). “Systems” are actions articulated into practices that are part
of institutions connected with other institutions (as in political or eco-
nomic systems). “Social beings” are the most complex forms of human be-
ing. They are articulated systems, whose connections may be within or
between state social forms..

The different social forms in human being are generally “open” in that,
in some way and at certain times, they interact with other structural units
in human being, as well as animate and inanimate structures beyond it.
They are also generally “autopoetic” in the sense that they are capable of
reproducing and maintaining the social being. Finally, they are “reflexive,”
that is, capable of reflecting upon events and altering actions and practices
in accord with the information provided by reflection, to effect reproduc-
tion.* Human reflexivity is social, a point developed further later in the
chapter.

Agency: Human actors and the structures they operate exhibit agency,
here understood as a particular human faculty that attains power. Power
is discussed more fully later; it can be provisionally understood here as
outcomes, things done. Human power structures are composed of mate-
rial things: people, living objects, and nonliving objects. A rock is a thing.
In the absence of people it just sits there. Rocks do not plan what to do
with themselves—to pop in on Granny, or do some shopping. People plan.
They scheme—as in, “Let’s throw that rock!”—because they have a type
of structure (the brains) that allows them to do this. Things like rocks lack
brains and are plotless. Plotting is people’s use of the brain in order to use
other materialities—people and things—to do something, that is, to have
powers. Reality consists of things with brains and things without them, and
it is useful to conceptualize their differences. Agency, a term whose func-
tion is to clarify this difference, is the use of the brain to combine different

—16 -

This open access edition has been made available under a CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license, thanks to the support of Knowledge Unlatched.



Global Warring Theory

material objects and humans to create a force that leads to an outcome, a
power. Brainless objects lack agency.’

Bruno Latour insists that “Objects Too Have Agency” (2005: 63); for
him, the domain of objects includes nonliving physical ones. Objectively,
this is questionable (at least regarding the nonliving physical objects): by
giving such objects agency Latour conflates them with people, obscuring
that humans have brains and can plot, whereas nonliving objects lack
brains and cannot. A conceptualization of being that eliminates existing
difference is not especially accurate. Critically, Latour confuses influence
with agency. “Influence” is a more general term; it is any force that can
have, or contribute to having, an outcome. Agency is a particular type of
influence: force that involves human plotting to achieve its power.

Humans use their agency in choreographing regular and repeated re-
lationships with other people and things. The key term “choreographing”
is generalized from its meaning in dance to denote the designing of se-
quences of movements in which motion of objects, including human ob-
jects, is specified in time and space. For example, first [ pick up the stone,
then I throw it. My relationship to the stone is a structure consisting of two
parts (me and my stone) and might be thought of as a force that has an
outcome: the power of a stone thrown. Now imagine that I am in some oc-
cupied territory amongst oppressed people. Somebody says, “Throw stones
at the police.” When this is communicated from one brain to the others, a
larger structure and force is created, that of a number of people practicing
stoning the police. Objectively put, “agency” is working of human brains
to choreograph other actors and their objects together in different spaces,
doing different things at different times to achieve some force with some
power. Human agency so understood is a condition of human being.

E-Space, I-Space, and Hobbes: In this ontology of human being composed of
power structures, there are two structural domains: one based upon struc-
tures found in “E-space” (often termed the objective), including structures
human and otherwise external to persons; and the other found in struc-
tures observed in “I-space” (alternatively the subjective) including biolog-
ical forms internal to individuals, importantly the nervous system (Reyna
2002a). Though E- and I-space are indeed two structural domains, these
domains are something of a monad. This is true because the brain is in the
body and the body is out and about in the external world of social forms.
Component structures in this monad can be represented by conceptu-
alization of empirical and theoretical realms of analysis. At the “empirical”
level, structural realities are described in terms of what is observed to hap-
pen, when in time, and where in space. For example, it might be perceived
that in the summer a builder bought two tons of cement, a ton of bricks,
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and three workers working forty days to construct a house he sold at three
hundred thousand dollars in the fall. At the “theoretical” level, more gen-
eral and abstract terms should be induced or deduced from happenings ob-
served on the concrete level. One way this can be done with the previous
example is to recognize more abstractly that the builder’s action can be ex-
plained in terms of capital and labor investments made to achieve a profit.
Concepts regarding large amounts of space and time in E-space of an en-
tire social being are macro-regions; those representing individual actors
within a social being are meso-regions, and ones concerning what happens
within individuals’ I-space represent micro-regions. Deadly Contradictions
is largely interested in how macro-and meso-regions influence each other.

E- and I-space monads are organizations of force and power. Now it is
time to bring Hume’s predecessor, Thomas Hobbes, more fully into the
picture to present his view of power (Reyna 2001, 2003b). Hobbes (1651)
saw power as the flow of causality in reality, with causes being forces having
the capacity to produce effects, powers. An important rejection of such
an approach is said to come from postmodernists, many of whom discard
causality (Rosenau 1992). However, this was not the case for Michel Fou-
cault, who broke away from Althusser to become essential in creating post-
modernism. He claimed in 1975 that “in fact, power produces” and that
among other things, “it produces reality” ([1975] 1991: 194). If something
produces something else, then it can be said to cause it; and power, in
Foucault’s view, “produces” something vast, “reality.” Foucault’s position
was shared by the philosopher of science Wesley Salmon (1998: 298), for
whom causal events “are the means by which structure and order are prop-
agated ... from one space-time region ... to other times and places.”

Thus, reality is structured (according to Althusser). The structuring is
the work of causality (according to Hobbes, Hume, Foucault, and Salmon).
Earlier (Reyna 2002a), I argued that in this ontology relationships can be
established between cause/effect and force/power. Force (cause) in an
antecedent time and space has power (effect) in a subsequent time and
space. This is a first property of causality, one that Hume long ago called
“constant conjunction” (1739: 657). How is constant conjunction possi-
ble? One answer is that what connects cause to effect is something that
intervenes between them and has the effect of “producing” (Bunge 1959:
46-48) the conjunction. The ontological significance of the preceding
warrants further examination of force and power.

Force

Force, as I use the term, is not necessarily solely physical coercion or vio-
lence; rather, it is employed in a more general sense, as cause. But cause, as
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[ here imagine it, contains within itself those materialities that do the “pro-
ducing” of conjunction, connecting antecedent causes with subsequent ef-
fects.® These materialities are “force resources”: in causes what connects
with effects. There are five varieties of resources whose utilizations are “ex-
ercises of force.” The first involves “instruments”—tools, monies (capital),
technologies, and so on—things individuals have devised that, when used,
make things happen. The second force resource is “land,” the raw materi-
als that people use when they make things happen. A third force resource
is “actors,” individuals performing practical or discursive action. “Discur-
sive” action is use of the body to write or speak. “Practical” action is use of
the body, usually with tools, to get something done. Labor, of course, has
been a particularly important sort of practical action in economic groups.
Actors using instruments on land can make things happen, if they have
the fourth and fifth force resources, that is, cultural and authoritative re-
sources, which are discussed next.

Culture and Hermeneutic Puzzles

“Culture,” a fourth force resource, involves signs of the times learned and
shared by people. Such signs are representations of being, or representa-
tions of representations that may or may not be about being. Humans lack-
ing culture may experience reality but they don’t know it, and what they
do not know they cannot communicate to others. Consider, for example,
the case of Sarah Palin, the 2008 Republican Vice-Presidential candidate.
On one occasion in the 2008 campaign,

members of her traveling party met Palin at the Ritz-Carlton near Reagan air-
port, in Pentagon City, Virginia—and found that, although she’d made some
progress with her memorization and studies, her grasp of rudimentary facts
and concepts was minimal. Palin couldn’t explain why North and South Korea
were separate nations. She didn’t know what the Fed did. Asked who attacked
America on 9/11, she suggested several times that it was Saddam Hussein. And
asked to identify the enemy that her son would be fighting in Iraq, she drew a
blank. (R. Adams 2010)

The purpose of this example is not to deride Ms. Palin (many people are
ignorant of lots of cultural information), but to recognize that she did not
know important aspects of her culture—for example, what the Fed (the
most important financial institution in the US) does, or who attacked on
9/11 (it being difficult to oppose an enemy if you do not know who it is).
The problem with not knowing one’s culture, or parts of it, is that one does
not have information about being—of what is or what to do about it.

A distinction (Reyna 2002a) has been made between “neuronal”
(I-space) and “discursive” (E-space) culture: the former is “enculturated”

~19-

This open access edition has been made available under a CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license, thanks to the support of Knowledge Unlatched.



Deadly Contradictions

(some now prefer “embodied”), that is, learned and stored in cortical mem-
ory networks; and the latter externalized, contained in speech or writing.
Further, “perceptual” is distinct from “procedural” forms of neuronal and
discursive culture, the former being information about what is and the lat-
ter being information about what to do about it. Cultural signs are assembled
to provide information that contains messages. Cultural messages contain
both perceptual and procedural cultural meaning, and may be widespread
and enduring, or restricted and fleeting in populations. In the Trobriands,
the interpretation of a certain necklace as a soulava was a perceptual cul-
tural message; giving it away in the kula for a mwali armband was a pro-
cedural cultural message. In the US, a diagnosis is a perceptual message;
a treatment is a procedural one. The term desire needs to be introduced
because it is closely related to culture.

In Shakespeare’s Much Ado About Nothing, a comedy of errors whose
protagonists get swept away by their feelings, Benedick, one of the play’s
main characters, explains: “for man is but a giddy thing, and this is my con-
clusion” (1623). Right on, Benedick! Humans are not rational but giddy, for
a neuroscientific reason.” The invention of functional magnetic resonance
imaging enabled observation of the interconnection between cognition
and emotion. Damasio (1994) and Rolls (2013) provide an introduction
to research on this topic. Two conclusions might be drawn from it. The
first is that human behavior does not arise solely from the neural networks
that perform inductive or deductive calculation: emotional networks are
always there too. Accordingly, “cognition and emotion are effectively inte-
grated in the brain” (Pessoa 2009). This means that what a person intends
to do is associated with some affect about doing it. Action, in this sense, is
not so much rational as giddy. I term this flow along neuronal networks of
cognition and affect “desire” (Reyna 2002a).% Elsewhere I have termed the
particular structure of neuronal networks that produce desire and action
a “cultural neurohermeneutic system” (Reyna 2002a, 2006, 2012, 2014).

Because humans are subject to desire, they do not so much “make deci-
sions” as go with the flow. This is because actions are the result of the flow
in the cultural neurohermeneutic system of affective and cognitive infor-
mation along neural and hormonal networks that eventually stream into
the motor cortex, whose transmissions move body parts, thereby making
actions. Such transmissions, I believe, are accurately depicted as a giddy
flow of desire. Consequently, perceptual and procedural culture normally
tells you not only what is, but what you feel about it. See a big, furry thing,
perceive it as a “lion”; proceed to run away, feeling really scared. Cultural
hermeneutics, in this sense, does not understand only the perceptual and
procedural meanings of cultural terms, but equally their affective valence.
Consider, next, different varieties of cultural messages.
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Three Types of Cultural Messages: Heuristically, three sorts of messages can
be identified: technical, ideological, and world-view. These are distinct in
terms of their scope, the social positions of those holding them, the com-
bination of perceptual and procedural cultural messages they contain, the
desires these nurture, and the degree to which their messages are likely
to be contested or taken for granted. “Technical” messages typically have
the lowest scope—that is, they are likely to concern the smallest realms of
being, to be held by relatively few actors in small-sized groups; to contain
more procedural messages; and not to be taken for granted. Examples of
technical messages are administrative procedures of businesses or govern-
ment; knowledge about how to perform technical processes (a barber’s
knowledge of how to cut hair or a surgeon’s knowledge of how to cut bod-
ies). Systems of law tend to be technical messages of broad scope in state
systems. Technical messages might be thought of as the largely procedural
messages of people in different social positions, be they barbers, surgeons,
or lawyers. Actors responsible for implementing technical messages gen-
erally desire to do so. Otherwise they know they might make terrible mis-
takes about which they would feel bad.

“Ideological” messages are those of particular social positions in a popu-
lation, advocating particular views that they desire to be widely accepted.
Ideologies tend to have both metaphysical and epistemological elements;
that is, notions about the nature of what is and of how to know what is.
These elements tend to set actors’ desires by specifying values, what is
good and bad. Certain nationalist ideologies value “my country, right or
wrong,” so the adherents of such an ideology desire to support a country no
matter what it does. Particular ideological messages may vary in their scope
and in the number of groups espousing them. The anti-abortion ideology
is of relatively limited scope, as its message is limited to the undesirability
of abortion. However, it is an ideology favored by those in a fair number
of social positions, at least in the US. Meanwhile, Marxism, an ideology
with a vast scope including messages about the nature of natural being,
economics, and politics, is favored by relatively few, in a small number of
social positions, in the US. Anti-abortionists believe abortion is an evil,
and feel really bad about women who have abortions. Ideological messages
are likely to be contested. Pro-abortionists think anti-abortionists are mis-
directed; neoconservatives are apoplectic about Marxism.

“World view” (or what some might term cultural hegemonic) messages
are those of the broadest scope. Like ideologies, they tend to make onto-
logical and epistemological claims. They are widely shared by groups in
different social positions. They may specify procedural detail, but are very

much about broad perceptual features of being, especially understanding
of the nature of that being. The sociologist C. Wright Mills (1956: 222),
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for example, speaking of the 1950s, insisted there was a “military meta-
physic”—a “cast of mind that defines international reality as basically mil-
itary”—that was widespread among powerful Americans. “Metaphysic” is
an older term for “ontology”; hence Mills was advocating that a “military
ontology” was the basis of the mid twentieth-century US world view, at
least among those in powerful positions.

Equally, world views are concerned to stipulate what is valuable in a so-
cial form and should constitute its desires, as well as specify the reverse. In
the American military world view, being is about winning and losing, you
desire to win, and winning is a martial matter. World view messages often
have powerful emotional meaning. For example, Americans with the mili-
tary world view feel terrible about planning not to win a war. Often, though
not invariably, world view messages are so strongly believed that they are
taken for granted. For example, every modernist knows there are “people”
and “animals” in the world. However, the Mundurucu, a people of Bra-
zil’s Xingu River Basin described by Robert Murphy, had a different world
view. Mundurucu believed there were “Mundurucu” and “pariwat”—hunt-
able creatures, including animals as well as other humans who were not
Mundurucu (Murphy 1960). It should be understood that the boundary
between large ideologies and world views is not entirely clear. Are science
and liberalism ideologies, or are they world views?

Finally, social forms seeking widespread powers in social beings possess
and propagate world views and/or ideologies favorable to their positional
cultures. For example, I will show how certain powerful actors used the
economic crises that started in the 1970s to formulate a neoliberal ideol-
ogy whose perceptual and procedural cultural messages influenced people
in various social positions to perceive and act on these crises in ways that
contributed to the economic power of actors in the position of financial
elites (Duménil and Lévy 2004: 17). Five cautions need to be recognized
concerning these different types of cultural messages.

The Five Cautions: First, the messages in technical, ideological, and world-
view culture are not invariably consistent. For example, liberal ideologists
believe capitalism and equality are great values to strive for, even though
capitalism, by its very nature, is a system of inequality. Many with an Amer-
ican world view believe they are fighting for peace, which if not moronic
is oxymoronic. Second, different cultural messages are not equally shared.
Gynecologists know a lot more about women’s genitalia than do math-
ematicians specializing in Boolean algebra. Third, cultural messages are
not immutable forms of cognitive and affective information. Rather, they
are variable. For example, the term “reform” sent a progressive ideological
message in the state of Wisconsin in the early twentieth century, when
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“Fighting Bob” La Follette was the Republican governor (1901-1906). In
the early twenty-first century, the Republican governor of Wisconsin, Scott
Walker, was using the same term to send a reactionary, anti-union message.

Fourth, within their I-space people may enculturate cultural messages
hailing from different social beings. For example, in Chad some individuals
with whom I was acquainted had incorporated a fair amount of a particular
Islamic brotherhood. However, at the same time they retained views about
witchcraft that originated not in Islam, but from different African groups.
Further, in their attire they adhered closely to French messages about what
was a la mode. Dressed like Parisians, they were orthodox Tidjaniya who held
African ideas about sorcery. These people were hybrids, and the attaching
of different peoples’ cultural messages in the neuronal culture in a particular
groups has come to be termed “hybridity” (Canclini 1995). Some have argued
that hybridity is a “cultural logic” of current globalization (Kraidy 2005). I
suspect some hybridity is, and has been, widespread in all populations.

Fifth, and most significantly, many people believe their cultural mes-
sages to be true. Some anthropologists have even been heard to insist: “If
a people believe some cultural item to be true, then it is true.” This over-
simplifies matters. Thinking something is true does not make it true. Some
cultural information may be true, but other information may be untrue
regardless of what the culture bearers happen to think about it. Among
Malinowski’s Trobrianders, for example, a tokwaybagula was a good farmer,
and farmers who worked hard and tilled lots of land were awarded this title
(1922: 60-61). Trobrianders also believed that in the development of a
newborn, “it is solely and exclusively the mother who builds up the child’s
body, the man in no way contributing to its formation” (1929: 3), which ig-
nores the role of the father’'s DNA during gestation. Franz Boas, especially
through his study of race, made the analysis of the truth of cultural truths
a central practice of cultural anthropology.” Finally, what is so significant
about cultural messages?

Culture is about force. Sending cultural messages is the sine qua non of
the choreographing of force resources. This act communicates information
concerning what to do about what is from certain actors using their discur-
sive culture, to other actors’ neuronal culture in their I-space. Of course,
“what is” are other force resources of action and tools. Cultural messages
specify who the actors are, what their tools are, and how to use them, in
particular exercises of force. A Chadian Arab sees a fil approaching. He
yells to a bunch of children, “Fil fi! Jara, jara!” (There is an elephant! Run,
run!). Fil is the perceptual culture (an elephant); jara the procedure (run).
Communication of the Arab’s message, “Fil fi! Jara, jara!” choreographs
the children’s action, giving the man agency to have the power of making
the children run. This example may help to distinguish between the chore-
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ography and exercising of force. Transmission of the cultural message is the
choreographing of force. The Arab, his choreographing, the children run-
ning from one place at an earlier time to another place at a later time—this
is the exercise of force. Without cultural force, the other force resources
cannot be used. But without the other force resources, cultural force is just
babbling in the wind. The contention that cultural messages make chore-
ography of force resources possible raises an additional question: How is it
that actors actually come to do their choreography?

One clue to answering this question is to recall Job. Old Testament Job
suffered a series of disasters, horrendous puzzles to which he sought un-
derstanding. Life out in E-space throws problems at everybody, creating
series of puzzles that need solving. Hermeneutics is often considered the
interpretation of the meaning of texts, widely defined as everything from
comic books to what happens to people. Earlier I have indicated that I
take a cultural neurohermeneutic approach to hermeneutics, where what
is at issue is not the meaning of texts but how the brain solves the puzzles
thrown at it by specifying what is happening, how it feels, and what to do
about it. “Hermenueutic puzzles” are the brain figuring out how to solve
the problems thrown at it.

To illustrate, consider a hypothetical example. John Ondawain, an actor
in decline, is ambling down a street in Barcelona, humming to himself:
“The rain in Spain falls mainly on the plain.” John is ideologically a veg-
etarian. He sees Juan’s Steak House and Conchita’s Vegan Paradise, and
makes a perceptual cultural interpretation, “two restaurants.” At roughly
the same time his stomach grumbles. He feels “hunger,” an emotional in-
terpretation. These interpretations construct what is; and by doing so they
create a puzzle: what to do about what is, or in this instance: Where to eat?
To solve this puzzle, Mr. Ondawain turns to a hermeneutic.

A “hermeneutic” is a choreographic message from technical culture,
ideology, world view, or—as will be elaborated later—a public délire. The
choreographic message involves a “perceptual/procedural pair” that in-
form actors about “what is” and “what to do about it,” thereby forming a
desire choreographing force resources in space and time. A hermeneutic is
an artifact of analysis that is discovered when a research observer identifies
a perceptual/procedural pair in, say, an ideology. In a vegetarian herme-
neutic, an important perceptual pair is “perceive vegetarian restaurant/
proceed to it.” Remarking Conchita’s restaurant, Mr. Ondawain, choreo-
graphed by his vegetarian hermeneutic, desires to enter Paradise. Actors
choreograph actors and objects in space and time by solving hermeneutic
puzzles. In sum, cultural messages help solve hermeneutic puzzles, thereby
allowing choreography of other force resources to produce powers. It is
time to discuss the fifth force resource.
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Authority: “Authoritative” force resources are a particular type of cultural
resource. They consist of the right, in some way institutionally granted,
to choreograph specific force resources in specific perceived situations.
For example, Henry VIII (1491-1547), the very model of a modern major
monarch who is said to have executed 72,000 people during his reign (in-
cluding two of his wives), noticed that the monasteries were corrupt (a per-
ceptual cultural judgment). This posed a hermeneutic puzzle to Bluff King
Hal, as he was called: What should be done about the monasteries? Henry
authorized their “dissolution” (as king, one of his authoritative resources
was the right to terminate institutions). This authorization choreographed
a string of events implemented by Vicar-General Thomas Cromwell, occa-
sionally with resort to violent force, which removed the monasteries from
church ownership and placed them in private (aristocratic) hands, making
Bluff King Hal an early-modern privatizer.

Authoritative resources are unequally distributed in contemporary pop-
ulations. Many individuals possess few authoritative resources. A few pos-
sess such resources in vast abundance. The term “window of authority”
denotes the quantity of force resources to be exercised in the number of
situations allocated to an actor. Those with lots of authoritative resources
possess “large” windows; those with little authority have “small” windows.
Generally, the size of actors’ windows of authority relates positively to the
level of their positions within an institution: the higher you are, the big-
ger your window. The window of authority held by a janitor in a bank’s
positional basement is tiny, compared to that of its president up in the
positional penthouse. Clearly, the larger an actor’s window of authority,
the greater is that actor’s agency. Now consider the difference between
constructive and violent force.

Constructive and Violent Force: Constructive and violent forces can be dis-
tinguished in terms of the powers created by force. “Violent” force resources
are exercised to have the effect of breaking things, the broken things being
human bodies and material objects. Different police and military institu-
tions are the most common variety of violent force. Equally, force resources
are sometimes exercised to have the effect of building things. This is “con-
structive” force. Enterprises that make goods and services, patliaments
that make laws, and schools that make educated people are all examples
of constructive force. It is tempting to imagine that destructive and con-
structive forces are completely opposed, but this is not invariably the case.
The family that rears children (an exercise of constructive force) may raise
them to be soldiers (who exercise violent force). Conversely, sometimes
violent force is exercised so that constructive force can become possible.
The thirteen British colonies in North America conducted an insurgency
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against the English government (1776-1783), an exercise of violent force
that made possible the Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia (1787),
an exercise of constructive force that resulted in the US constitution. It is
time now to consider power.

Power

Power is any effects or outcomes of exercises of force. The emphasis on
“any” is deliberate. Certain renderings of power, famously Parsons’s (1963),
emphasize goal attainment. Mann (1986: 6) adopted such an understand-
ing when he said that “power is the ability to pursue and attain goals.”
A goal is the intentional side of desire, and it is certainly true that ac-
tors exercise force intending to do something (i.e., attain goals). However,
sometimes the something attained was unintended, and to ignore these
somethings is to condemn a whole category of powers to analytic obliv-
ion. “Intended” powers are effects that were premeditated by actors cho-
reographing the forces that brought on the effects. “Unintended” powers
are effects that were unplanned by the actors exercising the forces that
brought on the effects. Wellington’s victory at Waterloo was an intended
power; Napoleon's defeat was bitterly unintended.

Kinetic and Potential Powers: It is useful to distinguish between the total
power social forms may possess and the actual powers they achieve when
exercising force. The “potential power” of a social form is the total powers
it is hypothetically capable of, given the total amount of force resources it
possesses. The “kinetic power” of this social form is the intended powers
it achieves when it actually exercises certain of its force resources. Clearly,
the US has enormous potential power, France has less, and Chad the least.
The relationship between potential and kinetic power is not invariably
positive. A social being may have great potential power but not be espe-
cially good at exercising force resources to acquire great kinetic power. For
example, the US certainly has greater potential power than Finland. How-
ever, in a comparative evaluation of the quality of education systems, the
US ranked seventeenth among developed countries, while Finland ranked
first (“Best Education” 2012). The US’s kinetic powers in education seem
less than would be expected, given its overall potential power.

Strings and Logics: It is time to introduce a notion of strings and logics into
the analysis of power. Strings and logics are the placement in time and
space of connected kinetic powers. So understood, strings and logics are
history. History at the empirical level is the discovery of strings. At the the-
oretical level it is the logics of these strings. A “string” is a series of events
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in space and time where cultural messages choreograph force resources
to make a series of events occur. An “event” is a particular exercise of
force that produces a particular power. Humans, then, possess not only the
power to make events, but the still greater power of linking events together
in strings. Farming might be thought of as a string. In Event 1, cultural
messages choreograph force resources (the farmer, a tractor, and a plow) to
prepare the land, with the power of producing a field ready for cultivation.
In Event 2, cultural messages choreograph force resources (the farmer, the
tractor, some seed potatoes, and a planter) to plant the field. In Event 3,
cultural messages choreograph force resources (the farmer, the tractor, and
a harrow) to weed the field. In Event 4, cultural messages choreograph
force resources (the farmer, the tractor, and a potato harvester) to harvest
the field.

The motion in social forms, it should be recognized, is their strings. In-
dividual strings of actors are “actions.” A number of recurring strings of
individuals choreographed together in different regions of human activity
to do something is a “practice.” “Tasks” are strings and practices resulting
from procedural culture in informal social groups. An “informal” group
is one whose procedural culture is not especially explicit (i.e., standard-
ized and written). “Operations” are strings and practices resulting from
authorization by officials in formal groups. A “formal” group is one whose
procedural culture is explicit (i.e., possesses standardized procedures that
are written). Prior to the 1900s getting married was quite a task among the
Nuer (Evans-Pritchard 1951). Now that many Nuer have joined Protes-
tant churches, getting married can be an onerous operation. The strings
in co-occurring, interrelated practices may be termed “institutions,” which
may be formal or informal; strings in interrelated institutions are “systems”;
those in systems coupled with other systems are “social beings.” These are
the largest sorts of social beings that humans create, and some of them
have global reach.

Certain strings follow a logic of social constitution, a term whose use
here differs slightly from that in Malinowski. In Argonauts a social consti-
tution is “the rules and regulations” of social life (Malinowski 1922: 11). In
this sense of the term, the American constitution is literally the US Con-
stitution. In Deadly Contradictions the concept is understood differently,
as a particular type of logic that exercises constructive force to institute
strings intended to create social order. In Malinowski’s view a social consti-
tution is a fixed set of rules that organize social forms. As understood here,
social constitution is not the rules themselves, but the logics that make a
type of a rule called a public délire. The relationship between the concepts
of social constitution and public délires is discussed further following the
discussion of logics.
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“Logics” are abstract accounts of the powers of strings.!® Buying and
selling involves two strings—those purchasing and those vending. Capital
accumulation is a logic of buying and selling. A logic of order is one whose
strings seek to reduce vulnerabilities, especially those that (we shall later
learn) come from contradictions. A distinction can be made between mul-
tiple and hierarchical logics.

“Multiple” logics occur when the logics of institutions, or systems, oper-
ate to produce more than one power. Families, for example, follow multiple
logics of sexual reproduction, enculturation, and consumption. Multiple
logics may also be hierarchical; this generally happens in complicated insti-
tutional settings where numerous institutions’ powers are integrated into
complex systems. In these situations some logics need to be performed for
other logics to occur in the system. Logics that are the conditions for the
performance of other logics are termed “sub-logics.” For example, consider
a firm selling shoes. It needs at least one institution to make the shoes, one
to get them to shoe stores, and one to advertise the shoes’ fine qualities;
which is to recognize that the firm needs to have institutions performing
production, distribution, and marketing sub-logics to achieve its capitalist
logic of capital accumulation. The different tasks or operations of different
strings that exhibit different logics are choreographed by different herme-
neutics in peoples’ technical culture, ideology, or world view to be exercises
of force that cause certain powers.

Logics may also be distinguished in terms of the extensiveness and den-
sity of their powers. “Power extensiveness” refers to the number of actors
other actors have power over. Extensive logics are those where some actors
have power over large numbers of other actors. The US Internal Revenue
Service (IRS), with the power to extract taxes from more or less every
worker in the country, has extensive power. “Lesser” logics are those where
some actors have power over small numbers of other actors. Parents in
families have power over their children and each other, usually fewer than
ten people. Parents are lesser powers. “Power density” refers to the number
of powers actors have over other actors. “Dense” logics are those where
some actors have many powers over other actors. “Sparse” logics are those
where some actors have few powers over other actors. The IRS can only
collect taxes. Parents can sleep with each other, educate their children, and
endlessly guide and discipline them. Thus, though the IRS has far more ex-
tensive power than do families, its power is far sparser. Your local IRS agent
cannot go to bed with you. Power extensiveness refers to the size of the
social being, whereas power density refers to the number of powers actors
have in a social being. The strings considered in this text will largely involve
different operations. The logics will tend to be multiple and hierarchical,
involving extensive and dense powers of a particular type of social being.
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This ends the introduction to structuralism. Its empirical scope ranges
beyond Lilliputian narratives of ethnographic fictionalism toward large ac-
counts of social being in all spaces and times. Indeed, the present work,
consistent with this project, inspects the most powerful social being ever.
Finally, what is the “critical” in critical structural realism?

The Critical

The form of critical thought I fancy hews closely to that of Max Horkheimer
(1937) in the Frankfurt School. Critical judgment concerns assessment of
technical cultures, ideologies, and world views as well as the social beings
found with them, with an eye to knowing them in order to improve them.
Without question, such judgment presupposes an ethic: it is good to im-
prove things for all people as much as possible, and it is wicked to improve
things for only a small number of already privileged individuals. Making
an ethical evaluation is exacting and a bit like solving a murder mystery. A
murder has been perpetrated. Nobody knows who did it. There are lots of
possibilities. The detective’s job is to figure out exactly what is the case—
who did it and why—and only then can the accused be brought to judg-
ment. A more general implication of this situation is that if you do not
know what is happening, you cannot know if it is good or bad. This means
that the realist practice of truth-seeking is a condition of moral judgment
because it allows moral referees to know as accurately as possible what is,
allowing them to judge whether it can be improved. Let us leave the em-
pyrean heights of conceptualization for a closer look at a specific instance.

President Obama was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize on 10 December
2009. Remarkably, the lecture he chose to give accepting this honor was a
justification of war. The president wanted his audience to know: “I face the
world as it is, and cannot stand idle in the face of threats to the American
people. Make no mistake, evil does exist. A nonviolent movement could
not have halted Hitler’s armies. Negotiations cannot convince al-Qaida’s
leaders to lay down their arms” (Obama 2009: 1). His general position
was that US military killing was good because it could “bend history in
the direction of justice” (ibid.). He was so enthusiastic about the virtue of
war-making that he urged it upon all states, counseling that “all responsi-
ble nations must embrace the role that militaries with a clear mandate can
play to keep the peace” (ibid.). I take Obama’s point—"“evil does exist"—
but must raise a question addressed in this book: Who are the evil whose
practices’ reform will lead to improvement of the human condition?

Having introduced rudiments of a critical structural realist approach,
this chapter now turns to applying it to constructing a theoretical map
explaining US warfare.
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Global Warring Theory

Since 1945, US warfare has occurred throughout the world. So the the-
oretical map to explain this belligerence is termed global warring theory.
Elsewhere (2009b), I have argued that Kajsa Ekholm Friedman’s and Jon-
athan Friedman’s perspective is pioneering because for the first time in
anthropology, it made global social beings, which they term global systems,
the object of analysis by taking concepts from structural Marxism (orig-
inally used to analyze modes of production) and applying them to social
forms of global dimensions.'" The social being we are investigating is a
creature of global dimensions, which explains why the somewhere that
global warring theory comes from is the one explored by the Friedmans.

The starting point of the Friedmans’ work was a problem with the mode
of production, specifically that production processes were themselves “de-
pendent upon larger reproductive processes” (Friedman 1994: 17) that
frequently operated beyond particular countries. This meant that social
reproduction provided the theoretical foundations of global systems the-
ory. In fact, worldwide reproductive processes created “global systems”
that were “historical systems of shifting accumulation and empire forma-
tion” (Friedman 1978: 43); with imperial reproductive systems vulnerable
to contradictions, understood “as the limit of functional compatibility be-
tween structures” (Friedman 1998: 48). Consequently, they understood
“global history” as largely the “history of expansions and contractions of
hegemonies, not unusually in the form of imperial organization in which
the military component has been crucial” (James and Friedman 2006:
xiv—xv). The global warring theory is an addition to global systems theory
because it explains global warring in terms of reproduction, contradiction,
and empire, concepts at the base of the Friedmans’ perspective. However,
it differs from the Friedmans’ in that it starts from a different problem.
Their theoretical starting point was frailties in the concept of mode of pro-
duction. Global warring theory, consistent with critical structural realism’s
emphasis on force and power, is concerned with reproductive vulnerabili-
ties due to contradictions.

In order to formulate global warring theory and address the problem of
contradiction, it is necessary to elucidate the concepts that compose the
theory.

Global Warring

The first of these terms, “global warring,” is what the theory explains. It
is strings involving overt or covert, direct or indirect exercise of violent
force managed by the security elites of an imperial state against a colony,
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neo-colony, or region of interest someplace else on the globe. A “global
war” is a particular instance of global warring.!? Global warring is about
imperial reproduction and occurs when security elites perceive—correctly
or incorrectly—that violent force is useful to create, maintain, or enlarge
the imperial state’s dominion, including any and all of its value-accumulat-
ing powers. Global warring may include situations where an imperial state
conducts a number of global wars simultaneously or near simultaneously.
A “colony” is a territory formally incorporated into an empire. A “neo-
colony” or a client state is a territory in some way informally incorporated
into an empire. Global warring is “colonial” where there is formal imperial-
ism and “neocolonial” where there is informal imperialism.

Global warring is like throwing gasoline into a fire. It is a warfare ac-
celerant that makes small wars bigger, because making global wars moves
imperial violent force from the core to the colony or neo-colony. A colony
or client may have X quantity of violent force prior to a global war. Then
some imperial power moves Y amount of violent force to wage the global
war, so that there is now X plus Y violent force, and a small war has grown
bigger. Global warring coming from empires with huge accumulations of
capital has the power to add enormously to the violent force in a colony
or neo-colony. When civil war in Chad began in 1966, it was a small local
conflict. The Chadian central government had the equivalent of a few
million dollars per year to spend on fighting. I remember one Western dip-
lomat expounding: “The rebels are a thousand kilometers away in Wadai.
The government has only four trucks in N’Djamena. Two are broken, and
who knows how much gas they have? How the hell are they going to even
get there to fight them?” When, as readers will learn in Chapter 7, the Rea-
gan administration intervened in this warring in the 1980s, it was reported
to have injected $100 million, while the French—the US’s neocolonial
clients—were said to have supplied about $500,000 per day from 1983 to
1986 (Reyna 2003b). A small local war had become a greater global war
because the tiny X of the Chadian government’s violent force had been
enormously augmented by the Y of the imperialists’ violent force.

Some scholars insist that warring only occurs after a certain number are
killed (Singer and Small 1972). This seems arbitrary. Why is it that 1,000
rather than 1,001 combat deaths per year separates war from nonwar? If an
empire operates to exercise violent force that kills any of the enemy, then
it is warring. Occasionally, practices like raiding or organizing coups are
not considered warring. But if an empire goes to the trouble of conducting
raids or coups that kill people, then it is warring. Additional acts of war
include blockades, embargos, or sanctions that kill not with weapons but
by denying access to food or medicines. Finally, although some scholars do
not include covert, indirect conflicts in accounts of warring, the fact that
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killing may be hidden and performed by a proxy does not make it any less a
wat. Consequently, imperial operations of overt and direct as well as covert
and indirect warring that causes fatalities are classified as global warring.

Imperial operations that prepare for overt and direct or covert and in-
direct combat, but where no fatalities have occurred, will be termed “pre-
liminary global warring.” The building of bases, pre-positioning of supplies,
and troop movements are forms of preliminary global warring. Imperial op-
erations that in some way support another country’s warring will be called
“secondary global warring.” Provision of different forms of violent force
resources—weaponry, intelligence, transportation—is the hallmark of sec-
ondary global warring. This brings us to explication of the concepts needed
to explain global warring. Discussion begins with contradiction.

Contradictions

And do you know what “the world” is to me? ... a play of forces and waves of
forces, at the same time one and many ... a sea of forces, flowing and rushing
together ... out of the play of contradictions ...

—Nietzsche, Will to Power

‘... crises exist because ... contradictions exist’

—Marx, Theories of Surplus Value

This section argues that Marx was correct in his understanding of the re-
lationship between contradictions and crisis. However, before making this
argument, | suggest an approach to contradiction that is influenced by
Nietzsche and compatible with critical structural realism, which concep-
tualizes contradictions as a particular “play of forces.” Why propose such
a conceptualization?

One reason, a weighty one, is that Marxist dialectics, including the con-
cept of contradiction, are often dismissed as of little utility—a “Hegelian
monkey,” as Marvin Harris (1968) opined, on the back of rigorous social
theory. Karl Popper (1940) authored a famous dismissal of Marxian di-
alectics. Jon Elster (1985: 37), a more sympathetic critic who analyzed
Marx’s different usages of the dialectic, believed Marx dealt with dialectics
in “vapid terms.” Yet the old monkey hangs in there, especially in a version
that emphasizes comprehending dialectics in terms of contradictions (e.g.,
Harvey 2014). It does so even in the ruminations of those who might be
expected to be opposed to it.

For example, Barron Youngsmith (2010: 6), no Marxist he, noted when
talking about the Soviet collapse in 1989 that it was of course due to “inter-
nal contradictions.” Daniel Bell (1976: 10), another non-Marxist, declared
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there were “contradictions within society.” Elster (1985: 37) believed that
of all the different varieties of dialectics Marx employed, only that which
dealt with social contradiction could be “an important tool for the theory
of social change.” Structural Marxists who had come to a similar conclu-
sion somewhat earlier than Elster were developing a view of contradiction
that they believed coincided with “advanced scientific practice” (Godelier
1972: 90). A version of this view forms the basis of the notion of contra-
diction used in this text.

Louis Althusser and Maurice Godelier, important developers of the
structural Marxist version of contradiction, viewed contradictions as con-
ditions of human structures. Further, Godelier (1972: 90) believed that
“what causes a contradiction to appear is the appearance of a limit, a
threshold, to the conditions in which a structure does not change. Beyond
this limit a change of structure must occur.” From the standpoint being
formulated, the “structure” Godelier refers to is the social forms discussed
earlier. Such social forms exercise force. In Nietzsche’s terms such exercises
are “plays of force” (1885: 12503), but they are a particular type of play
that moves social forms toward their limits. The concept of limit employed
here is not from calculus but rather denotes some point, edge, or boundary
that an action, practice, institution, system, or social being exercising force
cannot exceed. “Contradictions,” so imagined, are plays of logic whose
component strings move social forms exercising force toward their “limit
of functional compatibility” (Friedman 1994: 48), beyond which there is
disorder. The notion of “incompatibility” refers to the existence of condi-
tions in a structure of force resources where parts that formerly interacted
in exercises of force to produce powers are less and less able to achieve
their former power. The parts in a social being are its force resources—
land, action, instruments, and various forms of cultural and authoritative
choreography—distributed to its component social forms. Parts become
incompatible when those formally present disappear; when they become
too few or too many; or when they are altered in a way that makes them
defective. At the point of incompatibility structures become disordered
and are therefore obliged to change.

Marx’s analyses of contradictions have been interpreted (Godelier
1972) as involving emerging incompatibilities during the exercise of forces
within and between the productive forces and relations of capitalist sys-
tems. Mao Tse Tung (1937) and Althusser (1977) broadened the location
of contradictions, extending them into political systems. Here, two im-
portant types of contradictions can be distinguished. First are those arising
within and between political systems, called “political.” Intra-polity con-
tradictions can occur between a central government and different regions,
or between opposing institutional groups. The former existed in the US
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prior to 1860, when irreconcilable relations between Washington and the
South resulted in the Civil War (1860-1865). The latter exist today in the
US between Tea Party groups that favor policies to eliminate government
intervention, and liberal groups that support policies involving interven-
tion. Inter-polity contradictions have very often existed between compet-
ing empires, when operations in one empire are incompatible with those
in others. For example, the Norman Empire’s aspiration to acquire land in
the Anglo-Saxon Empire in the eleventh century was incompatible with
the English desire for the same land. Contradiction between empires will
be termed “inter-imperial.”

The second variety of contradictions, called “economic,” includes those
that exist within or between economic organizations. Two sorts of eco-
nomic contradictions exist in capitalist systems: “cyclical” ones, where the
contradiction produces alternation between growth and decline; and “sys-
temic” ones, where the contradiction is such that its intensification threat-
ens the ability of an economic system to reproduce.

When contradictions worsen, moving toward their limits, they “inten-
sify.” They may also worsen because they “coalesce,” which refers to an
increasing co-occurrence of contradictions.”” Coalescence increases in-
compatibilities by having more strings in more places that hamper each
other’s operation in different parts of the social being. Such coalescence
may be so extensive that social being—wide incompatibilities emerge. For
example, a conundrum of Marxist thought has been to explain why the
1917 revolution against capitalism came in Czarist Russia, the least cap-
italist of European states. One answer to this puzzle was that Russia was
a site of an increasing coalescence of contradictions. There were contra-
dictions pertaining to feudalism (between lords and serfs), to capitalism
(between capital and labor), and to colonialism (between imperial core
and its colonies) (see Althusser 1977).

Different social beings at roughly the same times may exhibit different
collections of contradictions. Equally, the same social being at different
times may have different collections of contradictions. The set of contra-
dictions and their degree of intensification at any moment in a social being
may be said to be its “concatenation.”

