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Rogues’ Gallery
Who Qualifies?

Ilike many other terms of political discourse, the term “rogue state” has
two uses: a propagandistic use, applied to assorted enemies, and a literal
use that applies to states that do not regard themselves as bound by inter-
national norms. Logic suggests that the most powerful states should tend
to fall into the latter category unless internally constrained, an expecta-
tion that history confirms.

Though international norms are not rigidly determined, there is a
measure of agreement on general guidelines. In the post—-World War II
period, these norms are partially codified in the UN Charter, Interna-
tional Court of Justice decisions, and various conventions and treaties.
The US regards itself as exempt from these conditions, increasingly so
since the Cold War ended, leaving US dominance so overwhelming that
pretense can be largely dropped. The fact has not gone unnoticed. The
newsletter of the American Society of International Law (ASIL) ob-
served in March 1999 that “international law is today probably less
highly regarded in our country than at any time” in the century; the edi-
tor of its professional journal had warned shortly before of the “alarming
exacerbation” of Washington’s dismissal of treaty obligations.'

The operative principle was articulated by Dean Acheson in 1963
when he informed the ASIL that the “propriety” of a response to a “chal-
lenge ... [to the] ... power, position, and prestige of the United States ...
1s not a legal issue.” International law, he had observed earlier, is useful
“to gild our positions with an ethos derived from very general moral princi-
ples which have affected legal doctrines.” But the US is not bound by it.”

Acheson was referring specifically to the Cuba blockade. Cuba has
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2 Noam Chomsky

been one of the main targets of US terror and economic warfare for 40
years, even before the secret decision of March 1960 to overthrow the
government. The Cuban threat was identified by Arthur Schlesinger, re-
porting the conclusions of Kennedy’s Latin American mission to the in-
coming president: It is “the spread of the Castro idea of taking matters into
one’s own hands,” which might stimulate the “poor and underprivileged”
elsewhere, who “are now demanding opportunities for a decent living,”
Schlesinger later elaborated — the “virus” or “rotten apple” effect, as it
1s sometimes called. There was a Cold War connection: “The Soviet Union
hovers in the wings, flourishing large development loans and presenting
itself as the model for achieving modernization in a single generation.””

Unsurprisingly, the US assault became considerably harsher after
the USSR disappeared from the scene. The measures have been near-
universally condemned: by the UN, the European Union, the Organiza-
tion of American States (OAS) and its judicial body, the Inter-American
Juridical Committee, which ruled unanimously that they violate interna-
tional law, as did the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights.
Few doubt that they would also be condemned by the World Trade Or-
ganization (WTO), but Washington has made it clear that it would disre-
gard any WTO ruling, keeping to the rogue state principle.

To mention another illustration of contemporary relevance, when
Indonesia invaded East Timor in 1975 it was ordered to withdraw at once
by the UN Security Council, but to no avail. The reasons were explained
in his 1978 memoirs by UN Ambassador Daniel Patrick Moynihan:

The United States wished things to turn out as they did, and worked to

bring this about. The Department of State desired that the United

Nations prove utterly ineffective in whatever measures it undertook.

This task was given to me, and I carried it forward with no inconsider-

able success.’

He goes on to report that within two months some 60,000 people had
been killed. The numbers reached about 200,000 within a few years,
thanks to increasing military support from the US, joined by Britain as
atrocities peaked in 1978. Their support continued through 1999, as
Kopassus commandoes, armed and trained by the US, organized “Oper-
ation Clean Sweep” from January, killing 3,000 to 5,000 people by Au-
gust, according to credible Church sources, and later expelling 750,000
people — 85 percent of the population — and virtually destroying the
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country. Throughout, the Clinton administration kept to its stand that “it
is the responsibility of the government of Indonesia, and we don’t want
to take it away from them.” Under mounting domestic and international
(primarily Australian) pressure, Washington finally indicated to the
Indonesian generals that the game was over. They quickly reversed
course, announcing their withdrawal, an indication of the latent power
that had always been available.

US support for Indonesian aggression and slaughter was almost re-
flexive. The murderous and corrupt General Suharto was “our kind of
guy,” the Clinton administration explained, as he had been ever since he
supervised a Rwanda-style massacre in 1965 that elicited unrestrained
euphoria in the US. So he remained, while compiling one of the worst hu-
man rights records of the modern era, though he fell from grace in 1997
when he lost control and was dragging his feet on harsh International
Monetary Fund (IMF) austerity programs. The pattern is familiar: an-
other grand killer, Saddam Hussein, was also supported through his worst
atrocities, changing status only when he disobeyed (or misunderstood)
orders. There is a long series of similar illustrations: Trujillo, Mobutu,
Marcos, Duvalier, Noriega, and many others. Crimes are not of great
consequence; disobedience is.

The 1965 mass murders, mostly of landless peasants, ensured that
Indonesia would not be a threat of the Cuban variety — an “infection”
that “would sweep westward” through South Asia, as George Kennan
had warned in 1948 when he took “the problem of Indonesia” to be the
“most crucial” issue in “the struggle with the Kremlin,” which was
scarcely visible. The massacre was also taken to be a justification of
Washington’s wars in Indochina, which had strengthened the resolve of
the generals to cleanse their society.’

Rendering the UN “utterly ineffective” has been routine procedure
since the organization fell out of control with decolonization. One index
is Security Council vetoes, covering a wide range of issues: from the
1960s, the US has been far in the lead, Britain second, France a distant
third. General Assembly votes are similar. The more general principle is
that if an international organization does not serve the interests that gov-
ern US policy, there is little reason to allow it to survive.

The reasons for dismissing international norms were elaborated by
the Reagan administration when the World Court was considering Nica-
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ragua’s charges against the US. Secretary of State George Shultz de-
rided those who advocate “utopian, legalistic means like outside
mediation, the United Nations, and the World Court, while ignoring the
power element of the equation.” State Department legal advisor Abra-
ham Sofaer explained that most of the world cannot “be counted on to
share our view,” and the “majority often opposes the United States on
important international questions.” Accordingly, we must “reserve to
ourselves the power to determine” how we will act and which matters
fall “essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of the United States, as
determined by the United States” — in this case, the actions that the
Court condemned as the “unlawful use of force” against Nicaragua.’

