Where Did The Antiwar Movement Go?
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The Cato Institute’'s David Boaz looks around andheerswhat happened to the antiwar
movement that used to crowd the streets of D.G/ arfiéw yvears ago:

On a street corner in Washington, D.C., outsidedam Institute, there’s a metal box
that controls traffic signals. During the Bush yetirere was hardly a day that it didn’t
sport a poster advertising an antiwar march or kirdenouncing Preside@eorge W.
Bushand the war in Irag. But the marches and the ppstemed to stop on election day
2008.

Maybe antiwar organizers assumed that they hadeeléce man who would stop the war.
After all, Barack Obama rose to power on the bakigs early opposition to the Iraq war
and his promise to end it. But after two yearshm White House he has made both of
George Bush’s wars his wars.

As Boaz notes, though, the reality of the pastye@s has shown that there aren’t really
that many differences between Barack Obama andgé&bt Bush on the foreign policy
front:

Today, however, he haspled President Bush’s troop levaétsAfghanistan, and we have
been fighting there for more than nine years. Téet&on has declared “the official end
to Operation Iraqi Freedom and combat operationdrited States forces in Iraq,” but
we still have 50,000 troops thefeardly what Senator Obama promised.

And now Libya.In various recent pollsore than two-thirds of Americans have opposed
military intervention in Libya. No doubt many ofeitm voted for President Obama.

Yes, there is still a rump antiwar movement outéhand many of them spent the better
part of this weekendrotesting the treatment of Bradley Manning atlihig on the
Quantico Marine Basé-or the most part, though, the mass antiwar piotee over,
despite the fact that we are still engaged in fighthe very wars that they were
protesting only a few years ago, along with a nee as of Saturday. As Boaz notes, its
hard not to reach the conclusion based on allisftifat the Bush-era antiwar movement
was really an anti-Bush movement. Indemuke studyfound that the vast majority of
antiwar protesters withdrew from active involvementhe movement after Bush left
office.

Moreover, as one of my co-bloggers at The Libedpd?s noted in a post originally
written two years agdhe antiwar movement wasn't really antiwar at all:




The so-called “anti-war” groups that popped up betbe Iraqg War were never anti-war.
Many of their founders and leaders cheered on Bid@l's wars in the Balkans and in
Haiti. They were not completely anti-American orrelg “on the other side” as some
conservative and neo-libertarian bloggers accuseuh either. The “anti-war” movement
was simply a rallying point for leftists and Demaicparty hacks who needed to gain
traction against a popular (at the time) Presi@ergh. They needed to sow doubt about
the Irag War (the mismanagement of the war by tirghBadministration helped as well)
in order to have a wedge issue against Presidesit.Buaturally, they rooted for more
American deaths in Afghanistan and Iraq and for Aca® objectives to go unfulfilled,
at least while Bush was president.

Now their Messiah has been elected and he wamtspand the Afghan War, possibly
into Pakistan. What's a leftist posing a peacevattsupposed to do. Well, what all good
leftists do, follow their leader, in this case ¥essiah. He wants to send 17,000 more
Americans into Afghanistan to bring democracy, @gsthe Taliban, and put in chicken
in every Afghan pot. He has not defined what “vigtas in Afghanistan, nor does he
have a plan, short of nuclear war, to combat tH#diaization of Pakistan. If George W.
Bush planned this, the so-called peace activistddvaave been the ones having Tea
Parties on April 15.

Aren’t the so-called “peace activists” being jusad bit hypocritical now that their
Messiah is in the Oval Office and wants his littlar?

| think it’s fairly clear that, for the most pathey are.