A word about the epistemological status of contradictions: They may be
said to be representations of incompatible being at different levels of ab-
straction and generality. Macro-contradictions are those at higher realms
of abstraction and generality in E-space. Meso-contradictions are those at
lower such realms in E-space. Micro-contradictions, which occur within
I-space, are not considered in this text. Marx’s contradictions—for exam-
ple, that between labor and capital—are macro-contradictions. Labor and
capital are abstract notions, each always seeking to extract as much value as
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possible from the other; hence they are in contradiction. Land and capital
will be shown to be a macro-contradiction in chapter 5. Meso-contradic-
tions may be less abstract and general instances of macro-contradictions.
For example, in chapter 7 an oil company/petro-state contradiction is
identified between the enterprises that produce oil and the states in whose
lands it is found. The oil companies and petro-states each try to accumu-
late as much value from oil as possible, meaning the more value the oil
company gets, the less the petrostate gets, and vice-versa, which puts the
two in contradiction. As will be shown, the oil company/petro-state con-
tradiction is a particular instance of the land/capital contradiction.

So, in sum, contradictions are incompatible plays of force whose logic
is toward disorder. In this sense Marx was absolutely correct: crises exist
because contradictions provoke disorder. Introducing the notions of repro-
ductive vulnerability and fixes is a first step to understanding how humans
respond to crises.

Reproductive Vulnerabilities and Fixes

Reproduction is, generally, re-creation of form, any form. Social reproduc-
tion, the type of reproduction considered in this text, is the re-creation
of social forms. (Hereafter the term reproduction denotes social reproduc-
tion.) Human reproduction is autopoetic. Certain social forms, or parts of
social forms, exist to reproduce the larger social whole. Marx ([1867] 1909,
Chapters 23 and 24), talking about capitalist systems in the first volume of
Capital, distinguished between “simple” and “extended” reproduction, the
former being economic operations involving no growth and the latter being
ones where there is growth. Marx clearly did not see extended reproduction
as necessarily freeing economic systems from contradictions—indeed, he
argued, on occasion it intensified contradictions. I understand simple and
extended reproduction more generally as situations with or without growth
or growth in any social form. What links contradiction to reproduction?
This question has a one-word answer: sensation. Actors caught in
storms of contradiction sense something is wrong and, fearing they will
go down with the ship, desire to relax the storm by fixing it. A notion of
a reproductive fix aids understanding of the relaxing of contradiction, but
to understand such fixes one has to know about reproductive vulnerabil-
ities. Though structural-functionalists throughout the twentieth century
strove to deny it, Marxists knew that social forms got into trouble because
intensifying contradictions led to problems in reproducing, which eventu-
ally could become disorderly crises. Marx, however, appears to have had
no word for reproductive difficulties in general. So when these occur, and
when actors sense them, I will call such a difficulty a “vulnerability.”
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A social being with reproductive vulnerabilities due to contradictions
is not hermeneutically vulnerable (despite being actually vulnerable) until
actors in it sense difficulties. Actors insensitive to difficulties are herme-
neutically blind. Actors sensing reproductive vulnerabilities tend not to
interpret them in terms of intensifying contradictions, but to understand
them in terms of thoughts and feelings in their neuronal cultural memory
that emerge in their I-space due to the sensations they have of the vulnera-
bilities. For example, certain conservative capitalists dismiss workers in the
capitalist/proletariat contradiction as “lazy”; whereas some workers dismiss
capitalists as “rich assholes.”

“Reproductive fixes”—what actors do about vulnerabilities—are her-
meneutically derived choreographies that actors use to organize force
resources to fix vulnerabilities that are sometimes minor and sometimes
full-blown crises. Fixes applied to large systems in social beings are not one-
off, catch-as-catch-can actions. They are public délires, choreographies
with authority: policies, programs, laws, administrative pronouncements,
imperial orders. For example, one fix for the energy crisis is fracking, a
procedure authorized by governmental authorities that involves a complex
technical culture of injecting water under pressure into rock formations so
they will fracture and release oil or gas trapped within. This leads to a key
question: How do actors respond to reproductive vulnerabilities and create
fixes? The answer is that they get reflexive.

Getting Reflexive

“Getting reflexive” is what an actor does by reflecting upon sensations of
reality employing already-existing interpretations of it. When actors get
reflexive they give social beings the possibility of autopoesis. “Reflecting”
reality is the realm of consciousness—the brain thinking about being,
feeling it—and actors think and feel about reality in terms of their neu-
ronal culture, that is, what is already remembered in their neural tissues
concerning what to think and feel about being, and what the pre-existing
interpretations of it are. Reproductive fixes are choreographies resulting
from actors reflecting upon contradictory being, or in other words using
hermeneutics derived from their positional culture to organize force re-
sources to resolve plights. Such fixes instituted in some way by elites are
public délires. Fixes are not invariably formulated once and for all, though
this may be the case if the fix works. More often, though, fixes do not ini-
tially work, or they work only partially.

In such situations actors, especially elite ones, tend to become involved
in “try-and-try-again” situations, or more accurately, reflect-and-reflect-
again situations. Long ago Lewis Henry Morgan ([1877] 1985: 258) ob-
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served that societies solved their needs by attempting and reattempting
ways of addressing them. He called information gained from such repeated
attempts “experimental knowledge.” President Franklin Roosevelt was
certainly aware of this in 1932, as the US suffered the vulnerabilities of the
Great Depression, when he said: “The country needs, and unless I mistake
its temper, the country demands bold, persistent experimentation. ... It is
common sense to take a method and try it. If it fails, admit it frankly and
try another” (in Balz 2008).

Morgan’s experimental knowledge might be rethought in terms of sit-
uational and experimental fixation. Certain situations occur and reoccur,
and reoccur again. When this happens, the situation tends to cause peo-
ple to reflect upon it. Reflection upon reoccurring events may be said to be
“situational fixation.” For example, if you get a toothache that lasts for ten
minutes and then goes away, you do not think much of it. However, if that
toothache continues for several days; then it is something you fixate upon
and want to do something about. Generally, the more pleasing or painful a
reoccurring situation, the more you fixate upon it. “Experimental fixation”
is the desire to fix something upon which actors are situationally fixated; for
elites such fixing amounts to instituting public délires. Generally, the greater
the vulnerability revealed in situational fixation, the stronger the experi-
mental fixation. Different procedures to fix the same vulnerability are said to
be different “iterations” of public délires, and actors involved in such events
are said to be “fixated.” For example, as chapter 6 will explain, US military
elites in Vietham who were experimentally fixated on their military’s poor
performance instituted a number of iterations designed to win the conflict.

No matter how often actors reflect upon the vulnerability they experi-
ence, fixes may fail to work because they involve either hermeneutic de-
ception or blindness. “Hermeneutic deception” refers to interpretations of
situations that are intentionally partially or completely incorrect, causing
actors to have trouble fixing problems associated with the situations due to
erroneous understanding of them. For example, some US politicians inter-
pret the problem of poverty as the result of poor people being lazy, knowing
full well that this is untrue. An outcome of this hermeneutic deception is
to recommend reduction of welfare programs, which unsurprisingly does
not fix poverty. “Hermeneutic blindness” refers to interpretations that are
unintentionally incorrect and thus also lead to situations where actors are
hard put to fix problems they do not understand. For example, bleeding—
long the reproductive fix for many illnesses—was a case of hermeneutic
blindness, because its practitioners were blind to the causes of the diseases.
Let us proceed to understand how reflexivity is related to reproductive
fixes by linking the notion of reproductive vulnerability to hermeneutic
puzzles and hermeneutic politics.
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Pragmatic Hermeneutics: A “hermeneutic puzzle” arises when actors fixate
upon any vulnerability they sense needs fixing. Some vulnerabilities may
not rise to the level of contradictions. However, others will develop from
contradictions, and powerful actors whose windows of authority pertain to
them will be obliged to address them. Hermeneutic puzzles are ultimately
in I-space, in the realm of conscious brain.!* They are what actors compre-
hend about contradictions. The nineteenth-century steel industry titan
Andrew Carnegie may not have known that the 1892 Homestead work
stoppage was a manifestation of the capitalist/proletariat contradiction,
but he certainly knew he was vulnerable to a “strike” and faced the puzzle
of how to end it. An “individual” hermeneutic puzzle is anything an actor
perceives needs fixing about her- or himself. Billie, a testosterone-drenched
teenager, looks in the mirror before his big date with Doreen and compre-
hends a large pimple. The horror! An individual hermeneutic puzzle stares
him in the face. A “social” hermeneutic puzzle pertains to social forms; it is
the perception that arises when a particular vulnerability is present due to
some contradictory situation. Billie, now a stockbroker, looks into the face
of Doreen, now his secretary, who tells him the stock market has fallen five
thousand points. Quelle horreur! A social hermeneutic puzzle stares him in
the face. This leads us to ask how hermeneutic puzzles are solved.

They are solved through politics. “Hermeneutic politics,” generally, are
struggles between actors, or networks of actors, over the desirability of dif-
ferent interpretations of hermeneutic puzzles. With regard to the privileged,
they are struggles between elites over what public délires to authorize. Global
warming, as we shall see later, presents a serious reproductive vulnerability.
The puzzle of how to resolve this vulnerability has led to experimental fixa-
tion and a hermeneutic politics dominated on one side by those interested
in market and on the other by those attracted to government fixes.

Hermeneutic politics tend to hermetically seal actors on opposing sides
into particular interpretations. The notion of the hermetic seal, a concept
related to that of groupthink or group mind, accounts for why collections
of actors think and act alike. Specifically, “hermetic seal” is the operation
of strings of events choreographed to enter actors’ I-space and make them
think and feel X, in conjunction with the operation of strings of events
choreographed to make them ignore not-X. Such strings stimulate desire
for thinking and feeling X, and loathing for thinking and feeling non-X. So
for example, in the families of US Republicans, children are taught nice and
naughty: “It is nice to be a good Republican” and “It is naughty to be a cra-
pulous Democrat.” Consequently, the hermeneutic puzzle of what to be po-
litically for these children is solved; they are sealed into being Republican.

Actors sense the world as their organs of sensation in their I-space rep-
resent it. They interpret their sensations in terms of their neuronal cultural
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messages. Actors, then, do not generally reflect upon the world in terms
of contradiction and reproduction (unless they are Marxists). Rather, they
reflect on their sensations in the only terms they can, the cultural mes-
sages of the different hermeneutics of the technical cultures, ideologies,
and world views into which they have been enculturated. Remember, this
enculturation is positional, so people in different positions tend to be her-
metically sealed into those positions. A middle-class white cop in Los An-
geles and a poor gangbanger are likely to interpret the hermeneutic puzzle
of drugs rather differently. Autopoeisis, in sum, involves individual actors
solving hermeneutic puzzles by employing their cultural neurohermenetic
systems, and then taking their interpretations into bouts of hermeneutic
politics that lead to the instituting of public délires.

The interpretation of hermeneutic puzzles leading to hermeneutic pol-
itics that result in public délives is here said to be “social reflexivity,” about
which three points should be stressed. First, social reflexivity—with its
production of public délires that are tested and retested, and with different
iterations of those délires—is a procedure (and not necessarily an espe-
cially accurate one) for producing knowledge of vulnerability-provoking
realities. Second, the cultural neurohermeneutic system, specifically the
material structures of the brain that sense reality, perceive what it is, and
decide what to do about it, can be studied according to realist canons of
neuroscience. Finally, human autopoeisis, being reliant upon social reflex-
ivity, involves a “pragmatic hermeneutics” in which what is at issue is not
the meaning of texts, but the effectiveness of practical action.

Clearly, not all actors bring equal powers to pragmatic hermeneutics.
Contemplating privileged actors with more force resources at their disposal
leads to a discussion of elites.

Elites as Tip of the Class Spear

C. Wright Mills (1963: 25) observed that “the history of modern society
may be readily understood as the story of the enlargement and the cen-
tralization of the means of power—in economic, in political and in mili-
tary institutions.” Mills’s “means of power” is our “force resources.” What
might the persons authorized to determine operations of force resources
in important institutions be called? Mills (1956: 3-4) understood elites
to be actors “whose positions enable them to transcend the ordinary en-
vironments of ordinary men and women,; they are in positions to make
decisions having major consequences.” Though I am comfortable with this
definition, which is consistent with critical structural realism’s emphasis
on force and power, it seems helpful to elaborate on how is it that elites
come to have “major consequences.” In this optic, “elites” are actors who
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enjoy substantial agency because they occupy positions authorized to cho-
reograph operation of large amounts of force resources, including those
resources constituting fixes to resolve reproductive vulnerabilities. So they
are the actors with the largest windows of authority in a social being, who
address major hermeneutic puzzles.

It has been argued that elite and class analysis were opposed (see Higley
and Pakulski 2009). Certain classic elite thinkers—Pareto (1900), Mosca
(1897), and Michels (1915)—saw themselves as anti-Marxists, believing
that actors did not become elites for reasons of class, and that elites gov-
erned society. Others, however, have argued for the convergence of elite
and class theory (Etzioni-Halevy 1997: xxvi). This is the position adopted
here: elites are considered to be class actors though the notion of class used
is broader than that in classical Marxism, which restricts it to only economic
actors. “Class” relations in the present perspective are those that exist be-
tween actors because of differences in their control of force resources (not
just Marx’s productive ones). Upper classes control the greatest amount of
force resources and use this control, among other things, to direct as much
value as possible to themselves. Elites are those members of the upper class
whose positions give them authority over the largest amounts of force re-
sources. Lower classes are those with the least control over these resources,
who struggle for as much value as possible with their lesser force resources.”
Consequently, classes are in contradiction, and the “elites” who control vast
amounts of force, are the tips of the upper classes’ spears in class conflict.

Classic Marxist thought insisted upon a complex relationship between
class, consciousness, and action. Specifically, it held that a class position
produces class consciousness, which in turn is responsible for class action.
There is an enormous literature on this topic, a fair portion of it negative.
Max Weber (1958) warmed liberal hearts with his critique of Marxist class
analysis. Erik Olin Wright (1997) has presented a skilled Marxian class
analysis. My understanding of the relationship between class and con-
sciousness is based on the judgment of a CIA chief. George Tenet (2007:
xxi), the CIA Director during the Clinton and Bush II administrations,
once quipped, “Where you stand on issues is normally determined by where
you sit.” Those sitting in the same situation sense similar actualities. These
will impose on them certain desires, which will be expressed in broadly sim-
ilar positional culture. This, then, is Tenet’s Tenet—the ex-CIA director’s
recognition that the Marxists were right about class and consciousness.

Apologists for the wealthy often treat class warfare as something re-
stricted to the revolting, meaner masses. Yet, it is the upper classes, sitting
in their positions controlling most of the forces resources, who conse-
quently have the wherewithal to wage class war. With this in mind, “class
war” is understood to involve elites exercising force, fixing reproductive
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vulnerabilities in ways congenial to their class—especially regarding the
copious movement of value to themselves, as ordinary people eventually
come to resist such predations.

Upper classes in contemporary social beings are capitalist elites regu-
lating economic institutions (CEOs, CFOs, UFOs, Vice-Presidents, etc.);
official elites regulating political institutions (presidents, dictators, minis-
ters, parliamentarians, senior bureaucrats); educational elites (Chancel-
lors, Vice-Chancellors, senior professors) regulating various institutions of
schooling; cultural elites (religious, museum, and media heads) regulating
cultural institutions; and, bluntly but accurately, killing elites (generals,
admirals, chiefs of police) regulating military and police institutions. Elites
with authority or influence over the killing elites control enormous force
to inflict violence. Called “security” elites, these latter play a central role
in the arguments that follow.

Finally, let us remark a category of elites loitering with intent amongst
other elites in contemporary social beings. These are hermeneuts. Her-
mes was the Greek god who, on winged feet, brought messages from the
higher gods to lower mortals. “Hermeneuts” are specialized educational
or cultural elites who bring messages on the winged feet of media from
the godlike highest elites to illuminate the I-space of others. Hermeneuts
attach themselves, limpet-like, to these most powerful of elites, from which
position they bring higher elites’ messages to other lesser elites or to low-
er-class masses. The messages hermeneuts bring are credible because they
are specialists in producing persuasive communications. Their credibility
results from their rhetoric or science. “Rhetoric” means that what they
espouse just feels “true,” the way a piece of fiction does. “Science” means
that what they argue appears “true,” because it appears supported by facts.

As rhetoricians or scientists they illuminate the consciousness of oth-
ers. A preacher like Jerry Falwell was for the most part a hermeneut to
the middling or poorer sort, whose ability to illuminate derived from his
mastery of “unifying interpretive conventions” governing fundamentalist
rhetoric (Harding 2000: xi). A military analyst like Albert Wohlstetter was
a hermeneut to security experts, whose ability to illuminate concerned the
need to derive “more effective ways” of “using” violent force (Bacevich
2005: 154) from his manipulation of the interpretive conventions of sci-
ence. Elites produce a particular type of fix, which is discussed next as the
narrative returns to the topic of social constitution and public délires.

Social Constitution and Public Délires

So far the fixing of reproductive vulnerabilities is understood as a conse-
quence of people becoming fixated and utilizing their hermeneutic selves
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to solve the hermeneutic puzzles posed by their fixation. When a solution
has arisen to the level of being generally approved in public discourse, it
may be termed a public desire. The desires of elites become something else
called public délires, and it is these that they employ to fix contradictions.
Let us first discuss similarities between public desires and délives.

Both are “means of interpretation” helping actors know what to do
about what is, that is, to choreograph being. This is because both desires
and délires have their hermeneutics: they contain certain perceptual/pro-
cedural pairs informing actors “what is” and “what to do about it.” Public
desires and délires do not always correspond, and it is an empirical matter
to show when the two diverge. Public desires and délires, as means of inter-
pretation, are “focus” prompters.!® Reality is messy. Lots of things happen,
and what to concentrate upon and when are not clear. Moreover, humans
confront cluttered reality with a noisy clamor of differing hermeneutics
from technological, ideological, and world views with often incompatible
messages. Public desires and délires focus attention on a selected number of
perceptions and procedures.!”

Public délires, to distinguish them from desires, are authorized desires to
choreograph what elites desire to be done to fix something. However, their
implementation normally involves not only elites but also larger numbers
of ordinary people, called the elite’s “public,” throughout different systems
in a large social being. Further, elites fortify authorization by allocating
force resources to implement the desire. Ordinary actors may not want
elite délires, but want them or not, délires are going to be forced upon them.

Authorization of public délires may take many forms. They may be laws
voted in by legislatures, administrative decrees from top management in
business, executive branch orders, dictators’ dictates, the Pope speaking ex
cathedra, Islamic clerics declaring fatwas. Because elites’ desires are so pow-
erful, they are not simple desires. They are iiber-desires, authorized choreo-
graphing of many peoples’ desires in conformity with elite desires. They are
full-blown “frenzies” or, in French, délires.

Elites do two things with public délires: institute them and implement
them. The institution of a public délire is its social constitution. When elite
hermeneutic politics occur to understand how the reproductive vulnera-
bilities of contradictions are to be perceived and fixed, the winner in the
politics creates the public délire. During droughts in the US, for example,
local elites sometimes face a contradiction in the use of water: irrigating
lawns is in contradiction with using water to do other things, such as irri-
gate food crops. If lawns are watered, then agriculture becomes reproduc-
tively vulnerable, posing the hermeneutic puzzle: What to do in times of
drought? In this situation, social reflexivity oftentimes operates in the town
council deliberations that lead to the voting in of ordinances regulating
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the public’s water use. Usually these ordinances enjoin the public from wa-
tering their lawns, and people who do receive a stiff fine. Such ordinances
are public délires. Their hermeneutic is perceptual, in that unlawful water
use is perceived; then procedural, in that fines are imposed upon ordinance
violators. The voting in of the ordinance is the social constitution of the
délire, and sending police to enforce rules about citizens” water use is its
implementation. What public délires are instituted depends upon who wins
in hermeneutic politics.

How elites engage in hermeneutic politics and who wins depend upon
the specifics of the social being determining institution of délires. These
specifics vary from case to case and need research to be theorized. How-
ever, it might be noted that in monarchies the sides in the politics might
be court factions, and the winner might get a royal proclamation. In a
democracy the sides would likely be different parties or factions within the
parties, and winning often occurs via elections, legislative votes, and/or ex-
ecutive orders. In a business enterprise the sides might be composed of par-
tisans of different bosses, such as the CEO versus the CFO, and winning
might be by administrative decree. In contemporary social beings more
generally, the winning fix is the one whose partisans persuade the actor or
actors with the highest authority to institute public délires that theirs is the
better hermeneutic.

Public délires vary in their scope, ambiguity, and degree of compulsion.
A délire is low in scope and ambiguity if its perceptual/procedural pair re-
fers to small amounts of social being and does so without vagueness. A
délire is high in scope and ambiguity if its perceptual/procedural pair refers
to large amounts of social being in ways that are perceptually or proce-
durally unclear. The degree of compulsion of a public délire is the extent
to which elites whose windows of responsibility open on the social being
covered by the délire are obliged to implement its procedures. A law spec-
ifying that a stretch of road will have a speed limit of 30 kilometers per
hour is a public délire of low scope and ambiguity. The Monroe Doctrine
(1823), announced during a State of the Union address by President James
Monroe, forbid European attempts to colonize land or otherwise interfere
with states in North and South America, and further warned that such in-
terference would be perceived as aggression that the US would eliminate.
Clearly, the scope of the Monroe Doctrine is vast—European meddling
in the Western hemisphere. Equally clearly, it contains ambiguity—what
constitutes “interference” in the New World? Ambiguity allows US gov-
ernmental elites some freedom in judging whether to proceed to elimi-
nate European meddling. For example, nineteenth-century US authorities
turned a blind eye to the UK’s intervening via heavy investment in certain
South American countries.
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Immanent in the hermeneutic puzzles and politics just presented is an
underlying Nietszchean play. Recall from the quotation that opened this
section that Nietszche, in his posthumous work The Will to Power (2012),
asked, “And do you know what “the world” is to me?” and responded that
it was a “play of forces ... a sea of forces flowing and rushing together.”
Human being is subject to a continual play of forces. The first play is of the
logic of disorder, marching according to the dictates of contradiction. The
second play is of the logic of social constitution, counter-marching accord-
ing to niceties of social reflexivity.

[t might be appreciated that this play is reactive and iterative. Contra-
dictions strengthen, provoking new social vulnerabilities. Logics of social
constitution operate. Security elites reflect, and reflect again and again,
fixated upon hermeneutic puzzles posed by recurring vulnerabilities. Her-
meneutic politics emerge and re-occur, making new iterations of old public
délires. Actors are jiggled this way and that as new iterations are instituted
and implemented. All this gives the play of human being a herky-jerky
quality. Attention turns now to some nasty play: elites getting violent as
part of the logic of social constitution.

Getting Violent

Neither elites nor anybody else is innately, solely violent. Human biology
makes people capable of both peaceful cooperation and bloody violence
(Fry 2006). Actually, up to a point, elites seem a bit like the central char-
acter in Munro Leaf’s classic children’s book The Story of Ferdinand (1936).
Ferdinand was a big, strong bull, but he did not enjoy fighting. He liked to
sit under a tree, picking the flowers. Elites, like Ferdinand, enjoy relaxing
in the shade of privilege, smelling the flowers of their valuables, and gen-
erally having a swell time. In part this is because raging bulls incur high
costs and big risks. The bulls running post-9/11 wars are said to have spent
trillions upon trillions of dollars. Of course, the key risk is that violent bulls
can lose the family jewels and find themselves without valuables, dead, or
injured. Normally, there are tried and true peaceful fixes for reproducing
elite valuables. Generally, when you go to war, the expenses of violent force
are added to the expenses needed to acquire valuables. So, to diminish
risk and cost, elites first try peaceful reproductive fixes. However, make no
mistake, elites are not total Ferdinands. They can rage, especially when
their privilege and valuables appear threatened. When this occurs it is
time to kill.

Elite violence so understood may be treated as a function of the elimi-
nation of the usual, peaceful ways of reproducing elite classes. Nonviolent
experimental fixations are likely to be perceived as faltering when contra-
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dictions intensify and coalesce. This suggests the following relationship
between elite reproduction and violence: the more security elites produce
peaceful iterations of reproductive fixes that miscarry, the more such fixes
become perceived as unworkable, and the greater the délire for violent
fixes. The intensification and coalescence of contradiction is perceptually
a situation where different iterations of reproductive fixes are understood
to falter, leaving as the alternative violent ones; so, lacking peaceful alter-
natives, what else can they do?

George Shultz (1993: 678), one of President Reagan’s secretaries of
state, put the matter baldly when commenting on an occasion when the
Reagan administration resorted to violence: “If nothing else worked, the
use of force was necessary,” the “force” here being understood to mean vio-
lent force. Let us call this “Shultzian Permission”—the principle that secu-
rity elites will transform themselves into raging bulls, granting themselves
permission to exercise violent force as a reproductive fix, when peaceful
fixes appear to have failed.'®

Shultzian Permission is granted when the actors granting it believe that
peaceful fixes have failed, not when this has actually been demonstrated to
be true. Belief that nonviolent fixes have been futile is normally established
through hermeneutic politics, where elites offer varying interpretations of
attempts at peaceful fixes. Hermeneutic deception and blindness may op-
erate in the fixing of belief. For example, on 2 and 4 August 1964, the US
Navy reported that it had been attacked by the North Vietnamese Navy in
the Gulf of Tonkin. These attacks, which appear to have been deceptions,
nonetheless led to the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution (7 August 1964) that au-
thorized President Johnson to enormously escalate global warring in Viet-
nam. The fictitious Gulf of Tonkin incident was a hermeneutic deception
warranting the granting of Shultzian Permission. There may be no formal
moment when Shultzian Permission is granted; rather, security elites may
just all come to the same understanding: “We tried peace. Now it is time for
wat.” When a polity enters an ongoing war, Shultzian Permission tends to
be granted because the fact of hostilities means that nonviolent fixes have
failed. So why is global warring likely to occur? This leads us to the theory.

The Theory

Contradiction, reproduction, and global warring are a theoretical system
because they are joined in a relationship such that alteration in the first
variable produces alterations in the others: Increased intensity and coales-
cence of contradictions results in more severe reproductive vulnerabili-
ties, which cause global warring. Hermeneutic politics and public délires
link the first two concepts to the third. They are reflexive concepts in
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a double sense: first, they involve imperial elites reflecting upon contra-
dictions in order to create public délires to fix vulnerabilities provoked by
the contradictions; second, they involve these same elites in hermeneutic
politics over whether particular situations can be interpreted as requiring
implementation of particular public délires. The more peaceful fixes are
perceived to fail, the more Shultzian Permission will prevail. War is the
failure of peace, in this optic. Peace often fails in empires because, as later
chapters will show, empires are vulnerable to contradiction. So finally, the
telos of global warring theory is forbidding. Lots of people die.
Expressed more formally, the theory consists of six statements:

1. Intensification and coalescence of an empire’s political and eco-
nomic contradictions increase its reproductive vulnerabilities.

2. The greater these vulnerabilities, the greater the hermeneutic puz-
zles they pose and the more the hermeneutic politics of imperial
elites create hermeneutics and public délires whose choreography
fixes the vulnerabilities.

3. Because of the high costs and risks of violent fixes, initial fixes are
likely to be peaceful, but the more there are fixless peaceful repro-
ductive fixes, the more the hermeneutic politics of imperial elites
grant Shultzian Permission to institute public délires that exercise vi-
olent force to achieve the reproductive fix.

4. The selection of a particular public délire to implement is aided by a
hermetic seal favoring that délire.

5. The instituting of violent public délires turns colonies, neo-colonies,
or regions of interest into violent places, producing global warring.

6. When the spatial dimensions of intensifying and coalescing con-
tradictions grow, then the number of violent places throughout the
globe grows, producing increased incidence of global warring.

It is important to recognize that not all actualities involved in the vi-
olence of global warring are analyzed in the text. Any warring involves a
number of social beings as opponents in the violence. Consider the ex-
ample of the French and Indian War (1754-1763), when the Iroquois al-
lied with the British against the Hurons, Abenakis, and French. Complete
analysis requires observation of all the different protagonists in the vio-
lence—a daunting empirical enterprise. This book’s explanatory scope is
not so ambitious. The concern is rather to understand why the US did the
violent things it did, and whether this was consistent with the theory of
global warring. This chapter has formulated the theory of global warring,
which concerns imperial social beings. It is time now to think theoretically
about such beings.
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Notes

1. Reyna (1994) has argued that no better way of knowing reality than science has been
found, and has suggested ways (2004, 2010) that approximate truth might be found.

2. Regarding causality and power, Hobbes said: “correspondent to cause and effect, are
power and act” (italics in original, in Champlain 1971: 68). Bourdieu conceptualized structure
in terms of power (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 97-99). However, rather than call this text
Bourdieuian, one should note that both Bourdieu and Reyna are Hobbesian.

3. Marshall Sahlins has said the present is an “anti-structural age” (2013). It may be, but
Bruno Latour (2005) has nonetheless published a book about Reassembling the Social. Con-
cepts like assemblage, network, rhizome, and social machine are ultimately structural ideas.

4. The terms open, autopoetic, and reflexivity come from systems theory (see Luhmann
1995). Maturana and Varela (1973) introduced the notion of autopoeisis. The reflection in
reflexivity involves brain operations of inputting information from external reality and then
processing it emotively and cognitively.

5. Animals with developed central nervous systems have agency, but to a lesser degree
than humans.

6. The forces analyzed in the text always involve humans. As such they are “social” as
opposed to inanimate force. When readers read “force” on a page, it really means social force.

7. Economists have been abandoning the sinking ship of human rationality. For example,
Akerlof and Shiller (2009), Nobel Prize winners in economics, recently argued the importance
of “animal spirits” in economic behavior.

8. Deleuze and Guattari emphasize desire in Anti-Oedipus (1983). However, the under-
standing of desire in this text is not theirs but comes from neurobiology, which understands
desire as brain operations producing intention and the feelings associated with intention.

9. Let us reject one view of culture: that of Johann Gottfried Herder (1744—1803). He ar-
ticulated the view that a volk (a “people”) has a single, uniform culture shared by effectively all
its members (Herder 2002). Precisely put, this means one people, one culture, and (for racists)
one race. However, recognition of the four attributes of cultural messages discussed in the text
play havoc with Herderian culture. They indicate it is inaccurate to insist that each people has
its culture. There is no Trobriand culture and there is certainly no American culture. What
peoples have is a plethora of changing cultural messages—some technical, some ideological,
some world view—often hybrid. The consequent recommendation is not to follow the Herder.

10. Widespread in social thought, the term logic is sometimes ambiguous. As used in this
text, logic concerns powers: it is an abstract way of representing the powers of strings. Formal
logic is an argument that goes in a certain direction, the conclusion. In critical structural real-
ism, logic is the direction taken by the powers attained by different strings. E.g., the direction
taken in the logic of capitalism is capital accumulation.

11. On the left, Ekholm Friedman and Friedman began formulating their global systems
theory in the 1970s at roughly the same time that Immanuel Wallerstein (1974) was develop-
ing world systems theory. Eric Wolf’s Europe and the People Without History, published in 1983,
sought to explain the sweep of modern history throughout the globe in terms of Mandel’s
views on capitalism. David Harvey’s The Condition of Postmodernity (1990) investigated the
global implications of a post-Fordist capitalism practicing flexible accumulation while expe-
riencing space-time compression. Globalization became a topic among liberal thinkers in the
1990s. Thomas Friedman’s The Lexus and the Olive Tree (1999) popularized it as a good thing.

12. Modelski and Morgan (1985) introduced the notion of global war, making it roughly
equivalent to world war. I prefer the definition of the term offered in the text because not all
global wars are world wars. Paskal (2010) also employed the term, apparently unaware of its
earlier use.

13. The notion of the coalescence of contradictions owes something to Althusser. Fol-
lowing Lenin, he spoke of the “fusion” of an “accumulation” of contradictions producing rev-
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olution (1977: 99). It is observed that contradictions often co-occur. When they do, they
accumulate, which means that problems provoked by each contradiction add to those of every
other co-occurring contradiction, i.e., they are fused together. This is coalescence, which
produces a variety of instabilities that may include revolution.

14. The term consciousness is “loaded with fuzzy meanings” in part because although it is
known that consciousness is the result of brain operations, what these are is not clear (De-
haene 2014: 8). However, the consciousness brain generates sensation, perception, cognition
and emotion.

15. The text’s approach to class is a broadening of orthodox Marxism, in which class is
about command over the economic means of production. However, in the present approach
the means of production are but one sort of force resource capable of producing power. A com-
plete investigation of power requires consideration of all force resources in E-space capable
of producing powers. Classes in this optic are categories of persons controlling different types
and amounts of force resources.

16. Symbolic interactionists might observe that public desires and délires “frame” situa-
tions. [ agree but emphasize that this framing process takes place as part of a political struggle
to control interpretation.

17. The notions of public desires and délires resemble Goffman’s (1974: 10) notion of
frames as “the definitions of a situation.” Public desires and délires do define situations, in
the sense of interpreting them. However, Goffman’s frames tend to be located in “subjective”
realms (ibid.). Public desires and délires, though they may have been created in I-space, exist
in E-space as discourse and behavior containing understandings.

18. Other US security elites have articulated the need to seek Shultzian Permission. After
the Second Gulf War, for example, General Colin Powell (2012: 210) said: “War is never a
happy solution, but it may be the only solution. We must exhaustively explore other possible
solutions before we make the choice for war. Every political and diplomatic effort should be
made to avoid war while achieving your objective.”
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Chapter 2

IMPERIALISM
“A Monster of Energy”

I cut their throats like lambs. I cut off their precious lives (as one cuts) a string.
Like the many waters of a storm, I made (the contents of) their gullets and en-
trails run down upon the wide earth. My prancing steeds harnessed for my rid-
ing, plunged into the streams of their blood as (into) a river. ... With the bodies
of their warriors I filled the plain, like grass. (Their) testicles I cut off, and tore
out their privates like the seeds of cucumbers. (Description of Assyrian Em-
peror Sennacherib’s [704—681 Bc] military exploits. In Belibtreu [1991: 11].)

The severed hand on the metal door, the swamp of blood and mud across the
road, the human brains inside a garage, the incinerated, skeletal remains of an
Iragi mother and her three small children in their still-smoldering car. ... Two
missiles from an American jet killed them all—by my estimate, more than 20
Iraqi civilians, torn to pieces ... (Chronicle of civilian deaths following the US
invasion of Iraq in 2003, roughly 2,700 years after, but not so far from, the scene
of Sennacherib’s military triumphs. [Fisk 2003]).

imperialism and empire: A system of domination of states and peoples main-
tained and extended by another state. Imperialism often involves territorial
expansion but can also imply less direct forms of economic and political domi-
nation. ... A consensus among scholars on the precise characteristics of impe-
rial systems has been more elusive. (Calhoun 2002)

ontemplate the above quotations. The chronicler of Assyrian Emperor

Sennacherib’s reign recorded that the emperor “tore out’ the “pri-
vates” of his slain foes like “seeds of a cucumber.” A chronicle of civilian
deaths during US warring in Iraq 2,700 years after Sennacherib’s rule, but
not so far from it, has children “incinerated, skeletal remains.” Warring,
with all its violence, is what imperial elites do, from Sennacherib to George
W. Bush. This chapter offers an understanding of empires and imperialism,
which, as Calhoun above reports, has been “elusive.”!
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Specifically, I propose a critical structural realist approach to empire,
first by presenting basic components of the term; next by distinguishing
premodern from modern imperialisms to give readers some idea of the di-
versity of imperial domination; and finally, having established some knowl-
edge of imperial variety, helping readers to discover a particular matter
that has been absent from recent understandings of empires and their im-
perialism. This discovery leads to Friedrich Nietzsche.

Imperialism as a Dynamics of Domination

One reason imperialism is so hard to pin down is that there were, and are,
many sorts of empires and imperialisms.? The ancient imperialisms of the
Assyrians and Romans or the Shang Dynasty in China come to mind, as do
the medieval imperialisms of the Carolingians in France, the Ottonians in
Germany, the Plantagenets in Britain and France, as well as the more pow-
erful Ottomans in the Middle East, Moghuls in India, or Yuan and Ming
Dynasties in China. After AD 1400, the European modern imperialisms
included the Portuguese, Spanish, Dutch, French, German, Italian, and
British Empires, upon which it was said that the sun never set (though it
did after 1945). Following World War II, a “new” imperialism arose, with
the US the key example. Let us begin at the beginning.

In roughly Bp 6000, no place on the globe was under imperial domina-
tion. People were organized into different forms of bands, tribes, and chief-
doms. By 1900 the entire world was effectively under, or had been under,
imperial domination. This clearly shows the importance of imperialism in
the strings of events that twist through human history. Mills, as we saw in
the last chapter, observed that modernity was about the “enlargement and
centralization” of economic, political, and military institutions. But it is
possible to be more precise and suggest that since the invention of the state
soon after BP 6000, the major power dynamic has been the “enlargement
and centralization” of force resources in the economic, political, and mil-
itary institutions of different empires. The preceding brings us to a com-
plaint concerning Michel Foucault’s notion of power.

Foucault had it exactly wrong when he said, “Power is everywhere; not
because it embraces everything, but because it comes from everywhere”
(1990: 93). “Comes from everywhere”—a fine thunderbolt of rhetori-
cal melodrama! However, did the gentleman really mean “everywhere™?
Power may be everywhere, but does he not know that power comes from
somewhere; that the somewhere is the location of the force resources that
somebodies in the somewhere control, and that these somebodies are nor-
mally the elites in the economic, political, and military service of imperial
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states! If one wishes to study the power dynamics of the most powerful so-
cial being in E-space over the last six millennia, one must study the some-
where—the social forms of imperial governance—that are the abode of
elites with the force to dominate, which brings us to domination and value.

Domination, Force, and Value

There have been different sorts of imperialisms, but all the variants share
one attribute. All are systems of force and power in which one state has
the force to achieve the power of “domination,” as Calhoun pointed out,
over other “states and peoples.” Here “domination” is broadly understood
as structures where some (dominating) actors or social forms have some
powers over other (dominated) actors or social forms. This power is far
from complete, especially in earlier empires, where domination tended to
be extensive but not especially dense, which is to say that such empires
tended to dominate relatively large numbers of people in few areas of their
lives.

In empires, the state is the social form whose operations perform dom-
ination. The state doing the dominating is “imperial.” It is the empire’s
“core.” States and dominated peoples are the imperial state’s “dominion”
(or empire). Less dominated states and peoples are said to be on the “pe-
riphery.” Empires tend to have “fused” (Harvey 2003: 23) economic and
political systems and thus may be termed social beings. Domination is not
automatic. Agents of domination—elites and their myrmidons—work day
in and day out in imperial institutions to insure domination. Hence, the
strings of empire are exercises of force with a specific logic aimed at achiev-
ing the power of reproducing domination, raising the question: What gets
dominated in imperial systems?

In this area matters get elusive. In non-Marxist understandings of the
term empire what tends to get dominated is the politics. For example, Mi-
chael Doyle (1986: 12) defines imperialism as a relationship, formal or
informal, in which one state controls the “effective sovereignty” of an-
other. Marxist understandings stress the economics of domination (Brewer
1980). Lenin, for example, insisted that “imperialism is the epoch of fi-
nance capital and of monopolies, which introduce everywhere the striving
for domination, not for freedom” ([1917] 1963). More generally, Marxist
understandings of domination stress that it involves the power to extract
economic value from the dominated and its accumulation by the domina-
tors, imperial elites. As understood here, imperial domination is the ability
of states to reproduce by exercising force to have power over other states
or territories; also understood is that one of the most important of these
powers is that of extracting force resources.
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Monies, assets, and equities possessing use and/or exchange economic
value are understood as the type of force resource earlier termed instru-
ments. If “use-value” is the needs satisfied by a thing and “exchange value”
is what can acquired for that thing, then it follows that the more that
value is possessed, the more things can be acquired to satisfy more needs.
Because economic value can be exchanged for the other forces resources,
facilitating imperial reproduction, it is an especially attractive instrument
for imperial elites.

This suggests that imperial dynamics require two systems: economic
ones based on institutions with force resources that have the power to pro-
duce economic value; and political ones based on institutions with forces
resources that have the power to ensure that economic extraction is sup-
ported, whether by peaceful or violent means. In the premodern world,
economic and political institutions were often undifferentiated and cen-
tered on logics that extracted value largely from agricultural enterprise. An
empire’s elite extracted surplus agricultural labor and products, employing
different revenue institutions. That very same elite also provided the sup-
port to ensure that revenue extraction proceeded smoothly. The modern
world witnessed imperial differentiation with the emergence of economic
elites running capitalist institutions to extract money-value from the eco-
nomic system, supported by and distinct from government elites in state
regimes in the political system. In this view empires are social beings doing
domination especially in other countries and other regions, as their elites
amass force and, with force, power.

Imperial dynamics, then, are about force administration, whose mana-
gerial work can be expressed as follows:

1. Imperial operations involve logics with the power to produce domi-
nation by states over other states or territories;

2. Achievement of domination produces extraction of force resources,

controlled by elites;

Extraction of force resources requires prior exercise of force resources;

4. Thus, imperial dynamics involve the production and reproduction
of force.

5. The more the reproduction of force is insufficient to produce previ-
ous force levels, the greater the imperial reproductive vulnerability

(O]

Imperialism, so comprehended, is the dynamics of empire—the production
and reproduction of imperial social beings, with elites doing whatever it
takes to keep them going (simple reproduction) and, when possible, to
grow them (extended reproduction).
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Violence in Empires

As already noted, the work of domination is the conduct of exercises of
force. Two sorts of exercises of force can be distinguished: those that do
not utilize violence, and those that do. Nonviolent force is likely to achieve
its intended powers when those to whom the force is applied desire what
is intended for them, or at least do not oppose it. But when those who are
to be dominated do not desire what is intended for them, they are likely to
resist. In such situations, when nonviolent ways of making actors do what
they resist have failed, violence is the recourse. It works by either eliminat-
ing those resisting domination, or terrorizing them into submission.

Now, if you make something you generally want to keep it, and do with
it what you want. This suggests a generalization: actors who create value
normally desire to keep it, exchange it for other valuables, or enlarge it.
Elites within imperial social beings extract value from those who made it.
Because what these elites do is take from those who made, they base their
domination on frustration of the dominateds’ desires. Follow the reason-
ing here: imperial reproduction involves value extraction, threatening the
desires of the dominated. Frustrated desire is likely to provoke resistance
against those doing the frustration. Resistance can threaten the domina-
tors’ value extraction, intensifying the dominator/dominated contradiction,
raising the specter of reproductive vulnerability. This means that empires
are subject to a fundamental contradiction: a dominator/dominated contra-
diction, where the more value dominators get, the less the dominated get,
and vice versa. Between empires there is an imperial contradiction, in which
different empires seek to dominate and extract value from each other. This
is actually a version of the dominator/dominated contradiction in which the
social forms doing domination and being dominated are empires.