The Court called on Washington to desist and pay substantial repa-
rations, also ruling that all aid to the mercenary forces attacking Nicaragua
was military, not humanitarian. Accordingly, the Court was dismissed
as a “hostile forum” (New York Times) that had discredited itself by con-
demning the US, which reacted by escalating the war and dismissing
the call for reparations. The US then vetoed a UN Security Council reso-
lution calling on all states to observe international law, and voted in vir-
tual isolation against similar General Assembly resolutions. All of this
was considered so insignificant that it was barely reported, just as the of-
ficial reactions have been ignored. Aid was called “humanitarian” until
the US victory.’

The rogue state doctrine remained in force when the Democrats re-
turned to the White House. President Clinton informed the United Na-
tions in 1993 that the US will act “multilaterally when possible, but
unilaterally when necessary,” a position reiterated a year later by UN
Ambassador Madeleine Albright and in 1999 by Secretary of Defense
William Cohen, who declared that the US is committed to “unilateral
use of military power” to defend vital interests, which include “ensuring
uninhibited access to key markets, energy supplies, and strategic re-
sources,” and indeed anything that Washington might determine to be
within its “domestic jurisdiction.”®

The only novelty in these positions is that they are public. In the in-
ternal record, they are assumed from the earliest days of the post-war
order. The first memorandum of the newly formed National Security
Council (NSC 1/3) called for military support for underground opera-
tions in Italy, along with national mobilization in the United States, “in
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the event the Communists obtain domination of the Italian government
by legal means”; subversion of democracy in Italy remained a major
project at least into the 1970s.’

The record elsewhere is too rich to sample. It includes not only di-
rect aggression, subversion, and terror, but also support for the same
practices on the part of client states: for example, regular Israeli attacks
on Lebanon that have left tens of thousands dead and have repeatedly
driven hundreds of thousands from their homes; and massive ethnic
cleansing and other large-scale atrocities conducted by Turkey, within
NATO, abetted by a huge flow of arms from the Clinton administration
that escalated as atrocities peaked. '

The record also includes incitement of atrocities. An illustration is the
state that has just replaced Turkey as the leading recipient of US military
aid (Israel and Egypt are in a separate category), now that Clinton-
backed Turkish terror has succeeded, at least temporarily. The new cham-
pion, Colombia, had the worst human rights record in the hemisphere in
the ’90s, and — conforming to a well-substantiated regularity — US
military aid and training are now scheduled to increase sharply.

The US contributions to the Colombian tale of horrors date back to
the Kennedy administration. One of the most significant legacies of the
Kennedy administration was its 1962 decision to shift the mission of the
Latin American military from “hemispheric defense” to “internal secu-
rity,” while providing the means and training to carry out the task. As de-
scribed by Charles Maechling, who led counterinsurgency and internal
defense planning from 1961 to 1966, that historic decision led to a
change from toleration “of the rapacity and cruelty of the Latin American
military” to “direct complicity” in “the methods of Heinrich Himmler’s
extermination squads.” The aftermath need not be reviewed. The conse-
quences persist even after state terror has achieved its immediate goals.
A Jesuit-sponsored conference in San Salvador in 1994 took particular
note of the efficacy of the residual “culture of terror in domesticating the
expectations of the majority vis-a-vis alternatives different to those of the
powerful,” a powerful force, buttressed with ample historical memory
and current evidence.''

Much the same has been true in other parts of the “South.” In 1958,
President Eisenhower supervised one of the major US clandestine oper-
ations in an effort to break up Indonesia, meanwhile dismantling its par-
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liamentary institutions and setting the stage for the massive terror of the
next 40 years. At the same time, Washington subverted the first (and last)
free election in Laos, supported an attack on Cambodia, undermined the
Burmese government, and intensified the terror of its client regime in
South Vietnam, escalated to direct US aggression by JFK a few years
later. In each case, the long-term effects have been disastrous.'*

To ensure that its writ is law, a rogue superpower must maintain
“credibility”: failure to respect its power carries severe penalties. The
concept 1s invoked regularly in justification of state violence. The regular
appeal to “credibility” was the only plausible argument advanced for the
preference for war over other means in the case of Kosovo in early 1999;
the standard cover phrase was “credibility of NATO,” but no one be-
lieved that it was the credibility of Belgium or Italy that had to be estab-
lished in the minds of potentially disobedient elements — “rogues” in the
technical propagandistic usage: “the defiant, the indolent, and the mis-
creant,” the “disorderly” elements of the world who reject the right of
the self-anointed “enlightened states” to resort to violence when, where,
and as they “believe it to be just,” discarding “the restrictive old rules” and
obeying “modern notions of justice” that they fashion for the occasion."”

The need for “credibility” is also a leading factor in long-term plan-
ning. It is stressed, for example, in a 1995 study of “Post-Cold War De-
terrence” by the US Strategic Command (STRATCOM): Washington’s
“deterrence statement” must be “convincing” and “immediately dis-
cernible” by leaders of “rogue states.” The US should have available
“the full range of responses,” primarily nuclear weapons, because “un-
like chemical or biological weapons, the extreme destruction from a nu-
clear explosion is immediate, with few if any palliatives to reduce its
effect.” Bioterrorism may be a weapon of the weak, but the powerful
rogue states prefer more efficient means of terror, intimidation, and dev-
astation. “Although we are not likely [sic] to use nuclear weapons in less
than matters of the greatest national importance, or in less than extreme
circumstances, nuclear weapons always cast a shadow over any crisis or
conflict.” Furthermore, “planners should not be too rational about deter-
mining ... what the opponent values the most,” all of which must be
targeted. “It hurts to portray ourselves as too fully rational and
cool-headed.” “That the US may become irrational and vindictive if its
vital interests are attacked should be a part of the national persona we
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project.” It is “‘beneficial” for our strategic posture if “some elements
may appear to be potentially ‘out of control.” ”

While the vast destruction of nuclear weapons is the preferred mode
of “cast[ing] a shadow” over crisis and conflict, low-tech options should
not be overlooked. STRATCOM also advises “creative deterrence”: “an
insightful tailoring of what is valued within a culture, and its weaving
into a deterrence message.” One illustration is provided, and suggested
as amodel: When Soviet citizens were kidnapped and killed in Lebanon,
“the Soviets had delivered to the leader of the revolutionary activity a
package containing a single testicle — that of his eldest son.” With skillful
intermingling of creative deterrence and the threat of nuclear destruc-
tion, against the background of many examples of the residual “culture
of terror” described by the Salvadoran Jesuits, the “defiant” and “mis-
creant” who might disturb good order should be effectively controlled.

The reasoning would be familiar to any mafia don. In one or another
form, it finds its natural place in any system of power and domination,
and one should hardly be surprised to find that an appropriate version 1s
crafted by the global enforcer, and applied where necessary. This is the
rational way to advance towards the ideal outlined by Winston Churchill
in his reflections on the shape of the post-World War II world:

The government of the world must be entrusted to satisfied nations,

who wished nothing more for themselves than what they had. If the

world-government were in the hands of hungry nations, there would
always be danger. But none of us had any reason to seek for anything
more. The peace would be kept by peoples who lived in their own way

and were not ambitious. Our power placed us above the rest. We were

like rich men dwelling at peace within their habitations."*

In the post—-Cold War world, the Pentagon elaborated, “deterrence
strategy” shifted from the “weapon-rich environment” of the super-
power enemy to the “target-rich environment” of the South — in reality,
the primary target of aggression and terror throughout the Cold War.
Nuclear weapons “seem destined to be the centerpiece of US strategic
deterrence for the foreseeable future,” the STRATCOM report con-
cludes. The US should therefore reject a “no-first-use policy,” and
should make it clear to adversaries that its “reaction” may “either be re-
sponse or preemptive.” It should also reject the stated goal of the
Non-Proliferation Treaty and should not agree to “Negative Security
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Assurances” that ban use of nuclear Wéapons against non-nuclear states
that are parties to the Treaty. A Negative Security Assurance of 1995
was overridden by internal planning and other presidential directives,
leaving Cold War strategy pretty much on course, apart from the broader
range of targets."

It is perhaps of interest that none of this elicits concern or even
commentary.

During the Cold War years, the standard pretext for terror and ag-
gression was ‘“‘communism,” a highly flexible notion, as the victims
recognize. Inspection of the internal record reveals that leading concerns
were commonly the threat of independence and “infection.” In Indone-
sia, as in Italy, a prime concern was that the government was too demo-
cratic, even permitting participation of a party of the left, the PKI, which
“had won widespread support not as a revolutionary party but as an or-
ganization defending the interests of the poor within the existing system,”
developing a “mass base among the peasantry” through its “vigor in de-
fending the interests of the ... poor,” Australian Indonesia specialist
Harold Crouch observes. There was no Russian connection, as Eisen-
hower stressed “vociferously” in internal discussion. '°

The PKI was pro-Chinese, but by 1965, when it was demolished by
mass slaughter, Russia and China were hardly allies. The way the fear of
China was invoked illustrates well the opportunistic character of Cold
War propaganda. Thus, when the State Department decided to support
French efforts to reconquer its former colony, US intelligence was in-
structed to “prove” that Ho Chi Minh was an agent of the Kremlin or
“Peiping”; either would do, and when it turned out that no evidence
could be found, that was taken as proof that the targeted enemy was a
mere slave of its foreign masters, in one of the more comical episodes of
the history of intelligence.'” Moynihan’s explanation of why the US had
to render the Security Council “utterly ineffective” and support Indone-
sian slaughter in East Timor was that the resistance was supported by
China — outlandish, but it reflected the understanding that some Cold
War element is required by the doctrinal system.

The significance of Moynihan’s invocation of China was illumi-
nated by events four years earlier and four years later, the US reactions
to the two major (perhaps only) examples of post-World War II military
interventions that had highly beneficial humanitarian consequences: In-
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dia’s invasion of East Pakistan (Bangladesh) in 1971, and Vietnam's
overthrow of the Pol Pot regime eight years later. Both interventions
were bitterly opposed by Washington, and in both cases its friendly rela-
tions with China were a leading factor. An apparent reason for the furi-
ous reaction to India’s termination of huge atrocities was that it might
have interfered with the PR operation planned for Kissinger’s surprise
visit to China; Vietnam’s crime of terminating the atrocities of Pol Pot
was punished by a US-backed Chinese invasion, while the US turned to
overt diplomatic and military support for the displaced Pol Pot regime
(Democratic Kampuchea).

Cold War pretexts were always available, and sometimes had a
modicum of plausibility; and, of course, great power interactions are al-
ways in the background. But a close look commonly reveals that other
factors are the operative ones, as in the case of Indochina, Cuba, and In-
donesia — a fact sometimes conceded when Cold War pretexts faded.
Thus, in its first post—-Cold War request for Pentagon funding in March
1990, the Bush administration called for maintaining the major US inter-
vention forces, targeting the Middle East, where the “threats to our in-
terests ... could not be laid at the Kremlin’s door,” contrary to decades
of propaganda.'®

Similarly, when the US terminated Guatemala’s brief democratic
experiment with a military invasion, setting off 40 years of horror, the
concern voiced internally (though not publicly) was that the “social and
economic programs of the elected government met the aspirations” of
labor and the peasantry and “inspired the loyalty and conformed to the
self-interest of most politically conscious Guatemalans.”"” More dan-
gerous still, Guatemala’s

agrarian reform is a powerful propaganda weapon,; its broad social

program of aiding the workers and peasants in a victorious struggle

against the upper classes and large foreign enterprises has a strong ap-

peal to the populations of Central American neighbors where similar

conditions prevail.*’

The threat to order was suppressed with 40 years of brutal violence and
massacres.

These are constant refrains in the internal record. Accordingly, the
policies continue with only tactical modification when the Cold War can
no longer be invoked, as in 1991, when Washington moved at once to re-
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verse Haiti’s hopeful democratic experiment, then undermined the OAS
embargo while the military junta-tortured and murdered, and finally re-
stored the elected president on the condition that he adopt the policies of
Washington’s defeated candidate in the 1990 elections, who had re-
ceived 14 percent of the vote. Subsequent debate focuses on the question
of whether this “humanitarian intervention” in defense of democracy
was well-advised.”!

Against the background of large-scale aggression and terror, actions
that would be considered major crimes if perpetrated by others are
mere footnotes: for example, the murder of 80 Lebanese in the worst ter-
rorist atrocity of 1985, at the peak of fury about “international terror-
ism,” a CIA-initiated car-bombing targeting a Muslim leader. Or the
destruction of half the pharmaceutical supplies of a poor African coun-
try (Sudan) in 1998, with a death toll that is unknown, and uninvestigated:
Washington blocked a UN inquiry. The bombing was legitimate, the edi-
tors of the New York Times explained, because the US “has the right to use
military force against factories and training camps where terrorist attacks
against American targets are being prepared” (or perhaps are not).”> The re-
action would presumably be different if, say, Islamic terrorists were to
destroy half the pharmaceutical supplies in the US, Israel, or some other
favored state.