When imperial elites’ force extraction is threatened, they work to relax
the dominator/dominated contradiction, sometimes by reducing the ex-
traction, often by devising ideological and world view messages to hermeti-
cally seal the dominated into the view that they really desire the extraction
of their value, which is a bit like convincing people they really enjoy ex-
traction of their teeth. But if resistance continues, at some point such mes-
sages become unconvincing, and other nonviolent means of reducing their
vulnerability fail. When this occurs, it is time for imperial elites to become
raging bulls and violently oblige submission. In order to do this they must
evolve structures for the exercise of violent force—standing armies, potent
navies, ferocious weapons, specialized killers to work the weapons. Con-
sequently, imperial social beings may have peaceful institutions of value
extraction (buying and selling or systems of taxation), and they may have
peaceful institutions of desire manipulation (religious or other forms of
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mass media). But if they are to reproduce for any substantial period, they
must have enduring institutions of violence.

Thus, the basics of imperialism are fivefold: (1) state domination of
other states or regions (2) by elites in political and economic institutions
in the dominating state, so that (3) the political and economic institutions
of the dominating state reproduce through the extraction of value, (4) cre-
ating a dominator/dominated contradiction that, (5) when intensified and
resistant to peaceful means of relaxation, requires dominator elites to ex-
ercise violence. In this view of imperialism, violence is not just something
that happens when you have empires. It is a part of the anatomy of the so-
cial being—what it does some of the time to reproduce. With this in mind,
let us develop a more complete account of imperial diversity, distinguishing
the imperialism found in modernity from its premodern predecessors.

Imperial Diversity

When considering modern empires, it is helpful to contrast them with their
premodern counterparts and then describe their transformation. To do so,
consider the premodern exemplar of England during the time of Planta-
genet rulers (1154-1485).

Premodern Imperialism and Its Transformation

The Plantagenets began with Henry II, included his sons Richard the
Lionheart and John Lackland, and died out in the dynastic struggles of
the Wars of the Roses.> There was the empire itself, and places beyond it.
The empire itself consisted of a hierarchy of vassals in reciprocal relations.
Monarchs invited members of their entourage to swear fealty and gave
those so swearing a fief (a territory) in return; or nobles held fiefs by virtue
of inheritance. Such nobles (dukes, barons, earls, etc.) were the king’s vas-
sals. Vassals with large fiefdoms created their own vassals by offering fiefs
from their own lands to favorites from their retinue. At times sub-vassals
found sub-sub vassals whom they enfiefed. Vassals, sub-vassals, and sub—
sub-vassals owed allegiance and military service to their lords, who in turn
provided vassals with protection and advancement. The system expanded
territorially—that is, experienced expanded reproduction—when the
monarch or some large vassal organized their vassals into armies that were
used to acquire territory from places not in the empire. Under the Planta-
genets these places were in France or on the Celtic fringes of the British
[sles, and the resulting empire, at its height under Henry II, included much
of the current UK and Western France.
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The empire extracted and accumulated force resources in the form of
goods and labor service deriving from the land. In principle, the monarch
was the landowner, with his rights of ownership conferred on his vassals.
Those who farmed the land did so either as free laborers or as serfs bound
to a particular vassal’s lands. All vassals, by virtue of being landowners,
were entitled to some portion of the agricultural produce and/or labor of
the agrarian laborers. Fees paid for the use of a natural resource are a rent.
Land is a natural resource. The amount of agricultural products or labor
provided to nobles by an agrarian worker was a rent. Generally, the more
land a monarch or vassal had, the more agrarian laborers he or she had,
and the greater the rent that could be accumulated. Crucially, the units
of government were those that accumulated rent. Political and economic
systems were undifferentiated.

But this was not the whole story. Premodern empires also had markets
where goods and services could be exchanged. When a seller received a
sum of money for a product or service in excess of what it had cost, then
that seller had made a monetary profit, that is, had accumulated capital.
So premodern empires had two forms of value accumulation: rents and
capital, the former predominating.

However, a reversal of the dominant form of value accumulation be-
gan with Western European imperial expansion in the fifteenth century.
At first, when warring overseas, the Portuguese and Spanish attempted to
transplant their medieval institutions of rent to newly acquired colonies,
which generally withered. They then, like the Dutch, English, and French
who followed, increasingly sought to accumulate force from other sources.
Initially, this was through what Marx ([1867] 1909: 784-866) in Capital
had termed “primitive accumulation”: the taking of objects with exchange
value, especially gold and silver, by uneconomic means. Thereafter, force
was increasingly acquired through trade from the sixteenth through the
early eighteenth centuries. This time, sometimes called the Mercantilist
Period, involved an expanding commercial capitalism based on great trad-
ing companies (such as the British East India Company and Dutch East
India Company).* This meant a proliferation of nongovernmental enter-
prises whose sole business was capital accumulation, which produced the
differentiation of the economic from the political system.

The late eighteenth century saw the start of huge amounts of capital
accumulating via an expanding industrial capitalism and the emergence
of great industrial empires, especially those of the English, Germans, and
Japanese.” Next, as first recognized by Rudolf Hilferding ([1910] 1981),
emphasized by Lenin ([1917] 1963), and seemingly borne out by recent
financial history, starting in 1900 increasing quantities of capital were ac-
cumulated by expanding financial enterprises. This meant the economic
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system was increasingly differentiated into commercial, industrial, and fi-
nancial capitalist branches. In sum, whereas in premodern imperialisms
elites managed undifferentiated governmental and economic systems that
extracted force in the form of agrarian rents, their modern replacements di-
rected highly differentiated economic and governmental systems to extract
force as either commercial, industrial, or, increasingly, financial capital.

There is an implication here that needs to be made explicit. Bruno La-
tour (2012) has written a clever book, We Have Never Been Modern, whose
title contains its thesis. I think him correct, though for reasons he might
not recognize. If modernity, as defined in the introduction, is a time of
concatenation of capitalist and state systems; and if these systems are im-
perial; then the human being of modernity is the hurly-burly of empires
going about their business of force extraction. But, as the reader grasps, the
history of pre-modernity since the origin of the state has equally been that
of the vicissitudes of imperialism. So, make no mistake about it, Latour’s
claim of the non-modernity of modernity is spot on because something
ancient—empire—is part and parcel of modern states, with their differ-
entiated economic and political systems and their commercial, industrial,
and financial forms of capitalism. Further, it is helpful to recognize that
modern imperialism, suffused with antiquity, has had either formal or in-
formal structural alternates.

Formal and Informal Imperialism

The term “formal” was explicitly introduced into social thought by Max
Weber when he wrote that a “formal organization” is “an association (be-
trieb) with a continuously and rationally operating staff” (1922: 52). By
“staff” Weber meant the personnel of bureaucratic organizations. By “ra-
tionally” he understood a staff operating according to written governmen-
tal or administrative rules. John Gallagher and Ronald Robinson (1953)
famously distinguished between formal and informal imperialisms. “For-
mal” imperialism concerns making “colonies”: territories with imperial ad-
ministrative staffs governed by executive, legislative, and administrative
laws incorporating them into the empires’ governance structure as either
core or colonial officials. Gallagher and Robinson developed the notion
of informal empire based on their interpretation of the UK’s economic
and political activities in South America during the nineteenth and first
half of the twentieth century. “Informal” imperialism has perceptively been
termed the “oblique mode” of empire making (Kiernan 1978: xv)—oblique
because such imperialism does not directly and formally institute colonies,
but rather organizes “neo-colonies” (“client states”), that is, territories
that are not incorporated into core states’ structure but whose political
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economy is controlled to facilitate cores states’ domination, especially with
regard to force extraction. This, Gallagher and Robinson observed, was
exactly how Great Britain dominated nineteenth-century South America.

Formal empire is more transparent than its informal counterpart. Its
administrative apparatus of domination is out there for everybody to see.
There are ideological messages that glorify the domination. There is a Co-
lonial Office. There are colonies that say they are colonies, with showy pa-
rades of plainly visible imperial soldiers, police, administrators, capitalists
or their compradors, judges, missionaries—all colorful, all privileged, all
dominating, all the time.

Of course, as already observed, formal domination stimulates the de-
sires of the dominated. Many of the dominated loathed their dominators
and learn from them how to revolt, intensifying the dominator/dominated
contradiction. Since the American Revolutionary War (1776-1783), the
contradictions of formal empire have been pretty revolting. Latin Amer-
ica followed the US into revolution throughout the nineteenth century.
During the first half of the twentieth century much of the rest of the world
developed nationalist or socialist independence ideologies—some violent
(Chaliand 1989), others not (such as Gandhi’s Quit India campaign)—
directed against imperial dominators.

Informal empire is opaque. Nobody calls dominated states colonies
any more. They have their “independence” and “sovereignty.” There is
no panoply of formal imperial institutions and actors. Imperial elites are
withdrawn from the colonies, so everyday life appears untouched by their
meddling. Consequently, a dominated state looks like any state, with its
particular politics, its own economy, colorful stamps, a nice flag, and a
rousing national anthem.

However, a closer look reveals them to be “neo-colonies,” a term coined
by Nkrumah (1966), the first president of Ghana, after he recognized that
the formal independence graciously being granted by the old imperial pow-
ers in the 1960s was just a new form of the old domination. Some scholars
prefer the term “client state”; Gavan McCormack (2007), for example,
has called Japan a client state of the US. Client states or neo-colonies are
countries in which the imperial core has an enduring interest because the
country is in some way useful to the core’s reproduction.

As elites well know, no trip would be agreeable without the assistance
of luggage handlers to manage the baggage over there. When economic
and political elites, themselves in the core of informal empires, deal with
client states, these elites may be imagined as a sort of high-class baggage
handlers. Their job is to handle the “baggage” in dominated countries to
the satisfaction of the core. Let us call these persons “imperial handlers.”
In economic systems they are the high executives in business, finance, and
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the media; and in the governmental systems they are senior-level govern-
ment officials, ambassadors, and military officers. Equally, there are eco-
nomic and political elites in the dominated countries themselves whose
chore is to assist in this domination. The elites in client states or neo-
colonies who assist imperial handlers in their domination occupy key po-
sitions in the dominated country’s economic and political institutions as
presidents, prime ministers, generals, and the like. They are termed “sub-
ject” elites, because they are subject to their handlers. Many subject elites
are “hybrid” actors, a notion discussed in chapter 5. In Afghanistan in the
summer of 2010, for example, President Hamid Karzai was a subject elite
supervised by three main handlers—Karl Eikenberry, the US ambassador
to Kabul; US Special Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan Richard
Holbrooke; and General David Petreaus, commander of US and NATO
forces in Afghanistan. There is no formal institution of subject elites and
their handlers in informal empires. Rather, subject-elite/handler networks
are designed ad hoc to handle each particular situation.

Subject elites tend to receive handsome rewards from their imperial
handlers. Consider, for example, the case of President Kurman Bakiyev
(2005-2010), former president of Kyrgyzstan in Central Asia. Bakiyev be-
came something of a US client following the “Tulip Revolution” in 2005
that brought him to power, in which US involvement was reported (Spen-
cer 2005). Despite competition for Bakiyev’s services from Russians seek-
ing his assistance to re-establish influence in their former Central Asian
territory, the US successfully recruited him because “Washington just
bought up the Bakiyev family lock stock and barrel” (Bhadrakumar 2010).
It did this by making “the Bakiyev family ... a huge beneficiary of contracts
dished out by the Pentagon ostensibly for providing supplies to the US air
base in Manas near the Kyrgyz capital, Bishkek.” Some estimates put “the
figure that the Pentagon awarded last year (2009) to businesses owned by
members of the Bakiyev family as US$80 million” (ibid.).

Subject elites who rebel against their imperial handlers are punished.
This was the fate of Ngo Dinh Diem, president of South Vietnam in the
1950s and early 1960s. The administration of President Kennedy became
increasingly disenchanted with his ability to prosecute the war against
North Vietnam. Accordingly, with the support of the CIA, a 1963 coup was
planned with elements of the South Vietnam military, and Diem was “ter-
minated with extreme prejudice” (the CIA’s euphemism for assassination).

Informal empire became more sustainable in the twentieth century be-
cause of “space-time compression” (Harvey 1990). Economic and govern-
ment elites are now able to communicate instantly and to move various
forms of economic or violent force rapidly to areas of the world as needed.
Such a technology increased informal empires’ practicability, as political
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and economic elites do not have to be there all the time. They can get
there “just in time.” Increased sustainability made informal empires prefer-
able because they were—and are, as earlier indicated—more nearly invis-
ible and hence less susceptible to rebellion. The world never really knew
that Saddam Hussein had been something of a US client. Then, when he
began to act independently, the Bush I regime was able to rush in just in
time with “shock and awe” to replace him.® Thus, since the end of World
War II the lesser visibility of informal empires, conjoined with greater pow-
ers of space-time compression, made them appear more sustainable than
their formal counterparts. The reconceptualization of imperialism is al-
most complete. Nevertheless, something important requiring emphasis will
lead us to Nietzsche and a monster.

Nietzsche and a Monster

This world: a monster of energy.
—Friedrich Nietzsche, Will to Power

What is missing in our understanding of imperialism is the obvious thing.
Sennacherib went around tearing out the “privates” of his foes in the Mid-
dle East. Twenty-seven centuries later, US imperial generals in the same
area went around leaving its children “screaming and crying.” Everywhere
and at all times in empires, according to Burbank and Cooper (2010: 2),
“Violence and day-to-day coercion were fundamental”, because every-
where and at all times imperialism, as Timothy Parsons (2010: 4) put it,
involved “a conquering power.” Why?

When the state was invented, as we saw, institutions that specialized in
inflicting violence were developed in the governmental system. What an
invention these violent institutions were. They combined large numbers
of specialized ferocious actors (warriors) and large numbers of violent in-
struments (swords, lances, axes, etc.) with a specialized technical culture
that conveyed knowledge of how to choreograph violent force resources.
Armies were born, and a real appreciation emerged: killing people with
such institutions was an excellent way to acquire valuable force and lots
of it, even if those who created it did not want to give it up. You attacked
a people, you defeated them, you took some of their wealth, and you kept
on taking. If they didn’t give, you killed some more, and then they gave.
Missing, then, from the understanding of imperialism is recognition of the
connection between killing and force extraction. The invention of military
institutions controlled by governmental elites made killing a force resource
with the power to acquire, maintain, or expand force extraction.
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Now Nietzsche enters. Added violent force is an instrument easily com-
bined with other force resources to make added power. Power can be used
to make more force. More force, more power. There is no social form better
able to make more force and power than the fused economic and govern-
mental systems of an empire. Of course, force and power get things done
in social beings, so they are the “energy” that Nietzsche spoke of in the
quotation that began this section. “This world” is “a monster of energy”
because empires seek to continually add force and power.

Empires have been around for a long, long time, their imperialisms op-
erating far back into antiquity. And empires do what empires do. Among
other things, they kill lots and lots of people so that a few elites can control
enormous value, force, and power. This means we have never really been
modern. Rather, since invention of the state, human being has been in
thrall to a social form that is a thing whereby elites dominate everybody
else. As such, empires might be imagined as monsters of Nietzschian en-
ergy—Leviathans swimming in the seas of human being.

Finally, it has been posited that these Leviathans swim in contradictory
seas. But does the empire itself, doing what it does, create those contradic-
tions? Are empires social beings that, in constructing themselves, decon-
struct themselves? Deadly Contradictions aims to address this question, and
will do so by moving from the theoretical highlands guided by the map of
global warring theory into empirical seas, in order to see whether the US
Leviathan is observed to do what it is theoretically supposed to do. The
two chapters in the next section, Plausibility I: The New American Empire,
argue the plausibility of American empire.

Notes

1. One reason imperial understanding has been “elusive” is that the concept is highly
contested. Another reason is that imperial phenomena are complex, and definitions have
been opaque.

2. Timothy Parsons (2010) and Burbank and Cooper (2010) have investigated empires
throughout the globe from ancient to modern times, discussing their emergence, logics, cul-
tures, and conflicts. Darwin (2008) provides an overview of modern empires from 1400 until
the present. Owen and Sutcliffe (1972), Mommsen (1980), Chilcote (2000), Harvey (2003),
and Callinicos (2009) are theoretically useful.

3. A useful overview of Plantagenet England can be found in Prestwich (2005).

4. Wallerstein (1974) insisted that the seventeenth century witnessed the beginning of the
replacement of imperial systems with that of single world system. This assertion is implausible.
The rise of European imperialisms over larger and larger spaces of the globe began in the sev-
enteenth century. Different empires were the structural units within and beyond which space
was globally organized.

5. The degree of capital accumulation in premodern empires is a subject of debate. It is
true that the great fairs of the thirteenth-century Europe were important mercantile enter-
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prises. It is equally correct that some medieval empires, such as that of the Vikings in the early
middle ages or the Venetians in the later middle ages, emphasized trade. However, these em-
pires flourished due to trade between great empires that themselves were largely based upon
agrarian rents. Thus, the Viking empire in the east connected Northern Europe to Russia and
the Middle East, while the Venetian empire was part of a world system that connected the
Occident with the Orient (Abu-Lughod 1991).

6. Roger Morris, a National Security Council staff member during the administrations
of Presidents Johnson and Nixon, wrote that “according to the former Ba’athist leader Hani
Fkaiki, among party members colluding with the CIA in 1962 and 1963 was Saddam Hussein”
(in D. Morgan 2003).
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Part I1

PLAUSIBILITY 1:
NEW AMERICAN EMPIRE
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Chapter 3

A REAL SHAPE-SHIFTER
American Empire 1783-1944

You are the light of the world. A city that is set on a hill cannot be hid.
—Jesus, Sermon on the Mount, Matthew 5:14-16

For we must consider that we shall be as a city on the hill, the eyes of all people
onus ...

—John Winthrop, ‘A Model of Christian Charity’. 1630

America is a shining city upon a hill whose beacon light guides freedom loving
people everywhere.
— President Ronald Reagan, ‘Farwell Address’

And thus has suddenly arisen in the World, a new Empire stiled the United
States of America.

—William Henry Drayton, 1776, ‘A Charge on the Rise of

the American Empire’. (In Van Alstyne 1960: 1)

his chapter and the next make the case for US empire, from its very

beginning at independence in 1783 up to the present. But our story
begins much earlier with the Sermon on the Mount, in which Jesus told
his followers that they were a “light” and a “city set on a hill,” endowing
them with a holiness. John Winthrop, the first governor of the small Mas-
sachusetts Bay Colony, in what amounted to a early form of the tweet, ap-
propriated this sanctity, telling followers on the Arabella, the ship bringing
them to the New World, that the realm they would build would be “as a
city on the hill.” That utterance is said to be the beginning of US “excep-
tionalism,” that is, the conviction that America was something sacred that
emanated the holiness of the Sermon on the Mount. President Reagan,
a Hollywood entertainer become Washington performer, continued this
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exceptionalism, confirming that the country that sprang from John Win-
throp’s colony was indeed a “city upon a hill” whose “beacon light guides
people.” This chapter and the following address the question, What is this
American social being that asserts a holiness to “guide”?

In 1776 the Honorable William Henry Drayton, Chief Justice of South
Carolina, had an idea about this. Even before the fighting that would make
the thirteen colonies a country started, Drayton had decided that they
were a “suddenly arisen ... new Empire.” Later, after the US had been
around for a few centuries and there was some record bearing upon this
possibility, the editors of Life, Time, and Fortune magazines in 1942 and
scholars in their academic tomes (Williams 1959; LaFeber 1963; Kiernan
1978; Harvey 2003) declared the honorable judge had got it right—the US
has a “new Empire.” I concur.

But this chapter’s argument is that America was an old, formal empire
for two-thirds of the nineteenth century and then, in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries, experimented with both formal and informal
empire. To make this argument, let us situate it in the context of debates
over the US’s imperial status and explore what is meant by shape-shifting.

Empire Deniers and Shape-Shifting Empires

No imperial designs lurk in the American mind. They are alien to American
sentiment, thought, and purpose. Our priceless principles undergo no change
under a tropical sun. They go with the flag. (McKinley 1898, in Eland 2004: 1)

We have no desire to dominate, no ambitions of empire. (Bush II, 2004 in
Eland 2004: 1)

US presidents occasionally deny any American empire, sometimes at awk-
ward moments. For example, President McKinley declared that America’s
“priceless principles” precluded “imperial designs” as the US was invad-
ing and annexing Cuba in 1898. Similarly, President Bush II repeated this
denial after he invaded Iraq in an attempt to make it into what certainly
looked like a neo-colony in 2003. Many American political scientists ral-
lied to profess their denial of empire, especially in the 1950s through 2001,
when they either ignored or rejected the possibility of empire.! The US,
they said, was “hegemonic” if it was anything (for a review of hegemony
literature see Webb and Krasner 1989). States that were hegemonic were
those that had global “control over raw materials, control over sources of
capital, control over markets, and competitive advantages in the produc-
tion of highly valued goods” (Keohane 1984: 32). A hegemonic stability
theory was proposed, positing that financial and other sorts of stability de-
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pended upon their being a single hegemon (Kindleburger [1973] 1986;
Keohane 1980). This was the empire deniers’ finest moment, because it
released the US from the opprobrium of being an empire while affirming
that it brought global stability. Thank you, American hegemon—*city on
a hill"—for guiding humanity to peaceful stability.

Since 9/11 and the “city on the hill’s” subsequent belligerence, scholars
of all political stripes have begun to argue for, or against, the existence of
US imperialism. Actually, at least one of the central hegemonic theorists
recognized its possibility even earlier. This was Robert Gilpin (1981: 23),
who insisted “a theory of international political change must of necessity
also be a theory of imperialism,” it being understood that any such theory
included the US. Later on the right-wing historian Niall Ferguson (2003)
reviewed the case for US hegemony versus empire in the foreign policy
elites’ preferred journal, Foreign Affairs, and came down on the side of em-
pire. So even though empire denying is an enduring pastime among US
political hermeneuts, there is reason to explore the legitimacy of such dis-
avowals. The following analysis shows how America was a shape-shifting
empire from its very beginning. However, prior to making this argument
the notion of shape-shifting needs exploration.

One black evening in an Arab village in the Chadian bush, we men and
boys sat in a circle around a glowing charcoal brazier, speaking of hyenas,
donkeys, dogs, and sorcerers. Feeling frightened in the immensity of the
dark night, I told how I had heard the hyenas howling late, far out in the
bush, challenged by the braying of the donkeys at the edge of the village,
whose braying was answered by the village dogs barking from their places
guarding the villagers’ thatched huts. “It makes me feel safe,” I announced.
Old Umar thought a moment, as if weighing the effect of disabusing me
of my comfort, and answered: “Not safe! The hyenas are close to the vil-
lage. They are sorcerers. Evil things, they shift their shapes from men to
hyenas. Cut into their stomachs, you will find the rings they wore as men.”
Donkeys braying and dogs barking were not sounds of reassurance but
warnings of shape-shifting evil lurking in the darkness. “Shape-shifting,”
the transformation of social form, is frightening when something becomes
something else again.

Shifting from sorcerers to states, recall that the historian Walter Nugent
(2008: xv), in his Habits of Empire, concluded that America “has always
been an imperial nation, and [remains] so, but the shape of empire has
shifted over time.” A curious amalgamation: America and hyenas, both
shape-shifters, with the US shifting to different structural varieties of em-
pire. Nugent (2008: viii) distinguished three shapes of empire: old, new,
and old/new. His “old” empires are what we earlier termed formal ones; his
“new” ones were called informal.
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Formal empire, according to Nugent, occurred in the years between the
founding of the US (1783) and the acquisition of Alaska (1867). It was
a continental empire from the Atlantic to the Pacific in North America,
instituted in certain ways along Roman lines. Next, informal/formal empire
took shape more or less in the years after the Civil War through the Great
Depression in the 1930s. Following a hermeneutic politics over what sort
of empire fitted America, this imperial flexibility first led to the instituting
of a formal, Caribbean and Pacific off-shore empire, and then to its aban-
donment during the Great Depression. Finally, a new shape of informal US
empire emerged after World War II and continues through the present;
it is discussed in the following chapter. The present chapter begins at the
beginning of US imperialism.

“Calculated ... for Extensive Empire”

The American War of Independence (1775-1783), an expression of the
dominator/dominated contradiction, began in the violence of terrorist
groups like the Sons of Liberty (P Davis 1996) and was resolved due to
timely French military interventions in favor of the American rebels (Dull
1975). It resulted in a rare structural moment. Independence meant that
American elites—that is, commercial elites in the northern colonies like
John Hancock and John Adams together with slave-owning gentry in the
southern colonies like George Washington and Thomas Jefferson—who
were formerly dominated by British elites, were free to institute a new orga-
nization for the thirteen rebel colonies. Violence had granted them a par-
ticular agency and constructive power—that of structuring a social being.
The question, of course, was what it would be like.

At this point an ideological inconsistency appears. On the one hand, the
victorious elites understood their new state as something sacred. On the
other, they were influenced by a prevailing, largely secular ideology. The
US had gained its independence at a time when central Enlightenment
hermeneuts challenged the view that reality was simply divine. Rather,
they argued, nature was the product of natural forces, and that reason and
science could help humans control nature, thereby giving humanity godly
powers to achieve progress, as the title of Frederik van Leenhof’s book ex-
pressed it, in the form of Hemel op Aarde (Heaven on Earth) ([1703] 1704).
The term “Founding Fathers” is commonly used to designate those elites
who seized the structural moment and instituted the nascent US govern-
ment in the 1780s in order to build van Leenhof’s Heaven on Earth. They
were moved by an Enlightenment hermeneutic voiced by Benjamin Frank-
lin, whose perceptual understanding was that the world was a place of
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matter, which imposed the procedural ethic of choreographing the “power
of man over matter” (in Kiernan 2005: 4). The problem was, what sort of
government brought Heaven on Earth?

At its official founding (1783), the nascent US was a democratic re-
public. However, David Ramsey, a member of the Continental Congress
from South Carolina, at an Independence Day celebration two years after
the Declaration of Independence in 1776, mused: “What a substratum for
empire! Compared with which the foundation of the Macedonian, the Ro-
man, and the British sink into insignificance” (in Maier 2006: 1). George
Washington, the first president, referred to the US in a 1799 letter to John
Quincy Adams as “this rising empire” (1999: 321). Second president John
Adams (father of John Quincy), wrote in a 1755 letter to Nathan Webb, a

cousin, of his view about historical cycles:

If we look into history, we shall find some nations rising from contemptible be-
ginnings, and spreading their influence till the whole globe is subjected to their
sway. When they have reached the summit of their grandeur, some minute and
unsuspected cause commonly effects their ruin, and the empire of the world is
transferred to some other place.

Of course, a major question was, where would empire be “transferred” in
Adams and his cousin’s times? “It looks likely to me,” Adams speculated,
that there would be a “transfer” of the “great seat of empire into America”
(1961, I: 31).

Other important Founding Fathers agreed with the first two presidents.
Patrick Henry, one of the more radical advocates of the American Revolu-
tion, distinguished by his cry “Give me Liberty, or give me Death!” is less
well remembered for his plea “Some way or other we must be a great and
mighty empire, we must have an army, and a navy” (in Tucker and Hen-
drickson 1990: 20). Alexander Hamilton, the first secretary of the Treasury,
wrote in the first The Federalist Paper that the US was “in many respects
the most interesting ... empire ... in the world” (in N. Ferguson 2004: 34).
Thomas Jefferson (2004: 169), the third president, confided to James Mad-
ison, the fourth president, that “we should have such an empire for liberty
as ... never surveyed since creation: and I am persuaded no constitution
was ever before as well calculated as ours for extensive empire ...”.

These imperial délires were not kept a secret among elites. Rather, they
were widely communicated, often by ministers or educators. For example,
in 1789 Jebediah Morse, a Puritan minister from Boston, published Amer-
ican Geography, which sought to bring knowledge of the newborn country
to ordinary citizens. Reverend Morse explained that the reason for writing
his geography was that the United States “have risen to Empire,” so cit-
izens should not rely on Europeans for knowledge of their own country
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(in Van Alstyne 1960: 9). Hugh Henry Breckenridge, perhaps America’s
first novelist, educated readers through his various writings. At Princeton
University’s commencement in 1771, he recited a poem co-authored with
fellow student Philip Freneau, “The Rising Glory of America.” It promised
a united country that would rule North America from the Atlantic to the
Pacific. Seventeen years later, when that country had emerged, he told
readers, “Oh my compatriots ... you are now citizens of a new empire: an
empire, not the effect of chance ... but formed by the skill of sages. ... Who
is there who does not spring in height? ... For you have acquired superior
strength; you are become a great people” (Maier 2006: 1-2).?

Certainly there were revolutionary leaders, like Samuel Adams and
Thomas Paine, who believed the US ought to be a democratic republic
and nothing more, but the preceding has revealed a enthusiastic current
of opinion among the founding elite that America should be, in Jeffer-
son’s terms, “calculated ... for extensive empire.” Implicit in this discur-
sive délire was the view that the Enlightenment ideal of Heaven on Earth
could be achieved with an “empire for liberty.” Jefferson seems not to have
been bothered that the conjoining of empire and liberty was something
of an oxymoron. After all, empires were, and are, places of domination,
and those dominated lack liberty. However, as opposed to contemporary
empire-deniers, the Founding Fathers were hermeneutically sealed into a
délire for empire. They got their wish, as we shall see, in a formal, Roman
shape.

Territorial Expansion (1783—1867)

American history from the Treaty of Paris (1783), when the British Crown
and parliament formally granted the United States its independence up to
the acquisition of Alaska (1867) involved territorial expansion, by military
force or negotiation, from east to west against Native Americans or Euro-
pean imperial powers including Great Britain, France, Russia, and Spain.’

Why was there territorial growth? This might be laid at the door of a ter-
ritorial hermeneutic of Enlightenment statecraft: perceptually, if there was
a state to govern, then procedurally, as Tucker and Hendrickson (1990:
24) put it, “‘the fundamental rule of governments’ was ‘the principle of
extending territories.”” Different presidential administrations instituted
policies to expand, and to the degree they did so the territorial hermeneu-
tic became a public délire. For the nonelite remainder of the populace this
meant there was a procedural cultural message legitimating expansion. To
explicate this message, note that in the summer of 1845, when the burning
issue of the day was whether to welcome Texas into the Union, the pop-
ular New York paper the Democratic Review addressed the Texas issue by
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urging, “It is time now for opposition to the annexation of Texas to cease”
because its addition to US territory embodied “the fulfillment [sic] of our
manifest destiny to overspread the continent allotted by Providence for
the free development of our yearly multiplying millions” (in D. Howe 2007:
703). Manifest Destiny in this optic is an iteration of the Enlightenment
hermeneutic that understood perceptually that “Providence” provided a
“continent” on which, procedurally, Americans were to “overspread.”

However, there was a qualification to this expansionism. John Quincy
Adams—eighth secretary of State and sixth president—was a cosmopol-
itan gentleman who had grown up largely overseas, traveling with his fa-
ther, second president John Adams, on diplomatic business. John Quincy
was not averse to the empire’s expansion in continental America, but he
was reluctant to support US involvement in overseas wars and warned
the young country not to go “abroad in search of monsters to destroy.”
His fear was that if America did seek foreign “monsters,” then “she might
become the dictatress of the world” (1821). John Quincy’s warning might
be called the “John Quincy Adams Exception” to the hermeneutic of ter-
ritorial expansion.

Expand the US did, though respecting, at least for a while, the John
Quincy Adams Exception. During 1782 negotiations in Paris over the terms
of new country’s independence, Jefferson, Franklin, and Jay demanded it
include an area called Transappalachia. At the time, there were few colo-
nists on this land between the western side of the Appalachian Mountains
and the eastern bank of the Mississippi River. The Americans had not
captured it during the fighting. It was only ambiguously part of the original
thirteen colonies. Nevertheless, the American negotiators claimed these
western lands, and in the Treaty of Paris the British acquiesced. Conse-
quently, technically, the US territorially expanded even before it had a
territory to expand.

Next Jefferson, a “pacific imperialist” (Tucker and Hendrickson 1990:
3) because of his policy of territorial growth by diplomatic negotiation, put-
chased Louisiana from France in 1803 in an illegal deal (whose corruption
is documented in Nugent 2008: 63-69). This added a huge territory—
23 percent of the current US—from the Mississippi River to the Rocky
Mountains. Subsequently, General Andrew Jackson ravaged the two Span-
ish colonies of East and West Florida, which led to the Florida Purchase
from Spain in 1819. The same year witnessed the signing of the Transcon-
tinental Treaty with Spain, negotiated by John Quincy Adams, which for
the first time extended US territory all the way to the Pacific Ocean. The
Annexation of Texas (from Mexico) in 1845 was followed by the Oregon
Treaty (and the annexation from England of much of the Northwest) in
1846. The year 1848 saw acquisition of much of the southwest US and
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California following war with Mexico, and in 1867 the Alaska Purchase
(from Russia) was negotiated. By the late 1860s the US had achieved its
North American continental core boundaries.*

A Roman Logic

This expansion occurred in a sequence of events that exhibited a Roman
imperial logic. First, American settlers would move into an area. Next the
area would be acquired. For a time thereafter the region did not have status
as a full-fledged “state” in the US. Rather, it had a distinct legal and admin-
istrative institutionalization as some sort of “territory” and was in effect a
colony, making the US a formal empire. At different times there were the
Louisiana Territory, the Texas Territory, the Oregon Territory. More settlers
would move into new territories from existing states in search of inexpen-
sive land, replicating the governance structures of their home states.’

Settler colonialisms involve migration of imperial core peoples to the col-
onies, with the core migrants given preference for ownership of the colonies’
resources. Such colonialisms tend to be cruel (Wolfe 2006), as indicated by
British Mau Mau troubles in East Africa in the 1950s, French predicaments
in Indochina and Algeria during the 1950s and 1960s, and white repression
in Rhodesia and South Africa through the 1990s. In the US case, settlers
in the new territories found themselves in conflict with Native Americans.

After all, the land that settlers acquired was expropriated from Indians
because the nascent US government continued the British practice of re-
garding Native American lands as terra nullis—free and ownerless. These
conflicts led US military authorities to “pacify” the “savages.” By the early
nineteenth century, due to depopulation from disease and earlier wars, Na-
tive Americans were only about 3 percent of the population (N. Ferguson
2004: 35). Additionally, they were generally poorly armed. So with the ex-
ception of occasional defeats, notably General Custer’s 1876 debacle at the
Little Big Horn, fighting was calamitous for the Indians—a “holocaust,”
according to Stannard (1992), of terrible mortality rates, removal from
their lands, and concentration in reservations. Then, with the “savages”
pacified and governance structures in place, the settlers would petition for
statehood. Their petitions were eventually granted, and new states were
welcomed into the country.

At any given time during the 1782 to 1870 continental expansion, the
US consisted of an eastern core with settler colonies on its western periph-
ery. As time went on, the core gradually expanded and settler colonies be-
came fewer. Those familiar with the ancient Mediterranean will recognize
that this process of expansion resembled that of the Roman Empire, which
evolved from an original core around Rome by first acquiring territories
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by either negotiation or conquest and making them into “provinces” (pro-
vincia, provinciae [pl.] in Latin) with formal Roman provincial laws and
governmental apparatus. Over time Rome gradually incorporated prov-
inces into the core by granting their inhabitants Roman citizenship. Con-
sequently, at any point in time the Roman Empire was a core surrounded
by colonies being gradually incorporated into a core (Le Glay et al. 2009:
312-313; M. Mann 1986: 254). In this way, the original US empire fol-
lowed a Roman logic of formal imperialism, one that submitted Native
Americans to holocaust, excluded women from the vote, and enslaved
enormous numbers of blacks. It is time to begin exploring the extended
reproduction of value in this empire.

Extended Reproduction in the Nineteenth-Century Territorial Empire

As defined earlier, extended reproduction involves growth of social forms;
including that of an increase in value extracted. Territorial expansion fa-
cilitated extraction of value in a number of ways. For example, with regard
to Transappalachia,

By the 1740s ... the lands over the mountains beckoned as investment op-
portunities for ... speculators or developers. Colonial governors ... Franklin
himself and the movers and shakers of Philadelphia, the Livingstons and Jays
of New York, Washington and other Virginia planters, even some investors in
New England, dabbled and planned and chartered land companies of huge
extent in the Ohio Valley. (Nugent 2008: 22)

Hence, by acquiring Transappalachia, Franklin increased his and other de-
velopers’ speculative délires, allowing them to increase value extraction by
increasing their opportunities for land speculation.

The Louisiana Purchase was more about the realization of value of ag-
ricultural commodities by Americans who used the Mississippi River to
transport their products for sale in New Orleans. Value is realized when a
product is sold. If products cannot be sold, then value cannot be realized,
and a reproductive vulnerability appears. Jefferson recognized New Orle-
ans’s importance for value realization when he said in 1802, “there is on
the globe one single spot, the possessor of which is our natural and habitual
enemy. It is New Orleans, through which the produce of three-eighths
of our territory must pass to market” (in Nugent 2008: 58). In October
1802, Napoleon closed the port of New Orleans to Americans, meaning
their products could not be sold, nor value realized. How could the farmers
continue if they could not sell their crops? Here was a true reproductive
vulnerability. Jefferson fixed it by offering Napoleon a deal he could not
refuse and buying New Orleans in 1803.
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Jefferson had another reason for wanting to use the government to ter-
ritorially expand. It had to do with overproduction and its effect on the
realization of value. This was evident in 1788 in a letter to George Wash-
ington expressing concern about what would happen when the production
of American commodities exceeded European demand for them—in other
words, what would happen if they overproduced. What would occur, he
suggested was that the surplus producers would “be employed, without
question, to open by force, a market for itself with those placed on the
same continent with us, and who wish nothing better” (Jefferson 2004,
XIV: 328). In effect Jefferson was saying that one reason for the govern-
ment to acquire territory was to find markets to address overproduction
and thereby increase the realization of value. In the late eighteenth cen-
tury Jefferson’s worry about this problem was hypothetical, but a century
later it would not be.

Of course, the government boosted value acquisition significantly
through the territory acquired. The original thirteen colonies’ territory of
360,000 square miles had grown ten and a half times to about 3,790,000
square miles by 1867. This expansion in the force resource of land was
so great that it provided “unrivalled natural resources” (North 1961: vi).
Land could be, and was, choreographed with myriad other economic force
resources to produce enormous quantities of goods and services. In fact,
“on the eve of the Civil War the United States had already achieved rapid
and sustained economic expansion” and was “an industrial nation second
only to Britain in manufacturing” (North 1961: v).

In return, growth in the economic system supported the governmental
system by providing it with revenue—the force resource of capital—from
various forms of taxation. The governmental elites used this capital to aug-
ment governmental violent force, among other things. A comparison of
the military resources available to the US government at the time of the
Revolution and the Civil War (1861-1865) indicates the extraordinary
growth in violent force. The Revolutionary Army was an underfed, under-
armed, ragtag organization that numbered 16,782 men at its largest. During
the Civil War the Union Army enlisted 2,666,999 men (Weigley 1967:
42). Further, at that time the US government instituted the “first large-
scale military application of three technological advances, telegraph, the
railroad, and the rifle” (ibid.: 233). The Quartermasters Department’s wa-
ter transportation expenses likewise point to the magnitude of growth in
violent force. These expenses included purchase and construction of 183
ocean steamers, 43 sailing vessels, and 86 barges, as well the rental of 753
ocean steamers, 1,080 sailing vessels, and 847 barges (Weigley 1967: 222).
US government violent force during the Civil War was on the level of large-
scale, semi-industrial warfare.
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In sum, the original territorial empire flourished in a time of extended re-
production, during which the US governmental system grew the economic
system with huge increases in land force resources while the economic
system grew the governmental system with enormous increases in revenues
that vastly developed its violent force. The two fused systems operated to
acquire so much constructive and violent force that it seemed imperial
America would never approach its limits. The US Leviathan appeared to
be building an imperial social being with so much force and power that it
would be unfettered from any contradictions. But this was not to be.

Old/New: Shape-Shifting Empire, 1870s-1930s

[ am an exporter, I want the world. (Charles Lovering, in Williams [1959] 1972:
27).

Who would have guessed it: starting in the 1870s, imperial America began
to experience a long-lasting toothach due to pain from jolts of contradic-
tory distress. In response, US elites developed a situational fixation on this
contradictory vulnerability and became involved in a hermeneutic politics
over the shape of empire to be implemented by public délire. The elites
in the politics in the six decades between the 1870s and 1930s became
involved in experimental fixation, first proposing an informal imperial iter-
ation; then instituting the beginnings of an old, formal imperial iteration;
and just as quickly abandoning it. This time might be characterized as one
when the US elites were shape-shifting Hamlets muttering “to be, or not
to be” over which imperial iteration would choreograph fixes to the con-
tradictory toothache. First documented is the toothache.

Owerproduction

After the Civil War, Jefferson’s concern about overproduction became
a reality. By 1870 the US was in the midst of rapid capitalist industrial
growth, having achieved “takeoff” in the 1840s and experienced rapid in-
dustrial development (North 1961) by the end of the Civil War in 1865. It
would become the world’s largest economy by the early twentieth century
(Hughes and Cain 2010). At this time, according to the historian Walter
LaFeber (1963: 407), “the nature of American expansion ... [began] to
change. Under the impact of the industrial revolution Americans began
to search for markets, not land.” These were markets where US capitalists
could either purchase necessary raw materials for manufacturing, or sell
agricultural or industrial goods. Markets tended to be beyond the bound-
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aries of the US, hence “off-shore,” and were progressively more crucial to
burgeoning US capitalism. For example,

By 1870 the American economy depended so much upon foreign markets for
the agricultural surplus that the ups and downs for the next thirty years can
be traced to the success or failure of marketing each year’s wheat and cotton
crop. No matter how many markets could be found, more always seemed to be

needed. (ibid.: 9-10)

By the end of the century, commercial elites were urgently expressing
their desire for markets. A reporter in Iron Age stated in 1877, “As our
manufacturing capacity largely exceeds the wants of home consumption,
we shall have to curtail the same by shutting up a great many establish-
ments or we shall have to create a fresh outlet through exports” (in Wil-
liams 1972: 47). Two decades later in 1898, the US State Department was
aware of the problem reported in Iron Age, announcing, “It seems to be
conceded that every year we shall be confronted with an increasing surplus
of manufactured goods for sale in foreign markets if American operatives
and artisans are to be kept employed the year round” (in Williams [1959]
1972: 28). The New York State Banker’s Association reiterated the prob-

lem in the same year,

Our capacity to produce far exceeds our capacity to consume. The home mar-
ket can no longer keep furnaces in blast or looms in action. That capital may
earn its increment and labor be employed, enterprise must contend in the mar-
kets of the world, for the sake of our surplus products. (In May 1968: 194)

The key phrase in this quotation is “our capacity to produce far exceeds
our capacity to consume.”

Hence, by the 1890s certain post—Civil War economic elites in both
the government and the economy had sensed a disjunction between pro-
duction and the realization of the value of production through its sale.
They had encountered the overproduction that Jefferson had worried
about. “Over-production” is “a situation in which various individual capi-
tals ... experience difficulty in selling their entire output leading to a gen-
eral condition in which total output exceeds total demand” (Bottomore
1983: 358). It is a characteristic of over-accumulation because it occurs
when there is “a surplus of capital relative to opportunities to employ that
capital. Such a state of over-production of capital is called the ‘over-accu-
mulation of capital” (Harvey [1982] 2006: 192). Over-accumulation is a
manifestation of a contradiction where the need to produce much to make
profits leads to producing too much to realize good profits, as evidenced
by declining rates of profit that indicate an enterprise is moving toward its
limits of accumulation.
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The long-running litany of complaints documented in the previous para-
graphs suggests that by the end of the nineteenth century, US economic
entrepreneurs sensed that over-production hampered their enterprise. Were
their beliefs accurate? Duménil and Lévy (2004) collected information about
US business from 1870 through the early 1900s and found that these years
exhibited a declining profit rate, that is, an indicator of over-accumulation.
Caught in contradiction, capital was reproductively vulnerable. US capitalist
titans knew they had a toothache and situationally fixated upon it.

Hermeneutic politics over how to fix the vulnerability flourished. The
Massachusetts textile tycoon Charles Lovering captured the emotional
délive of such a situation when he wailed, “I am an exporter, I want the
world” (in Williams [1959] 1972: 27). To gratify such a “want,” Lovering
and other US capitalists had to go off-shore. Preston A. Plumb, senator
from Kansas in the 1880s, showed willingness to assist Lovering on the part
of at least some in the political establishment when he said, “We are now
on the threshold, in my judgment, of a development outward, of a contest
for the foreign commerce of the world” (in ibid.: 20). Part of these de-
bates concerned whether informal or formal offshore imperialism would or
would not provide the needed reproductive fix. By the 1890s the debates
were resolved in favor of a formal empire. Mr. Lovering, the old Yankee
capitalist, was to be given his want—"“the world,” or at least a chunk of
it. However, certain unintended consequences of the fix led to a retreat
from the formal imperialism by 1934. Let us examine these debates. They
will lead to a forgetting of the John Quincy Adams Exception and a new
imperial ideology with an associated public délire.

Forgetting the John Quincy Adams Exception

US extended reproduction had thrived on territorial expension. So the
hermeneutic politics about how to fix overproduction led the US to more
terrirtorial expansion; this time overseas—“going abroad in search of mon-
sters.” Critical participants in these politics were Carl Schurz, Albert J.
Beveridge, Admiral Alfred Thayer Mahan, Walter Page, and John Hay—
respected gentlemen at the highest levels of the US official and military
elite in the late nineteenth century. Schurz was a popular writer, politician,
and secretary of the interior (during the administration of Rutherford B.
Hayes)—author of the patriotic credo “My country, right or wrong”—who
helped conceptualize American attitudes toward expansion. He put the
matter as follows in an 1893 article in Harper’s New Monthly Magazine,

There is little doubt that we can secure by amicable negotiation sites for coal-
ing stations which will serve us well as if we possessed the countries in which
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they are situated. In the same manner we can obtain from and within all sorts
of commercial advantages ... [And] all this without taking those countries into
our national household on an equal footing ... without assuming any responsi-

bilities for them. (in LaFeber 1963: 201)

Schurz was clear. During expansion, there was to be no taking of “coun-
tries into our national household,” meaning there were to be no colonies.
Expansion would occur by “amicable negotiation.”

Albert ]. Beveridge was a senator from Indiana in the 1890s, another
leading champion of US foreign expansion. He recognized that “American
factories are making more than the American people can use.” Here was
blunt recognition of US capitalism’s reproductive difficulties. He suggested
a fix, declaiming,

Fate has written our policy for us; the trade of the world must and shall be ours.
... We will establish trading posts throughout the world as distributing points
for American products. ... Great colonies, governing themselves, flying our flag
and trading with us, will grow up about our posts of trade.... And American
law, American order, American civilization, and the American flag will plant
themselves on shores hitherto bloody and benighted, but by those agencies
of God henceforth to be made beautiful and bright. (In Niall Ferguson 2004:
43-44)

Beveridge was proposing much the same thing as Schurz, though in
more extroverted terms. He was imagining a global commercial domi-
nation—"“the trade of the world ... shall be ours.” It would result from
the setting up of trading posts. Beveridge’s “trading posts” are Schurz’s
“coaling stations ... with commercial advantages.” But note that although
Beveridge calls these trading posts “colonies,” they would be “governing
themselves”—they would not be formal colonies. Schurz and Beveridge
proposed a global empire where expansion would be achieved through
“amicable negotiation.”

Admiral Alfred Mahan, celebrated for his insistence on the centrality
of naval force in imperial states in his The Influence of Sea Power on History
(1890), wrote about what to do if amicable negotiation was not fruitful.
LaFeber, summarizing Mahan’s position, says he believed that

the foundation of an expansive policy is a nation’s productive capacities that
produce vast surpluses; these surpluses should preferably be sold in non-colo-
nial areas in order to lessen political irritations; and sea power in the form of
battleships enters the scheme to provide and protect lines of communication
and to settle the conflicts which inevitably arise from commercial rivalry, thus
ensuring access to markets for the surplus goods. (1963: 93)

In this quotation, Mahan indicated that any “conflicts” arising during in-
ternational trade should be addressed with “sea power” that would take
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“the form of battleships,” the most technologically advanced violent tech-
nology of its day. In effect, Mahan recommended violent force to substitute
for colonial administration as a means to “settle conflicts” in ways benefi-
cial to US capital accumulation.

The following conversation between British Foreign Secretary Sir Ed-
ward Grey and Walter Page, the American Ambassador to London at the
time, gives a further clue as to how some elites imagined utilizing the US
military. The two gentlemen had been discussing how the American gov-
ernment might respond to situations it did not approve of in Latin Amer-
ica. Their conversation went as follows:

Grey: Suppose you have to intervene, what then?
Page: Make ’em vote and live by their decisions.
Grey: But suppose they will not so live?

Page: We'll go in and make 'em vote again.

Grey: And keep this up 200 years.

Page: Yes. The United States will be here for two hundred years and it can
continue to shoot men for that little space till they learn to vote and rule them-

selves. (In Niall Ferguson 2004: 53)

There is an authoritarian tenor to the ambassador’s discourse about how to
treat people in foreign countries. He will “make ’em” do things. Grimmer,
he says the US will “shoot men” for “two hundred years” until they do the
right thing. The thing they are supposed to do is “rule themselves,” but the
tone of Page’s language is that they had better do so in the American way.
Hay—the gentleman remembered for enthusing about the Spanish-
American War as a “splendid little war”—had been Lincoln’s secretary
during the Civil War and later a diplomat and journalist who became Pres-
ident McKinley’s (1897-1901) secretary of state. As secretary of state, he
had to address the commercial rivalries the US experienced in China with
more firmly entrenched, older European empires (England and France)
and newly emerging Eurasian empires (Germany, Russia, and Japan). Hay’s
way of doing so was to offer in 1899 what became known as the Open
Door Notes, which were policy protocols concerning Chinese trade. The
Notes stated all countries should “enjoy perfect equality of treatment for
their commerce and navigation” to “safeguard for the world the principle
of equal and impartial trade with all parts of the Chinese Empire” in order
to “preserve Chinese territorial and administrative entity” (Hay 1899).
The Notes expressed views like those of Schurz and Beveridge but went
one step further, effectively taking these from the realm of mere délire and
making them US government policy, public délire. China’s “territorial and
administrative entity” would be preserved. It would not be incorporated
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into anybody’s formal empire. Further, in order for any country to do busi-
ness in China, there must be “perfect equality”—meaning “equal and im-
partial trade” for all countries—to Chinese markets. In fact, no other nation
formally agreed to Hay’s Open Door Notes. But as US government policy,
the Notes were a public délire and a gauntlet thrown down to European im-
perialisms in the business of formal empire. The US would do without such
empire by insisting on opening the door to free markets. William Appleman
Williams argued in The Tragedy of American Diplomacy ([1959] 1972: 50—
51) that this Open Door policy has shaped US global economic policy since
the 1890s. Fifty years later Callinicos concurred (2009: 165). The next few
paragraphs will draw the pieces of this informal imperialism together.

In a 1900 speech to the US Senate, Beveridge enthused: “God has ...
made us the master organizers of the world to establish a system where
chaos reigns. He has given us the spirit of progress to overwhelm the forces
of reaction throughout the earth” (in Lotta 1984: 172). Talk of being the
“master organizers of the world” meant that American elites were forget-
ting John Quincy Adams’s warning and going in search of monsters. In our
terms, their discourse concerned an elite ideology to achieve a reproduc-
tive fix, one designed to bring Enlightenment “progress.”

What was their ideology? First, as expressed by Schurz and Beveridge,
the US, which needed to expand due to overproduction, would not do so
by making a formal empire. Rather, second, expansion would occur via in-
formal empire, by implementing the Open Door policy. Third, as voiced by
Mahan and Page, if need be America would use its available violent force
to support its enterprises’ profits. The hermeneutic of this ideology was
perceptually that the US faced overproduction, which procedurally should
be fixed by informal empire.

Critically, this iteration of empire was “new,” because although infor-
mal empire had been practiced eatlier, it had been only a sideline to for-
mal empire. Thus, whereas the UK practiced an informal imperialism in
parts of Latin America, throughout the rest of the globe its elites worked
to establish a formal empire upon which the sun “never set.” Only some
Yankees—Beveridge and company—imagined running a purely informal
imperialism. Contrarily, however, imperial hermeneutic politics took other
US elites with other ideas back to a future of old empire—at least for a time.

Old-Time Formal Empire (1898—1934)

Some American elites might have fancied new imperial social beings; but
it should be remembered that during the last part of the nineteenth and
the early twentieth century the old empires were dominant, wealthy, and
expanding, so they too had their attractions. Further, it was a time of in-
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creasing rivalry between these old empires, driven by a series of depressions
occurring in the US in 1873-1878, 1882-1886, and 1893-1897. Everyone
agreed that the fix for the depressions was to expand external markets; and
formal empires expanded markets the old fashioned-way, by adding terri-
tory through procurement of colonies by conquest. While the Americans
might imagine an open-door policy, their competitors had been practicing
closed-door policies as each empire tended, legally or otherwise, to ex-
clude its competitors from its own territories. Alex Callinicos (2009: 152)
reports that “European colonial possessions rose from 2.7 million square
miles and 148 million inhabitants in 1860, to 29 million square miles and
568 million inhabitants in 1914.” By the end of the nineteenth century the
imperial competitors had conquered most of the world with only a few ex-
ceptions, like Afghanistan, Thailand, and Japan. So by 1900, US capitalists
found themselves disadvantaged in the search for markets. Otherwise put,
they were having trouble getting their fix, according to the “new empire”
hermeneutic.

Consequently, there emerged among some US elites a fixation upon for-
mal imperialism instituted in violent fashion. One important member of
this group was the young Theodore Roosevelt (TR), scion of the New York
Establishment and Harvard University, where he was a member of the Por-
cellian Club, the most prestigious of Harvard’s exclusive clubs. TR allowed
that “No triumph of peace is quite so great as the supreme triumph of war”
(in Beale 1956: 40). Concurrently he insisted, “There is no place in the
world for nations who have become enervated by soft and easy life, or who
have lost their fiber of vigorous hardiness and manliness” (in Beale 1956:
40). Equally belligerent was his Boston Brahmin friend, Senator Henry
Cabot Lodge (also Harvard and Porcellian), who in 1895 announced, “We
have a record of conquest, colonization and expansion unequalled by any
people in the Nineteenth Century. We are not about to be stopped now”
(Lodge 1895; in Williams 1966: 345).° Here was an “old empire” herme-
neutic politics. Perceptually it was a world in which there was “no place”
for nations that had lost their “vigorous ... manliness”; further perceptu-
ally, the US had an “unequalled” history of “expansion”; so procedurally,
that history of “conquest, colonization” should continue.

These manly elites, like Roosevelt and Lodge, in collaboration with war-
mongering hermeneuts, most stridently William Randolph Hearst and his
New York Jowrnal, convinced President McKinley to declare war on Spain
in 1898 over its colonial possessions in the Caribbean and the Pacific.
This conflict, the Spanish-American War, ended in a few short months
(April through August 1898). Spain was humiliated and ceded much of
the remainder of its empire to the US. Cuba, the Philippines, Puerto Rico,
Guam, and part of Samoa became American territory. In the years that fol-
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lowed these territories were formal colonies of the US for different periods
of time. For brief periods the US also ruled Panama, Nicaragua, Haiti, and
the Dominican Republic as formal colonies. Consequently, by the early
twentieth century the US government was practicing administration of, in
Rudyard Kipling’s words, “new-caught sullen peoples, half devil and half
child” (1899). Otherwise put, it was running an old empire. Here was a
second iteration of American empire.

Old empire meant “gunboat diplomacy” (Healy 1976) and frequent US
military intervention, usually naval involving the Marines, in both formal
colonies and informal client states. According to one source, Washing-
ton “sent gunboats into Latin American ports over 6000 times” (Grandin
2006: 3). The Marine General Smedley D. Butler, who commanded US
occupation troops during this period, remembered how closely the fighting
was intertwined with the government system supporting the capitalist one:

[ helped make Haiti and Cuba a decent place for the National City bank boys
to collect revenues in. [ helped in the raping of half a dozen central American
republics for the benefit of Wall Street. ... I helped purify Nicaragua for the in-
ternational banking house of Brown Brothers in 1909-1912. I brought light to
the Dominican Republic for American sugar interests in 1916. I helped make
Honduras “right” for American fruit companies in 1903. (1935)

Such interventions were especially calamitous in Nicaragua (1927-
1933) and the Philippines (1899-1913). Indeed, the Nicaraguan insur-
gency led by Agusto Sandino, employing hit-and-run guerrilla war tactics,
fought the Marines “to a draw” (Grandin 2006: 31). The Philippine-Amer-
ican War, conducted on a larger scale, equally relied upon a peasant gue-
rilla strategy. This conflict, according to Niall Ferguson, went through
seven “phases of engagement”:

Impressive initial military success

A flawed assessment of indigenous sentiment

A strategy of limited war and gradual escalation of forces

Domestic disillusionment in the face of protracted and nasty conflict
Premature democratization

The ascendency of domestic economic considerations

Ultimate withdrawal (Ferguson 2004: 48)

N D =

Perhaps the key phase in Ferguson’s discussion of the US’s engagement in
the Philippines is the seventh and last: “ultimate withdrawal.”
Furthermore, although formal imperialism was intended to back cap-
italist business, it was costly for government. For example, according to
William Pomeroy, “It would no doubt be safe to say” that in the Philip-
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pines, “military costs of conquest, suppression, fortification, and garrison
maintenance totaled at least $500 million by the time an Independence
Act was voted by the US Congress” (1970: 221). In 1901 Massachusetts
Senator George Hoar—a Harvard University graduate and proponent of
blacks’ rights and the vote for women—put the figure higher, at $600 mil-
lion (ibid.). The Old Imperialism was costly for frugal US elites.
Moreover, even as the US government found formal imperialism expen-
sive, it was actually practicing the new, informal imperialism, especially
in Latin America and the Caribbean. Consider, for example, the case of
Mexico. Greg Grandin reports, “In the years after the Civil War, both the
US government and private US interests supplied arms and money to help
Mexican economic liberals consolidate power and transform their coun-
try into a modern, capitalist state” (2006: 28). These “economic liberals”
were, in the terms defined in the last chapter, the subject clients of their
elite capitalist handlers back in America. Mexican clients working with

New York and Boston financiers bankrolled the construction of roads, rails,
and ports, opening up the country’s rural hinderlands to development. By the
first decade of the twentieth century, more than a billion American dollars
had been invested in Mexican oil, agriculture, mining and ranching, as well as
in public utilities like urban electricity. ... To continue to attract capital, the
Mexican government cut taxes, allowed high rates of profit repatriation, and
repressed labor organizing. (Grandin 2006: 29)

This was the new imperialism in action. It worked. American enterprise
flourished in places like Mexico (J. Hart: 2006). Further, American cap-
italists’ operations there became a something of a model showing how to
find overseas regions with accommodating elites, inexpensive labor and
resources, and gratifyingly large profits.

Hay’s Open Door public délire was expanded in the early years of
the twentieth century because during Theodore Roosevelt’s presidency
(1901-1909), notwithstanding his attachment to “manliness,” the policy
was extended from China to Africa (Beale 1956). During Woodrow Wil-
son’s presidency (1913-1921), especially under the guidance of Secretary
of State Charles Evans Hughes, the Open Door policy became a way for US
elites to imagine US foreign relations in all places (A. Griswold 1938). It
was part of President Wilson’s Fourteen Points communication to Congress
on 8 January 1918. This speech was intended to assure nervous Americans
that World War I was being fought for a just cause and for postwar peace
in Europe. Its emphasis on self-determination, both for colonies and for
Russia, then undergoing the Bolshevik Revolution, did not sit well with
Wilson’s old empire allies (Georges Clemenceau of France, David Lloyd
George of the UK, and Vittorio Emanuele Orlando of Italy). Consequently,
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it thrust America into Great Power diplomacy at the end of World War I,
issuing an American challenge to their old, formal imperialism.

Finally, during Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s (FDR’s) presidency (1933—
1945) under his Secretary of State Cordell Hull, the Open Door policy,
now conceived of as applying to the entire world, was championed as a
way of helping US capitalists through the crisis of the Great Depression of
the 1930s, which some thought had resulted from overproduction (Eckes
1973). This is because, as Callinicos explains it, Hull and those of a similar
mind believed “the solution” to the depression

lay in constructing a liberal international order where US capital and commod-
ities could freely flow and from which European Great Power rivalries had been
banished. The key obstacle to achieving this objective lay in the protectionist
blocs established by the other leading capitalist states and most notably the
British Empire. (2009: 167-168).

Importantly, the Open Door policy implied an informal imperialism,
where the US dominated not by creating formal colonies, but by having its
superior capitalism control client states’ economies. In the hands of FDR
and Cordell Hull, the Open Door policy choreographed the confrontation
with the older, formal imperialisms, a conflict made explicit in the Atlantic
Charter (1941), an agreement between the UK and the US intended as a
post—World War II global blueprint. The charter promised a global capital-
ist system for all, with all peoples afforded the right of self-determination
(i.e., old colonies would be given their independence), with victors seek-
ing no territorial gains (i.e., there would be no new colonies), and trade
barriers lowered. What had happened to the Open Door public délire was
the expansion of its window of authority. Originally, under Hays, it applied
only to China. But TR, Wilson, and FDR expanded its applicability to the
entire globe. It became the public délire that was imagined as able to solve
the reproductive vunerability facing the US and, at the same time, estab-
lish a global informal empire for Washington.

Thus, in the years roughly between 1898 and the start of FDR’s admin-
istration, US elites received a progressive education—progressive in John
Dewey’s (1916) sense of “learning by doing,” which in terms of hermeneu-
tic politics meant experimental fixation upon old and new imperial itera-
tions. Capitalists, officials, and military elites spent time “doing” both the
old and the new imperial iterations and, if the Philippines and Mexico can
be imagined as exemplars of the old formal and the new informal imperial-
isms respectively, then the Philippines led to “ultimate withdrawal” while
Mexico led to “high rates of profit repatriation.” So by the onset of FDR’s
administration and the coming of World War II, many of the Establishment
would agree with what FDR told his son:
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The colonial system means war. Exploit the resources of an India, a Burma, a
Java; take all the wealth out of these countries, but never put anything back
into them, things like education, decent standards of living, minimum health
requirements—all you're doing is storing up the kind of trouble that leads to
wat. All you're doing is negating the value of any kind of organizational struc-
ture for peace before it begins. (In E. Roosevelt 1946)

Secretary of State Cordell Hull confided to the Japanese ambassador in
1941, in what was really a summation of the US experience with the old
imperialism, “In the past we ... stationed some soldiers in central America,
and left them there as long as ten years, but the results were bad, and we
brought them out” (in Gardner 1971: 47).

Overview

Imagine a camera high in the sky, overlooking the New World and filming
what happened between 1783 and 1944. The resulting film would show a
rapidly changing US. Starting small, pinned against the eastern seaboard,
it would first grow and grow, always westward, like an old Roman sort of
continental empire. Next, at the end of the 1800s, experimentally fixated
on overproduction in the youthful ardor of its “manliness,” it began a time
of rapid experimentation with different shapes of empire: a first iteration,
that of informal empire; a second iteration, that of formal empire; and
a third iteration, back toward informal empire. An observer of this film
might comment that the US was a real imperial shape-shifter.

This observer might also have noticed the presence of the Open Door
public délire by the 1930s. Contemplate its implication by recalling how the
founding father President John Adams speculated there would be a “trans-
fer” of the “great seat of empire into America.” Now recognize the sheer
audacity of US governmental elites just prior to World War II. Their Open
Door public délire sought to impose an American way of doing business
upon the entire world. After World War II, John Adams’ “transfer” oc-
curred, and Washington became the “seat of empire” for the entire globe.
That story is told in the following chapter.

Notes

1. Hardt and Negri (2001) on the left argue that empires are a thing of the past; advanced
capitalism is organized both politically and economically on transnational lines, making states
effectively obsolete and conflict between them a thing of the past. Elsewhere I argue that
Hardt and Negri (Reyna 2002b) are neither correct nor incorrect, but incomprehensible.

2. Some might object that the term “empire” was employed differently two centuries ago.
Those quoted referring to empire in the text were citizens, subjects, and often employees of
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the British Empire. When they used the word they had in mind something like Albion’s em-
pire, which in our terminology is an example of a “formal” empire.

3. Nugent (2008) provides a history of US expansion from 1782 to 2000. Weeks (1996)
provides a concise discussion of US expansion between 1780 and 1970. Daniel Howe’s What
Hath God Whought richly describes US expansion between 1815 and 1848. Its bibliographic
essay is useful concerning US growth during the entire period (2007: 856-878).

4. Tucker and Frederickson (1990) explicate Jefferson’s contribution to the building of an
“empire of liberty,” especially with regard to the Louisiana Purchase. Remini (2001) discusses
Jackson’s warring and its role in the addition of Florida. Weeks (1992) considers John Quincy
Adams and the Transcontinental Treaty. Winders (2002) can be consulted for questions of
territorial expansion in the southwest, including Texas. Stuart (1988) details US expansion
against British lands, especially in the Oregon Territory; and Jensen (1975) is useful with
regard to Russian lands and Alaska.

5. Van Alstyne (1960) points out that it is inaccurate to insist that the young US went
only west. As it drifted westward the US also went south toward Florida, the Caribbean, and
Mexico; and north to Oregon, Washington, and Alaska.

6. Theodore Roosevelt is a complex case—part thug, part progressive. Edmund Morris’s
three-volume biography (2010) is good place to start to understand him.
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Chapter 4

“PRESENT AT THE CREATION”
Constituting the New American Empire 1945-1950

In a sense the postwar years were a period of creation. (Dean Acheson, 1969)

he dapper and witty Honorable Dean Acheson, a gentleman’s gentle-

man and President Harry Truman’s secretary of state (1949-1953),
held the highest positions in US diplomacy during and after World War II.
The postwar years he refers to in the quotation above are roughly the five
years following the end of the war in 1945. They “were a period of cre-
ation,” of finding the parts and fitting them together in a colossal struc-
tural project to constitute the postwar US social being. This chapter, then,
explores the exercise of force to achieve constructive powers, specifically
those creating the post-1945 iteration of American Empire.

First, this chapter documents who did it; next it details the features of
global human being as Acheson and his peers reflected on it, in doing their
constitution. This postwar human being, inhabited by a Bear that was a
Leviathan (an oddity explained later), presented US elites with a men-
acing hermeneutic puzzle. This puzzle, one of a political contradiction, is
documented. The chapter goes on to show how the hermeneutic politics to
resolve the puzzle engendered a series of public délires and institutions that
constituted a novel social being—a three-tiered rental empire, called the
New American Empire. Let us begin with actors, specifically the security
elites who did the constituting.

Security Elites 1.0

The “River families” were born to this spacious sense of tradition and of lei-
sure. Their world opened up to them, a solid and pleasant place, in which
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their task was to carry on and fortify standards they inherited from their father.

They moved with assurance in the outside world as well. (Schlesinger 1957:
327-328)

In the culture of postwar Washington, “security” generally referred to the
military well-being of America. “Security elites” from economic, political,
and military backgrounds headed government agencies that dealt with for-
eign affairs and defense. Generally they were, and are, referred to as “prin-
cipals,” because their windows of authority gave them strategic command
over foreign and military affairs. Principals were the agents of postwar US
imperialism. Presidents, vice presidents, secretaries of state and defense,
generals, admirals, intelligence chiefs, and all their senior officers—all
were “present at the creation.”

Important members of the security elite after World War II came from
the “River Families” in New York or their equivalents in other northeastern
cities. They resided in splendid manors along the Hudson River, elegant
mansions along the Philadelphia Main Line of the Pennsylvania Railroad,
or gracious townhouses on Boston’s Beacon Hill and Commonwealth Av-
enue. The Boston Brahmins thought of themselves as most eminent. They
were the first American aristocracy, rich from pre-revolutionary commerce
(including the slave trade) and ever so proper, with a Puritan rectitude ab-
sent in brash New Yorkers. Whether from New York, Philadelphia, or Bos-
ton, all were the Establishment, and though they were not proper nobility
in the sense of English lords and ladies, they had something their British
compatriots lacked: money—Ilots and lots of it—derived from ownership
of capitalist enterprise.! Women, blacks, Italians, Orientals, and Hispanics
need not apply, though a few Irish Catholics like Joe Kennedy, the future
president’s father, hung around the fringes. Some Jews were tolerated, es-
pecially if they practiced ethnic self-cleansing. For example, Sam Laposki,
a Polish Jew, changed the family name to the posh sounding Dillon, help-
ing his boy, Clarence Dillon, make it all the way to the top of US finance
as head of Dillon Read and Company, an investment-banking powerhouse.
The Establishment tended to circulate. Members moved from one elite
position to others in business and government.

Military elites were less likely to be from the Establishment. Generals Ei-
senhower, George C. Marshall, George S. Patton, and Douglas MacArthur,
as well as Admirals Chester W. Nimitz, William “Bull” Halsey, and William
D. Leahy, were from comfortable but not extraordinarily wealthy families
that had long sent sons into the military. A fair number came from south-
ern backgrounds. The majority were educated at military academies such
as the Naval Academy, West Point, or the Virginia Military Institute. After
retirement they generally joined companies doing defense work.
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Establishment elites—including President Franklin Delano Roosevelt as
well as such high office holders as Dean Acheson, Charles “Chip” Bohlen,
Averill Harriman, Robert Lovett, George Kennan, James Forrestal, Paul
Nitze, Edward Stettinius, Henry Stimson, and Sumner Welles—came from
families that shared experiences, as “their lives had intertwined from child-
hood and school days, from their early careers on Wall Street and in govern-
ment” (Isaacson and Thomas 1986: 19). These were “solid and pleasant”
experiences full “of tradition and of leisure.” President Harry Truman and
Paul Nitze were the exceptions to these northeasterners. Truman came
from a comfortable but not rich Missouri family and never graduated from
university. Nitze, a professor’s son, hailed from Chicago, though he went
“back” east to Hotchkiss and Harvard, where he joined the Porcellian, the
most prestigious of Harvard’s clubs.

Education was important in getting the Establishment “intertwined.
Traditionally, boys in the ruling class who became “old boys” had attended
private “prep” high schools (e.g., Andover, Exeter, Groton, Hotchkiss, or
Taft), and then gone on to Ivy League universities (preferably Harvard,
Yale, or Princeton).’ Prep schools were Spartan. For example,

iy

Groton had been founded on the British model, entering its boys in forms, with
seniority maintained through a system of student prefects. The students lived
in tiny cubicles, took a cold shower every morning, washed in black soapstone
sinks and tin basins. ... The curriculum was classical, taught always with effi-
ciency and sometimes with devotion. But it was above all the Rector who put
his stamp upon the school, infusing the routine and discipline with an awful
moral significance.

Endicott Peabody was ... dedicated with passion to the idea of Groton School
as a community—if not, indeed, as a family—that would produce Christians

and gentlemen. (Schlesinger 1957: 330-331)

Headmaster Peabody, like other private school headmasters, was trying to
turn out “muscular Christians.” This was a late Victorian movement that
sought to inculcate in young men cultural messages of vigorous masculinity
wedded to the pursuit of Christian ideals in private and public life. An old
boy had to be physically hard, intellectually responsible, and in the service
of Christianity (Putney 2003). Such a person, as expressed in Tom Brown at
Oxford, had a “body ... brought into subjugation” for "the subduing of the
earth which God has given to the children of men” (Hughes [1861] 1885:
106-107). Old boys were into “subduing.”

Ivy League universities were the old boys’ next stop. The African-Amer-
ican philosopher W. E. B. Du Bois, who attended Harvard in the 1890s,
marveled that these universities were temples where “Wealth was God”
(Du Bois 1968: 26). Thus, in the theology of their muscular Christianity,
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the trinity was replaced by the quatralaterality of Father, Son, Holy Ghost,
and Money, and by the time they got to university the old boys had got
their hands on the latter, prompting a lively hedonism in replacement of
their earlier austerity. Old boys tended to join clubs like Harvard’s Porcel-
lian or Yale’s Skull and Bones and Scroll and Key, in which they congre-
gated exclusively with others in their set. At the Porcellian, for example,
“Nitze drank martinis with his fellow club member Charles “Chip” Bohlen
and kept a bottle of rum in his room’s chimney. Members adhered to the

”»

club’s motto, Dum vivimus vivamus (‘While we live, let’s live’).” (Thomp-
son 2009: 29)

While at university some old boys discovered social Darwinism, a late
Victorian ideology that justified their wealth (Hofstadter 1955). Social
Darwinism was Herbert Spencer’s problematic extension of Charles Dar-
win’s thought into social life, where it became a “new philosophy to justify”
the economic elites’ “political and economic dominance” (Dye and Zeigler
2009: 59). It was championed in the US by William Graham Sumner, John
Fiske, and John Burgess. Social Darwinism’s basic tenets were that all of
life—Dbiological or social—was struggle, which led to the “survival of the
fittest.” Because those that survived were the “fittest,” they were “selected”
for preeminence. Sumner (1963: 157), for example, justifying millionaires,
asserted, “There is the intensest competition for their [millionaires’] place
and occupation,” and because of this rivalry, “millionaires are a product of
natural selection, acting on the whole body of men to pick out those who
can meet the requirement of certain work to be done. ... It is because they
are those selected that wealth ... aggregates under their hands.” Sumner
taught at Yale, John Fiske at Harvard, and John Burgess at Columbia, so
old boys, having acquired muscular Christianity in prep school, were then
dosed with social Darwinism at university. Medieval knights lived for plun-
der after their opponents’ defeat, and they learned how to go in for the kill
in jousting yards and tournaments. Old boys learned to go in for their kills
in prep schools and universities; and their plunder consisted of elite op-
portunities seized and exploited in a social Darwinian, muscular Christian
manner.

Paul Nitze—whom we shall meet later as director of policy planning
in the State Department (1950-1953)—explained how the fight for elite
opportunities was waged when reminiscing over a dinner at his soon-to-be
in-laws’ New York mansion:

[t was an elegant dinner party; another guest was Sir Montagu Norman, a distin-
guished British gentleman and governor of the Bank of England. ... [H]e said that
the Great Depression was the result of universal overproduction. I was not over
twenty-five years old, but that did not stop me from voicing my disagreement.

“Overproduction is not the problem,” I said. ...
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There was a moment of silence as my impertinence hung in the air ... but Sir
Montagu was interested. ... Our debate dominated the rest of the evening’s
discussion. (Nitze, Rearden, and Smith 1989: xix)

Relatively few young Americans, and certainly none from the slums of
New York’s Lower East Side, got to challenge the governor of the Bank of
England about overproduction. Young Paul remembered that his debating
got Sir Montagu “interested,” and getting people interested was of course
a way of creating elite networks and opportunities.

What a world old boys lived in. Consider one téte-4-téte young Paul had
with Clarence Dillon on a drive through the countryside:

Clarence Dillon took an interest in me and invited me to spend the weekend
at Dunnwalke, his estate in New Jersey. On the drive out in his Rolls-Royce,
I asked him whether we were headed for a recession. “No,” he said, “it will be
the end of an era. ... we will not have a recession, we will have a depression.”

That is why, he continued, he was disbanding the company’s entire national
distribution network and would retain only a core of people. ... He said he had
given notice to some four thousand well-trained, good, able people employed

by Dillon, Read and Co. (Nitze et al. 1989: xvii—xviii)

One does not know whether Clarence was trying to impress young Paul as
they drove in the big Rolls out to the 1,200 acres of Dunnwalke in the New
Jersey hunt country, but Clarence certainly indicated one of his powers—
bringing depression early to “four thousand well-trained, good, able people.”

The Achesons, Dillons, Nitzes, and their set made the postwar world. Their
prep schools and Ivy League universities embedded in their neuronal fiber the
world view that if they were tough, the world was theirs for the “subduing.”
Concerning their achievements, Nitze confided, using himself as an example,
“I have played some role in the affairs of state, working with others to bend
what otherwise might have been called the ‘inevitable trends of history”
(Nitze et al. 1989: ix). Meanwhile, his boss in the State Department, Acheson
(1969: xvii), reported that “the postwar years were a period of creation” in
which, he modestly admitted, “I shared with others some responsibility.”

What accomplishments: “bending ... history” and “ordering” the world.
It is time to present the essentials of the world the Security Elites 1.0 “or-
dered” as they went about creation.

Their World at Creation:
“The whole structure and order ... was gone”

The period ... 1941 through 1952 ... was one of great obscurity to those who
lived through it.... The significance of events was shrouded in ambiguity.
(Acheson 1969: 3)
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The old boys discovered that the years around the end of World War II, as
Acheson makes clear in the preceding quotation, were ones of “ambiguity”
and “obscurity.” What was this world? Why the ambiguity and obscurity?

On 20 October 1944, as World War II turned decisively against the Ger-
mans and Japanese, FDR (alumnus of Groton and Harvard) gave a speech
in his fourth, final campaign for the presidency. He declared:

The power which this nation has attained ... has brought to us the responsibil-
ity, and with it the opportunity, for leadership in the community of nations. In
our own best interest, and in the name of peace and harmony, this nation can-
not, must not, and will not shirk that responsibility. (In Sherwood 1948: 817)

FDR was articulating what the old boys knew: They ran the most powerful
economic and military institutions in the world.

After all, at war’s end, roughly 50 percent of world manufacturing was
in the hands of American firms. Its “industrial production was more than
double its annual production between 1935 and 1939. The US was pro-
ducing more steel than Britain and Russia combined. The US economy
was producing half the world’s coal, two thirds of the world’s oil and over
half the world’s electricity” (Rees 2006: 41). Its industry produced muni-
tions at vastly faster rates than any other country. For example, airplane
production went from 6,000 in 1939 to over 96,000 in 1944 (ibid.: 40,
42). As Sumner Welles bluntly put it in 1945, “The United States [is]
the greatest Power in the World today” (1945: 115). Importantly, FDR
had articulated impending US domination as a matter of “responsibility”
and, as a muscular Christian, declared that the US would “not shirk that
responsibility.”

However, the old boys also knew that just before the war the US, and
the world, had experienced a Great Depression. First, as Clarence Dil-
lon was letting his employees go, the stock market collapsed in October
1929. Both in the US and globally, market failure triggered a decade of
high unemployment (reaching 25 percent in the US), poverty, low prof-
its, deflation, plunging incomes, shrunken international trade (reduced
by one-half to two-thirds), and lost economic growth. All US industries
suffered, but the most affected were construction, agriculture, shipping,
mining, and logging, as well as durable goods like automobiles and appli-
ances. The economy bottomed out in the winter of 1932-1933; then came
four years of modest growth, followed by the Recession of 1937 until the
beginning of 1939, and a return to 1934 unemployment levels. By 1939,
though it was not clear the depression was over, it was clear that World
War II had begun.

The novelist E Scott Fitzgerald confided during this time to fellow nov-
elist Ernest Hemingway that, “The rich are different than you and me.” To
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which Hemingway wisecracked, “Yes, they have more money.” Of course
the rich still had more money during the Depression; they just had less
of more. Some had lots less of it and threw themselves from windows as
bankruptcies multiplied. To many it seemed as though capitalism was fail-
ing, which created a time of terrible reproductive vulnerability. Here was a
great hermeneutic puzzle that elites’ were vexed to fix—as Nitze’s dinner
debate with Sir Montague, referred to in the previous section, illustrates.
Overproduction, high consumer debt, poor market regulation permitting
overoptimistic loans by banks and investors, the lack of high-growth in-
dustry, and growing wealth inequality—all were said, sometimes alone but
usually in concert with each other, to be causes of the calamity.

Moreover, the old boys never fixed the Great Depression. It just ended.
Hoover and FDR, with differing hermeneutic politics, did everything they
could to fix it. They failed. War followed, and when it ended the depression
was over. Clearly, depression threatened capitalism, and the fact they cap-
italists did not have the power to fix it was depressing. The old boys might
“have more money” now, but depression was shrouded in “obscurity,” and
maybe they would not always have more money.

Collapse of the Old Empires

The US had leadership not only because it was so economically powerful,
but also because formal empires had buckled (further documented in chap-
ter 6). The greatest of these, the British Empire, was terribly overstretched
by 1945. Actually, some American elites had long realized that imperial
England was in difficult place. In 1900, Brooks Adams told Henry Cabot
Lodge, “England is sad—to me very sad,” to which Lodge responded, “Like
you I hope she may revive, but I admit my hope is faint” (in Beale 1956:
450).

By the end of World War II, other old boys were aware Great Britain
was in decline because their English counterparts had told them so. Lord
Beaverbrook, publisher of the Daily Express, at that time the world’s most
widely read newspaper, in a letter to Harry Hopkins, FDR’s close confi-
dant, lamented,

Here in Britain we are passing through a strange place in public life. For the first
time the English are not absolutely sure of themselves. They are anxious about
their future. And this in some measure is due to the extent to which they have
had to rely on outside assistance in the war. (In Sherwood 1948: 828).

The UK had accumulated external liabilities five times its prewar levels,
liquidated most of its foreign assets, and lost much of export trade (ibid.:
92). On V-] Day (Victory over Japan Day), the US unilaterally terminated
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the Lend-Lease program that had loaned supplies to US allies during World
War II. The UK had received by far the largest part, fully $31.4 billion. The
termination of Lend-Lease threw Britain into even worse economic misery,
with Lord Keynes declaring, it a “new Dunkirk” (Campbell and Herring
1975: 180).

President Truman reported how the British came requesting assistance,
pretty much hat in hand, because “the postwar ‘austerity’ had forced the
British economy to cut back to bare essentials ... and, as [Prime Minister]
Attlee put it, ‘we can’t cut back much more; we don’t have any fat to sweat
off” (Truman 1956. Vol I: 429). Dean Acheson summarized the situation
brutally: “Great Britain has lost an empire, and has not yet found a role”
(1963: 162). Winston Churchill informed Acheson “that the hope of the
world lies in the strength and will of the United States” (in Acheson 1969:
729). The old imperial lion Churchill’s communication indicated that the
UK had found its new role. Its “special relationship” to the US was to be
that of lapdog.

The situation was worse for the other formal empires. Germany and
Japan were bombed-out, occupied ruins lacking basic necessities. Average
caloric consumption in parts of Germany was reported at 1,050 calories
per day per person in early 1947. Cannibalism was reported (Thompson
2009: 71). Other European empires were little better off, for the most part.
Dean Acheson remarked, “In both Indochina and Indonesia colonial rule
was beyond the power of either France or the Netherlands” (1969: 257).
Summarizing this global landscape, President Eisenhower said, “Western
Europe, as a result of the war, found itself in a state of economic collapse”
(1963: 79), while “in the Far East the defeat of the Japanese Empire left
chaos ... China itself was in a state of confusion” (ibid.: 30). What an
opportunity for the Security Elites 1.0: the whole world for creation. This
brings us to the bear that was a leviathan.

A Leviathan Named Bear, and What to Do about It

On 29 August 1949, Joseph Stalin (“Uncle Joe” to FDR’s coterie), General
Secretary of the Communist Party (1922-1953), announced detonation of
Joe 1 (as the Americans called it), the Soviet Union’s first atomic bomb.
Senator Arthur Vandenberg—a Republican who helped formulate Cold
War legislation—captured some of Washington’s apprehension about this
explosion when he said, “This is now a different world” (in LaFeber 2002:
91). The next few paragraphs explore the significance of Vandenberg’s
observation.

The exploration begins by contemplating German military prowess. At
the beginning of World War II, the Wehrmacht (army), with its blitzkrieg
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procedural culture combining infantry, tanks, and air support, was arguably
the most formidable offensive land force ever seen; however, it depended
on oil, of which Germany had no domestic source. In Western Europe in
1940, the Wehrmacht overwhelmed the French and sent the British flee-
ing to their island refuge. In June 1941, Hitler turned east and attacked the
Soviet Union with 4.5 million soldiers in Operation Barbarossa, in part to
secure Caspian Sea oil. Bad move.

Throughout the summer and fall of 1941, the Red Army fought defen-
sively, gave ground, and, though rarely, ceded strategic places such as the
Baku oilfields. Then, in December at Moscow, the Germans were stopped
and set back. They were beaten once more in 1942 at Stalingrad, defeated
yet again in 1943 at Kursk, and devastatingly routed in 1944 in Belarus.
Approximately 3.5 to 4 million German soldiers were killed on the Eastern
Front, while another 3 million became prisoners (Overmans 2000: 265).
Consequently, when the Americans and English initiated their 1944 Nor-
mandy offensive they faced a Wehrmacht already shattered by the Red
Army (L. Hart 1968). Accordingly, the US military had every reason to be
respectful of the Soviet military. They knew who ahd destroyed the Wehr-
macht, whose ruin had made their Normandy invasion possible.