These and other examples of retail terror may fall under the cate-
gory of “creative deterrence.”

The human toll is too vast to try to calculate, but for rogue states
with tremendous power, crimes do not matter. They are eliminated from
history or transmuted into benign intent that sometimes goes awry.
Thus, at the outer limits of admissible critique, the war against South
Vietnam, then all of Indochina, began with “blundering efforts to do
good,” though “by 1969” it had become clear “that the intervention had
been a disastrous mistake” because the US “could not impose a solution
except at a price too costly to itself.” Robert McNamara’s apology for
the war was addressed to Americans, and was either condemned as
treachery (by hawks) or considered highly meritorious and courageous
(by doves): If millions of dead litter the ruins of the countries devastated
by our assault, and still die from unexploded ordnance and the lingering
effects of chemical warfare, that is not our concern, and calls for no apol-
ogy, let alone reparations or war crimes trials.”






Rogue States

The concept of “rogue state” plays a preeminent role today in policy
planning and analysis. The April 1998 Iraq crisis is only one of the most
recent examples. Washington and London have declared Iraq a “rogue
state,” a threat to its neighbors and to the entire world, an “outlaw nation”
led by a reincarnation of Hitler who must be contained by the guardians
of world order, the United States and its “junior partner,” to adopt the
term ruefully employed by the British foreign office half a century ago.'

The concept merits a close look. But first, let’s consider its applica-
tion in the current crisis.

The Iraq Crisis

The most interesting feature of the debate over the Iraq crisis is that it
never took place. True, many words flowed, and there was dispute about
how to proceed. But discussion kept within rigid bounds that excluded
the obvious answer: the US and UK should act in accord with their laws
and treaty obligations.

The relevant legal framework is formulated in the Charter of the
United Nations, a “‘solemn treaty” recognized as the foundation of inter-
national law and world order, and under the US Constitution, “the su-
preme law of the land.”

The Charter states that “the Security Council shall determine the ex-
istence of any threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggres-
sion, and shall make recommendations, or decide what measures shall
be taken in accordance with Articles 41 and 42,” which detail the pre-
ferred “measures not involving the use of armed force” and permit the Se-
curity Council to take further action if it finds such measures inadequate.

12
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The only exception is Article 51, which permits the “right of individual
or collective self-defense” against “armed attack ... until the Security
Council has taken the measures necessary to maintain international
peace and security.” Apart from these exceptions, member states “shall
refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force.”

There are legitimate ways to react to the many threats to world
peace. If Iraq’s neighbors feel threatened, they can approach the Secu-
rity Council to authorize appropriate measures to respond to the threat. If
the US and Britain feel threatened, they can do the same. But no state has
the authority to make its own determinations on these matters and to act
as it chooses; the US and UK would have no such authority even if their
own hands were clean — hardly the case.

Outlaw states do not accept these conditions: Saddam’s Iraq, for ex-
ample, or the United States. The US position was forthrightly articulated
by Secretary of State Madeleine Albright, then UN ambassador, when
she informed the Security Council during an earlier US confrontation
with Iraq that the US will act “multilaterally when we can, and unilater-
ally as we must,” because “‘we recognize this area as vital to US national
interests” and therefore accept no external constraints. Albright reiter-
ated that stand when UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan undertook his
February 1998 diplomatic mission: “We wish him well,” she stated,
“and when he comes back we will see what he has brought and how it fits
with our national interest,” which will determine how we respond.
When Annan announced that an agreement had been reached, Albright
repeated the doctrine: “It is possible that he will come with something
we don’t like, in which case we will pursue our national interest.” Presi-
dent Clinton announced that if Iraq failed the test of conformity (as de-
termined by Washington), “everyone would understand that then the
United States and hopefully all of our allies would have the unilateral
right to respond at a time, place, and manner of our own choosing,” in
the manner of other violent and lawless states.’

The Security Council unanimously endorsed Annan’s agreement,
rejecting US/UK demands that it authorize their use of force in the event
of non-compliance. The resolution warned of “severest consequences,”
but with no further specification. In the crucial final paragraph, the
Council “DECIDES, in accordance with its responsibilities under the
Charter, to remain actively seized of the matter, in order to ensure imple-
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mentation of this resolution and to ensure peace and security in the
area” — the Council, no one else; in accordance with the Charter.

The facts were clear and unambiguous. Headlines read: “An Auto-
matic Strike Isn’t Endorsed” (Wall Street Journal), “UN Rebuffs US on
Threat to Iraq If It Breaks Pact” (New York Times), etc. Britain’s UN am-
bassador “privately assured his colleagues on the Council that the reso-
lution does not grant the United States and Britain an ‘automatic trigger’
to launch strikes against Iraq if it impedes” UN searches for chemical
weapons. “It has to be the Security Council who determines when to use
armed force,” the ambassador of Costa Rica declared, expressing the po-
sition of the Security Council.

Washington’s reaction was different. US Ambassador Bill Richard-
son asserted that the agreement “did not preclude the unilateral use of
force” and that the US retains its legal right to attack Baghdad at will.
State Department spokesperson James Rubin dismissed the wording of
the resolution as “not as relevant as the kind of private discussions that
we’ve had”: “I am not saying that we don’t care about that resolution,”
but “we’ve made clear that we don’t see the need to return to the Security
Council if there is a violation of the agreement.” The president stated
that the resolution “provides authority to act” if the US is dissatisfied
with Iraqi compliance; his press secretary made clear that that means
military action. “US Insists It Retains Right to Punish Iraq,” the New
York Times headline read, accurately. The US has the unilateral right to
use force at will. Period.