Yet the Soviet Union came out of World War II with enormous losses:
roughly twenty million military and civilians killed, and the economy se-
verely damaged and in desperate need of recovery funds. So whereas the
Soviets were militarily strong, they were economically needy. The US, for
its part, was about to become militarily vastly stronger. The first atomic
device was tested in July 1945 in a desolate spot of New Mexico desert. At
this test, J. Robert Oppenheimer, scientific director of the Manhattan Proj-
ect that built the bomb, remembered a colossal flash of light on detona-
tion, followed by a booming reverberation. Some observers laughed, others
wept, most were still. “Oppenheimer himself recalled at that instant a line
from the Bhagavad-Gita: ‘I am become death, the shatterer of worlds’” (in
Stannard 1992: ix). Pugnaciously giddy at the US’s newly demonstrated
strength, Truman told a visitor “that the Russians would so be put in their
places; and that the US would then take the lead in running the world in
the way that the world ought to be run” (in Williams [1959] 1972: 240).
Truman was betraying something momentous. He intended to “run the
world”; which of course was why Vandenburg had said, when the Russians
detonated Joe 1, that it was “now a different world.”

Consider this world. If postwar human being is imagined as a sea, then
the other formal imperial Leviathans were floundering or gone from it;
save for the Soviets. The “Bear” is often used as a metonym for Russia. So
out there in the sea of human being was another “shatterer of worlds”—
the Soviet Bear, an ursine impediment to the old boys “running the world.”

—95_

This open access edition has been made available under a CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license, thanks to the support of Knowledge Unlatched.



Deadly Contradictions

This posed a hermeneutic puzzle, and with it a hermeneutic politics: How
should the USSR be treated?

An old, deep antipathy to the Soviets went back to the Bolshevik Rev-
olution. As President Wilson’s Secretary of State Bainbridge Colby ex-
pressed it in 1920:

The Bolsheviki ... an inconsiderable minority of the people by force and cun-
ning seized the powers and machinery of government ... and have continued
to use them with savage oppression. ... Their responsible statesmen ... have
declared ... the very existence of Bolshevism ... depends upon revolution in
all other countries including the U.S.... The Third International ... has for

its openly avowed aim the promotion of revolution throughout the world. (In
Hoover 1953: 360).

Colby represented the opinion of a Democratic administration. President
Herbert Hoover expressed the view of a Republican administration sev-
eral years later when he announced that, from the Soviets’ “own books,
speeches, and actions,” the administration had “detailed knowledge as to
Soviet aggressive intentions to destroy the free world” (ibid.: 361).

President Franklin Roosevelt had a different, less apocalyptic under-
standing. He did not believe the Soviets were “trying to gobble up ... the
world” or that they had “any crazy idea of conquest” (in Gaddis 1972: 6).
“Keenly aware of the realities of power,” as John Lewis Gaddis (1972: 6)
puts it,

Roosevelt knew that the United States and the Soviet Union would emerge
from the war as the world’s two strongest nations. If they could stay together,
no third power could prevail against them. If they could not, the world would
be divided into two armed camps, a prospect too horrible to contemplate.

In order to “stay together,” Roosevelt came up with what the journalist
Forrest Davis (1943) termed a “World Blueprint” that, as he explained to
his Saturday Evening Post readers, was a plan to collaborate with the USSR
in organizing the postwar world. The hermeneutic politics among the old
boys revolved around the question of the USSR’s appetite: Did it or did it
not plan to “gobble up” the world?

One side in this politics followed FDR, tending to interpret the Sovi-
ets’ intentions charitably. Chip Bohlen, who had served in Russia prior to
and during World War II and thus had firsthand experience of the USSR,
assured his security elite colleagues that the Soviets were not interested
in expansion (Nitze et al. 1989: 98). General Eisenhower, Supreme Com-
mander of the Allied Forces in Europe, “still felt warmly about the Russians”
(Bohlen 1973: 222). Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal (1944—1947),
later the first secretary of defense (1947—-1949), also believed “Uncle Joe”
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to be a “fine, frank, candid, and generally delightful fellow”(1951: 14).
In February 1945 Edward Stettinius, FDR’s secretary of State at the end
of the war, reported “a high degree of cooperation on the part of Stalin”
(Campbell and Herring 1975: 262).

There was another side to the politics. Nitze believed that Chip—his
old drinking companion from Porcellian days—had it wrong, and that the
USSR was bent “on extending the Kremlin’s domination as far outward as
practicable” (Nitze et al. 1989: 96). Forrestal (1951: 47) ran into Averill
Harriman, the ambassador to Russia at the end of the war (1943—-1946),
who—contradicting Bohlen, his predecessor in Moscow—stated “his
strong apprehensions as to the future of our relations with the Russians. ...
He said the outward thrust of Communism was not dead.” Forrestal came
to have second thoughts on the Russians. The editors of his diary report
than at the beginning of 1946, he “had been filling up his diary with re-
ported instances of Soviet aggression and domineering” (ibid.: 127). Even
FDR, at the very end of his life, became exasperated. Forrestal (ibid.: 50)
reported that “the President said ... he felt our agreement with the Soviet
Union so far had been a one-way street ... if the Russians did not wish to
join us they could go to hell.” A few months later on 12 April 1945, FDR
suddenly said, “I have a terrific headache” (Sherwood 1948: 869) and died.
Now the old boys were on their own. They would not finally solve the her-
meneutic puzzle of what to do about the Soviets until 1949/50. How they
would make the solution depended in some measure on their understand-
ing of violence, which is discussed next.

The Old Boys Reflect on Violent Force

The world built by the ancestors of the Security Elites 1.0 was violent:
“Within no more than a handful of generations following their first en-
counter with Europeans, the vast majority of Western Hemisphere native
peoples had been exterminated” (Stannard 1992: 2). After the Civil War,
lynching of blacks and other minorities with elite connivance was com-
monplace (Brundage 1993). Factory owners and their government allies
repressed industrial unrest with brutal efficiency from the 1880s through
the 1930s (Goldstein 2010). During the time of US experimentation with
formal empire at the turn of the twentieth century, warfare was continual
in the Caribbean and Pacific. Theodore Roosevelt (TR) was matter-of-fact
about the need for violence: “In the long run civilized man finds he can
keep peace only by subduing his barbarian neighbors; for the barbarian will
yield only to force” (1899, in “Special Friday Dead Racist Blogging” 2007).
The core message of what TR was saying at the turn of the twentieth cen-
tury was “peace depends upon violent force.”
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The old boys were hermetically sealed into TR’s understanding. As FDR
put it in 1944, “Peace ... can succeed only where there is a will to enforce
it, and where there is available power to enforce it” (in Sherwood 194:
817). Stimson, speaking to Congress in 1945, was clearer about the matter:
“I realize only too well, the futility of what the Chinese call ‘spears of fire’
and ‘swords of ice.” In this disordered world, for decades to come, the suc-
cess of a program for peace will depend upon the maintenance of sufficient
strength” (Stimson and Bundy 1947: 597-598). And he was quite clear
that what he meant by “sufficient strength” was “the use of force ... to
prevent the depredations of an aggressor” (ibid.: 598). Eisenhower (1963:
445), writing in the early 1950s, said even more unambiguously that “to
be prepared for war is one of the most effectual ways of preserving peace.”
However, he added one caveat when he insisted that “the United States
on its own initiative would never start a major war” (ibid.: 446). Note that
Eisenhower was talking about “major” conflicts. He did not swear the US
off minor wars. Finally recall, at the turn of the twenty-first century, that
when accepting his Nobel Peace Prize, President Obama said, “all respon-
sible nations must embrace the role that militaries ... can play to keep the
peace.” How are these security elite statements to be grasped?

At the entrance to Auschwitz, Nazi officials put the phrase “Arbeit
macht Frei” (Work makes you free), when work at the concentration camp
actually made people dead. At the entrance to their geopolitics, Security
Elites 1.0 effectively placed the sign “Gewalt macht frieden” (Violence
makes peace). Note the hermeneutic of this world view: perceptually, it is a
vicious world; procedurally, violence makes peace. True to the hermeneu-
tic, on 6 and 9 August 1945, the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki
were attacked with atomic bombs. The military had cute names for their
nuclear weapons: Hiroshima got Little Boy and Nagasaki, Fat Man. Pres-
ident Truman, in a radio speech on the day of the Nagasaki attack, told
Americans, “The world will note that the first atomic bomb was dropped
in Hiroshima, a military base: That was because we wish in this first attack
to avoid, in so far as possible, the killing of civilians” (Truman 1961: 212).
Both Hiroshima and Nagasaki were civilian targets. Violence does make
peace—that of the grave.

Consider the human being the old boys were in. The formal empires
were disappearing. East and West muddled along in “chaos” and “collapse,”
in whose whirl there were two special eddies of “obscurity.” What would
the Bear do? What about the return of depression? But what a systemic
moment: “Only slowly,” Acheson put it, “did it dawn upon us that the
whole structure and order that we had inherited from the 19 century was
gone” (1969: 726). A “whole structure” gone meant a world to be made,
and America was “the greatest Power.” Its old boys would do the making,
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and they would inflict violence. James Burnham (Princeton and Oxford), a
significant postwar intellectual who had worked for the Office of Strategic
Services (OSS, the CIA’s predecessor) during the war, predicted that “a
World Empire has become possible, and the attempt will be made to estab-
lish a World Empire” (Burnham 1947: 58-61). In a 1942 joint statement,
the editors of Fortune, Time, and Life magazines suggested who should run
this empire when they called for a “new American imperialism” that would
“promote and foster [US] private enterprise” (in Panitch and Gindin 2004:
29). The next section follows the Security Elites 1.0 as they confronted
a political contradiction and the reproductive vulnerability it produced
along the way to creating the social being, the New American Empire, that
fought the Cold War and beyond.

Imperial Contradictions

Recall that imperial contradictions are one form of political contradic-
tions. Imperial contradictions come in two main alternatives: dominator/
dominated, and inter-imperial. These alternatives are distinguished from
each other by antagonistic structural units. “Dominator/dominated” con-
tradictions are those where the units in contradiction are elite dominators
pitted against dominated subjects over distribution of the shares of value
produced in the empire. Such contradictions occur within empires and of-
ten intensify to the level of warring, as in revolts, revolutions, or insurgen-
cies. The American Revolution was an example of such a contradiction:
the dominated colonists in the thirteen colonies revolted against elites at
the core of King George III's monarchy, largely disputing who was going
to get how much of the spoils of commercial capitalism. Later, in a further
example of an acute dominator/dominated contradiction, Native Ameri-
can insurgency against encroaching settlers and their protecting cavalry
during the US’s westward imperial growth was a struggle over who was
going to get how much of the land. Often these insurgencies were sup-
pressed with grim violence. However, as the following chapter documents,
the years after World War II were a time of especially successful revolt for
the dominated.

“Inter-imperial” contradictions are those in which the units in the con-
tradiction are the empires themselves and the conflict is between empires
competing to accumulate value. The Punic Wars between Rome and Car-
thage (265-146 Bc)—according to one source, the largest wars to have oc-
curred up to that time (Goldsworthy 2007: 13)—were an example of such
a contradiction: the expanding Roman Empire collided with the already
existing Carthaginian Empire over domination of the western Mediterra-
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nean, allowing the Romans to accumulate enormous quantities of force re-
sources. The spoils of inter-imperial war can be sweet, to the winner. There
are such quantities of force resources and so much value at stake that for
the winners, the question of when to war may come any time in a logic of
warring to expand, expanding to war more, and so on.

Such a dynamic leads, if successful, to “universal empire”—dominion
over the entire globe, a dream of imperialists since time out of mind. Sar-
gon of Akkad (2270-2215 Bc), one of the world’s first emperors, thought
he had it in the third millennium Bc; however, he suffered from a poor
geographic understanding and had only a few towns and cities in what is
now southern Iraq. Alexander the Great came closer to such an empire.
Below I show how an inter-imperial contradiction emerged and intensified
after World War II between the US and the Soviets, provoking serious re-
productive vulnerability. The following section explores a reproductive fix
that, when implemented, constituted the New American Empire and set
it sailing toward universal empire.* It focuses on documenting a US/USSR
inter-imperial contradiction.

The US/USSR Inter-imperial Contradiction: The US, as we have established,
had emerged from the Great Depression as by far the strongest economy
in the world. However, memory of the depression was never far from lead-
ers’ minds; nor was the belief, which as we saw began as far back as the
1870s, that economic expansion was necessarily the fix for problems like
overproduction that provoked downturns. The historian William Apple-
man Williams expressed this mindset when he observed, “By the end of
1946 ... even government spokesmen warned that the US might ‘produce
itself into a bust’ if it did not obtain more foreign markets and overseas
investment opportunities” ([1959] 1972: 267). These same “spokesmen”
judged that “Open Door expansion ... was the answer to all problems”
(ibid.). These spokesmen were correct in the sense that areas that fell
within the Soviet Empire’s orbit turned out to be largely closed to Western
economic activities. By 1947 the Soviets, believing the Truman and the
Marshall Plans were designed to frustrate their own expansion even in
Eastern European territories where the Red Army was stationed, sought to
institutionalize their expansion into Eastern Europe. Stalin’s wily Foreign
Minister Vyacheslav Molotov remembered of this time that “we were on
the offensive” because “they (the West) hardened their line against us, but
we had to consolidate our conquests. We made our own socialist Germany
out of our part of Germany, and restored order in Czechoslovakia, Poland,
Hungary, and Yugoslavia ... to squeeze out capitalist order. This was the
Cold War” (in Gaddis 1997: 30). For Molotov in those days, Cold War in

Eastern Europe was “to squeeze out ca italist order.”
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Unsurprisingly, a perceptual cultural message that hostilities against
Russia were possible circulated among the US ruling elite. William Bullitt
Jr. (Yale University, Scroll and Key Society), first US ambassador to the
USSR and onetime boss of Kennan, expressed this view in a 1947 speech
when he said, “The final aim of Russia is world conquest” (in Ambrose and
Brinkley 1997: 77). By the end of the 1940s the National Security Council,
located in the president’s Executive Office, had become the preeminent
security institution in the US. Its seventh directive, NSC 7 (1948), rein-
forced this perceptual cultural message, judging that although the USSR
wanted a period of peace to build up its strength, it “might resort to war
if necessary to gain its ends” (in Jervis 1980: 565). Military elites chimed
in: General Lucius Clay, who during the Berlin Blockade had faced the
Russians as they denied road and rail access to Berlin to the Americans
and their allies (June 1948—May 1945), declared that war could come with
“dramatic suddenness” (in Jervis 1980: 564). General MacArthur, US mili-
tary commander in East Asia, said: “Here in Asia is where the Communist
conspirators have elected to make their play for global conquest. Here we
fight Europe’s war with arms” (in Jervis 1980: 124-127).

Importantly, there was a conviction that one US defeat could provoke
a chain of other defeats. A Truman administration spokesman, testifying
before the US Senate Foreign Relations Committee in 1947, expressed this
as follows:

Anything that happens in Greece and Turkey inevitably has an effect on the
rest of the Middle East, in Western Europe, and clear around into the Pacific
because all these people are watching what the US is doing. ... If the countries
of the world lose confidence in us they may in effect pass under the Iron Cur-
tain. (In Jervis 1980: 573)

This was the “domino theory” interpretation of conflict with the Soviets:
if one country fell, others would follow, like a line of dominos. Was the
interpretation valid? By 1950 the Russian Empire (1917), Eastern Eu-
rope (1945-1949), and China (1949) had fallen. Each of these areas had
tumbled to violent force. The USSR had 21.4 million square kilometers,
Eastern Europe (Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, East Germany, and Ro-
mania) had 878,000 square kilometers, and China had 9.6 million square
kilometers. Between 1917 and 1949 a total of 31,830,912 square kilome-
ters had become Communist. The total landmass of the earth is on the
order of 148.9 million square kilometers. Accordingly, by 1949 approxi-
mately 21.5 percent of the world’s landmass had fallen to Russia and its
allies, and on average in the thirty-two years between 1917 and 1949 about
994,716 square kilometers of land were lost for capitalist enterprise every
year, with all the territorial losses resulting from exercise of Communist
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violent force. The domino theory seemed not so much theoretical specu-
lation as frightening fact.

In sum, the expansion of the Soviet Union and its communist allies
occupied 21.5 percent of the globe in the three decades between 1917 and
1949. This, to old boys peering out of their windows of authority, was a
hard-to-miss intensification of the inter-imperial contradiction. They re-
sponded in muscular Christian fashion with a reproductive fix that consti-
tuted the New American Empire and, in so doing, added a “gargantuan”
quantity of violent force to its governmental system.

The Fix: Onward Security Elites, Marching as to [Cold] War

Before marching on, let us explore what was, during the 1950s and 1960s,
a heated academic hermeneutic politics about causes of the Cold War
that is relevant to understanding how the Establishment fixed the inter-
imperial contradiction at the New American Empire’s creation. Two sides
engaged in this politics. On one side were Arthur Schlesinger Jr. (Exeter,
Harvard, and a member of President Kennedy’s administration) and John
Lewis Gaddis (Yale’s doyen of Cold War scholars). These two hermeneuts
of the US academic Establishment held that the Cold War was the Soviets’
fault, and more specifically that the problem was Uncle Joe. Forrestal, who
as mentioned above considered Stalin a “generally delightful fellow,” was
not alone: “no American policy-maker in the mid-1940s seems to have
perceived Stalin’s paranoia” (Hoffmann and Fleron 1980: 214). Neverthe-
less, Schlesinger suddenly discovered him to be insane in 1970 (in Gardner,
Schlesinger, and Morgenthau 1970: 72-73). Gaddis supported Schlesinger
and, when the Cold War was over, wrote Now We Know (1997). What
we now knew was that Stalin was a man of “brutality” who suffered from
“paranoia” (ibid.: 8).> So, Gaddis queries: “Did Stalin therefore seek Cold
War? The question is a little like asking: ‘does a fish seek water?”” (1997:
25).

Opposing the Establishment’s heavyweights were leftist scholars—im-
portantly, the University of Wisconsin historians William Appleman Wil-
liams ([1959] 1972) and Walter LaFeber (2002)—who argued that the
Cold War was the Americans’ fault. Their central point was that elite US
governmental policy makers shared an overarching concern with main-
taining capitalism, and it was this anxiety that had provoked the conflict.
What are we to make of these two views?

Schlesinger and Gaddis proceeded to argue by calling their opponents
names. First Schlesinger went after Williams, red-baiting him as “pro-
communist” in 1954 during the McCarthy era (Grandin 2009). Then
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Schlesinger and Gaddis went after Old Joe, denouncing him as a “bad”
paranoid (Gaddis 1997: 294). A. J. P Taylor, the magisterial historian of
The Origins of the Second World War (1961), argued that blaming this con-
flict, or any conflict, on the actions of an evil maniac oversimplified the
complex interplay of causes. Schlesinger and Gaddis’s position explains
away the sources of the Cold War by making it literally a freak show pro-
duced by a bad, mad Stalin.

For their part, Williams and LaFeber take the analysis into the realm of
the actors controlling the institutions with the most political and economic
force resources, and hence agency, at their disposal. These actors—sane
old-boy security elites—were indeed desirous of supporting capitalism.
They did so by instituting nonviolent and violent institutions and prac-
tices to facilitate its reproduction; thereby constructing the social being,
the New American Empire. Examining the actors with the authoritative
resources to choreograph other US force resources seems a useful way of
examining how the Establishment fixed the inter-imperial contradiction
and built the social being that waged the Cold War. What follows is such
an analysis.

The Hermeneutic that Solved the Unbearable

Hemingway and Fitzgerald had thought the old boys were different. In cer-
tain ways, they were a lot like everybody else. They had to rise and shine
in the morning, shuffle off to their ablutions, go to work, sit at their desks,
and face the day; for, as Acheson preached, “Always remember the future
comes one day at a time” (Acheson n.d: 1). Here is where the differences
began. The offices of the Security Elites 1.0 featured outsized windows of
authority that gave them responsibility over vast domains of events. Peering
into the “chaos” of the postwar world through the windows of their author-
ity, one of the things they noticed was the Russian Bear, and as Acheson
said, “We groped after interpretations of them ”(1969). Their groping finally
resolved the hermeneutic puzzle of the Bear, resulting in a hermeneutic that
began the march to the new empire and [cold] war. Let us follow this string,
starting with the Yalta and Potsdam Conferences in 1945.

Yalta and Potsdam: Acheson had said, “the future comes one day at a time.”
Of course, what “comes” is what security elites directly see as they peep out
of their windows of authority. The Yalta Conference (4—11 February 1945)
and four months later the Potsdam Conference (17 July—2 August 1945)
were important because in their course, US security elites looked out their
windows to see their Soviet counterparts staring directly back at them.
Though there was still fighting, the war had been won. The conferences
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were about how to establish a postwar world or at least start the process.
The conference leaders were the heads of the three victorious states—the
USA, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union. At Yalta, a frail FDR, Chur-
chill, and Stalin presided. FDR was pleased with the results. His concern
had been, as much as possible, to ensure that the Atlantic Charter formed
the basis of planning. An agreement was reached to reconstruct occupied
countries in ways that, according to the Protocol of the Proceedings of the
Yalta Conference, would allow them “to create democratic institutions of
their own choice. This is a principle of the Atlantic Charter—the right of
all peoples to choose the form of government under which they will live”
(“Protocol of the Proceedings” 1945: 1569). Trade barriers were to be re-
moved, and the Open Door policy instituted. The Soviets too had hopes.
Adpvisers to Stalin, such as his chief economist Eugen Varga, assumed that
the capitalist countries would return to their prewar conflicts over trade
and colonies. Further, Varga believed there would be a return to overpro-
duction and a consequent recession, inducing the US to offer the USSR
assistance as a way of investing their way out of overproduction (McCagg
1978). Both the Americans and the Soviets were to be disappointed. Crit-
ically, the Americans believed that after Yalta the Bear would permit de-
mocracy and the Open Door in Eastern Europe.

What a difference five months made. The Potsdam Conference was
held after FDR’s death (12 April) and the Germans’ surrender (8 May).
Potsdam’s goal was to concretely negotiate postwar territorial realities. The
US representative was the new president, Harry Truman. For the Ameri-
cans, the basis of negotiations was again the Atlantic Charter. The problem
was that the Bear seemed to be reneging on its Yalta agreements. The Red
Army occupied Eastern Europe on a north/south line roughly from Stettin
in the north to Trieste in the south, and seemed indisposed to withdrawing.
Forrestal (1951: 1) was concerned about the possibility of “disorder and
destruction,” because the “Soviets, like Hitler, have become victory drunk
and are embarking on world domination” so that the “situation in Poland
is becoming increasingly serious.” Furthermore,

Berry’s dispatches from Bucharest and Harriman’s from Moscow indicate that
the Russians have no idea of going through with the Allied Nations statement
of policy about Rumania, namely to permit the establishment of free and dem-
ocratic institutions in Rumania. Steinhardt makes strong recommendations
from Czechoslovakia against the complete withdrawal of American forces. He
says this will be an open invitation to the Communists in the country and to
Russian influence from without to take over. (Ibid.)

On 23 April—only a few days after taking office—Truman sternly re-
buked Molotov over the USSR’s refusal to allow democratic elections in
Poland (Gaddis 1972: 243). Harriman, then the US ambassador to Russia,
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made a point of seeing Stalin when he arrived for the conference. Seeking
to be tactful, he politely said, “It must be gratifying ... to be in Berlin after
four bloody years of battle.” Old Joe hesitated for a moment, “thought of
other Russian imperialists who had pushed even farther west, and replied,
‘Czar Alexander got to Paris’ (in Isaacson and Thomas 1986: 333-304).

July came, and the Red Army had not budged. Panicked refugees fled
westward. Britain and America protested, but Stalin defended his actions,
insisting that his control of Eastern Europe was defensive. History sup-
ported the Soviets’ claim. France invaded Russia under Napoleon; the
Germans invaded during World War I; at the end of that war, the US and
its Western European allies invaded the nascent Soviet Union; and in 1941
Hitler invaded yet again. However, to the Americans and British at Pots-
dam, the Kremlin was insisting “on complete domination of the areas un-
der its control” in the name of defense (Isaacson and Thomas 1986: 307).

Worry over the obstinate Soviets came to a head at Potsdam. Ultimately,
as we have seen, the debate concerned territory and its domination. In the
territory under which Russia exercised “complete domination” there would
be no democracy, no Open Door policy. Just five months earlier Uncle Joe
and the US had been wartime buddies. Roosevelt had promised the Amer-
ican people that Stalin would allow free elections. He did not. The State
Department, according to one State Department official, was “floundering
about” (in Thompson 2009: 59). The Bear was a hermeneutic nightmare.
Somebody needed to offer a definitive interpretation of what was happen-
ing and what to do. Who could the old boys turn to?

Mr. Kennan Gives His “Interpretive Analysis”: The necessary analysis had
to be offered by the State Department as the institution responsible for
US foreign affairs, so the interpreter had to be one of their own. Why not
George E Kennan (Princeton), the deputy chief of mission in Moscow and
the State Department’s top Soviet expert! He was a brainy hermeneut
and, according to one commentator, a “poster child for the theory that
mild-to-clinical depression actually enhances one’s ability to analyze the
world” (Youngsmith 2010: 2). Occasionally he strayed off message—once,
for example, he informed an audience that “there is a little bit of the total-
itarian” in all people (in Harlow and Maerz 1991: 168) at a time when US
hermeneuts were pushing the message that only the Russians were totali-
tarians. Critically, according to Nitze (Nitze et al. 1989: 85), he had “inti-
mate familiarity” with the Soviet Union. Iconic of this intimacy was a 1944
entry in Kennan’s (2000: 90) diary: “The women had broad faces, brown
muscular arms, and the powerful maternal thighs of the female Slav.” Fan-
tasize on, George. The year 1944 was one of famine in the USSR, and a lot
of those powerful thighs would have been pretty withered.
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Nevertheless, the State Department had to work with what they had.
George was the old boys’ hermeneut-on-the-spot, so in February 1946 he
was summoned by a State Department cable: “We should welcome receiv-
ing from you an interpretive analysis of what we may expect in the way of
future implementation of [Stalin’s] announced policies” ( in Thompson
2009: 56). He went to work lickety-split and on 22 February cabled his
5,300-word interpretation back to Washington. Known now as the Long
Telegram, it went, in the language of the Internet, “viral.” It was

distributed ... throughout the State Department and then rerouted ... to every
embassy in the world. ... Averell Harriman passed a copy to Secretary of the
Navy James Forrestal, who passed copies to hundreds of colleagues. The Secre-
tary of State read it. The President read it. Soviet spies in Washington read it.
(Thompson 2009: 59)

What did they read? The text was divided into five parts. The first four
parts interpreted the Soviets and Communism. The final part proposed
policy possibilities based on the first four parts. Nothing good was said
about the Soviet governance or Communism. The government suffered
from an “instinctive ... sense of insecurity.” Its members had a “neurotic
view of world affairs.” They harbored “disrespect ... for objective truth.”
Their Communism was a “malignant parasite.” The most quoted sentence
of the telegram stated that “we have here,” in the Soviet Union,

a political force committed fanatically to the belief that with the US there can
be no permanent modus vivendi, that it is desirable and necessary that the
internal harmony of our [US] society be disrupted, our traditional way of life
be destroyed, the international authority of our state be broken, if Soviet power

is to be secure. (This quotation and prior ones from the Long Telegram come
from Kennan 1946)

The interpretation was clear. The USSR was a neurotic, fanatic, insecure
beast out to disrupt and destroy the American “way of life,” all of which
was unbearable. Part of the hermeneutic puzzle had been resolved. Un-
cle Joe was reclassified as paranoid, and the old boys had an enemy upon
which to practice muscular Christianity.

However, the fifth part of the Long Telegram had not been especially
clear about what this practice might be. That lacuna was addressed when
Kennan was asked to bring the Long Telegram to a wider audience by pub-
lishing it in the journal Foreign Affairs, which he did in an anonymously
published text and mysteriously dubbed the “X-article.” It was brought to
ordinary citizens in excerpted versions printed in mass media magazines
like Reader’s Digest, Life, and Newsweek. It insisted that the Kremlin should
be handled with “firm and vigilant containment, designed to confront the
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Russians with unalterable counter-force at every point where they show
signs of encroaching upon the interests of a peaceful and stable world”
(Kennan 1947). This “containment,” a term Kennan used three times in
the X-article, was the missing procedure regarding what to do with the
Bear: contain it in a cage.

Kennan’s Long Telegram and the X-article instituted a hermeneutic that
solved the unbearable Bear’s hermeneutic puzzle. The first message of the
hermeneutic was that of perceptual culture: If you saw the Bear, you saw
the enemy. The second message was procedural: Contain it with “counter-
force.” Because these two messages existed in written form, they became
part of the public culture. Learned by large numbers of Americans perusing
their Readers’ Digests, they became part of the country’s neuronal culture.
However, this hermeneutic was especially relevant for the old boys, be-
cause as members of the official Establishment they were obliged by their
windows of authority to deal with the Soviets. Hence, the Long Telegram
and the X-article might be thought of as shaping how they experimentally
fixated upon the unbearable Bear.

Aware of Kennan'’s interventions, the Soviets asked their Washington
ambassador, Nicolai Novikov, to respond by assessing the Truman admin-
istration’s foreign policy intentions. Novikov’s response was cabled to Mo-
lotov in September 1946. The cable’s first line announced:

The foreign policy of the United States, which reflects the imperialist tenden-
cies of American monopolistic capital, is characterized in the postwar period by
a striving for world supremacy. This is the real meaning of the many statements
by President Truman and other representatives of American ruling circles; that
the United States has the right to lead the world. All the forces of American di-
plomacy—the army, the air force, the navy, industry, and science—are enlisted
in the service of this foreign policy. (Novikov 1946)

Between 1946 and 1950, as the next section shows, the old boys marched
on to transform the containment hermeneutic into public délires, thereby
making Ambassador Novikov’s announcement to be prophetic. In fact,
they would fix the inter-imperial contradiction by constituting a New
American Empire that did seek “world supremacy.”

Instituting the Public Délires of the New American Empire

Instituting empire meant building up the institutions of the economic sys-
tem of capitalist accumulation and fusing them to those of the governmen-
tal system. This choreographing was the work of devising public délires;
whose implementation made possible performance of force extraction and
its support. Two sorts of public délires were needed to perform these opera-
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tions: (1) those whose implementation resulted in economic system force
extraction, and (2) those whose implementation in the political system
supported force extraction. At the same time, two specific sorts of politi-
cal system public délires were necessary: (1) those whose implementation
peacefully supported the economic system, and (2) those whose imple-
mentation violently supported the economic system. Finally, two types of
violent public délires were instrumental in violently supporting resource ex-
traction: (1) those whose implementation resulted in violent institutions,
and (2) those whose implementation guided the level and the direction
of violence. The next few pages explore the old boys constituting public
délires and creating empire on the job.

The Economic System: Actually, the economic system was already consti-
tuted and was operating well at the end of the war. US firms were in a com-
manding global economic position, as other advanced capitalist states and
the Russian economy were shattered. Consequently, it was believed that
American firms would invest in foreign places, take over their economies,
and repatriate profits to accumulate back in the US core. This process
would hasten core US corporations’ progression from national to trans-
national enterprises—and thus establishing global domination of capital
accumulation. Global capital accumulation would turn out to be no easy
thing. Not all would go well. However, exploration of this is reserved for the
following chapter. The remainder of this section documents the construc-
tion of the nonviolent and violent institutions of governmental system.

Deweloping Peaceful Governmental Support: Old Joe was right—Czar Alex-
ander’s troops, upon Napoleon’s defeat, had made it as far as Paris. How-
ever, Metternich and Bismarck had successfully kept Russia out of Central
Europe. Stalin succeeded where the czar had failed. After Potsdam, it was
clear that the Soviets were extending their domination throughout Eastern
and Central Europe. Unclear, and nerve-racking, was whether there would
be additional expansion into Western Europe and the Middle East. Es-
sentially, the old boys developed iterations of the Open Door public délire
to help prevent this development. These iterations involved the Truman
Doctrine and the Marshall Plan.

In early 1947, the financially exhausted British government informed
its American counterpart that it would cease supporting the Greek state
after 31 March of that year. This was ominous. The Greek government was
engaged in a civil war with its Communists, and cessation of British sup-
port offered the Bear a tempting opportunity. State Department officials
feared that Greece’s fall could have a ripple effect, spreading Soviet power
throughout the Middle East. President Truman responded by addressing a
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joint session of Congress (12 March 1947) with a request for $400 million
to aid both Greece and Turkey. This speech’s substance became known as
the Truman Doctrine. It did not directly mention the Soviets, but it did say
that “the seeds of totalitarian regimes are nurtured by misery and want,”
with everyone knowing that the Kremlin was the totalitarian regime. So
the money would contain Soviet expansion, serving as “an investment in
world freedom and world peace” (Truman 1947).

The Truman Doctrine applied to only two countries. However, the
following year it was expanded to effectively cover all of Western Eu-
rope. This expansion had begun as a bee-in-the-bonnet of Forrestal, who
wanted a “face-off” against the Soviets that would directly “pit capital-
ism against Marxism” (in Isaacson and Thomas 1986: 404). The point of
this face-off was that successful capitalism alone would contain the Sovi-
ets. After all, who would want a decrepit economy like the USSR’s when
they could have a shiny new capitalist model? Forrestal enlisted two other
old boys—Clark Clifford, then an influential White House counsel, and
George Marshall, who had just become secretary of State—in his projected
face-off. Marshall, in turn, gave the job of turning Forrestal’s idea into
policy to George Kennan, who after his Long Telegram success had been
made chief of the newly formed (on 7 May 1947) Policy Planning Staff.
For a time this blandly named unit would be the geostrategic brains of the
State Department.

Marshall first announced the plan that would bear his name at the Har-
vard graduation on 5 June 1947. He stated:

It is logical that the United States should do whatever it is able to do to assist
in the return of normal economic health to the world, without which there
can be no political stability and no assured peace. Our policy is not directed
against any country, but against hunger, poverty, desperation and chaos. Any
government that is willing to assist in recovery will find full co-operation on
the part of the U.S.A. Its purpose should be the revival of a working economy
in the world so as to permit the emergence of political and social conditions in
which free institutions can exist. (Marshall 1947)

Marshall promised “the world” US “cooperation” in its “recovery” so that
“free institutions,” meaning capitalist ones, would prevail. The USSR and
its Eastern European allies, now pejoratively called its “satellites,” were
initially offered participation in the Marshall Plan. They rejected it, fearing
it was a Trojan Horse meant to weaken socialist economic organization. So
“cooperation” extended only to Western Europe in the form of $13 billion
dispensed by the European Recovery Program (1948-1951).

The considerable debate over how to evaluate the Truman Doctrine
and the Marshall Plan has ranged from viewing it as an example of US
generosity to considering it out-and-out economic imperialism (Kolko and
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Kolko 1972). Both views have their merits, though one questions whether
US goodwill was all that compassionate. Together the Truman Doctrine
and the Marshall Plan were important ways for the old boys to go about
supporting their economic system.® Both provided US money to Western
European governments. This was “goodwill.” But these investments were
carrots to entice those governments to construct “free,” that is to say, cap-
italist institutions. The preceding makes explicit that money-giving was
client-making, and that clients would, at least to some degree, run their
economies in capitalist ways. Thus, US goodwill was not extended out of
compassion, but as a way to open the door to US businesses. As such, was
an iteration of the Open Door public délire.

Other policies the old boys implemented at the time further promoted
the Open Door public délire. For example, Western European states that
still had formal empires and wished to receive Marshall Plan funding had
to allow US companies access to their colonies (Kiernan 1978: 285). Fur-
ther, the US government sought to make it possible for US capitalist firms
to conduct business without restrictions in Eastern Europe, in effect at-
tempting to extend the Open Door policy there.

This threatened Soviet domination. Stalin and Foreign Minister Mo-
lotov, as already discussed, insisted that Eastern Europe must remain as a
barrier against renewed Western invasion, and that these countries would
be of little use as a buffer if they had capitalist economies. Additionally, any
implementation of the Open Door policy in Eastern Europe threatened to
divert economic benefits from Soviet to capitalist enterprise. Consequently,
in the years immediately after Potsdam the USSR began to institute what
might be termed a Closed Door policy, working in the late 1940s to create
a relatively autarkic economic and political space in Eastern Europe.”

Thus, by the early 1950s the US, through iterations of its Open Door
public délire, was providing nonviolent governmental support to its eco-
nomic system, which in Eastern Europe had obliged the Soviet Union to
withdraw into semi-isolation. Let us now consider the building of violent
capabilities in the governmental system.

Deweloping the Institutions of Violence: The War-Making Institutions Public
Délire: The US military had demobilized rapidly after wars in the eigh-
teenth, nineteenth, and early twentieth centuries. Initially, World War II
was no exception. The annual rate of US military spending plunged from
$83 billion at the end of 1945 to $7 billion in 1945 (“Defense Spending
and Troop Levels” 2014). The US seemed to be turning pacifist. How-
ever, about a year and a half after the Long Telegram, and just as Kennan’s
X-article was being published, Truman signed the National Security Act
(26 July 1947). Its first line stated, “In enacting this legislation, it is the in-
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tention of Congress to provide a comprehensive program for the future se-
curity of the United States; to provide for the establishment of integrated
policies and procedures for the departments, agencies, and functions of the
Government relating to national security” (National Security Act 1947).
The CIA, in its public “Featured Story Archive,” tells the world: “The
importance of the National Security Act cannot be overstated. It was the
central document in the US Cold War policy and reflected the nation’s
acceptance of its position as a world leader” (CIA 2008: 1). It was the
work of many old boys, but Forrestal, even though he initially opposed
certain portions of it, and Kennan were especially important in bringing it
to a Congressional vote. It constituted the postwar US security apparatus.

The act merged different military institutions into a common agency,
the Defense Department, headed by a secretary of Defense. Forrestal, who
had been worried about a “face-off” with the Soviets, became the first
Defense secretary. Further, the act formed the National Security Council
(NSC), which was allocated “the function ... to advise the President with
respect to the integration of domestic, foreign, and military policies relat-
ing to the national security” (National Security Act 1947: 7).8 Advice to
the president was offered through the issuance of consecutively numbered
policy “directives.” In the eatly years of the Cold War, the personnel of the
State Department’s Policy Planning Staff did much of the work preparing
the NSC policy directives.

Finally, the Act authorized the CIA to, “provide overall direction for
and coordination of the collection of national intelligence outside the
United States through human sources by elements of the intelligence com-
munity” (National Security Act 1947: 30).” Kennan had been particularly
interested in refurbishing the US’s intelligence and covert action capa-
bilities after Truman terminated the OSS. Kennan confided to Forrestal
that he wanted the CIA to be a “guerilla war corps” (in Weiner 2008: 29)
specializing in covert operations. Kennan tended to call these operations
“political warfare.” He regretted the US was deficient in them because,
he was convinced, “the creation, success, and survival of the British Em-
pire has been due in part to the British understanding and application of
the principles of political warfare.” So, he further believed, “we have been
handicapped however by a popular attachment to the concept of the basic
difference between peace and war” (in Thompson 2009: 84). Kennan’s
view was unsettling: empire depended in part on covert operations that,
being intrinsically violent, are hidden; hence, they hide war in the illusion
of peace.

The Defense Department, the CIA, and the NSC were and are the
anatomy of governmental violence because the first two institutions did,
and do, much of the warring—covert or overt—and the latter institution
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does much of the planning of that violence. The National Security Act
was a “central document,” then, in that it constituted the institutional
anatomy of US violence. Three additional NSC directives further shaped
that anatomy.

Several months after passage of the National Security Act, the National
Security Council issued a directive concerning covert action. This was
NSC 4-A (NSC 4-A 1947), which specified that covert action would be
conducted by the CIA and would occur in times of peace as well as war.
NSC 4-A increased presidential authority by placing covert operations
within the CIA, which was within the US government’s executive branch,
overseen by the president. However, NSC 4-A’s definition of the CIA’s
covert activities referred to “psychological warfare,” and this terminology
prompted hermeneutic debate among the Washington elites as to the pre-
cise meaning of such activities. NSC 10/2, formulated by Kennan’s Policy
Planning Staff and issued 18 July 1948, replaced NSC 4-A and clarified
the matter. The directive first ordered that, “a new Office of Special Proj-
ects shall be created within the Central Intelligence Agency to plan and
conduct covert operations” (NSC 10/2, 1948). It additionally directed that
such operations

are understood to be all activities (except as noted herein) which are con-
ducted or sponsored by this Government against hostile foreign states or groups
or in support of friendly foreign states or groups but which are so planned and
executed that any US Government responsibility for them is not evident to
unauthorized persons and that if uncovered the US Government can plausibly
disclaim any responsibility for them. Specifically, such operations shall include
any covert activities related to: propaganda, economic warfare; preventive di-
rect action, including sabotage, anti-sabotage, demolition and evacuation mea-
sures; subversion against hostile states, including assistance to underground
resistance movements, guerrillas and refugee liberation groups, and support of
indigenous anti-communist elements in threatened countries of the free world.
Such operations shall not include armed conflict by recognized military forces,
espionage, counter-espionage, and cover and deception for military operations.

(Ibid.)

NSC 10/2 made it clear: during peacetime a branch of the US govern-
ment, the secretive Office of Special Projects would conduct hidden war-
fare against enemies.

In sum, the National Security Act of 1947 had constituted overt US
war-making within the new Defense Department, covert war-making
within the CIA, and security planning within the NSC. As such, the act
was indeed a “central document” and can be termed the War-Making In-
stitutions public délire. The act, however, had not clarified what level of vi-
olent force would be at the disposal of the New American Empire, nor the
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direction in which this violence would be directed. Kennan would address
this oversight in another NSC decision.

Kennan Addresses the Level and Direction of Violence: Three months after
settling the question of covert US violence in NSC 10/2, Kennan addressed
the issue of the level and direction of violence in NSC 20/4 (23 November
1948). Here, as had been the case in the Long Telegram and the X-arti-
cle, the argument was made in terms of a Soviet bogeyman. The direc-
tive begins by asserting, “Communist ideology and Soviet behavior clearly
demonstrate that the ultimate objective of the leaders of the USSR is the
domination of the world” (NSC 20/4 1948). Paranoid Old Joe wanted the
world. He had to be stopped. In order for this to happen the US had to
“develop a level of military readiness which can be maintained as long as
necessary as a deterrent to Soviet aggression” (ibid.). Additionally, Amer-
ica had to “maximize our economic potential, including the strengthening
of our peace-time economy” (ibid.). NSC 20/4 is both clear and obscure at
the same time. It indicated the direction of US violence by making clear
that military containment of the Soviets was “necessary.” However, it says
nothing concerning how much military force was “necessary.”

Perhaps this murkiness was because Kennan was beginning to harbor
reservations about just how much violent force was needed to militarily
check the USSR. These hesitations sparked a hermeneutic politics. In a
letter of 6 April 1948 to the influential columnist Walter Lippmann, well
before NSC 20/4, Kennen claimed, “The Russians do not want to invade
anyone. [t is not in their tradition. ... They don’t want war of any kind” (in
[saacson and Thomas 1986: 446). This letter was unsent. The Europeans,
for their part, had their own fears about the Soviets, and on 17 March
1948 they signed the Treaty of Brussels, which bound Belgium, the Nether-
lands, Luxembourg, France, and the United Kingdom in a mutual defense
pact against Russia. However, because US participation in the treaty was
thought necessary to make it credible to the Kremlin, talks for a new mili-
tary alliance began almost immediately with Washington. Kennan opposed
US membership in any such alliance, believing it a needless provocation.
This reluctance to bait the Bear cost Kennan credibility among other “old
boys.” McCloy thought Kennan was “too damn esoteric”; Lovett said, “I
liked him more as Mr. X”; and Acheson finished him off with the observa-
tion that he was a “horse who would come up to a fence and not take it”
(Isaacson and Thomas 1986: 449-450). Kennan suffered from a “muscular
Christianity” deficit.

Western Europeans’ negotiation of a mutual defense treaty against the
Russians progressed smoothly, culminating in the April 1949 signing of
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the North Atlantic Treaty, which inaugurated the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO). The treaty members

agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North
America shall be considered an attack against them all. Consequently they
agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the
right of individual or collective self-defense will assist the Party or Parties being
attacked, individually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it
deems necessary, including the use of armed force. (NATO 1949)

NATO was significant because it bound the US to militarily support its
Western European allies. Such military alliances would become com-
monplace throughout the world in the coming years. If the Truman and
Marshall Plans provided carrots of economic assistance, NATO provided
another sort of carrot. The US offered to kill for its client states. Who
could ask for anything more?

Kennan had lost on NATO. In the summer of 1949 he made Paul Nitze
his deputy at the Policy Planning Staff. Also that summer, he wrote that he
had begun to feel “like a court jester ... not to be taken fully seriously” (in
Isaacson and Thomas 1986: 474). He had reason to feel as he did. Acheson,
who had now replaced Marshall as secretary of State, curtailed Kennan's
influence. In September Kennan informed the secretary of State that he
wished to be relieved of his Policy Planning Staff duties. He left the State
Department in June 1950. The court jester had become nobody’s fool.

Nitze succeeded to his post, and very soon was involved in drafting what
was to become the most important of the NSC directives. In the midst of
this rearranging of the security elites building the US Leviathan, something
happened that frightened them, and fear brought a particular perceptual
“theory” of the way the world could change.

The Bomb and the Domino Theory: As we have seen, the US military was the
first to acquire nuclear weapons. Thereafter, American killing elites slept
contentedly at night knowing they could incinerate anybody, anywhere,
without reprisals. How did they know this? They had done it, cremating
gratifyingly large numbers of civilians in Japan in 1945—showing the world
who’s who, militarily speaking. So when the Soviets detonated their own
atomic bomb (29 July 1949), they created a world where they could do for
Americans just as Americans had done for the Japanese.

The Security Elites 1.0 now knew dread. They began to interpret what
defeat might look like, imaging a situation where one US defeat could pro-
voke a chain of other defeats. This was the previously mentioned “domino
theory”—a perceptual cultural message that the fall of one country to the
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Communists would lead, like dominoes falling, to the loss of a whole string
of countries.'® It was not entirely fanciful. Since its inception, the Soviet
Union had announced its intention of expanding Communism. Gaddis
recollected how Lenin,

convinced that capitalism required exploitation of colonies for their raw mate-
rials and markets ... launched an appeal soon after the Bolshevik Revolution,
for the “peoples” of the East” to overthrow their masters. He even authorized
a congress of such peoples, held in Baku in 1920 ... at which fellow Bolshevik
Grigorii Zinoviev called for jihad against imperialism and capitalism amidst a
frenzied waving of swords, daggers, and revolvers. (1997: 158)

Actually, in the 1920s and 1930s through World War II the USSR did
rather little to help those in the East “overthrow their masters.” But Mos-
cow never gave up on Asian revolution. Thus, Stalin justified withdrawal
of Soviet troops from China and Iran in 1946 as a way of exposing British
and American imperial exploitation, thereby unleashing “a movement of
liberation” in the colonies (in Gaddis 1997: 158). Hence, the intention to
expand was announced from the inception of the Soviet Communist proj-
ect, and to American elites this meant elimination of places where their
capitalism could go about its accumulation.

Consequently, nagged by the double anxiety of the Soviet bomb and the
possibility of losing territory in domino-theory scenarios, President Truman
directed his National Security Council to reevaluate US policies toward
the Soviet Union. The Soviets had immensely augmented their military
capabilities. How would the US respond? This spawned hermeneutic pol-
itics among the old boys as to whether to up the ante and build a bigger
bomb, the hydrogen bomb. Nitze strongly favored building it. The “court
jester” Kennan, almost as his last act in government, argued powerfully
against it; writing on 20 January 1950 a seventy-nine page document stat-
ing his case and expressing fear that development of the “atomic weapon
... will carry us to the misuse and dissipation of our national strength” (in
Thompson 2009: 106). Spending escalating amounts on the military Ken-
nan said would cause “dissipation” because the Soviets would meet each
military advance with their own innovations. The language was strong:
the string of events of escalating militarization led to “dissipation.” Eleven
days later Truman publicly announced his plan to build hydrogen nuclear
weapons. Thus the old boys responded to fear with a bigger bomb, and
American schools from sea to shining sea were instructed to institute the
practice of “duck and cover,” in which, after the bell rang, you ducked
under your desk and shielded your head with your arms to protect against
the nuclear fireball.
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NSC 68: The Global Domination Public Délire: At the same time that
the hydrogen bomb was being debated, the Policy Planning Staff was in-
structed to prepare a NSC directive that put the H-bomb’s acquisition
within a larger strategic perspective. By this time Kennan had been re-
placed by Nitze, whose disposition toward violence differed greatly from
Kennan'’s, perhaps due to childhood experience. Nitze’s father had been a
University of Chicago professor. The neighborhood around the university
was tough. For a while a gang roughed Nitze up on his way to school. He
responded by joining another gang, which beat up members of the first
gang, thereby freeing Nitze from difficulties with the first gang. The con-
viction that Gewalt macht Frieden had literally been beaten into Nitze. His
Policy Planning Staff would author NSC 68 and make this point the prime
national security goal.

NSC 68, issued in 1950, became the old boys’ ultimate resolution of the
hermeneutic puzzle of what to do about the Soviets in a nuclear world. To
understand the interpretation taken, first note NSC 68’s rhetorical strat-
egy, which has been described as “apocalyptic” (Youngsmith 2010: 5). Its
discourse plays on the trope of a “design.” The Soviets had an “evil design,”
a “design ... for the complete subversion or forcible destruction” of the en-
tire non-Soviet world, a “design for world domination” whose implementa-
tion would be “violent and ruthless” (NSC 68 1950: 6,13). This rhetorical
strategy was set to the substantive chore of arguing that the US and Soviet
Union were the earth’s two greatest powers and that this world was in “cri-
sis.” The crisis was due to the Soviets, and the Soviets alone, who “unlike
previous aspirants to hegemony” were “animated by a fanatic new faith,
antithetic to our own” that drove them to “impose ... absolute authority
over the rest of the world. Conflict has, therefore, become endemic and
is waged ... by violent and non-violent means” (ibid.). NSC 68’s under-
standing of the Russians was piece of perceptual culture. Moreover, it was
a hermeneutic break that dispensed with John Quincy Adams’s injunction,
“America does not go abroad in search of monsters to destroy.” Nitze had
gone in search of monsters and had found one in the Bear. If the Soviets
were the Americans’ Other; Nitze’s NSC 68 made certain they were un-
derstood as a “fanatic” monster-alterity.

Given this interpretation, NSC 68 proposed a procedural solution for
the “crisis” with enduring global implications for US power. NSC 68 an-
nounced that “our position as the center of power in the free world places a
heavy responsibility on the US for leadership. We must organize and enlist
the energies and resources of the free world in a positive program for peace
which will frustrate the Kremlin design for world domination” (ibid.).

NSC 68 conjures up a monstrous social being, the Soviet Leviathan.
Opposing the Soviet Empire is a good social being, “the free world”—
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of capitalism and liberal democracy—which America, as its “center of
power,” “must organize” to “frustrate.” However, if “the free world” is un-
derstood as a euphemism for US Empire, then NSC 68 calls upon the US
to “organize” its subordinates to “frustrate” the evil empire’s “design for
world domination.” Of course, if the US was to “organize” the “free world”
it would in fact be dominating it, and this domination meant that if the US
thwarted the Soviets, its only competitor for world domination, then the
US itself would achieve “world domination.” Ganging up on the USSR,
according to the text of NSC 68, was to occur through “a rapid and con-
certed [military] build-up of the actual strength of both the US and other
nations of the free world” (ibid.). The good guys in the free world were to
arm themselves, big time. Nitze of the Security Elite 1.0 (and Hotchkiss
and Harvard, via Chicago’s mean streets), proposed that the US organize a
violent gang on a global scale, call it the “free world,” and set it up to “frus-
trate” the monster-alterity. NSC 68 instituted a particular public délire:
perceptually there might be threats to US global domination; procedurally,
these were to be eliminated, violently if necessary. This might be said to be
the NSC 68 iteration of what was literally a global domination public délire.
There would be other iterations.

What was, and is, NSC 68’s significance!? NSC 68 validated Ambassa-
dor Novikov’s interpretation of postwar America because it affected the
level and the direction of US violence. John Quincy Adams’s warning was
summarily jettisoned. The New American Empire would now sail out of
its territory to all places in the world in search of monsters to slay. Because
some of these, like the Bear, were very violent, the level of US violence had
to be even greater. Novikov had said Washington sought “world suprem-
acy.” He was correct, and NSC 68 was an iteration of the global domina-
tion public délire designed to achieve it.

President Truman was alarmed when first informed of NSC 68, realizing
that it had immense budgetary implications because US violent force had
to be sufficient to nullify the Soviets’ violent force. Consequently, rather
than immediately authorizing NSC 68 Truman initially shelved it, request-
ing further study of its financial implications.

However, over the following years it was instituted. In fact, by the early
twenty-first century the US security budget was judged to be “enormous”
(Hartung 2007: 1), a description applicable since the early 1950s. In the
early 2000s it was estimated to be around a trillion dollars annually (Higgs
2007). Currently this spending represents roughly half of the world’s total
military expenditures, and when the expenditures of Atlantic Community
clients (NATQO, Japan, South Korea, and Australia) are added in, the figure
rises to 72 percent (Hellman and Sharp 2009). Approximately 50 percent
of US tax revenues are spent on military items. These funds purchased
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approximately 1.45 million active-duty US soldiers in 2011 (Infoplease
2011: 1). Additionally, in the 1980s the UK had 344,150 soldiers, West
Germany had 495,000 soldiers, and France had 500,000 soldiers (LaFeber
2002: 284).

However, “The crucial military superiority is not nuclear weapons or
weight of numbers but global deployment and firepower” (M. Mann 2003:
20). The US had fourteen bases outside its borders in 1938 (Lutz 2009).
According to the Defense Department’s annual Base Structure Report for
2003, the Pentagon owned or rented 702 overseas bases in 130 countries,
with another 6,000 bases in the US and its territories (C. Johnson 2005).
If the number of countries in the UN is taken as a proxy indicator of the
number of countries in the world, then the US had bases in 67.4 percent
of all the world’s states in 2003. Lutz and Vine estimated there were from
900 to 1,000 bases throughout the world by 2009 (Lutz 2009; Vine 2009);
personnel, according to the Defense Department, were in 150 countries
in 2011 (“US Military Personnel by Country” 2011)—that is, 78 percent
of the countries in the UN. The New American Empire has not instituted
formal colonies. Why bother, when your soldiers are there to violently en-
force your interests?

In the 1990s US firepower was especially enhanced by a “revolution in
military affairs” (RMA), which refers to “a major change in the nature of
warfare brought about by the innovative application of new technologies
which, combined with dramatic changes in military doctrine and opera-
tional and organizational concepts, fundamentally alters the character and
conduct of military operations” (M. Mann 2003: 23).!!

The inter-imperial contradiction intensified as the Soviets expanded fol-
lowing World War II. Such a situation promised reproductive vulnerabili-
ties, so the old boys became fixated on the hermeneutic puzzle of the nasty
Bear. Between 1947 and 1950 five governmental acts (the National Secu-
rity Act in 1947, NSC 4-A in 1947, NSC 10/2 in 1948, NSC 20/4 in 1948,
and above all NSC 68 in 1950) instituted the Open Door, war-making
institutions, and global domination public délires. All this created govern-
mental support for the US imperial social being’s economic system, whose
capitalist institutions were doing quite well extracting value at home and
abroad. It is time now to specify the overall structural form and glue of this
New American Empire.

A Three-Tiered Rental Empire

Since 1945 the US has developed what might be termed a three-tiered
imperial system. The “imperial core” of the US, with the most force and
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power, has been at the top of this hierarchy. Beneath the US has been a
second tier of countries that Dean Acheson spoke of in a radio speech to
the nation on 18 March 1949, when he said, “North America and West-
ern Europe have formed the two halves of what is really one community,”
which he called the “Atlantic community” (Acheson 1949). Acheson’s use
of “community” appears to reflect to his belief that many people in North
America and Western Europe broadly shared liberal cultural ideologies.
The Atlantic Community originally included capitalist Western Europe
but has increasingly grown to include honorary members such as Japan
and Australia. Taken together, the original members of the community and
the later additions might be called the “greater Atlantic community.” Since
the final elimination of formal empire, the US has tended to utilize certain
geopolitically significant states in the developing world as sub-imperialist
satrapies in the sense that they defend US interests in their region. Iran
under the Shah Mohammad Reza Pahlavi (1953-1979) was such an ally in
the Middle East. Considerable strategic rent has been paid to the second
tier via programs such as the Marshall Plan and NATO.

Second-tier states have considerable force and power; consequently,
they have some ability to negotiate relations with the core. Their auton-
omy varies. Some, such as France under President De Gaulle, have been
more independent. Others, like Germany, have been more compliant with
US demands though at times showing independence, for example with
the development of Ostpolitik under Willi Brandt in the 1960s, or Ger-
hard Schroeder’s opposition to Bush II's war in Iraq. Still others have been
spear-carriers of US imperialism, for example, Great Britain. However, all
of these second-tier states—Atlantic Community members and others
alike—basically operate in ways consistent with US public délires. They are
for capitalism—their own and that of America—and they will defend this
world with violence if necessary. Because of their privileged position in the
New American Empire, these states might be termed “advantaged clients.”

The New American Empire’s governmental elite tolerate informal sub-
imperialisms among advantaged clients, so second-tier countries in the US
empire have regions where they too continue, or try to continue, imperial
activities. The countries doing this are former formal empires, and the re-
gions they do it in are where they had their colonies. France, for example,
does this in past sub-Saharan colonies in an informal sub-empire termed
“Frangafrique” (Verschave 1999). A key rule of such regional imperialisms
is that while doing their own imperial business they should also mind the
store of the US empire. Consider, for example, that the US government
desires to weaken Hezbollah in Lebanon because it possesses considerable
military capabilities, is an ally of Iran, is anti-Israeli, and consequently is an
opponent of US Middle Eastern interests. France, especially under Presi-
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dent Sarkozy, pursued its interests in Lebanon, including opposing Hezbol-
lah, thereby doing Washington’s work. Israel assisted the CIA in the 2008
assassination of Imad Mughniyah, Hezbollah’s international operations
chief (Goldman and Nakashima 2015).

A third tier of client states exists largely in the less developed world.
These countries possess natural resources or markets coveted by countries
in the first two tiers of the empire. The more important third-tier clients
are petroleum-producing countries, especially those in the Persian Gulf
area and, increasingly, Central Asia and Africa. These third-tier states
have the least force and power in the tripartite imperial hierarchy. They
tend to be provided with fewer strategic rents from the core, and to be
accorded fewer opportunities to negotiate relations with the core. They do
what they are told. They are the Haitis, Panamas, Dominican Republics of
the world. They might be termed “ordinary clients.” Although this organi-
zation of imperial core, advantaged clients, and ordinary clients does not
include all the countries in the world—certainly the BRICs (Brazil, Russia,
India, and China) in 2010 were not US clients—it does include countries
in all parts of the world, and is therefore a global empire. The following will
consider the actors who work with core elites to choreograph operations
throughout the global New American Empire.

Advantaged and Hybrid Elites: The US requires its handler elites to manage
its client states’ subject elites, because it is these latter actors who perform
the chores equivalent to those done by colonial officials and compradors
in the colonies of formal empires. In the countries of the original Atlan-
tic Community, this is not much of problem. English, French, and Ger-
man elites come from families and go to schools that produce actors with
worldviews resembling those of their American counterparts. Graduates of
Oxbridge, a grande école, or a German dueling club differ little from their
Harvard or Yale counterparts. Because of such backgrounds, they are priv-
ileged. These people, once they have grown up and gotten jobs in either
large transnational corporations or government, should be called “advan-
taged” elites.

Matters are more complicated in the developing world, where the elites
are culturally different from their American counterparts. To do the job
of imperial management in the developing world, however, there have
emerged what Jonathan Friedman (1999: 409) calls “hybrid cosmopoli-
tans.”? I prefer the term “hybrid elites” because it is not clear that elites
are all that cosmopolitan.”® They are subject elites in strategic positions
in developing client countries’ government or economic institutions who
have been Euro-Americanized because their parents recognized the impor-
tance of sending them to schools and other establishments (camps, clubs,
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employments, neighborhoods) favored by American or European elites. So
they attended the “Harvards” and “Oxfords” of the world and during these
years acquired aspects of old-boy positional culture in addition to their
pre-existing positional culture. One US official judged Mexico’s president
to be reliable during NAFTA negotiations because he was Harvard-edu-
cated and so, according to the official, was “one of us” (Rothkopf 2009:
11). However, these subject elites are hybrids, in the sense that they are
part of whatever positional culture they came from and part old boy. They
may root for the Boston Red Sox, but at the same time hold it as a pos-
sibility that Ganesh, “Remover of Obstacles,” made Boston’s 2013 World
Series triumph possible.

Advantaged and hybrid elites participate in transnational networks by
working with handler elites in the New American imperial core. The en-
vironment is chummy. They get along in the very best places at work and
at play, treating each other to desired economic or political opportunities.
These network opportunity flows exhibit reciprocities. When somebody
gives you an opportunity, you are obliged to give something in return—to
“scratch the back” of that somebody, in American slang. Consequently,
if an American handler has given you something, you should reciprocate
when s/he wants something back. Managing the New American Empire
thus involves subject elites and core handlers scratching each other’s
backs, which in economic anthropological terms means they perform gen-
eralized reciprocity (Sahlins 1972). Elites are unlikely to describe their re-
lations as “back scratching,” which connotes corruption. More probably
they will use the language of friendship and/or kinship, which has virtuous
moral implications. For example, Hillary Clinton, when President Obama’s
secretary of State, stated, “I really consider President and Mrs. Mubarak to
be friends of my family” (in Radia 2011).

To illustrate the nature of hybrid elites, consider Saif al-Islam (literally
“Sword of Islam”), Libyan President Gaddafi’s youngest son. On the one
hand, as his father’s son he shared much of the positional culture of the
kin network that surrounded President Gadaffi. On the other hand, he was
a graduate of the London School of Economics who enjoyed the London
social circuit. Slate reported that this social circuit enjoyed “parties in St.
James’s Palace and sailed in yachts off Corfu.” The circuit included

Nat Rothschild, scion of the banking family, who gave a party for Saif when
he completed his doctorate on “civil society” and “global governance” ... Sir
Howard Davies, director of the LSE and one of Tony Blair’s economic envoys
to Libya; Lord Peter Mandelson, a former Blair adviser, Cabinet minister, and
European commissioner, who now advises “companies hoping to expand mar-
kets overseas”; Prince Andrew, who promotes British trade abroad; and, last

but not least, Blair himself. (Applebaum 2011)
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The Slate article further explained that “thanks to his [Saif’s] contacts, he
became the conduit through which British companies invested in Libya—
and through which the Libyan Investment Authority invested in British
companies” (ibid.).

Saif’s handlers took him to nice parties. In reciprocation, Saif became a
“conduit” for UK investment. A fine bit of back scratching. However, the
case of Saif illustrates the risks of being a hybrid elite. Currently, Saif rots
in a Libyan jail, betrayed by his handlers. However, one point should be
clear: advantaged and hybrid elites in transnational elite networks replace
the formal empires’ colonial administration, managing imperial operations
across the three tiers of the New American Empire. It is time now to more
exactly specify the social constitution of this empire.

Integration by Invitation or Rent? Social constitution is the manner in which
social forms are integrated, “integration” being understood as the “glue”
bonding social parts together. In this conceptualization, the analysis of so-
cial constitutions seeks to discover the forces that do the bonding. So the
current chore is to sniff out the glue that integrates the particular imperial
shape that the old boys created.

Consider one glue favored by certain liberal political thinkers. The US
has been described by Lundestad (1986) and Gaddis (1997) as an “empire
by invitation” where client states “invited” the US “to play” the role of
an imperial core (Lundestad 1986: 263). This means that the empire was
integrated by the délires of elites in the different types of neo-colonies, who
wanted US domination. Thus, unlike the formal empires, where colonies
were ultimately attached by military compulsion, the US Leviathan was
glued together by invitation, which took the form of programs like the
Marshall Plan; other development programs (e.g., those provided by the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961); and bilateral or multilateral military alli-
ances (e.g., NATO or the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization, SEATO).
However, to insist that the US Empire was, and is, integrated because its
clients’ elites desired imperial domination is an oversimplification.

This is so for two reasons. To understand the first, consider that the Em-
pire of Bagirmi in precolonial Chad would defeat its opponents, whereupon
they would ask—quite politely—to become tributaries (Reyna 1990). Fur-
ther, throughout imperial history polities about to become colonies, per-
ceiving the writing on the wall, usually either asked to be colonies or were
in some way invited to do so. So there is nothing especially novel about the
US being an empire by invitation. A second oversimplification in judging
the US empire to be constituted by invitation is that it leaves unanswered
a key question: What made motivated clients seek invitation? Only when
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this question is answered does the investigator know what glues it together.
Thus, attention turns to a search for the sticky glue adhering the US core
to its clients.

Think carrots. The hybrid and advantaged elites were motivated to seek
invitation by their handlers’ carrots, which raises the question, What is a
carrot? One answer is that it is a form of rent. A common definition of
rent is “income from hiring out land or other durable goods” (The Econ-
omist 2010). In premodern agricultural empires, the state (sovereign and
lords) owned the land. Agricultural workers supplied the sovereign and
lords with part of their labor or agricultural products as payment (rent)
for the right to use the land. In modern formal empires, the core state was
the ultimate owner of the land in its colonies by virtue of its sovereignty
over the colonial territory. Consequently, colonial officials could demand
income from their subjects—corvée labor, money, or in-kind products—by
virtue of their ownership of the colonial territory, which meant that the
subjects’ fees were effectively rents.

However, the US makes no pretense of owning the land of its client
countries. American elites make no claim of empire or of colony, and they
insist that client states are sovereign. Nonetheless, as in the formal empires
a certain type of rent, was, and is, paid in the New American Empire, only
it goes in the opposite direction, from the core imperial state to the domi-
nated client states. The rent paid is not income specifically remunerating
the use of land or other durable goods. Rather, it pays for general “backing”
from client states in the form of some of the clients’ economic or violent
force resources provided for the core’s needs. This type of rent is income
derived from the hiring out of backing. Such rents were “carrots” earlier in
this text, but they are more technically described as “strategic rents.” As an
informal empire, the US pays strategic rents to assure backing.

Strategic rents can be paid in many forms. US payments made to coun-
tries as part of the Marshall Plan were strategic rents. US foreign assistance
is an important strategic rent. Provision of military assistance is another
form of strategic rent. Between 1950 and 2000, ten million US military
personnel were stationed in Germany (Kane 2004). The money that Ger-
many did not have to spend on military force resources during this time
because the US underwrote its security was a strategic rent paid for its
backing of the New American Empire. Some US security elites have in-
dicated awareness that the US pays security rents. For example, Charles
Freeman, US ambassador to Saudi Arabia during the Iraq Wars, once con-
fided, “The basic bargain of Saudi-American relations was thus simple:
in return for preferred access to Saudi oil, the United States undertook
to protect the Kingdom against foreign threats” (in Rutledge 2005: 171).
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Elmer’s Glue-All held my sons’ model airplanes together. Strategic rent is
the Elmer’s Glue-All of American Empire.

Let us turn to Malinowski and his understanding of the social consti-
tution of the peoples he reported upon in Argonauts of the Western Pacific
([1922] 1961), which furthers our grasp of the New American Empire’s
constitution. Malinowski’s Argonauts were the Trobriand Islanders and
their neighbors in the western Pacific. He understood them to have been
organized by “forms of exchange” ([1922] 1961: 1), one of which, the kula,
formed the topic of Argonauts. The kula involved exchange of valuables
(vaygu'a) between men inhabiting the different islands surrounding the
Trobriands. A type of bracelet (mwali) was given for a type of necklace
(soulava). A mwali could only be exchanged for a soulava and vice versa.
The exchange was immediate. When a mwali was given, a soulava had to
be returned. Technically, this was balanced reciprocity (Sahlins 1972). The
exchange never stopped, in the sense that a holder could never decide
to horde vaygw'a: it always had to be re-exchanged. Gifts had to be made
against equivalent. Thus, the kula was an exchange system based upon
equal reciprocities. It integrated the Trobrianders and their neighbors by
connecting them in a network of continual acquisition of valuables.

The US Empire is also constituted as a system of exchange, though it
differs structurally from that of the Trobriand Islanders because the kula
did not operate so that one category of actors in the exchange accumulated
value at the expense of others. Empires do not work this way. The imperial
core extracts more than it gives. This is the case with the US rental empire.
American rent-givers want the backing they receive from support-givers
to provide force resources to fuel imperial projects, ultimately politically
those of force accumulation or economically those of value accumulation.
The empire only works when what is received in return for strategic rent
payments exceeds that rent, that is, when the exchanges exhibit negative
reciprocity. This is because when an empire receives less in backing than it
gives out, it suffers decline in the force resources it requires to reproduce
itself. Seen in this optic, it is clear that if support received does not exceed
strategic rent paid, then the empire moves toward reproductive vulnera-
bility. For example, money the US provided to the Atlantic Community
via the Marshall Plan was intended to grow American capitalism by giv-
ing European economies the means to purchase American commodities.
It succeeded and “fueled a tremendous demand for U.S. exports” (R. Scott
2002). The New American Empire might thus be viewed as a vast system
of negative reciprocities whose elites deploy underlings to serve their délire
of accumulating force resources. Now, drawing the various strands of this
chapter together, I will respond to the question, what is new in the New
American Empire?
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Not by Invitation, but by Invisibility?

We proclaimed a dream of an America that would be a Shining City on a Hill.
(Ronald Reagan’s Nomination Acceptance Speech, 1984, in Michael Reagan
and J. Denney 1997)

Date: February 21, 2010

Place: Convoy en route to Kandahar

Circumstances: U.S. aerial forces attacked a three-car convoy traveling to
a market in Kandehat. The convoy had planned on continuing to Kabul so
that some of the passengers could get medical treatment. At least three dozen
people were passengers in the three cars. The front car was an SUV type ve-
hicle, and the last was a Land Cruiser. When the first car was hit by U.S. air
fire, women in the second car jumped out and waved their scarves to indicate
that they were civilians. U.S. helicopters continued to fire rockets and machine
guns, killing 21 people and wounding 13.

U.S. /NATO acknowledgement that the people killed were unarmed
civilians:

Feb 24, 2010—General Stanley McChrystal delivered a videotaped apology.
(Voices Co-coordinators 2010).

Contemplate two rather different beings: President Reagan’s dream and
a three car convoy wending its way to Kandahar in Afghanistan. In the
first quotation Reagan, a skilled hermeneut, evoked Governor Winthrop's
ghost. America is, he dreams, that shining city on the hill, representing the
highest aspirations of humanity. Now consider the second quotation, an
account of US aerial operations in Afghanistan. This concerns not what
Americans dream, but what they actually do. In early 2010 US troops
shadowing a three-vehicle convoy by helicopter opened fire on it, and
when women left the vehicles and waved their scarves to signal they were
civilians, the helicopter returned to rocket them again, killing twenty-one
and wounding thirteen. Good shooting!

Lest one think this an atypical anecdote, consider what General Stanley
McChrystal, then commander of US/NATO forces in Afghanistan, had
to say about such incidents, “We’ve shot an amazing number of people
... and, to my knowledge, none has proven to have been a real threat to
the force” (J. Elliott 2010). On the one hand, some elites insist that the
US represents the highest of human aspirations; on the other, its soldiers
butcher women. How might one apprehend the two opening quotations?

First, let us be clear about one matter. Arthur Schlesinger Jr., the Har-
vard hermeneut introduced earlier who might be expected to be an em-
pire-denier, endorses the basic premise of the present and the prior chapter,
insisting, “who can doubt that there is an American empire’—an “infor-
mal” empire, not colonial in polity, but still richly equipped with imperial
paraphernalia: troops, ships, planes, bases, proconsuls, local collaborators,
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all spread around the luckless planet” (1986: 141). Empire-deniers have
tried to disguise these actualities behind their claim that the US was, and
is, a sacred, shining city on a hill representing humanity’s “highest aspira-
tions.” This chapter and the previous one have demonstrated how, over
two shape-shifting centuries, the US has been an aggressively expanding
imperial social being.

But another question remains: Just what is “new” about the current
shape of this empire? A helpful way to answer is to clarify what is old about
it. Like the oldest of ancient empires—the Akkadians in what is now Iraq
(2250 Bc)—the New American Empire is a fusion of governmental and
economic systems united in the extraction of force resources from domi-
nated populations. Yet despite its ancient structure, it incorporates a nov-
elty: it is concealed behind its informality. Think of this informality as a
cloaking device, like the one featured in the famous television series Star
Trek. Its “troops, ships, planes, bases, proconsuls, local collaborators” are
not “imperial paraphernalia’—at least, not in any formal sense. They are
just hardworking elites—American handlers working with their subject
elites, going about everyday business. When Reagan rhapsodized about
how America represents the “highest aspirations” of humanity, he was in
effect acting like Captain Kirk switching on the starship Enterprise’s cloak-
ing device. The novelty of the New American Empire is that it moves
about not by invitation, but by invisibility, disguising its actors as ordinary
folk in other peoples’ countries.

But this recognition alone does not do full justice to the originality of
the American imperialism. Informal empire is not unique to the Amer-
icans. As observed in the last chapter, it was practiced by the British in
nineteenth-century South America, for example. The difference is that
the American Empire is entively informal, whereas the British Empire for
most of its history was mostly formal.

A further novelty pertains to scale. At its height the British Empire
occupied roughly a quarter of the earth’s surface (N. Ferguson 2004: 15).
That was big, to be sure, but US imperialism has striven for world domina-
tion since NSC 68, and following the end of the Cold War such dominion
seemed realizable in part because of increased force, both economic and
violent. The US gross national product grew from about $3 trillion in 1950
to about $15 trillion in 2011. In 1938 the US had fourteen military bases
outside its borders. In 2009 it had approximately 1,000 such bases operat-
ing everywhere on the planet.

Here then is the full novelty of the being the old boys constituted at
creation. The US has always been an imperial social being. But what is
now out there is a triple-tiered rental empire, a global system wielding
enormous amounts of violent force. This combination of global reach and
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capacity for violence is the innovation in Acheson’s and the other old boys’
work at creation. Bluntly, it is the largest concatenation of human force
the world has ever seen. In Nietzsche’s terms, it is a truly global “monster
of energy” cloaked by empire-denying hermeneuts’ insistence that it is a
“shining city upon a hill.”

The introduction of this volume promised readers a journey. So far they
have been taken to “a period of creation” in the sea of late modernity and
have glimpsed constitution of a social being, the New American Empire.
The journey continues in the next chapter. Readers learn it is not easy
being an imperial Leviathan navigating contemporary seas. American im-
perialism has toiled against a rising coalescence of political contradictions
and the one-two punch of cyclical and systemic economic contradictions.
The next chapter details the contradictory currents the empire itself gen-
erates, and in so doing reveals why it is a world of very late modernity.

Notes

1. Useful discussion of the Establishment in the immediate postwar period can be found in
Isaacson and Thomas (1986). Burton Hersh (2001) discusses the elites and the founding of
the CIA. Thompson (2009) explores the roles of Kennan and Nitze in creation of the postwar
world. Beisner (2006) does the same for Acheson.

2. Gatzambide-Ferndndez (2009) shows how students at private schools construct elite
identities. Bird ([1998] 2000: 23-71) provides a rich account of the old-boy upbringing of the
Bundy brothers, important security elites of the Vietnam War.

3. A distinction should be made between “good old boys” and “old boys.” The former
phrase denotes networks of non-wealthy Southern men of rural background. The latter phrase
is derived from the term used to designate graduates of English private schools. To enhance
their distinction, graduates of certain American private schools began to also call themselves
old boys.

4. Does competition between imperial social beings inevitably progress to warfare! De-
bates over this question are ongoing. Some non-Marxists have insisted that empire is a source
of peace, as in the Pax Romana of the Roman Empire or the Pax Britannica of the nine-
teenth-century English Empire (N. Ferguson 2004). Marxist scholars, especially around the
time of World War I, fell into two camps. Those like Rudolf Hilferding, Rosa Luxemburg,
Nicholai Bukharin, and Vladimir Lenin believed that imperialism was a stage of finance capi-
talism that led to war, whereas more moderate Marxists like Karl Kautsky argued that this was
not the case. The text presents an argument explaining when two empires are likely to war. It
does not address the question of its inevitability.

Certainly, imperial systems have frequently warred with each other in the modern world.
The Spanish and Dutch empires fought in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries. The
Dutch and English empires battled in the last half of the seventeenth century. The English
and the French dueled from the seventeenth until the early nineteenth century. Next the
German and the Japanese Empires took on the French and British Empires, aided by their
informally imperial US allies, between 1914 and 1918 and then again in 1939 to 1945.

5. Gaddis’s position on Stalin’s mental state is equivocal. In 1972, he stated Stalin had “al-
most paranoid suspicion” but 349 pages later labeled him as exhibiting “paranoia” (1972: 10,
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359). Later he admitted Stalin exhibited “extraordinary administrative performance” (1997:
8), something not associated with psychosis. Zubok and Pleshakov (1996: 274-277) revealed
Soviet documents made available following the Cold War that undermine the case for Stalin’s
paranoia.

6. Mitchell (2011) reports that a fair amount of Marshall Plan investment went into trans-
forming Europe from coal to oil energy. Europe had large amounts of coal but lacked oil, which
was largely controlled by US companies, deepening European client states’ dependency on
America.

7. Two major institutions were instituted to do this. The first was the Council for Mutual
Economic Assistance (COMECON) founded in 1949. COMECON was the USSR’s reply to
the formation of the Organization for European Economic Co-operation in Western Europe.
It included the USSR, Eastern Germany, Bulgaria, Poland, Hungary, Rumania, Czechoslo-
vakia, and Albania. These countries—the Eastern Bloc—came to be referred to by US au-
thorities as the “Soviet Empire” (Gaddis 1997: 28). COMECON was a centralized agency for
initiating and directing economic development in Eastern Europe, which among other things
involved mutual trade agreements. Soviet trade with Eastern Europe, at $380 million in 1947,
doubled in 1948, quadrupled by 1950, and exceeded $2.5 billion in 1952. Fully three-quarters
of Eastern European trade took place within Eastern Europe (LaFeber 2002: 75). The eco-
nomic door had effectively shut.

The second major institution was the Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assis-
tance established on the USSR’s initiative in 1955 in Warsaw, Poland (hence its usual name,
the Warsaw Pact). Members of this military alliance promised to assist each other if attacked.
The Warsaw Pact included the same countries as COMECON, except that Albania was not
a member. The Warsaw Pact meant that the Soviets would fight to keep the closed door of
Eastern Europe shut tight and, on occasion, to band together exploiting targets of opportunity
in other areas of the globe.

8. Inderfurth and Loch (2004) and Rothkopf (2006) have written major studies of the
NSC.

9. James Carroll (2006) describes the origins of the Department of Defense and its growth
thereafter. Risen (2006), and Weiner (2008) do the same for the CIA. Alfred McCoy (2006)
documents CIA use of torture.

10. The origin of the domino theory is unknown. Frank Ninkovich (1994: xvi) believes
that a general domino theory was ‘first elaborated” during World War I by President Wilson.
P M. H. Bell (2001: 117) suggests that General George Marshall in 1947 was first to advocate
the idea that communist expansion could be interpreted in terms of a domino theory. By the
late 1940s it seems to have been diffused throughout the Truman administration.

11. The US government spends enormous sums of money on RMA. The US research and
development budget for military in 2004 was $69.9 billion compared to $48 billion for all
nonmilitary projects (Barlas 2004). In the 2000s US universities received on the order of $4
billion annually for defense research (Ghoshroy 2011).

12. Friedman’s identification of hybrid cosmopolitans in the 1990s was followed by a series
of studies of transnational or global elites (Sklair 2001; Rothkopf 2009; W. Carroll 2010).
These researches are largely restricted to transnational capitalist classes. This, I believe, ig-
nores political elites.

13. If one meaning of cosmopolitan is openness to difference, I am not certain that any
elites are at all cosmopolitan. Rather, they are partisans defending their particular class posi-
tions. For example, certain privileged Chileans who took economics degrees at the University
of Chicago in the 1950s and 1960s went on to work for Pinochet’s dictatorship. Being good
hybrids, they worked to defend Chile’s upper class-interests using the ideology of Chicago-style
neoliberalism.
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Chapter 5

BURDENS OF EMPIRE

Contradictions and Reproductive Vulnerabilities

Economic strength at home and abroad is the foundation of America’s hard
and soft power. Earlier enemies learned that America is the arsenal of democ-
racy; today’s enemies will learn that America is the economic engine for free-
dom, opportunity and development. (Robert Zoellick, 20 September 2001, in
M. Mann 2003: 49)

Despite the aura of omnipotence most empires project, a look at their history
should remind us that they are fragile organisms. (A. McCoy 2010: 1)

Robert Zoellick, at the time President Bush II's trade representative,
uttered the above quotation in the jittery days immediately after 9/11,
reassuring everybody that America’s “economic strength” was the “engine”
of “freedom, opportunity and development.” Assumed in Zoellick’s dis-
course is that the imperial engine has plenty of “power” to go about its
business. This chapter interrogates that assumption and in doing so sub-
mits that the most powerful social being in history—Leviathan of Levia-
thans—is at the same time, as McCoy put it in the second quote, “fragile.”

Remember two points: first, that three major variables in global warring
theory (contradiction, reproduction, and global warring) account for the
power dynamics of empire; and second, that contradictions in this theory
are supposed to intensify and coalesce, leading to reproductive vulnera-
bility. The past chapter showed how the inter-imperial contradiction had
led to reproductive vulnerability, which the security elites sought to fix
by constituting their imperial Leviathan. If the economic system, as the
ultimate producer of force, is viewed as the engine of a social being, then
the present chapter probes the engine of the New American Empire. It de-
tails the relationship between economic contradictions and reproduction,
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seeking to discover whether contradictions have intensified and coalesced,
producing vulnerabilities. At issue will be the state of cyclical and system-
atic, economic contradictions.

Up and Down, More Down

“In 1974-1975 the U.S. economy and the world economy as a whole en-
tered a full-fledged structural crisis,” involving “worsening conditions of
accumulation” (Foster and McChesney 2009: 9). First it was good. The
years immediately after World War II until roughly the mid 1970s have
been called a “golden age” for US capitalism (Marglin and Shor 1992).
Then it got bad. The years roughly from 1973 though the present have
witnessed what is termed a “long downturn” (Brenner 1998: i) of the US
economy—what Foster and McChesney term “a full-fledged structural cri-
sis.” This section shows how the long economic downturn corresponds to
the intensification and coalescence of cyclical and systemic contradictions,
which saddled the New American Empire with a reproductive vulnerabil-
ity. Analysis reveals a double cycling of the US economy since 1945 that is
up and down—maybe more down than up.!

Cyclical Contradictions

The double cycling of the US and global economy since 1945—a “long
upturn” followed by a “long downturn” (Brenner 1998: i)—has been dra-
matic. So impressive was the upturn that it has been characterized as “the
most sustained and profitable period of economic growth in the history of
world capitalism” (McCormick 1989: 99). During its course, the Nobel
Prize—winning economist Robert Solow (1970: 410) announced that the
cycling of capitalist economies had been solved after all: “The old notion
of a ‘business cycle’ is not very interesting any more.” Solow was wrong.
Joan Robinson reported that the expansion gradually ended in the late
1960s and by 1973 had turned into a “leaden age” (1962: 54). The world’s
annual GDP increase, which had averaged 3.6 percent during the 1960s,
fell to 2.1 percent in the 1970s, 1.3 percent in the 1980s, 1.1 percent in
the 1990s, and 1 percent in the 2000s (Bond 2006: 14—15). No serious
economist challenges this characterization of the economics of the years
since 1945.