Some felt that even this stand strayed too close to our solemn obli-
gations under international and domestic law. Senate majority leader
Trent Lott denounced the administration for having “subcontracted” its
foreign policy “to others” — to the UN Security Council. Senator John
McCain warned that “the United States may be subordinating its power
to the United Nations,” an obligation only for law-abiding states. Sena-
tor John Kerry added that it would be “legitimate” for the US to invade
Iraq outright if Saddam “remains obdurate and in violation of the United
Nations resolutions, and in a position of threat to the world community,”
whether the Security Council so determines or not. Such unilateral US
action would be “within the framework of international law,” as Kerry
conceives it. A liberal dove who reached national prominence as an oppo-
nent of the Vietnam War, Kerry explained that his current stand was con-



Rogue States 15

sistent with his earlier views. Vietnam taught him that force should be
used only if the objective is “achievable and it meets the needs of your
country.” Saddam’s invasion of Kuwait was therefore wrong for only
one reason: it was not “achievable,” as matters turned out.?

At the liberal-dovish end of the spectrum, Annan’s agreement was
welcomed, but within the narrow framework that barred the central is-
sues. In a typical reaction, the Boston Globe stated that had Saddam not
backed down, “the United States would not only have been justified in
attacking Iraq — it would have been irresponsible not to,” with no fur-
ther questions asked. The editors also called for “a universal consensus
of opprobrium” against “weapons of mass destruction” as “the best
chance the world has of keeping perverted science from inflicting hith-
erto unimagined harm.” A sensible proposal; one can think of easy ways
to start, without the threat of force, but these are not what are intended.

Political analyst William Pfaff deplored Washington’s unwilling-
ness to consult “theological or philosophical opinion” (the views of
Thomas Aquinas and Renaissance theologian Francisco Suarez), as “a
part of the analytical community” in the US and UK had done “during
the 1950s and 1960s,” but not the foundations of contemporary interna-
tional and domestic law, which are clear and explicit, though irrelevant
to the intellectual culture. Another liberal analyst urged the US to face
the fact that if its incomparable power “is really being exercised for
mankind’s sake, mankind demands some say in its use,” which would
not be permitted by “the Constitution, the Congress, nor television’s
Sunday pundits”; “the other nations of the world have not assigned
Washington the right to decide when, where, and how their interests
should be served” (Ronald Steel).

The Constitution does happen to provide such mechanisms,
namely, by declaring valid treaties “the supreme law of the land,” partic-
ularly the most fundamental of them, the UN Charter. It further autho-
rizes Congress to “define and punish ... offenses against the law of
nations,” undergirded by the Charter in the contemporary era. It 1s, fur-
thermore, a bit of an understatement to say that other nations “have not
assigned Washington the right”; they have forcefully denied it that right,
following the (at least rhetorical) lead of Washington, which largely
crafted the Charter.*
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Reference to Iraq’s violation of UN resolutions was regularly taken
to imply that the two warrior states have the right to use force unilater-
ally, taking the role of “world policemen” — an insult to the police, who
in principle are supposed to enforce the law, not tear it to shreds. There
was criticism of Washington’s “arrogance of power” and the like — not
quite the proper terms for a self-designated violent outlaw state.

One might contrive a tortured legal argument to support US/UK
claims, though no one has really tried. Step One would be that Iraq has vi-
olated UN Resolution 687 of April 3, 1991, which declares a cease-fire
“upon official notification by Iraq” that it accepts the provisions that are
spelled out (destruction of weapons, inspection, etc.). This is probably
the longest and most detailed Security Council resolution on record, but
it mentions no enforcement mechanism. Step Two of the argument, then,
would be that Iraq’s non-compliance “reinvokes” Resolution 678.° That
resolution authorizes member states “to use all necessary means to uphold
and implement Resolution 660,”° which calls on Iraq to withdraw at
once from Kuwait and for Iraq and Kuwait “to begin immediately inten-
sive negotiations for the resolution of their differences,” recommending the
framework of the Arab League. Resolution 678 also invokes “all subse-
quent relevant resolutions” (listing them: 662, 664); these are “relevant”
in that they refer to the occupation of Kuwait and Iraqi actions relating to
it. Reinvoking 678 thus leaves matters as they were: with no authoriza-
tion to use force to implement the later Resolution 687, which brings up
completely different issues, authorizing nothing beyond sanctions.

There is no need to debate the matter. The US and UK could readily
have settled all doubts by calling on the Security Council to authorize
their “threat and use of force,” as required by the Charter. Britain did
take some steps in that direction, but abandoned them when it became
obvious, at once, that the Security Council would not go along. Blair’s
initiative, quickly withdrawn, was a “mistake” because it “weakened the
Anglo-American position,” a Financial Times editorial concluded.” But
these considerations have little relevance in a world dominated by rogue
states that reject the rule of law.

Suppose that the Security Council were to authorize the use of force
to punish Iraq for violating the cease-fire resolution (UN 687). That au-
thorization would apply to all states: for example, to Iran, which would
therefore be entitled to invade southern Iraq to sponsor a rebellion. Iran
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is a neighbor and the victim of US-backed Iraqi aggression and chemical
warfare, and could claim, not implausibly, that its invasion would have
some local support; the US and UK can make no such claim. Such Ira-
nian actions, if imaginable, would never be tolerated, but would be far
less outrageous than the plans of the self-appointed enforcers. It is hard to
imagine such elementary observations entering public discussion in the
US and UK.

Open Contempt

Contempt for the rule of law is deeply rooted in US practice and intellec-
tual culture. Recall, for example, the reaction to the judgment of the
World Court in 1986 condemning the US for “unlawful use of force”
against Nicaragua, demanding that it desist and pay extensive repara-
tions, and declaring all US aid to the contras, whatever its character, to
be “military aid,” not “humanitarian aid.” The Court was denounced on
all sides for having discredited itself. The terms of the judgment were
not considered fit to print, and were ignored.

The Democrat-controlled Congress immediately authorized new
funds to step up the unlawful use of force. Washington vetoed a Security
Council resolution calling on all states to respect international law —
not mentioning anyone, though the intent was clear. When the General
Assembly passed a similar resolution, the US voted against it, joined only
by Israel and El Salvador, effectively vetoing it; the following year, only
the automatic Israeli vote could be garnered. Little of this, let alone what
it signifies, received mention in the media or journals of opinion.

Secretary of State George Shultz meanwhile explained that “negotia-
tions are a euphemism for capitulation if the shadow of power 1s not cast
across the bargaining table.”® He condemned those who advocate “uto-
pian, legalistic means like outside mediation, the United Nations, and the
World Court, while ignoring the power element of the equation” — senti-
ments not without precedent in modern history.’