A second cycle in the double cycling, occurring within the long down-
turn itself, has involved alternation between growth phases guillotined by
five recessions in 1973-1974, 1981-1982, 1990-1991, 2001-2002, and
2008-2010. In the US economy the 1970s recession inaugurated a time
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of “stagflation”—the conjuncture of high inflation, high unemployment,
and economic stagnation. Unemployment rose from 5.1 percent in Jan-
uary 1974 to 9.0 percent in May 1975. Inflation, which had averaged 3.2
percent annually following World War II, more than doubled in 1973 to a
7.7 percent annual rate. By 1979 inflation had reached 11.3 percent, and
in 1980 it soared to 13.5 percent. The conservative hermeneut Martin
Feldstein (Harvard and Oxford), writing at the end of the 1970s, observed:
“There is a strong temptation to regard the poor performance of the past
decade as the beginning of a new long-term adverse trend for the Ameri-
can economy. It is, however, too early to know whether such an explana-
tion is really warranted” (1980: 2). It was.

Another recession began in 1980 and continued through 1982. Some
have argued that this recession was initiated by attempts to deal with stag-
flation, especially a tightening of monetary policy by Federal Reserve Board
Chairman Paul Volker. Decline in the US manufacturing sector became
noticeable during this recession. In the mid 1960s manufacturing output
was 27 percent of GNP; by 2003, these numbers had fallen precipitously to
about 13.8 percent (McKinnon 2004: 1). By the 1980s the manufacturing
sectors in other advanced capitalist countries—Japan and Germany espe-
cially—had rebounded from World War II, provoking serious competition
with US industry. This competition was “one cause” (Plotnick et al. 2000:
285) of the deindustrialization that became serious in the 1980s. As a re-
sult of the deindustrialization, “older regions of the country had trouble
recovering as entire industries collapsed, leaving distress in a wide swath
that became known as the “Rust Belt” (Galambos 2000: 965) because of
the severe job loss it suffered. Katherine Newman (1988: ix), writing of the
1980s, reported, “hundreds of thousands of middle class families plunge
down America’s social ladder every year.” Additionally, the recession, in
conjunction with deregulation, led to problems in the US financial sector
throughout the late 1980s. On the Black Monday of 19 October 1987, a
stock market collapse of unprecedented size—larger than that of 1929—
reduced the Dow Jones Industrial Average by 22.6 percent, causing banks
and savings and loan institutions to fail at exceptionally high rates (Law-
rence White 1991). The US economic problems of the 1980s carried over
into the early 1990s. The panic that followed the 1987 recession led to
a sharp recession in the US in 1990, and for the next few years the US
economy exhibited high unemployment, massive government budgetary
deficits, and slow GDP growth.

Then, in the mid 1990s, the US economy rebounded. Trade opportu-
nities expanded after the fall of the Soviet Union and its satellites. Tech-
nological developments brought a wide range of new electronic products.
Telecommunications and computer networking advances led to an ex-
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panding computer hardware and software industry. The Internet was born.
A dot-com boom began, based on companies’ sales of products and ser-
vices derived from the Internet. Also during the 1990s, at the urging of
the Clinton administration, the financial sector was further deregulated.
This led to the invention of novel financial instruments, especially de-
rivatives like collateralized debt obligations or credit default swaps. Wall
Street prospered greatly, at least for the next few years, and like the fi-
nancial sector, so did the whole economy. Corporate profits rose quickly,
inflation and unemployment were low, and strong profits sent the stock
market surging as the Dow Jones Industrial Average, which had stood at
just 1,000 in the late 1970s, hit the 11,000 mark in 1999. For this reason
Joseph Stiglitz (2004: in the subtitle)—another winner of the Nobel Prize
for Economics, a liberal hermeneut, and a member of President Clinton’s
Council of Economic Advisors—called the 1990s “the World’s Most Pros-
perous Decade.” Stiglitz was wrong. For the US and the world, the average
annual GDP growth rate in 1990-1996 was lower both than it had been in
either 1965-1980 or 1980-1990 (Palley 1999: 3). Worse trouble loomed.

In 2009 Time magazine announced that the US and the world were in
“the Great Recession” (Gibbs 2009). Trillions of dollars in stock value were
lost. For a time in 2008, Paul Krugman (2009) wrote that key economic
indicators—such as world trade and world industrial production—"“were
falling as fast as or faster than they did in 1929-1930. But in the 1930s
the trend lines kept heading down.” The plunge appeared to have halted
by 2010. However, “if the Great Recession,” according to Foster and Mc-
Chesney, “leveled off before plunging into the depths of a second Great
Depression, it nevertheless left the US and world economies in shambles,”
where “capacity utilization in industry is a shadow of what it was only a
year ago” (2009: 1).

So there has been a double cycling the US economy between 1945 and
2010: first upturn, then downturn; and then, within the long downturn, a
second cycling as the economy ricocheted into and out of five recessions,
with the last two occurring closer together and the last by far the gravest.
This cycling, especially that of the long downturn, is explained in chapters
7 and 8, which will return readers to the overproduction discussed when
considering US imperial growth at the end of the nineteenth century. Con-
sider the next, systemic contradictions.

“Potential ... Collapse”

We're looking at potential system collapse, politically as well as physically.
(Dyer 2008: 33)
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Gwynne Dyer, a environmental commentator, believes the world’s ecol-
ogy is at risk of “potential system crisis.” Why? Prior to the present there
were five major mass extinctions: the first 440 million years ago (mya);
the second 370 mya, the third 245 mya, the fourth 210 mya, and the fifth
65 mya, which did in the dinosaurs. In 1995, E. O. Wilson estimated that
about 30,000 species annually were being driven to extinction (Eldredge
2001). A few years later, the American Museum of Natural History (1998)
in New York conducted a survey among biologists concerning these extinc-
tions and found that “seven out of ten biologists” believed “that we are in
the midst of a mass extinction of living things, and that this loss of species
will pose a major threat to human existence in the next century.” Dyer’s
“system crisis” is a sixth extinction and a “threat to human existence.”
The narrative below argues that in some measure, the sixth extinction is
propelled by a systemic contradiction roiling the US Leviathan. Marx will
help to make this case.

An Ecological Marx: Marx, as others have observed, might be said to have
had a love-hate attitude toward capitalism: on the one hand he despised
what it did to people, but on the other he recognized that its productive
forces (termed “economic force resources” in chapter 2) were extraordi-
narily powerful, driven as they were to ceaselessly accumulate. This con-
tinual growth, he believed, threatened capitalism with expansion beyond
its structural limits and self-destruction. He conceptualized this destruc-
tion as a consequence of the contradiction between the development of
productive forces and productive relations, where capitalists, to maintain
or improve their position within prevailing competitive productive rela-
tions, choreographed their productive forces as fully as possible, propelling
them toward their limits. Marx was especially interested in the productive
force of labor (designated “actors” in chapter 2), believing that to accu-
mulate capital capitalists needed to increasingly exploit the working class,
motivating it to revolt and eradicate capitalism.

Marx was less interested in contradictions between capitalist production
relations and the force resource of land (i.e., land/capital contradictions).
Perhaps this was due to his distress over the fate of the proletariat during
the development of capitalist productive forces. Perhaps it was also because
there was little information about the effect of capitalist development upon
natural resources in the mid nineteenth century.’ Nevertheless, capitalists’
délires to continually accumulate capital obliged them to utilize growing
amounts of land. Capitalist farmers, for example, literally used increasing
land areas, whereas steel manufactures used more and more iron ore.

Perpetual consumption of land resources could push production toward
the limits in two ways. In the first, “indirect” way, continual use of a land
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resource might lead to changes that threaten production. For example,
farmers might bring all the arable land into production and then over-farm
it, causing drastic declines in soil fertility. In the second, “direct” way, the
continual use of a land resource itself threatens production because the
resource occurs in finite amounts. For example, it is possible that steel
manufactures might use so much iron ore that they run eventually out of
it. Contemporary capitalism appears to be rushing toward a systemic capi-
tal/land contradiction for both of these reasons.

The problem is energy. Capitalism, as shown earlier, must have energy—
enormous amounts of it. Energy largely comes from burning hydrocarbons
(i.e., fossil fuels such as oil, gas, and coal), which are forms of land whose
combustion releases carbon dioxide. Hydrocarbons are limited, mean-
ing consumption of them pushes capitalism toward its functional limits.
Should fossil fuels be used up and not replaced by other energy sources,
then the engine of capitalism might have its parts, but no energy to make
them work. Further, burning hydrocarbons puts increasing amounts of car-
bon dioxide into the atmosphere, producing global warming, which can
have dire consequences. Global warming and peak oil emerge as two man-
ifestations of this intensifying capital/land contradiction.

Global Warming: Global warming indirectly influences capitalist accu-
mulation, but in potentially calamitous ways. During Marx’s lifetime,
knowledge that greenhouse gases existed, and that their increase could
cause global warming, was just beginning to be acquired. Now worldwide
temperatures are increasing, creating a potential for global “catastrophe”
(J. Hansen 2009).* Global warming—sometimes called the greenhouse
effect—is the process by which absorption and emission of infrared radia-
tion by gases in the atmosphere heats the planet’s lower atmosphere and
surface. The French mathematician and physicist Joseph Fourier (1824)
first proposed this in the Annales de Chimie et de Physique, a journal Marx
was unlikely to have read. After Marx’s death, Svante Arrhenius (1896:
267) calculated that “if the quantity of carbonic acid [CO,] increased in
geometric progression, the augmentation of the temperature will increase
nearly in arithmetic progression.”

Greenhouse gases include carbon dioxide, methane, and certain other
chemical compounds. A greenhouse gas permits solar radiation (sunlight)
to pass through the atmosphere to the earth’s surface and be re-radiated
back into the atmosphere as longer-wave energy (heat). Greenhouse gases
“trap” some of this heat in the lower atmosphere, thereby raising surface
temperatures. The major greenhouse gases are water vapor, which causes
about 3670 percent of the greenhouse effect; carbon dioxide (CO,), 9-26
percent; methane (CH,), 4-9 percent; and ozone (O,), 3-7 percent.
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The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the UN
agency instituted to scientifically evaluate climate change, states, “Warm-
ing of the climate system is unequivocal” (Solomon et al. 2007: 5). Global
surface temperature increased 1.33 degrees Fahrenheit during the twenti-
eth century. The concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere was at
190 ppm (parts per million) 21,000 years ago.’ It rose to 280 ppm just prior
to the Industrial Revolution (c. 1700) and thereafter increased rapidly to
290 ppm in 1900, 316 ppm in 1959, 363.8 ppm in 1997, and 388 ppm in
2010. The current level of the “rate of increase” of CO, is “unprecedented
in the paleoclimate record” (Houghton 2009: 90). At carbon dioxide levels
above 350 ppm (Hansen 2009) the earth is believed to experience delete-
rious consequences, and

recent results show that most of the adverse effects of global warming are run-
ning at or above the worst case predictions and records of only a few years
ago—including the movement of Greenland glaciers, sea level rise, areas un-
der drought and flood around the world, Arctic sea ice loss, oceans becom-
ing acidic and warmer and reducing the amount of vital plankton in the seas,
methane escaping from thawing permafrost in the Arctic, and a reduction of
plant growth rather than an increase as many assumed. (Braasch 2010)

What made the greenhouse gases burgeon? Most greenhouse gases
come from the burning of fossil fuels in the energy sector, by far the largest
emitter of greenhouse gases (70 percent), followed by the land use sec-
tor (23 percent), waste management (4 percent), and industrial processes
(3 percent). Yergin (1993) has documented the enormous increase in the
fossil fuel industry. As these enterprises grow, more energy is required; as
more energy is required, more oil, natural gas, and coal are burned; as more
fossil fuels are burned, more greenhouse gases are emitted into the atmo-
sphere, and the closer the global economy edges to systemic crisis. Clearly,
“the origins of climate change are deeply rooted in the development of the
global capitalist economy” (Newell and Paterson 2010: 9). Equally clearly,
and ironically, capitalism is a force producing an unintended power, insofar
as it causes “a climate increasingly inhospitable to the very industries most
responsible for its warming” (Klein 2014). This irony is a contradiction:
what capitalism does to be capitalism harms capitalism.

What harms can global warming inflict upon human life? Though re-
spondents to this question are embroiled in heated debate, three general-
izations seem safe. The first is that wealthy, Northern, capitalist countries
will be better able to mitigate climate change’s effects. The second is that
wealthy, Northern elites will be less affected. The third is that the rest of
humanity will likely suffer stark consequences. The Stern review provides
a respected estimate of economic effects, forecasting that in the absence
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of serious mitigation, the costs of global warming will have reached 20
percent of total global output by the end of the twenty-first century (N.
Stern 2007). Bear in mind that the bulk of these costs would be expe-
rienced in the poor South. Further, it is likely that the “most important
impact of climate change will be an acute and permanent crisis of food sup-
ply” (Dyer 2008: ix). One report estimated that in the first decade of the
twenty-first century, global warming was responsible for 300,000 deaths
and $125 billion in economic losses each year (Vidal 2009). Should global
warming worsen, humanity could become one of the 30,000 species that go
extinct each year.® Global warming, however, is only a half of the capital/
land contradiction, which brings us to peak oil and a more direct assault
on capitalism.

Peak Oil: The significance of peak oil is made clear by the understanding
of energy in physics as “the ability to do” or “the capacity to do work”
(Heinberg 2003: 1). In the terms used in this volume, energy is produced
by force. It is that which is has the ability to cause certain powers, that is,
“to do” things. Clearly, actors’ labor has its force, or energy, as do various
instruments. However, the most important sources of force are those that
can augment the powers of labor or instruments. This energy is acquired
by a process that William Catton (1980) has called “drawdown”: the con-
sumption of stocks of energy provided by land. The use of wood to create
fire is perhaps the first form of energy drawdown in human history.

Two sorts of drawdown might be distinguished: one utilizing renewable
sources of energy that, once consumed, can be replaced; and the other
using nonrenewable energy sources that are irreplaceable after they are
consumed. Firewood burned to provide heat energy is a replaceable energy
resource. Nonrenewable energy sources include “coal, oil, natural gas, and
uranium” (Heinberg 2003: 28). Qil is a good example. According to Ken-
neth Boulding, distinguished founder of general systems theory, “In 1859
the human race discovered a huge treasure chest in its basement. This was
oil and gas, a fantastically cheap and easily available source of energy. We
did, or at least some of us did, what anybody does who discovers a treasure
chest in the basement—Ilive it up” (in ibid.: 43).

However, there was a problem. It had been known since ancient times
that there was oil in the earth. But no one yet knew how to get at it; that
is, no way of getting hold of the treasure in the chest had been discov-
ered. But in 1859 Colonel Edwin Drake devised a way of drilling into
the earth to get the oil in Titusville, Pennsylvania. Drake’s drilling was
successful: he had developed a drawdown technology to get at the trea-
sure in the chest. Then, as industrialization spread throughout the globe,
capitalist elites lived “it up,” devising ways to use oil to run the various
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engines of economic activity. In our terms, a drilling technology had been
invented to acquire oil from of land to provide the force for myriad eco-
nomic practices.

Here it is useful to give an idea of the number and importance of these
practices. Refined oil—diesel fuel, gasoline, jet fuel, kerosene, and liquefied
petroleum gas—is fuel. In today’s world, fuel is the most important energy
source. Petroleum is also the raw material for many chemical products, in-
cluding pharmaceuticals, solvents, fertilizers, pesticides, and plastics. Cer-
tain types of resultant hydrocarbons may be mixed with non-hydrocarbons
to create other end products—alkenes that can be manufactured into plas-
tics or other compounds; lubricants; wax; sulfur—or useful industrial ma-
terials like bulk tar; asphalt; the petroleum coke used in specialty carbon
products; paraffin wax; and aromatic petrochemicals used as precursors in
other chemical products.

Because these oil products are either the energy or raw material inputs
in the running of large machines, petroleum is vital to industrial manu-
facturing. As the major fuel, oil is also crucial to transportation, which is
essential to operation of nearly all industrial enterprise because it is the
means by which distribution of products occurs, and distribution is nec-
essary for profit realization and capital accumulation. Transportation in
the form of affordable cars and cheap gasoline have enabled the subur-
banization—with its associated housing developments, malls, offices, and
parks—that distinguishes residential patterns increasingly found around
the world. Transportation, in the form of cars, buses, airplanes, and ocean
liners, underlies the tourism and recreation industries as well. Many fertil-
izers, herbicides, and pesticides are made from petroleum products, so oil
is likewise crucial to agriculture. Finally, militaries rely upon oil-powered
planes, helicopters, ships, armored vehicles, and the like—in other words,
the instruments of war. Without the force resource oil, humans cannot
grow the food, make the goods, run the armies, and work the educational
systems and medias that are the economics, politics, and culture of con-
temporary social beings. Oil and gas, then, are force resources that enable
other force resources to have power. No oil means no advanced modern
capitalism.

Hence the problem: when Colonel Drake showed how to realize oil
drawdown, he initiated huge utilization of an effectively nonrenewable
resource. Most petroleum in the earth was made in the Jurassic period
(180,000,000 million years BP) as the remains of tiny plants and animals
were subjected to enormous amounts of heat and pressure. It is true that
some oil is in the process of being made today, but it will take millions upon
millions of years for this process to produce new oil. Consequently, the oil
that is in the ground at present is effectively all there is.
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No one has exact knowledge of the amount of oil and gas in the ground.
However, estimates of the amount of oil in the ground are based on the
proven reserves of oil in each country.” A recent estimate puts this at 1,477
billion barrels of crude oil (OPEC 2014)—a lot of oil, but at the same
time all there is. Once consumed, it is no more, and if there is no petro-
leum replacement, there is no capitalism. Currently, despite theoretical
concurrence that some replacement(s) for oil could exist, theory is not
yet actuality. No energy source that now exists can replace oil and gas
(see Kunstler 2006: 100-147). This realization highlights the importance
of understanding the likely history of oil utilization. At this point the work
of M. King Hubbert becomes relevant.

Hubbert (1956), a geophysicist and sometime employee of Shell Oil,
theorized the trajectory of oil’s development. He hypothesized that oil sup-
plies, like other limited resources, would take the form of a bell curve:
an ascending slope as output increased; a highest point before decrease
set in; and a descending slope as output decreased. At the high point,
now known as “Hubbert’s Peak,” oil output stagnates and then declines,
whereupon economic tribulations caused by dwindling supply commence.
It was unclear how analysts would know the production peak had been
reached, though situations where oil demand exceeded supply would be
a likely indicator that peak oil was approaching or had arrived. Initially
Hubbert’s position was viewed with disdain. However, his prediction that
US oil production would peak in the 1970s was borne out to some extent:
US oil production reached its highest point in the 1970s and thereafter
declined, until the development of fracking techniques.

Enormous amounts of oil have been consumed since the publication of
Hubbert’s views in the 1950s. This represents an enormous drawdown on
Boulding’s “treasure chest in the basement.” An influential Department of
Energy study known as the Hirsch Report evaluated the implications of this
petroleum consumption, concluding that “peaking will happen” (Hirsch,
Bezdek, and Wendling 2005: 64). When is “not known” (ibid.: 5), but the
report foretold “dramatically higher prices” upon its occurrence, producing
“massive demand destruction” and “protracted economic hardship” (ibid.:
5, 65). There would be an inverse relationship between the amount of
petroluem produced and capitalist enterprise, for as the amount of oil pro-
duced diminished, industrial production decline would intensify, damaging
other sectors of capitalist economies in a cascading effect. Hirsch and his
co-authors bluntly warned that “the world has never faced a problem like
this” (ibid.: 64). The Hirsch Report was reluctant to forecast when peak
oil would arrive. Hubbert was bolder. He predicted it was likely to happen
around 1995-2000 (Grubb 2011). The inverse relationship just identified

between petroleum production and capitalist enterprise means an intensi-
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fying land/capital contradiction involving hydrocarbons. As these produc-
tive, land forces are increasingly developed, capitalist enterprise’s capacity
to survive—let alone accumulate capital—decreases.

One further point concerns the positive relationship between hydrocar-
bon utilization and global warming. As Heinberg (2003: 3) explains, “The
world’s oil and coal fields represent vast stores of carbon that have been se-
questered under the earth’s surface for hundreds of millions of years,” and
the burning of these petroleum and coal products releases huge amounts
of carbon into the atmosphere, contributing to global warming. The co-
occurrence of growing global warming and the arrival of peak oil warns of a
rapidly increasing, systemic capital/land contradiction and the “potential”
for “system collapse.” There is lively debate over whether humans will be
part of the ongoing sixth extinction, but no debate about whether this is
possible. It is time to conclude the present chapter by recognizing where
we stand in the argument establishing the plausibility of global warring
theory.

Very Late Modernity

Chapters 4 and 5 explained that the US is and has been a shape-shifting
empire from its very beginnings in 1783, and that by 1950 it had become
the New American Empire. This chapter has examined its economic con-
tradictions since 1950. Economic elites choreographed events in the quest
for capital accumulation. This pursuit resulted in both coalescing and in-
tensifying cyclical and systemic contradictions, raising reproductive vul-
nerabilities. The US Leviathan might be the most powerful social being in
the history, but its vulnerabilities make it a brittle one.

Next consider the first general proposition of global warring theory—
namely, that

intensification and coalescence of an empire’s political and economic contra-
dictions increase its reproductive vulnerabilities.

Certainly the information in this and the previous chapter support this
proposition. Later chapters will further document how worsening contra-
dictions, and the vulnerabilities they generate, lead to more heremenutics
and public délires, and eventually to global warring.

Finally, this chapter clarifies why the present is a time of very late mo-
dernity. In this book’s introduction, modernity was said to be a period
dominated by institutions of capitalist logic articulated with imperial state
forms. This chapter and the last have suggested that the New American
Empire is a generator of contradictions pushing it toward its limits. The

~141-

This open access edition has been made available under a CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license, thanks to the support of Knowledge Unlatched.



Deadly Contradictions

Leviathan is subject to immanent and imminent disordering—immanent
because the empire’s deconstructing contradictions are within its own
economic and political systems; imminent because this disordering might
arrive momentarily. Jonathan Fowler (2013), reporting on the World Me-
teorological Organisation’s data on the growth rate of global warming gases
in the atmosphere, notes that experts warn that unless more is done soon
to address greenhouse emissions, “the world faces potentially devastat-
ing effects.” If this is the case, then, this is very late modernity, because
of the imminence of “devastating effects.” Reproductive fixes involving
pragmatic heremenuetics, public délires, and war are urgently required in
response to such “devastating” vulnerabilities.

The chapters in the next section tell the story of security elites swinging
into action through the logic of social constitution, among other things
using violent force to fix vulnerabilities. So, readers, it is time to go to war.

Notes

1. Brenner, McChesney, and Foster are political economists, and it might be concluded
that only the left insists a long downturn has occured. The liberal economist Paul Krugman
(1997) wrote—as the title of his book makes clear—that as of the 1970s it became The Age of
Diminished Expectations. In the 1970s Edward Denison (1979), a centrist economist, began, as
the title of his book puts it, Accounting for the Slower Economic Growth in the US.

2. Kolbert (2013) and Hartmann (2013) provide introductions to the considerable discus-
sion of the sixth extinction. MacKenzie (2011) reports on some studies that assert the rate of
extinctions has been overestimated; Wynne Parry (2012) reports on those arguing the opposite.

3. Foster (2000) has explored Marx and Engels’s ecological views, highlighting their belief
that capitalism resulted in a “metabolic rift” between people and nature, expressed especially
in declining agricultural soil fertility. However, it is important to not make Marx and Engels
into something they were not. Both were primarily interested in the condition of the working
class, not in soil fertility, so their concern was to explain people-people relations, not people
-land relations.

4. Houghton (2009) provides an overview global warming from the perspective of conven-
tional economics. Braasch and McKibben (2009) consider the topic from an activist perspec-
tive; Foster (2009), from a leftist angle.

5. The ppm measure of CO, in the atmosphere is the ratio of CO, molecules to all other
molecules in the atmosphere.

6. Global warming might cause a massive release of methane from clathrates—deposits of
methane produced by bacteria trapped in ice, usually on ocean floors or in Arctic permafrost.
Enormous amounts of methane (an estimated 400 billion tons) are trapped in clathrates, and
methane is 70 times more potent as a greenhouse gas than CO,. When clathrates melt, as
they are likely to do as the globe warms, methane is released through degassing, or more collo-
quially “burping,” into the atmosphere. Such burps can greatly raise temperatures. It appears
that the last major clathrate burp occurred during the third major extinction at the end of the
Permian Period. This time has come to be known as the Great Dying because approximately
90 percent of all animal life ceased to exist (Benton 2003). Humanity could cease, should
global warming lead to another clathrate burp like the one that ended the Permian.

7. Petroleum reserves are guesstimates, and estimates tend to be optimistic.
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Chapter 6

AFTER THE SUNSET CAME THE NIGHT
Global Warring 1950-1974

he work of this chapter and those that follow might best be described

by considering the extent of the US government’s exercises of violent
force since World War II. V. G. Kiernan (1978: 281) cited one study re-
porting that the US “seriously threatened” to use its military to gain “dip-
lomatic advantage” on 215 occasions from 1945 through 1977. This meant
that it threatened to go to war if it did not get its way about six times a year
in this period, which was not especially diplomatic. Studies of the actual
frequency of US military operations since the end of World War II are lim-
ited (Blum 1999; Hermann and Kegley 1998; Z. Grossman 2001; Galtung
2001). No research systematically includes direct and indirect as well as
overt and covert US military operations, especially because of the secrecy
surrounding indirect, covert warring. Consequently, all estimates of the
extent of US governmental violence are approximate and likely to be low
due to underreporting.

Istvan Kende (1971), who analyzed existing data from the end of World
War II through the late 1960s, reported that in that period the US warred
more frequently than any other country in the world. Forty years later
Richard Lebow (2011) corroborated Kende, finding that the US was the
“world’s most aggressive state” measured in terms of war initiation. Kevin
Drum (2013) claimed the US launched a significant overseas assault every
forty months over the last fifty years. Drum’s estimate is low because, as
he acknowledges, it excludes covert operations. John Tures (2003) used a
“United States Military Operations” data set generated by the Federation
of American Scientists to estimate the frequency of US military activities
since 1945. He found that the US engaged in 263 interstate military op-
erations between 1945 and 2002—an average of around 4.6 operations
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per year. However, 176 of these operations occurred in the eleven years
between 1991 and 2002, a rate of about 16 operations per year. One con-
clusion from these findings is “that there has been a sizeable jump in the
number of U.S. military actions since the end of the Cold War” (Tures
2003: 8).! Military sources concur, reporting that “the number of military
deployments has dramatically increased” since 1989 (Castro and Adler
1999: 86-95).

Back in 1971 Kende noticed something that has been a feature of US
governmental sub-logic’s violence since the end of World War II. Amer-
ica was, and is, “interventionist” (Kende 1971: 5). Violent force resources
were, and are, exported from the US core to be exercised in countries
throughout Southeast Asia, the Middle East, Central Asia, Central and
Latin America, the Caribbean, Africa, the Pacific, and Europe. Because
the interventions are those of an imperial core in other lands, it means the
US Leviathan conducts global warring big-time.

Has this warring been consistent with global warring theory? The work
of the following five chapters is an answer to this query. US global warring
is studied in three periods. The first of these, covered in the present chap-
ter, is between 1950 and 1974, when for the most part the US economy
was still basking in its golden age but the New American Empire had to ad-
dress the US/Soviet Union inter-imperial contradiction along with certain
dominator/dominated contradictions arising from the decline of the Old
Empires. The second period, analyzed in chapter 7, stretches from 1975
to 1989, when the inter-imperial contradiction was gradually fading even
as economic contradictions were beginning to intensify. The third period,
investigated in chapters 9, 10, and 11, covers the time from 1990 to the
present, when the US/Soviet inter-imperial contradiction has disappeared
but the different cyclical and systemic contradictions are intensifying and
coalescing in an apparently unstoppable fashion.

The hostilities analyzed are not a random sample of US warring between
1950 and 2014, nor do they include all the interventions in which the US
fought during this time. Rather, the global wars investigated were chosen
because they were among most important conflicts of their moment. An
overview of each of these wars’ violence is presented. Next to be analyzed
are the contradictions and reproductive vulnerabilities present prior to
hostility, followed by investigation of the logic of social constitution per-
taining to the wars. The object of this analysis is to show how, through her-
meneutic politics, elites instituted public délires that when implemented
were violent reproductive fixes—fixes conceived of as global warring used
to solve the hermeneutic puzzles provoked by reproductive vulnerabili-
ties. For now, let us establish the global imperial context in which the US
warred between 1950 and 1974.
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Sunset: “avoid the solid, attack the hollow; attack; withdraw”

In guerrilla warfare ... avoid the solid, attack the hollow; attack; withdraw;
deliver a lightening blow; seek a lightening decision. ... In guerrilla strategy,
the enemy’s rear, flanks, and other valuable spots are his vital point, and there
he must be harassed, attacked, dispersed, exhausted and annihilated. (Mao Tse
Tung 1937)

Sunrise for the old empires had been in AD 1410 when the Portuguese
Crown conquered the Moroccan town of Ceuta, beginning six hundred
years of world imperial conquest. Of course sunset follows sunrise, and the
years 1950 through 1974 were, as the old boys had already discovered, the
dusk of the old empires. Make no mistake, imperial domination is a lousy
lot for the dominated. Many imperial subjects were conscious that they
were economically disadvantaged, even if they did not know they were “ex-
ploited.” They were cognizant that they were politically weak, even if they
did not know they were “oppressed.” They were aware they were culturally
belittled, even if they did not know they were cultural “savages.”” This
means that dominator/dominated contradictions tended to be razor sharp.
[t took force to keep the “savages” down. So as reproductive vulnerabilities
arose for the old empires, the dominated tended to insure their dominators
were “harassed, attacked, dispersed, exhausted and annihilated.”

World Wars I and especially II led to vulnerabilities that gravely ham-
pered the old empires’ reproduction. After World War II, as Eisenhower
had put it, Western Europe was in “economic collapse” because the wars’
destruction had stripped the old imperial governments of force resources
to dominate. Actually, this crisis of the old imperial order had been build-
ing since the end of the eighteenth century. The American Revolution,
discussed in chapter 3, might be thought of as the beginning of their end.
Great Britain would recover from its defeat at the hands of the Americans
and start empire building elsewhere in the nineteenth century, especially
in India and Africa, but the reality was that it had lost and would never re-
cover the richest part of its imperium. Further, throughout the nineteenth
century it would withstand substantial rebellion, especially in Afghanistan
(1842) and India (1857).

However, the truly spectacular nineteenth-century imperial collapse was
that of Spain. The Spanish economy during this time, thoroughly bettered
by its capitalist competitors, was largely agrarian and impoverished. Conse-
quently, the Spanish Crown lacked the revenues to acquire sufficient violent
force resouces to effectively dominate. From 1800 to the early 1900s Spain
lost imperial holdings in South America, North America, the Caribbean,
and the Pacific. By the early twentieth century it had only three small col-
onies left, in Africa (largely in the Sahara, where there were few to revolt).
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The end of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth
was an epoch of both growth and decline for the other old empires. On
the one hand, prior to World War I they had carved out new imperiums in
Africa, Indochina, and the Pacific. On the other, after that war there was
resistance and rebellion in these places. For example, “by 1919-20, Britain
was facing revolt almost everywhere in the empire—in Ireland, India, and
Egypt, as well as Palestine and Iraq” (Mitchell 2011: 94).

Then came World War II, whose losers—Germany, Japan, and Italy—
were stripped of their colonies by the winners while the remaining Eu-
ropean imperial states, especially the English, French, and Dutch, were
greatly weakened. In this situation the dominator/dominated contradic-
tion became more intense in the sense that, although colonial subjects re-
mained subjects, their dominators’ force had collapsed, so that the balance
of forces between dominators and dominated swung in the latter’s favor.
Indigenous elites in dominated colonies faced the following hermeneutic
puzzle: “What is to be done with our imperial masters?” The perceptual
response to the puzzle was “our masters are feeble.” Its procedural solution
was, to appropriate a line from Shakespeare’s Julius Caesar: “Cry ‘Havoc!’
and let slip the dogs of war.” This they did by forming ideologies of in-
dependence. Along with the ideologies came revolutionary public délires
instituting national liberation armies that choreographed rebellion along
nationalist and/or Marxist lines (Moran 2006).

Nikita Khrushchev, who by 1956 had emerged from the jockeying for
power following Stalin’s death as the Soviet leader, recognized what was
happening and in January of 1961 told the Higher Party School of the
Institute of Marxism-Leninism:

Our era ... [is] an era of Socialist revolutions and national liberation revolutions;
an era of the collapse of capitalism and of the liquidation of the colonial system;
an era of the change to the road of socialism by more and more nations; and of
the triumph of socialism and communism on a world scale. (In Gaddis 1997: 183)

Khrushchev got it wrong about capitalism’s “collapse” and the “triumph
of ... communism on a world scale,” but he was correct that it was an era
of “national liberation revolutions.” However—and this is important, as
Douglas Blaufarb (1977) observed—there is little evidence that the Krem-
lin actually organized, or even encouraged, local leftist parties to launch
insurgencies. Rather, the wars of national liberation appear to have been
a response to the altered state of the balance of forces in the dominator/
dominated contradiction. Revolution by the dominated could now be won.

The two most important wars of national liberation were in China and
Indonesia, in the former case against a client of the US, the Chinese Na-
tionalist Party (the Kuomingtang, KMT) and in the latter case against
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the Dutch. Remember that at the end of the nineteenth century, the old
empires had competed in China while waiting for the Qing dynasty to
completely collapse before instituting colonization. The Qing dissolved in
1911.° Sun Yat-Sen, leader of the KMT, attempted to install a liberal re-
public. Violence followed as the country fractured into territories presided
over by regional warlords. Sun Yat-Sen initially allied with the Chinese
Communist Party (CPC) under and attempted to unify the country. He
died in 1925, and his successor, Chiang Kai-shek, turned on the CPC,
trying to destroy it. In 1934 the Japanese invaded, seeking to incorporate
China into their growing empire, and the CPC was obliged to fight both
the Japanese and the KMT. The Japanese fell in 1945, and in 1949 the
KMT, now allied with the US, was driven from the Chinese mainland to
the island of Taiwan. China was liberated.

Key to the CPC’s success was its development of a procedural culture
of insurgency, whose choreography was detailed in Mao’s On Guerilla War
(1937), quoted at the opening of this section, which encouraged nimble
practitioners to “avoid the solid, attack the hollow; attack; withdraw.” Such
fighting, also called “irregular” or “asymmetric” war, posed grave problems
for the old empires’ militaries. Robert Taber ([1965] 2002: 1), in his classic

account, explained why by observing that

analogically, the guerrilla fights the war of the flea, and his military enemy suf-
fers the dog’s disadvantages: too much to defend; too small, ubiquitous, and
agile an enemy to come to grips with. If the war continues long enough—this is
the theory—the dog succumbs to exhaustion and anemia without ever having
found anything on which to close its jaws or to rake with its claws.

The old empires soon discovered they were infested with “fleas,” as guer-
rilla warfare became the chosen choreography in the wars of national lib-
eration (Chaliand 1982).

In 1945 Indonesia, led by Sukarno and other nationalist leaders, de-
clared independence from the Netherlands. The Dutch demurred, pro-
voking the Indonesian National Revolution (1945-1949), in which the
permuda (youth groups) and the nascent republican army fought largely
as guerrillas (Cribb 2001). General A. H. Nasution was in considerable
measure responsible for developing what he believed to be a nationalist, as
opposed to communist, form of guerilla insurgency, articulated in his Fun-
damentals of Guerrilla Warfare ([1953] 1965). Nasution’s “fleas” exhausted
the Dutch, who granted Indonesia its independence in 1949, relieving
themselves of a territory with the fourth largest population in the world
and effectively putting themselves out of the imperialism business.

The British, with the largest empire and consequently the most to lose,
withdrew peacefully from the richest territory in their empire. South Asia

~149 -

This open access edition has been made available under a CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license, thanks to the support of Knowledge Unlatched.



Deadly Contradictions

(what would become India, Pakistan, and Sri Lanka) was the second most
populated territory in the world, after China. Resistance to the Raj (colo-
nial rule) had been building there since the mid nineteenth century. By the
1940s in India this had culminated in the Indian National Congress, which
adopted Gandhi’s strategy of nonviolence. This choreographed force re-
sources into peaceful strings of resistance. The UK had no stomach for
military action in such a populated area. Independence came with the par-
tition of the subcontinent into India and Pakistan in 1947. A year later Sri
Lanka was granted independence.

Britain violently responded to national liberation movements in areas
where the distribution of violent force resources seemed more propitious,
especially in its settler colonies. There was the Malaysian Emergency
(1948-1960), the Mau-Mau Rebellion in Kenya (1952-1960), the Sec-
ond Chimurenga (1964-1979) in Zimbabwe, and the Aden Emergency
(1963-1967) in what would become South Yemen. All these conflicts were
characterized by guerilla warfare. The UK lost them all. Malaysia, Kenya,
Zimbabwe, and South Yemen were independent by the late 1970s.

Perhaps the French fought hard to maintain their empire, especially in
Indochina and Algeria, where their nationals had settled. Indochina—the
countries of Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia—was the grimmest violent
place of the last half of the twentieth century.* Vietnam announced its
independence in 1945. Ho Chi Minh, head of the Viet Minh (a coalition
of communists and nationalists), wrote the Vietnamese Declaration of In-
dependence. To emphasize its kinship with the anti-imperialism that had
begun with the American Revolution, he inserted in his declaration a line
from the US Declaration of Independence (Ho Chi Minh 1977: 5356) The
French decided to militarily oppose Ho, and so began the First Indochina
War (1946-1954).

In the late 1940s the US government began to supply and finance French
military operations, and in the summer of 1950, in his resignation letter
to Dean Acheson, George Kennan warned, “In Indochina we are getting
into the position of guaranteeing the French in an undertaking which nei-
ther they, nor we, nor both of us together, can win” (1972: 58-60). The
Vietnamese, led by Vo Nguyen Giap, initially engaged in scattered gue-
rilla engagements. These developed into a war of maneuver that finally
trapped the elite of the French Far East Expeditionary Force at Dien Bien
Phu (1953-1954), where it suffered crushing defeat. Kennan had been pre-
scient. French politicians in Paris gave up the struggle, to the disgust of
much of the French military, and independence was granted in 1954. Laos,
Cambodia, and Vietnam became independent, Vietnam being divided into
two countries: communist North Vietnam, ruled over by Ho Chi Minh;
and noncommunist South Vietnam, increasingly a US client. Kennan once
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again would be correct when the stage was set for the Second Indochina
War, known to Americans as the Vietnam War; but understanding this
awaits the US entry into Vietnam, described later in the chapter.

The year the First Indochina War ended, the Algerian War of Inde-
pendence began (1954-1962). This conflict was especially brutal (Horne
1977), in part because the French military sought to avenge its defeat in
Indochina; in part because of Algerian tactics; and in part because France
was fighting to protect its own. There were 1.4 million French or other
Europeans settled in Algeria (pieds noirs), composing about 13 percent of
the population and owning roughly 27 percent of the arable land. For ex-
ample, the novelist Albert Camus was a pied noir. He largely backed French
attempts to prevent independence; in part because his mother was still
in Algeria. The Algerian National Liberation Front initially fought using
Maoist guerilla tactics, but it also employed especially repressive measures
against Algerians who would not support it, and specialized in terrorist
tactics against opponents both French and Algerian. The French military,
for their part, developed an equally ugly counterinsurgency terrorism.

But by the late 1950s and early 1960s the war was destabilizing France:
six governments had been brought down, and the Fourth Republic had
collapsed. Communists, a major political force at the time, favored Alge-
ria’s independence. Conservatives, pieds noirs, and the military favored the
opposite. General De Gaulle, brought to power in 1958 in an attempt to
stop the destabilization, betrayed his followers by favoring independence.
The Organisation de ’Armée Secréte formed in January 1961 and began
attacking French officials representing De Gaulle. This was de trop, and to
end the instability De Gaulle allowed Algerian independence. A million
Algerians had died in the carnage.

Portugal, as stated earlier, had begun the expansion of the old empires.
After Algeria’s fall, Portugal soldiered on alone to defend the old empire in
Angola, Mozambique, Guinea Bissau, and Cape Verde. But in 1974, young
Portuguese army officers imbued with the Maoist ideology of their oppo-
nents staged a successful revolution against the dictatorship in Lisbon.
Portugal became a democratic republic, and its colonies were liberated.
After it was all over, I recall standing in blazing sunlight in Guinea Bissau,
as a ferryman transported me across a river as dark as the River Styx. He
was one of Taber’s “fleas,” a veteran of the fight against Portugal. As we
crossed, he nostalgically reminisced about the sweet pleasures of downing
Portuguese planes. In such ways the sun set on the old imperial dogs of war,
fatally infested with “fleas.” What happened next?

As the sun set on the old empires, it rose on the New American Em-
pire—or rather, it didn’t; because what appeared was a phantasmagoric
light that blinded imperial domination. This fantastic light was the cre-
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ation of mainstream US scholarly hermeneuts who wrote books with titles
like After Empire.’ Theirs was a rhetorical sunshine that shone down on a
peaceable US hegemony, allowing political elites, like President Reagan, to
describe America as a holy “city on a hill.” To know what really happened
next, we must examine actual events in lands upon which the light of the
New American Empire shone.

Hal Brands, writing of Latin America in the years this chapter is con-
cerned with (1950-1974), though he could have been speaking of other
global regions, remarked that US security doctrine in the era “centered
on the premise that ... countries were ... menaced by the twin dangers of
subversion and insurgency” (2010: 79) by the Soviets or their clients. One
set of events that marked this era is the US’s path to war to combat this
menace. The five US global wars during 1950—-1974 are considered repre-
sentative because they were about addressing “subversion and insurgency.”
Two of these hostilities were overt (Korea and Vietnam); three were covert
(the Iranian Coup, the Guatamalan Coup, and the Bay of Pigs Fiasco in
Cuba). Korea and Vietnam were the two major US wars of the first period
of post—-NSC-68 warring; meanwhile the Iranian and Guatemalan coups,
along with the attempted Cuban coups, are examples of a type of covert,
CIA-organized warfare favored by the Americans.® Analysis begins with
the Korean War.

War in the Land of the Morning Calm, 1950-1953

Here in Asia is where the Communist conspirators have elected to make their
play for global conquest. Here we fight Europe’s war with arms. (General
MacArthur, US military commander in Asia; in Jervis 1980: 124-127).