The open contempt for Article 51 is particularly revealing. It was
demonstrated with remarkable clarity immediately after the 1954
Geneva accords on a peaceful settlement for Indochina, regarded as a
“disaster” by Washington, which moved at once to undermine them.
The National Security Council secretly decreed that even in the case of
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“local Communist subversion or rebellion not constituting armed at-
tack,” the US would consider the-use of military force, including an at-
tack on China if it is “determined to be the source” of the “subversion.”"’
The wording, repeated verbatim annually in planning documents, was
chosen so as to make explicit the US right to violate Article 51. The same
document called for remilitarizing Japan, converting Thailand into “the
focal point of US covert and psychological operations in Southeast Asia,”
undertaking “covert operations on a large and effective scale” through-
out Indochina, and in general, acting forcefully to undermine the accords
and the UN Charter. This critically important document was grossly fal-
sified by the Pentagon Papers historians, and has largely disappeared
from history.

The US proceeded to define “aggression” to include “political war-
fare, or subversion” (by someone else, that is) — what Adlai Stevenson
called “internal aggression” while defending JFK’s escalation to a
full-scale attack against South Vietnam. When the US bombed Libyan
cities in 1986, the official justification was “self-defense against future
attack.” New York Times legal specialist Anthony Lewis praised the ad-
ministration for relying “on a legal argument that violence [in this case]
is justified as an act of self-defense” under this creative interpretation of
Article 51 of the Charter, which would have embarrassed a literate high
school student. The US invasion of Panama was defended in the Secu-
rity Council by Ambassador Thomas Pickering by appeal to Article 51,
which, he declared, “provides for the use of armed force to defend a
country, to defend our interests and our people,” and entitles the US to
invade Panama to prevent its “territory from being used as a base for
smuggling drugs into the United States.” Educated opinion nodded
sagely in assent.

In June 1993, Clinton ordered a missile attack on Iraq, killing civil-
ians and greatly cheering the president, congressional doves, and the
press, who found the attack “appropriate, reasonable, and necessary.”
Commentators were particularly impressed by Ambassador Albright’s
appeal to Article 51. The bombing, she explained, was in “self-defense
against armed attack” — namely, an alleged attempt to assassinate for-
mer president Bush two months earlier, an appeal that would have
scarcely risen to the level of absurdity even if the US had been able to
demonstrate Iraqi involvement; “administration officials, speaking
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anonymously,” informed the press “that the judgment of Iraq’s guilt was
based on circumstantial evidence and analysis rather than ironclad intel-
ligence,” the New York Times reported, dismissing the matter. The press
assured elite opinion that the circumstances “plainly fit” Article 51
(Washington Post). “Any president has a duty to use military force to
protect the nation’s interests” (New York Times, while expressing some
skepticism about the case in hand). “Diplomatically, this was the proper
rationale to invoke,” and “Clinton’s reference to the UN Charter con-
veyed an American desire to respect international law” (Boston Globe).
Article 51 “permits states to respond militarily if they are threatened by a
hostile power” (Christian Science Monitor). Article 51 entitles a state to
use force “in self-defense against threats to one’s nationals,” British For-
eign Secretary Douglas Hurd instructed Parliament, supporting Clinton’s
“justified and proportionate exercise of the right of self-defense.” There
would be a “dangerous state of paralysis” in the world, Hurd continued,
ifthe US were required to gain Security Council approval before launch-
ing missiles against an enemy that might — or might not — have or-
dered a failed attempt to kill an ex-president two months earlier. "’

The record lends considerable support to the concern widely voiced
about “rogue states” that are dedicated to the rule of force, acting in the
“national interest” as defined by domestic power — most ominously,
rogue states that anoint themselves global judge and executioner.

Rogue States: The Narrow Construction

It is also interesting to review the issues that did enter the non-debate on
the Iraq crisis. But first a word about the concept “rogue state.”

The basic conception is that although the Cold War is over, the US
still has the responsibility to protect the world — but from what? Plainly
it cannot be from the threat of “radical nationalism” — that is, unwilling-
ness to submit to the will of the powerful. Such ideas are fit only for in-
ternal planning documents, not the general public. From the early 1980s,
1t was clear that the conventional techniques for mass mobilization — the
appeal to JFK’s “monolithic and ruthless conspiracy,” Reagan’s “evil
empire”— were losing their effectiveness: New enemies were needed.

At home, fear of crime — particularly drugs — was stimulated by
“a variety of factors that have little or nothing to do with crime itself,”
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the National Criminal Justice Commission concluded, including media
practices and “the role of government and private industry in stoking cit-
1zen fear,” “exploiting latent racial tension for political purposes” with
racial bias in enforcement and sentencing that is devastating black com-
munities, creating a “racial abyss,” and putting “‘the nation at risk of a so-
cial catastrophe.” The results have been described by criminologists as
“the American Gulag,” “the new American Apartheid,” with African
Americans now a majority of prisoners for the first time in US history,
imprisoned at well over seven times the rate of whites, completely out of
the range of arrest rates, which themselves target blacks far out of pro-
portion to drug use or trafficking.'?

Abroad, the threats were to be “international terrorism,” “Hispanic
narcotraffickers,” and most serious of all, “rogue states.” A secret 1995
study of the Strategic Command, which is responsible for the strategic
nuclear arsenal, outlines the basic thinking. Released through the Free-
dom of Information Act, the study, Essentials of Post—Cold War Deter-
rence, “shows how the United States shifted its deterrent strategy from
the defunct Soviet Union to so-called rogue states such as Iraq, Libya,
Cuba, and North Korea,” the Associated Press reports. The study advo-
cates that the US exploit its nuclear arsenal to portray itself as “irrational
and vindictive if its vital interests are attacked.” That “should be a part of
the national persona we project to all adversaries,” in particular the
“rogue states.” “It hurts to portray ourselves as too fully rational and
cool-headed,” let alone commutted to such silliness as international law
and treaty obligations. “The fact that some elements” of the US govem-
ment “may appear to be potentially ‘out of control’ can be beneficial to
creating and reinforcing fears and doubts within the minds of an adver-
sary’s decision-makers.” The report resurrects Nixon’s “madman theory””:
our enemies should recognize that we are crazed and unpredictable, with
extraordinary destructive force at our command, so they will bend to
our will in fear. The concept was apparently devised in Israel in the
1950s by the governing Labor Party, whose leaders “preached in favor of
acts of madness,” Prime Minister Moshe Sharett records in his diary, wam-
ing that “we will go crazy” (“nishtagea™) if crossed, a “secret weapon”
aimed in part against the US, not considered sufficiently reliable at the
time. In the hands of the world’s sole superpower, which regards itself as
an outlaw state and is subject to few constraints from elites within, that
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stance poses no small problem for the world."’

Libya was a favorite choice as “rogue state” from the earliest days
of the Reagan administration. Vulnerable and defenseless, it is a perfect
punching bag when needed: for example, in 1986, when the first bomb-
ing in history orchestrated for prime-time TV was used by the Great
Communicator’s speechwriters to muster support for Washington’s ter-
rorist forces attacking Nicaragua, on grounds that the ‘“archterrorist”
Qaddafi “has sent $400 million and an arsenal of weapons and advisors
into Nicaragua to bring his war home to the United States,” which was
then exercising its right of self-defense against the armed attack of the
Nicaraguan rogue state.

Immediately after the Berlin Wall fell, ending any resort to the So-
viet threat, the Bush administration submitted its annual call to Congress
for a huge Pentagon budget. It explained that “in a new era, we foresee
that our military power will remain an essential underpinning of the
global balance, but ... the more likely demands for the use of our mili-
tary forces may not involve the Soviet Union and may be in the Third
World, where new capabilities and approaches may be required,” as
“when President Reagan directed American naval and air forces to re-
turn to [Libya] in 1986” to bombard civilian urban targets, guided by the
goal of “contributing to an international environment of peace, freedom,
and progress within which our democracy — and other free nations —
can flourish.” The primary threat we face is the “growing technological
sophistication” of the Third World. We must therefore strengthen “the
defense industrial base” — a.k.a. high-tech industry — creating incen-
tives “to invest in new facilities and equipment as well as in research and
development.” And we must maintain intervention forces, particularly
those targeting the Middle East, where the “threats to our interests” that
have required direct military engagement “could not be laid at the
Kremlin’s door” — contrary to endless fabrication, now put to rest. As
had occasionally been recognized in earlier years, sometimes in secret,
the “threat” is now conceded officially to be indigenous to the region,
the “radical nationalism” that has always been a primary concern, not
only in the Middle East."*

At the time, the “threats to our interests” could not be laid at Iraq’s
door either. Saddam was then a favored friend and trading partner. His
status changed only a few months later, when he misinterpreted US will-
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ingness to allow him to modify the border with Kuwait by force as au-
thorization to take the country over — or, from the perspective of the
Bush administration, to duplicate what the US had just done in Panama.
At a high-level meeting immediately after Saddam’s invasion of Kuwait,
President Bush articulated the basic problem: “My worry about the Saudis
is that they’re ... going to bug out at the last minute and accept a puppet
regime in Kuwait.”” Chair of the Joint Chiefs Colin Powell posed the prob-
lem sharply: “[In] the next few days Iraq will withdraw,” putting “his pup-
pet in,” and “everyone in the Arab world will be happy.”"

Historical parallels are never exact, of course. When Washington
partially withdrew from Panama after putting its puppet in, there was
great anger throughout the hemisphere, including Panama — indeed,
throughout much of the world — compelling Washington to veto two
Security Council resolutions and to vote against a General Assembly
resolution condemning Washington’s “flagrant violation of international
law and of the independence, sovereignty, and territorial integrity of
states” and calling for the withdrawal of the “US armed invasion forces
from Panama.” Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait was treated differently, in
ways remote from the standard version, but readily discovered in print.

The inexpressible facts shed interesting light on the commentary of
political analysts: Ronald Steel, for example, who muses on the “conun-
drum” faced by the US, which, “as the world’s most powerful nation,
faces greater constraints on its freedom to use force than does any other
country” hence Saddam’s success in Kuwait as compared with
Washington’s inability to exert its will in Panama.'®

It is worth recalling that debate was effectively foreclosed in
1990-91 as well. There was much’discussion of whether sanctions
would work, but none of whether they already had worked, perhaps
shortly after Resolution 660 was passed. Fear that sanctions might have
worked animated Washington’s refusal to test Iraqi withdrawal offers
from August 1990 to early January 1991. With the rarest of exceptions,
the information system kept tight discipline on the matter. Polls a few
days before the January 1991 bombing showed 2 to 1 support for a
peaceful settlement based on Iraqi withdrawal along with an interna-
tional conference on the Israel-Arab conflict. Few among those who ex-
pressed this position could have heard any public advocacy of it; the
media had loyally followed the president’s lead, dismissing “linkage” as
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unthinkable — in this unique case. It is unlikely that any respondents
knew that their views were shared by the Iraqi democratic opposition,
barred from mainstream media. Or that an Iraqi proposal in the terms
they advocated had been released a week ecarlier by US officials, who
found it reasonable, and had been flatly rejected by Washington. Or that
an Iraqi withdrawal offer had been considered by the National Security
Council as early as mid-August but dismissed, and effectively suppressed,
apparently because it was feared that unmentioned Iraqi initiatives
might “defuse the crisis,” as the New York Times diplomatic correspon-
dent obliquely reported administration concerns.

Since then, Iraq has displaced Iran and Libya as the leading “rogue
state.” Others have never entered the ranks. Perhaps the most relevant
case is Indonesia, which shifted from enemy to friend when General
Suharto took power in 1965, presiding over a Rwanda-style slaughter
that elicited great satisfaction in the West. Since then Suharto has been
“our kind of guy,” as the Clinton administration described him, while
carrying out murderous aggression and endless atrocities against his
own people — killing 10,000 Indonesians just in the 1980s, according to
the personal testimony of “our guy,” who wrote that “the corpses were
left lying around as a form of shock therapy.”!” In December 1975 the
UN Security Council unanimously ordered Indonesia to withdraw its in-
vading forces from East Timor “without delay” and called upon “all
States to respect the territorial integrity of East Timor as well as the in-
alienable right of its people to self-determination.” The US responded
by (secretly) increasing shipments of arms to the aggressors; Carter ac-
celerated the arms flow once again as the attack reached near-genocidal
levels in 1978. In his memoirs, UN Ambassador Daniel Patrick
Moynihan takes pride in his success in rendering the UN “utterly inef-
fective in whatever measures it undertook,” following the instructions of
the State Department, which “wished things to turn out as they did, and
worked to bring this about.” The US also happily accepts the robbery of
East Timor’s oil (with participation of a US company), in violation of any
reasonable interpretation of international agreements.'®