US security elites’ immediate post—World War II attentions had focused
upon events in Europe. After all, the Russian Bear was incorporating East-
ern Europe. In Italy the Communist Party was the strongest political party
on the left, attracting the support of a third of voters as late as the 1970s.
The French Communist Party was vigorous, having participated in three
governments from 1944 through 1947. Immediately after the war, it held
159 of the 586 sets in the National Assembly. The Berlin Blockade threat-
ened Western authority within Germany in 1947 and much of 1948. So in
1949 it was conceivable that Soviet subversion might break into Western
Europe.

One way the old boys sought to prevent this was through clandestine
operations. First the OSS and then the CIA began the covert Operation
Gladio. Timed to coincide precisely with the Marshall Plan’s implemen-
tion, this involved training and arming paramilitary forces that employed
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terrorism to advance rightist political goals in Western Europe. Operation
Gladio was especially active in Greece and Italy (Brozzu-Gentile 1994;
Ganser 2005). In Greece, Neni Panourgia (2009) reported, it mounted
clandestine actions creating terror via unrelenting exile, torture, disap-
pearance, and murder of leftists, culminating in the Junta of Colonels’ dic-
tatorship from 1967 to 1974.

However, if the cockpit of old boys’ Soviet angst had been Europe im-
mediately following 1945, General Douglas MacArthur was right: it was in
Asia that the Communists would “make their play.” Actually, the “play”
would be made in Korea, the place known as the Land of the Morning
Calm, which was among the lesser of Washington’s concerns. In the late
1940s Washington security elites, led by Secretary of State Dean Acheson,
had developed a strategy called the Asian Defense Perimeter for protection
of their Asian clients. Korea was not included as a country to be defended
in this strategy. In fact, by 1948 the Joint Chiefs of Staff had stated clearly
that “the US has little strategic interest in maintaining its present troops
and bases in Korea” (NSC 8 1948: 8). Consider more closely how this Land
of the Morning Calm of “little ... interest” lost its calm.

The Korean peninsula had been incorporated into the Japanese Empire
in 1910. Following World War II, a decision taken at Potsdam divided it
at the 38th parallel, with the northern part to be occupied by the Soviets
and the southern part by the Americans. In principle, the peninsula was to
be reunited following free elections. These never occurred. Nine months
after Mao Tse-Tung’s victory in China, war began on the Korean penin-
sula. On 25 June 1950 North Korea invaded South Korea, instigating a
conflict that ended in an armistice on 27 July 1953.% From the Truman
regime’s perspective, as expressed by the National Security Council, sev-
eral weeks after fighting commenced, the “invasion of South Korea came
as a complete surprise and shock” (NSC Action # 315 1950: 1), a “shock”
they responded to with direct, overt global war in which the US and the
United Nations supported the Republic of Korea against the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea and its allies, the Soviet Union and the People’s
Republic of China.

Actually, Truman’s old boys should not have been so surprised. Re-
unification of the two occupation zones failed due to non-performance
of promised free elections scheduled for 1948, sharpening the animosity
between the two sides. In the South, the South Korean government agreed
upon a constitution (17 July 1948), elected a president, Syngman Rhee (20
July 1948), and established the Republic of South Korea (ROK). In the
North, the USSR established the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
headed by Kim Il-sung. Rhee was a hybrid elite. On one hand, he was a
member of a yangban (aristocratic), if impoverished, family; on the other,
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he had received an MA from Harvard University and a Ph.D. from Prince-
ton University. He was a Korean nationalist, but one with an Ivy League
appreciation of American délires.

According to one source, Rhee was recruited into the OSS by his han-
dler, OSS Deputy Director Colonel Preston Goodfellow, sometime in the
1940s (Rang 2000). Once president, he showed an authoritarianism that
expressed itself in the elimination of leftist opponents, revealing his solici-
tude for US interests. Many of those opponents who survived became bitter
enemies, headed north as refugees and prepared for guerrilla war against
the US-sponsored ROK government. Nevertheless, in principle the two
Koreas were still to be reunified, which raised the question of which side of
the Cold War divide reunification would occur on. This question would,
it seemed, be answered in favor of the Communists because of the Rhee
government’s increasing unpopularity.

Cross-border attacks along the 38th Parallel became more frequent as
1950 approached, including many by the South against the North. Kim
[l-sung, fearing these attacks presaged a ROK invasion of North Korea, pe-
titioned Stalin for permission to mount his own offensive. In May of 1950
President Rhee lost an election in the South and was about to lose control
of the ROK government. For Rhee, this was a time of decision. He had to
either attack the North, or withdraw from government. At this vulnerable
time, the Soviets granted Kim permission to attack to reunify Korea (Ba-
janov 1995). However, the Russian approval was qualified. Stalin is said to
have told Kim, “If you get kicked in the teeth I shall not lift a finger” (in
Offner 2002: 369). North Korean soldiers began an offensive toward dawn
on 25 June 1949. The Land of the Morning Calm had lost its calm.

Three days after the initial attack, North Korean troops were in Seoul,
South Korea’s capital. The US mobilized the young United Nations and
intervened on South Korea’s side. After early defeats at the hands of the
North Korean military, a US-UN counteroffensive organized by General
MacArthur drove the North Koreans past the 38th Parallel almost to the
Yalu River, which forms the border between Korea and China. When this
occurred, communist China interceded on the side of North Korea. Chi-
na’s entry into the conflict drove US, UN, and South Korean forces back
south of the 38th parallel. MacArthur, who had begun advocating invasion
of China and the use of nuclear weapons, and who was increasingly insub-
ordinate to civilian control, was relieved and replaced by General Matthew
Ridgeway. Thereafter the fighting eventually deadlocked. An armistice
was signed on 27 July 1953 on the basis of status quo ante. The US did not
lose the Korean War, but it certainly “did not win” (Pierpaoli: 2000: 15).

Why did the New American Empire fight in Korea? Consider first that
South Korea would have been no more, had the North won. To the New
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American Empire, this meant that all force resources, and the value they
might produce, would be lost on the Korean Peninsula. Fully 98,480 square
kilometers were at risk. This was an intensification of the inter-imperial
contradiction. With the intensified contradiction, heightened reproduc-
tive vulnerability posed a hermeneutic puzzle: how to relax intensification
of the inter-imperial contradiction in Korea? The following section dis-
cusses the hermeneutic politics involved in the resolution of this puzzle.

Social Reflexivity of the Korean War

Why did the US fight in Korea? Of the several answers to that question,
two of the more persistent are examined here before the discussion turns to
the hermeneutic politics that preceded US entry into the war.

A Conspiracy: Perhaps the boldest account of the origins of the Korean
War was that given by the leftist I.LE Stone in The Hidden History of the Ko-
rean War (1952). Written during the conflict itself, it argued that the war
was caused not by the North Koreans and Stalin, but by a conspiracy of
US and South Korean elites to defeat the North. Evidence recently made
available by the opening of Soviet Cold War files suggests this position is
simply wrong. Kim II-sung was worried about South Korean raids into the
North. He did ask Stalin for permission to counterattack. Stalin initially
responded negatively but eventually granted permission, which Kim im-
plemented as a large offensive against the South (Gaddis 1997: 71). Soviet
Cold War archives, however, also make clear that whereas Stalin was not
displeased by the prospect of an additional communist state, his approval
was not part of any plan of “unrestrained (Russian) expansionism” (Weath-
ersby 1993: 32). The preceding accounts for why Kim invaded the South
with 90,000 troops on 25 April 1950, but it does nothing to explain why
the Security Elites 1.0 counterattacked. A second influential explanation
of America’s entrance into the war might be called the “defense of the
defense” account.

Defense of the Defense: Yong-jin Kim (1973: 30) argued that after China’s
fall to communism, “Japan itself increasingly appeared as the major East
Asian prize to be protected”—a “major ... prize” because it was the sole
country in Asia that could counterbalance China. How was such protec-
tion to be extended? Kim believed there was “recognition” among the old
boys “that the security of Japan required a non-hostile Korea,” which “led
directly to President Truman’s decision to intervene” (ibid.). In this view,
the defense of Japan necessitated the defense of Korea. But a problem with
Kim’s position becomes clear upon revelation of the interpretations that
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occupied Truman’s I-space, and those of his officials, in the few days prior
to their authorizing intervention. This takes us directly to the hermeneutic
politics of the Korean War.

“Draw the line”: It is possible to gain insight into these politics because the
Truman Library has released a series of documents relating to events per-
tinent to the conflict, called “The Korean War and Its Origins, 1945-53.”
The documents, especially as the war approaches, do not show the old
boys soberly contemplating the hermeneutic puzzle of intensified contra-
diction. Rather, they reveal them wrestling with the “surprise and shock”
of invasion. Korea’s relevance to the defense of Japan is mentioned only
once in these documents prior to the decision to intervene. This was at a
meeting held on the evening of 25 June at the Blair House between Presi-
dent Truman and top officials of the military and the Departments of State
and Defense. At this meeting Admiral Sherman, at the time chief of Naval
Operations, said, “Korea is a strategic threat to Japan” (Memorandum of
Conversation 1950: 3). The admiral’s statement is cryptic, but what he ap-
parently meant was that should Korea become completely communist, its
geographic location could serve as a stepping stone to Tokyo. The fact that
Korea was mentioned only once as important to Japan’s defense in a collec-
tion of documents about the origins of the Korean War is not evidence of
Kim’s insistence that this consideration “led directly to President Truman’s
decision to intervene.” It is evidence that it was something on the mind
of one actor. But there was something else that more “directly” dominated
the old boys’ I-spaces, far more than protecting Japan.

The striking thing about their decision to go to war was the rapidity
with which it was made. The North Korean offensive that began on 25
June was an instantaneous and great intensification of the inter-imperial
competition. The choice to go to war was made by 26 June, and the White
House had publicly announced military operations by 28 June. Let us fol-
low events over these three days. North Korean troops invaded the South
at 4 a.m. local time. Korea is thirteen hours ahead of the US East Coast, so
Washington received news of the invasion by the morning of the 25 June.
The first concern of the Security Elites 1.0 was to discover exactly what
was happening. At 8:45 a.m. Washington time on 25 June, a telephone
conference was held between military leaders in the US capital and those
in Tokyo (Tokyo was headquarters for US Asian forces). Washington asked
its military, “What is your estimate of objective of current North Korean
effort?” Tokyo replied that “the North Koreans are engaged in an all-out
offensive to subjugate South Korea” (Note Regarding Teleconference
1950: 1) and that regarding ROK, “our estimate is that a complete col-
lapse is possible” (ibid.: 3). This, then, was a perceptual cultural message
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about events in E-space. An “all-out offense” was coming from the North,
with “complete collapse ... possible” in the South. This intelligence was
transmitted to civilian officials in the White House, State Department,
and Defense Department. These were the stark realities of the North Ko-
rean invasion.

The next evening, 26 June, senior figures in Truman’s State Depart-
ment, Defense Department, and Joint Chiefs of Staff assembled at the
Blair House. The Blair House is the presidential guest house, but at this
time it was serving as Truman’s residence while the White House was be-
ing renovated. At the Blair House meeting a decision was made to begin
all military operations, short of committing ground troops. Consequently,
“Appropriate orders were issued that evening, and a public announcement
made the next day” (Notes Regarding Blair House Meeting 1950: 1). At
roughly 9 a.m. on 25 June, US governmental elites had discovered they
had a reproductive vulnerability. At roughly 9 p.m. the next day they had
their fix, and the fix was war.

After the Blair House meeting finished, Truman instructed that certain
important Congressmen be requested to attend “a very important meeting
on Korea” at 11:30 a.m. the next day (Notes Regarding Meeting with Con-
gressional Leaders 1950: 1). The following morning,

the President opened the meeting by stating that he had invited a group of Sen-
ators and Congressman to the White House so he could describe the situation
in the Far East to them, and inform them of a number of important decisions
which he had made during the previous twenty four hours. (Ibid.: 2)

The information he imparted gives a clue as to the old boys’ response to
the hermeneutic puzzle they faced. Truman told his audience,

The communist invasion of South Korea could not be let pass unnoticed ...
this act was obviously inspired by the Soviet Union. If we let Korea down, the
Soviets will keep right on going and swallow up one piece of Asia after another.
We had to make a stand sometime, or else let all of Asia go by the board. If we
were to let Asia go, the Near East would collapse and no telling what would
happen in Europe. Therefore, the President concluded, we ordered our forces
to support Korea as long as we could ... and it was equally necessary for us to
draw the line at Indochina, the Philippines, and Formosa. (Ibid.: 4)

Elsewhere in his memoirs, remembering the North Korean attack, Truman
(1956: 378-379) used even stronger language: “Communism was acting
in Korea just as Hitler, Mussolini, and the Japanese had acted ... earlier.”
Truman had interpreted the North Korean invasion through the lens of
the domino theory hermeneutic and the global domination public délire.
The Soviets were a monster-alterity. Communism would conquer territory
after territory, like dominoes falling, due to an initial push. This was the
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perceptual solution of the hermeneutic puzzle. The procedural solution
was to “draw the line,” but because war had already started and peace-
ful solutions to the puzzle were no longer possible, the old boys granted
themselves Shultzian Permission. North Korea’s invasion had been under-
stood in terms of the global domination public délire: Violence would be
answered by violence.

There seems to have been no opposing politics among the security elites
regarding the meaning of the North Kprean attack. Truman’s interpreta-
tion was shared by two key officials authorized to respond to it. Secretary
of Defense Louis Johnson testified before Congress:

The very fact of this aggression ... constitute[s] undeniable proof that the
forces of international communism possess not only the willingness, but also
the intention, of attacking and invading any free nation within their reach
at any time they think they can get away with it. The real significance of the
North Korean aggression lies in the evidence that, even at the resultant risk of
starting a third world war, communism is willing to resort to armed aggression,
whenever it believes it can win. (In Jervis 1980: 579)

Again the language was strong. The monster-alterity of “international
communism” would attack “any time they think they can get away with
it,” even if this risked starting “a third world war.” Dean Acheson strongly
supported his Defense Department counterpart and brought the Soviets
into the picture, “The profound lesson of Korea is that ... the USSR took
a step which risked—however remotely—general war” (ibid.).

So the president, the secretary of state, and the secretary of defense
were hermetically sealed into interpreting the North Korean invasion in
terms of the recent global domination public délire. Perceptually they be-
lieved the Soviet monster-alterity was implementing the domino theory
and threatened “global war,” thus creating a risk of enormous loss of US
force resources and value. This interpretation may or may not have been
accurate (in fact, it was untrue with regard to any Soviet plan for “global
war”), but what the old boys did know was that if they did nothing, they
would lose South Korea and all its force resources. So the procedural fix
for the hermeneutic puzzle was to “draw the line” and meet violence with
violence. On 29 June 1950 the Joint Chiefs of Staff sent General MacAr-
thur a cable ordering him to support the South Korean forces. This cable
implemented the procedural part of the global domination public délire, an
implementation that would be especially gory.’

The Korean War was of utmost significance for transforming the global
domination public délire from an unfunded and hence unimplementable
délire into a funded violent fix to the inter-imperial contradiction threaten-
ing the US Leviathan. Remember, Truman had been shaken by its implied
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costs when he first saw it in 1949 and had accordingly shelved it. However,
once he entered the war, as Pierpaoli (2000: 144) makes clear, “He also
began ... to rearm the nation along the lines prescribed in NSC-68.” The
defense budget quadrupled from a pre—Korean War low of $13.5 billion to
$50 billion by the end of 1951 (Markusen, Campbell, and Deitrick 1991).
This was a military Keynesianism: the government was stimulating the pri-
vate (military) economy with enormous infusions of capital. In Pierpaoli’s
terms, “The United States was now on its way to constructing a perma-
nent national security state and defense economy” (2000: 144). Thus,
the Korean War and the funding of NSC 68 began the military-industrial
complex, which gave the New American Empire sufficient violent force to
actually be in a position to implement the global domination public délire.
President Eisenhower, who followed Truman in the presidency, denounced
the military-industrial complex at the end of his administration, but it was
there to stay, a permanent structural feature of the US Leviathan.

The year 1953 saw President Dwight D. Eisenhower’s inauguration on
20 January and the end of the Korean War on 27 July. Within months of
taking office, the new president would address a major issue in Middle
Eastern politics by authorizing a covert coup d’état in Iran. Why?

“That Terrible Thing”: The Iranian Coup, 1953

“Why did you Americans do that terrible thing?” she cried out, “We always
loved America.... But after that moment, no one in Iran ever trusted the
United States again. ... Why, why did you do it?” (Kinzer 2008: xxv)

The speaker quoted in the above citation was an Iranian memoirist who,
at a book party celebrating her memoir, was asked a question by the Amer-
ican journalist Stephen Kinzer about the 1950s CIA coup that overthrew
the democratically elected prime minister, Mohammad Mossadegh. She
responded in an “agitated and animated” (ibid.) fashion, calling the coup
“that terrible thing” and asking, “Why, why did you do it?” The memoirist’s
question is our own: Why did the US Leviathan do that terrible thing?
The answer has to do with the Republican victory in the 1952 presi-
dential election. It had been a long time coming. Eisenhower’s triumph
was the first Republican presidential win since 1928. In part, his reason
for authorizing a coup in Iran concerned the ideological arguments used in
the hermeneutic politics of the election campaign, which had to do with
perceptions of the inter-imperial contradiction. Profits were to be made
selling goods to a reviving Europe and Japan. The Korean War, as we have
just seen, pumped enormous sums into US companies through defense
contracts for equipment and supplies. Consequently, the 1950s were very
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much part of the Golden Age of US capitalism. This meant that a faltering
economy could not be used to bludgeon the Democrats in electioneering.
The same was not true of national security. Here matters seemed to be
worsening, especially in the US’s relations with the monster-alterity.

A threesome of bad events, uninvited, clambered into the Democratic
bed in the fall of 1949: in September the Soviets exploded their first atomic
bomb; a month later Mao triumphed in China; and in September and Oc-
tober division of Germany into two states formally occurred, effectively
confirming Eastern Europe’s loss to the Soviets. Then, the Korean War
ended with its problematic outcome.

There was no doubt about it in Republican eyes. Democrats were losing
to the “Commies,” which was a Republican understanding of intensifica-
tion of the inter-imperial contradiction. Republican Senator McCarthy
called it “twenty years of treason” (in A. Fried 1996: 179). “Treason” was
an abomination the Republicans were pleased to use to savage the Dem-
ocrats. With a snarling disregard for evidence, Joseph McCarthy rose to
national prominence by, on every day in every way, accusing government
officials of disloyalty, subversion, or treason vis-a-vis the Soviet “men-
ace.”’® Of course, those accused were Democrats. Genial, grandfatherly
Eisenhower, “Ike” to many, who had defeated the Germans as Supreme
Commander of Allied Forces in Europe and should know a thing or two
about dealing with bad guys, ran for the presidency on the Republican
ticket. He promised to take a “new look” at Democratic “treason.” What
was this new look?

John Foster Dulles was to be the new secretary of state. He had been
rehearsing for this job since the 1940s, and in War or Peace (1950) had told
readers how he would take a new look. The book was largely about what to
do with the Bear. Its language continues the strident tones of NSC 68. The
Soviets are “despotic,” “fanatical,” and “diabolically clever,” seeking “world
domination” (ibid.: 2, 224). However, there was a novel recognition. The
Kremlin does not intend “to use the Red Army as an actually attacking
force”; rather, it will use “class war” (ibid.: 12). This was “penetration” into
a country by “intensive radio and press propaganda” to foment “discon-
tent,” “terrorism,” and “civil war,” leading to the country’s subversion into
the communist camp.

The key to meeting the Soviets’ subversion was not to passively con-
tain them. It was to aggressively “pressure” them, which might lead the
Bear “into a state of collapse” (ibid.: 252). After all, Dulles had pledged
in 1949, “We should make it clear to the tens of millions of restive subject
people in Eastern Europe and Asia, that we do not accept the status quo
of servitude and aggression Soviet Communism has imposed on them, and
eventual liberation is an essential and enduring part of our foreign policy”
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(in Stover 2004: 98). This was “rollback.” Instead of the USSR being con-
tained in existing areas, it would “collapse.” Implicit here was a notion of
regime change. The Bear collapsed would be replaced by a regime genial
to Republican sensibilities. What sort of procedures would do the rolling?
Here matters were unclear, though Dulles did recommend covert opera-
tions (Bodenheimer & Gold 1989). Rollback might be judged a particular
iteration of the global domination public délire, differing from the original
in that it proposed regime change in the USSR. It became part of the Re-
publican Party’s new look in the 1952 campaign.

Following Ike’s victory, Walter “Beetle” Bedell Smith was appointed
undersecretary of state. Beetle had been Ike’s chief of staff during part of
World War II, US Ambassador to the USSR (1946-1948), and CIA Direc-
tor (1950-1953); and had acquired a fierce animosity toward the Soviets.
Allen Dulles, John's younger brother, became the head of CIA.! Together,
with the elder Dulles, they were the core Security Elites 1.0 that imple-
mented the new look. The first place they did this was in Iran, by roll-
ing back its nationalist government. It is time to investigate “that terrible
thing”—the coup against Mohammad Mossedegh, Iran’s democratically
elected prime minister.

The Coup

[ owe my throne to God, my people, my army and to you. (The Shah of Iran, in
K. Roosevelt 1979: 199)

The person enumerating his debts above was Shahanshah (King of Kings),
Aryamehr (Light of the Artuans), Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, Shah of Iran.
The person he was speaking to was Kermit Roosevelt Jt., Teddy Roosevelt's
grandson (Groton and Harvard, like his grandfather). The reason the shah
was so grateful was that in August 1953 Kermit had led a CIA coup code-
named Operation Ajax that helped place the shah on his throne. The Iran
Coup was covert and involved largely indirect US operations.!> Operation
Ajax directed against the government in Teheran was the first CIA new
look at the world. Additionally, it was the first American attack upon a
democratically elected government and it was cheap, costing in the order
of a million dollars. The Korean War had cost between 1951 and 2000 on
the order of 1,001 billion dollars (R. Miller 2007).

Operation Ajax engineered the toppling of Mossadegh’s government
at the insistence of, and with assistance from, Whitehall. This permitted
Mohammad Reza Pahlavi to govern for twenty-six oppressive years un-
til he was overthrown in the 1979 revolution that swept the Ayatollah
Khomeni to power.” Why were the British and the Americans so vexed
with Mossadegh, a frail septuagenarian from an aristocratic background,
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Paris-educated, whom the Soviets regarded as a “bourgeois nationalist”
(in Gaddis 1997: 167)? Under normal circumstances such gentlemen were
preferred clients of their imperial handlers. The emphasis in the preceding
sentence falls on “normal,” for in the early 1950s in Iran, especially from
the UK’s perspective, events were not normal.

What was abnormal to her majesty’s government had to do with oil.
Great Britain was experiencing imperial sunset. Iran, land of ancient and
medieval empire, had escaped formal English or anybody else’s coloniza-
tion. Rather, it had survived as a buffer state between expanding Russian
and British imperialisms. Importantly, before World War II the UK had
practiced an informal imperialism there, centered on oil. Iran was a petro-
state in possession of enormous oil reserves, and since the early twentieth
century the Anglo Iranian Oil Company (AIOC, which would become
British Petroleum, BP) had exercised a near monopoly, ensuring a com-
fortable accumulation of oil profits back in England. This was the British
“normal” in Iran.

Lamentably for the UK, Iran had been anything but normal since the
early 1900s. Initially, pesky US majors sought entrance into the oilfields.
The Americans were held off during the inter—World War period. Unfor-
tunately, the British faced severer challenges starting in the late 1940s.
[ranian nationalists, recognizing the UK’s enfeeblement, demanded re-
negotiation of oil royalties, using Venezuela as a model for how royalties
should be split—at the time, about 50-50 (Engdahl 2004: 93). The Iranian
demand for higher royalities represented a significant intensification of
what was earlier termed the oil company/petro-state contradiction.

Unsurprisingly, AIOC resisted renegotiating their concession, which
sparked increased Iranian popular agitation for nationalization. The pro-
Western Prime Minister Ali Razmara, a supporter of the AIOC, was as-
sassinated in March 1951. The next month, the Majlis (parliament) leg-
islated the nationalization of AIOC by creating the National Iranian Oil
Company. The newly elected Prime Minister Mossadegh might have been
bourgeois, but he was also a nationalist, and as such he vigorously sup-
ported nationalization, believing Iran should enjoy increased profits from
its oil reserves instead of allowing them to nourish English elites. Note that
the oil company/petrostate meso-contradiction was at the same time an
expression of the dominator/dominated macro-contradiction between UK
elites and Iran, the informal client state they sought to dominate. With
nationalization came intensification of these contradictions.

At least some British elites understood Mossadegh’s oil nationalism
through a racist gaze, as the work of “incomprehensible orientals” (Elwell-
Sutton 1955: 258). The AIOC represented the UK’s single largest overseas

investment at the time. Moreover, the loss of Iranian oil endangered the
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UK’s post—World War II restructuring strategy, which Engdahl (2004: 92)

explains as follows:

While Britain during the 1950s appeared to be losing her most extensive attri-
butes of empire, she held tenaciously to a reordered set of colonial priorities.
Rather than stake everything on maintaining the extensive formal empire ...
she regrouped around the far more profitable empire of world oil and strategic
raw materials. ... Thus ... a strategic priority ... [was] maintenance of British
interests in the oil-producing Middle East Gulf States, especially Iran.

Winston Churchill, then prime minister, tried a number of nonviolent re-
productive fixes to reverse Iran’s nationalization: “They first demanded
that the World Court and the United Nations punish [Mossadegh], then
sent warships to the Persian Gulf, and finally imposed a crushing embargo
thst devastated Iran’s economy” (Kinzer 2008: 2—3). Mossadegh “was ut-
terly unmoved” by these measures. Their strategic priorities defied by “in-
comprehensible orientals,” stiff upper lips quivered in Whitehall. It was
time to call in the “birdwatchers” (British slang for spies).

Granting itself Shultzian Permission, London turned to the US and de-
manded strategic rent in the form of assistance in staging a coup. President
Truman refused, but his successor, Eisenhower, whose secretary of state
was eager to give rollback a try, complied. Two birdwatchers—Kermit Roo-
sevelt Jr. and Donald Wilber (Iranian architectural scholar, oriental rug
collector, and one-time president of the Princeton Rug Society)—planned
and executed Operation Ajax, assisted by elements of British intelligence
and the Iranian military. Iranian politics around the nationalization of
their oil confronted the Americans with a hermeneutic puzzle: What to
do about this politics, which produced a reproductive vulnerability of an
intensified oil company/petrostate contradiction? At this point the social
reflexivity of the US old boys helps to explain why they did “that terrible
thing.”

Social Reflexivity: Two Contradictions and One Public Délire

There have been three main answers to the question of why the 1953 coup
took place. The first was that it had to do with domestic Iranian politics;
the second was that it addressed a Communist menace; and a third was
that it was about oil. I suggest a fourth answer that elaborates upon the
roles of both communism and oil. Let us first consider Iranian politics.

It's the Ayatollah: Darioush Bayandor (2010) argues that the overthrow
of Mossadegh resulted primarily from 1950s domestic Iranian politics,
and that key clerics of the time, notably Ayatollah Borujerdi, the Grand
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Marja-i-Taglid (“source of emulation”), played a crucial role in deposing
Mossadegh. Bayander does not deny that there was a CIA coup attempt
but argues that it failed, and that only a second attempt organized by the
clerics succeeded. Bayander marshals evidence well and is possibly correct,
but his views are not germane to our interest because they answer the dif-
ferent question of why the coup was effective, whereas our question is why
the Americans did what they did in it. Korea had been all about the inter-
imperial contradiction and containing communist expansion. Might this
sort of a consideration have played a role in US involvement in the coup?

Communism and the Inter-imperial Contradiction: Donald Wilber (1954), in
his originally secret CIA report of the events, insisted that Mossadegh'’s re-
gime “had cooperated closely with the Tudeh (Communist) Party of Iran.”
Kermit Roosevelt (1979) emphatically supported his co-conspirator in his
own book Countercoup. So the two CIA birdwatchers who had led the
coup for the US perceived what was happening in Mossadegh’s Iran as
communist expansion. This, in our terms, would be an intensification of
the inter-imperial contradiction.

The phrase “blowing smoke” is American slang for deliberately obscut-
ing something. Spies often blow smoke, and Ervand Abrahamian (2001:
198) has argued that the two spooks who ran Operation Ajax were blow-
ing smoke. Specifically, he insists:

Throughout the crisis, the “communist danger” was more of a rhetorical device
than a real issue—i.e., it was part of the cold-war discourse. The British and
American governments knew Mossadeq was as distrustful of the Soviet Union
as of the West. In fact, they often complained to each other about his “neu-
tralism.” ... They also knew that the Tudeh, even though the largest political
organization, was in no position to seize powetr. ... Despite 20,000 members and
110,000 sympathizers, the Tudeh was no match for the armed tribes and the
129,000-man military. What is more, the British and Americans had enough
inside information to be confident that the party had no plans to initiate armed
insurrection.

Further, at the time the Soviets clearly were not involved in plans to ex-
pand into Iran. Moscow’s relationship to Mossadegh was “distant and dis-
trustful” (Gaddis 1997: 166).

Nevertheless, it was true that “Iran had enormous oil wealth, a long
border with the Soviet Union, an active Communist party, and a national-
ist prime minister” (Kinzer 2008: 4). While Mossadegh was by no means a
communist, he was a social reformer. Further, Tudah might not have been
in a strong position in the early 1950s, but there was no reason to auto-
matically rule it out in the future. It was entirely possible that Mossadegh’s
and Tudah’s sympathies might be disposed more to Moscow than to the
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US. Thus, if he continued as prime minister the Soviets’ position might
well be strengthened in Tehran, and at worst Iran might become a “second
China” (ibid.). Consequently, a possibility of expansion of Soviet influence
into Iran existed.!* The inter-imperial contradiction certainly appeared to
be intensifying. This brings the discussion to the role of oil.

Oil and the Oil Company/Petro-state Contradiction: Concerning oil, Abra-
hamian has said,

the oil was important both for the United States and for Britain. It's not just
the question of oil in Iran. It was a question of control over oil internationally.
If Mossadegh had succeeded in nationalizing the British oil industry in Iran,
that would have set an example and was seen at that time by the Americans
as a threat to U.S. oil interests throughout the world, because other countries
would do the same. Once you have control, then you can determine how much
oil you produce in your country, who you sell it to, when you sell it, and that
meant basically shifting power ... to local countries like Iran and Venezuela.
And in this, the U.S. had as much stake in preventing nationalization in Iran as
the British did. (In Goodman 2003)

Abrahamian has a point. After all, prior to coming to Washington the
Dulles brothers had worked for the law firm Sullivan and Cromwell, which
represented the AIOC parent firm’s business in the US. They were thus
familiar with the issues pertaining to Iranian oil and moreover had their
own ideas as to how the control of the oil might be rearranged. Wilber’s
(1954: 2) account makes clear what that John Foster Dulles wanted: “Spe-
cifically to cause the fall of the Mossadeq government, and bring to power
a government which would reach an equitable oil settlement.” “Equitable”
meant that the American oil companies would have to get a big cut of
the oil. In the 1950s, Iran, as an oil producer, was a petro-state. It wanted
more of the value of its oil. The UK and the US had oil companies that also
wanted more of the value of Iran’s oil than Mossadegh was willing to give
them. Here, then, was an oil company/petro-state contradiction impinging
upon the Iranian situation in the early 1950s.

The global domination public délire: US hermeneutic politics in the early
1950s was ruled by a particular hermeneutic. In 1953, at the height of
Senator McCarthy’s anti-Communist crusade, Americans fixated on the
understanding that the Commies were wicked, ubiquitous—even in gov-
ernment—and needful of riddance. Futher, the Republican campaign plat-
form of the just finished election had promised such an eradication in the
international arena in the form of “rollback.” The hermeneutic was clear:
perceptually, communists of any variety were monsters; procedurally, they
were to be eradicated.
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In the first three years of the 1950s, the hermeneutic politics within
the US security establishment vis-a-vis Iran sought to understand the rel-
evance of Mossadegh'’s oil nationalization within the context of this anti-
Communist hermeneutic. A National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) in De-
cember 1950, the end of the first year of the Korean War, judged that the
Soviets had intended to aggressively pursue a global attack on the US’s
position. NIEs provide medium- to long-term estimates of the intelligence
community’s thinking about various topics. They were produced by the
CIA in Eisenhower’s time. The 1950 NIE warned of the Soviets “aggres-
sively” attacking “world-wide” (NIE-15 1950).

A few months later the US embassy in Moscow, in a report entitled
“Soviet Intentions” (FRUS 1951: 1582), included Iran as a target of So-
viet “attack,” reporting, “Elsewhere along the periphery of the Soviet orbit
Iran, Yugoslavia, and Germany are the principal foci of attention and any
faltering in Free World unity & determination might tempt the Kremlin
to move at these parts.” Mossadegh seemed especially vulnerable be-
cause he governed in a National Front government, and such govern-
ments seemed vulnerable to communist subversion, as had happened to
Czechoslovakian President Bene$’s regime in 1948. The State Depart-
ment’s Policy Planning Staff (30 July 1952) reported that there was fear
that Mossadegh could be co-opted in a Czech-style coup, “where the
communist organization either alone or in coalition with leftist elements
in the National Front might win control of a deteriorating situation” (in
Gavin 1999: 27).

At this point oil entered the discussion. During a June 1952 meeting
of the State Department and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General ]. Lawton
Collins, representing the Joint Chiefs, declared, “If we are going to hold
Middle Eastern oil we will have to hold a line in Iran” (FRUS 1952-1954:
239).5 The Security Elites 1.0 were not thinking that oil and commu-
nism were unrelated. Rather, they understood both were relevant to ap-
preciating the situation because they supposed that Iran was vulnerable
to communist subversion, and if Iran was lost, then, the military believed
(according to General Collins), all Near Eastern oil was at risk.

The Washington security elite’s interpretation of the Iranian puzzle by
the end of 1952 was summarized by another NIE report issued on 15 Jan-
uary 1953:

[ran presents a more pressing problem than that existing in other states of the
area, owing in part to the proximity of the Soviet Union and the strength of the
Tudah party, and in part to the more immediate danger of social, political and
fiscal breakdown. The longer present trends in Iran continue unchecked, the
more difficult it will become to prevent a breakdown of government authority
which would open the way for at least a gradual assumption of control by the
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Tudah ... the Iranian situation contains so many elements of instability that it
might occur at any time. (FRUS 1952-1954: 340-341)

This NIE might be thought of as the CIA’s perceptual interpretation of the
Iranian situation. The key understanding was that Iran might go commu-
nist “at any time.” Given such a perception, the procedures to be followed
included exercising violent force—violent, because Churchill had already
tried peaceful means of getting Mossadegh to cooperate and these had
failed. This understanding of the inter-imperial and the oil company/petro-
state contradictions was in terms of the global domination public délire.

NSC 136/1, dated 20 November 1952 and entitled “US Policy Re-
garding the Present Situation in Iran,” declared, “Specific military, eco-
nomic, diplomatic and psychological measures should be taken to support
a non-communist [ranian government or to prevent all or part of Iran or
adjacent areas from falling under communist domination” (In Gavin 1999:
34). NSC 136/1 and its command to take “military ... measures” autho-
rized implementation of the global domination public délire.

Actually, the decisions taken in the NIE and NSC documents had been
made during the Truman administration, so when lke and the Dulles broth-
ers arrived on the scene the reproductive fix was already in. Moreover, the
hermeneutic politics on this matter had been entirely one-sided. Wher-
ever lke, the Dulles brothers, and “Beetle” Smith turned, the recently
implemented global domination public délire dominated and, under the
Eisenhower administration, in the more aggressive rollback iteration.

On 3 June 1953, at a meeting held in Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles’ office, Kermit Roosevelt explained how he planned to carry out the
coup. When he finished, Dulles asked what others thought about the plan.
His brother, the CIA head; Beetle Smith; Secretary of Defense Charles
Wilson; the assistant secretary of state for Middle Eastern affairs; the di-
rector of policy planning at the State Department; and the US ambassador
to Iran all endorsed it, saying “we have no choice,” whereupon John Foster
Dulles said: “That’s that then. Let’s get going” (Kinzer 2008: 164). Among
the principals, it was a hermetic seal. Once they got Operation Ajax “go-
ing,” it became the August coup and the reason why the US Leviathan did
“that terrible thing.”

The coup, which may well have succeeded due to the reasons given
by Bayander, was over by 20 August 1953. The next year a meeting was
held between the US, UK, Iran, and other interested parties, who were
called “the Consortium,” to divvy up the spoils of Iran’s oil. A Consortium
Agreement was reached, which specified that (1) for the first time US oil
companies shared in the control of Iranian oil; (2) Western majors got 50
percent of revenues, with the US and UK evenly splitting 80 percent of
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this sum and the remainder divided between French and Dutch interests;
and (3) Iran was allocated 50 percent of the revenues, an increase from 16
percent in the original agreement. Thus, instead of Iranian oil becoming a
lost cause to all oil companies save Iranian ones, American officials used
the coup to arrange a situation that benefited friends of the US, inviting
advanced capitalist clients—the UK, Holland, and France—to enjoy eco-
nomic carrots in the form of oil revenues. The French may have grumbled
that they got only 6 percent of the loot and the Dutch only 14 percent,
but they got something. The British may have groused that they only got
as much as the Americans, but they could otherwise have lost it all. First
these countries received Marshall Plan Funds; next they got Iranian oil
revenues. These flows of value were strategic rents the US paid to ad-
vantaged clients to attach them to the second tier of the New American
Empire. Further, the Iranians got more oil revenues than had been the case
under the old AIOC.

Certain of Eisenhower’s security elites probably thought they were roll-
ing back the Soviets in Iran. However, the Bear was never really there, so
it only makes sense to think of the coup as a preemptive rollback iteration
of the global domination public délire. They were preempting something—
Iran becoming a Soviet client—so they would not have to roll it back later.
Moreover, the Shah, after thanking Kermit for his throne, allowed Iran to
join the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) along with Iraq, Pakistan,
Turkey, and the UK, to defend the Middle East against the USSR as NATO
did in Europe. Accordingly, the CIA coup further challenged the Soviets
by adding an additional client state to the New American Empire, solidify-
ing the US imperium in an area of the world where oil revenues kept richly
accumulating while helping to pay rents to its Atlantic community clients.
Finally, with US military and CIA assistance, the Shah organized a secret
police that brutally repressed the Tudah, effectively eliminating them as a
political force in Iran (Abrahamian 1999). Moreover, many ordinary Irani-
ans eventually suffered under the Shah due to Kermit’s fine coup. So all in
all, as the Iranian filmmaker Maziar Bahari told US National Public Radio,
it left “a bitter taste in Iranians’ mouths” (NPR Staff 2013). We shall hear
from Iran in a later chapter. Now it is time to move on to Banana Land and
another adventure of the Dulles brothers.

Banana Land: The Guatemalan Coup, 1954

... the people are very polite ... (Journey to Banana Land, a 1950 United Fruit
Company film, in Brimont 2011).
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In 1950 the United Fruit Company (UFC), which had vast interests in
Guatemala, produced a film called Journey to Banana Land. Filled with sen-
timental music and condescending assurances that the “people” were “very
polite,” the film was above all a trip into the UFC'’s self-representation,
whereby the company presented itself as a benign corporation bearing fruit
for the folk of Banana Land. Another, altogether different trip in Banana
Land leads to the tentacles of el pulpo (the octopus, a common moniker for
the UFC among Guatemalans) and another coup.

The 1954 Guatemalan coup d’état was a covert, indirect CIA operation
that, according to Nicholas Cullather (1994: ix), a historian working for
the CIA, “delighted both President Eisenhower and the Dulles brothers.”!¢
It was called Operation PBSUCCESS and considered another CIA tri-
umph after Iran. It overthrew Jacobo Arbenz Guzman, the democratically
elected president of Guatemala. The following events led to Eisenhower
and the Dulles brothers’ delight.

During the first half of the twentieth century, Guatemala had been a
place of informal US imperialism where US companies extracted capital
from the country. Guatemala’s geography is favorable to tropical agri-
cultural production. Consequently the UFC (most famous for Chiquita
bananas), starting in 1901 and continuing through the dictatorial presi-
dencies of Manuel José Estrada Cabrera (1898-1920) and General Jorge
Ubico (1931-1944), gradually came to dominate the Guatemalan econ-
omy. This was especially true under Ubico, who was called “Little Napo-
leon” because he fancied himself as like Napoleon, and whom Tomas Borge
(1992: 55) described as “crazier than a half-dozen opium smoking frogs.”

Little Napoleon, the only son of a wealthy landowner and prominent
political figure, was something of a hybrid elite. He was first privately tu-
tored, then educated at Guatemala’s most prestigious schools before fur-
ther education in the US and Europe. Unsurprisingly, he was disposed to
grant favors to the UFC, which it used to secure controlling shares of the
railroad, electric utility, and telegraph companies while also acquiring over
40 percent of the country’s best land and de facto control over its only port
facility, in the process earning its nickname, el pulpo. However, a period
of nationalist, social welfare—oriented reform in Guatemala began in the
1940s.

Little Napoleon met his personal Waterloo in the “October Revolution”
of 1944, whereupon Juan José Arévalo Bermejo was elected and governed
until 1951. A new constitution was enacted, permitting land expropria-
tion. This, combined with Arévalo’s belief in “spiritual socialism,” horri-
fied Guatemala’s landed elite, who accused him of supporting communism.
In 1947 he signed a labor protection law whose most obvious target was
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the UFC. The US embassy in Guatemala became worried and sent cables
warning of Arévalo’s communist leanings.

Jacobo Arbenz was the next president of Guatemala. His father was a
Swiss migrant and pharmacist who initially earned enough to provide his
family with a comfortable life. Tragically, the father became an addict, ne-
glected his business, went bankrupt, and plunged the family into poverty.
There was no money for Jacobo to attend university, so he attended the
military academy, to which he was able to win a scholarship. Subsequently,
Arbenz entered the army as an officer and married Maria Cristina Vila-
nova, a landowner’s daughter with a taste for socialism. Instead of travel-
ing north to attend Harvard, cavort with wealthy old boys, and become a
hybrid elite, Jacobo stayed south, fell in love with a socialist, and became a
committed advocate of social welfare.

Arbenz’s participation in the 1944 revolution made him a hero. This
fame helped get him elected president in 1951 as a reformer following in
Arévalo’s footsteps. Arbenz’s government sought to more completely im-
plement his predecessor’s policies. The Agrarian Ref