The analogy to Irag/Kuwait is close, though there are differences: to
mention only the most obvious, US-sponsored atrocities in East Timor
were vastly beyond anything attributed to Saddam Hussein in Kuwait.
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There are many other examples,‘ though some of those commonly
invoked should be treated with caution, particularly concerning Israel.
The civilian toll of Israel’s US-backed invasion of Lebanon in 1982 ex-
ceeded Saddam’s in Kuwait, and it remains in violation of a 1978 Secu-
rity Council resolution ordering it to withdraw forthwith from Lebanon,
along with numerous other resolutions regarding Jerusalem, the Golan
Heights, and other matters; and there would be far more such resolutions
if the US did not regularly veto them. But the common charge that Israel,
particularly its current government, is violating UN 242 and the Oslo ac-
cords, and that the US exhibits a “double standard” by tolerating those
violations, is dubious at best, based on serious misunderstanding of
these agreements. From the outset, the Madrid—Oslo process was de-
signed and implemented by US-Israeli power to impose a Bantustan-
style settlement. The Arab world has chosen to delude itself about the
matter, as have many others, but it is clear in the actual documents, and
particularly in the US-supported projects of the Rabin-Peres govern-
ments, including those for which Netanyahu’s Likud government has
been denounced."”

It is clearly untrue to claim that “Israel is not demonstrably in viola-
tion of Security Council decrees,”” but the reasons often given should
be examined carefully.

Returning to Iraq, it surely qualifies as a leading criminal state. De-
fending the US plan to attack Iraq at a televised public meeting on Feb-
ruary 18, 1998, Secretaries Albright and Cohen repeatedly invoked the
ultimate atrocity: Saddam was guilty of “using weapons of mass de-
struction against his neighbors as well as his own people,” his most awe-
some crime. “It is very important for us to make clear that the United
States and the civilized world cannot deal with somebody who is willing
to use those weapons of mass destruction on his own people, not to
speak of his neighbors,” Albright emphasized in an angry response to a
questioner who asked about US support for Suharto. Shortly after, Sena-
tor Lott condemned Kofi Annan for seeking to cultivate a “human rela-
tionship with a mass murderer,” and denounced the administration for
trusting a person who would sink so low.

Ringing words. Putting aside their evasion of the question raised,
Albright and Cohen only forgot to mention — and commentators have
been kind enough not to point out — that the acts that they now find so
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horrifying did not turn Iraq into a “rogue state.” And Lott failed to note
that his heroes Reagan and Bush forged unusually warm relations with
the “mass murderer.” There were no passionate calls for a military strike
after Saddam’s gassing of Kurds at Halabja in March 1988; on the con-
trary, the US and UK extended their strong support for the mass mur-
derer, then also “our kind of guy.” When ABC TV correspondent
Charles Glass revealed the site of one of Saddam’s biological warfare
programs 10 months after Halabja, the State Department denied the
facts, and the story died; the department “now issues briefings on the
same site,” Glass observes.

The two guardians of global order also expedited Saddam’s other
atrocities — including his use of cyanide, nerve gas, and other barbarous
weapons — with intelligence, technology, and supplies, joining with
many others. The Senate Banking Committee reported in 1994 that the
US Commerce Department had traced shipments of “biological materi-
als” identical to those later found and destroyed by UN inspectors, Bill
Blum recalls. These shipments continued at least until November 1989. A
month later, Bush authorized new loans for his friend Saddam, to achieve
the “goal of increasing US exports and [to] put us in a better position to
deal with Iraq regarding its human rights record,” the State Department
announced with a straight face, facing no criticism (or even report) in the
mainstream.

Britain’s record was exposed, at least in part, in an official inquiry
(the Scott Inquiry). The British government has just now been com-
pelled to concede that it continued to grant licenses to British firms to
export materials usable for biological weapons after the Scott Inquiry
Report was published, at least until December 1996.

In a February 28, 1998, review of Western sales of materials usable
for germ warfare and other weapons of mass destruction, the New York
Times mentions one example of US sales in the 1980s that included
“deadly pathogens,” with government approval — some from the
army’s center for germ research in Fort Detrick. Just the tip of the ice-
berg, however.”!

A common current pretense is that Saddam’s crimes were un-
known, so we are now properly shocked at the discovery and must
“make clear” that we civilized folk “cannot deal with” the perpetrator of
such crimes (in Albright’s words). The posture is cynical fraud. UN
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reports of 1986 and 1987 condemned Iraq’s use of chemical weapons.
US Embassy staffers in Turkey interviewed Kurdish survivors of chemi-
cal warfare attacks, and the CIA reported them to the State Department.
Human rights groups reported the atrocities at Halabja and elsewhere at
once. Secretary of State George Shultz conceded that the US had evi-
dence on the matter. An investigative team sent by the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee in 1988 found “overwhelming evidence of exten-
sive use of chemical weapons against civilians,” charging that Western
acquiescence in Iraqi use of such weapons against Iran had emboldened
Saddam to believe — correctly — that he could use them against his
own people with impunity — actually against Kurds, hardly “the peo-
ple” of this tribal-based thug. The chair of the committee, Claiborne
Pell, introduced the Prevention of Genocide Act of 1988, denouncing si-
lence “while people are gassed” as “complicity,” much as when “the
world was silent as Hitler began a campaign that culminated in the near
extermination of Europe’s Jews,” and warning that “we cannot be silent
to genocide again.” The Reagan administration strongly opposed sanc-
tions and insisted that the matter be silenced, while extending its support
for the mass murderer. In the Arab world, “the Kuwait press was
amongst the most enthusiastic of the Arab media in supporting Bagh-
dad’s crusade against the Kurds,” journalist Adel Darwish reports.

In January 1991, while the war drums were beating, the Interna-
tional Commission of Jurists observed to the UN Human Rights Com-
mission that “after having perpetrated the most flagrant abuses on its
own population without a word of reproach from the UN, Irag must have
concluded it could do whatever it pleased”; UN in this context means US
and UK, primarily. That truth must be buried along with international
law and other “utopian” distractions.*

An unkind commentator might remark that recent US/UK tolera-
tion for poison gas and chemical warfare is not too surprising. The Brit-
ish used chemical weapons in their 1919 intervention in North Russia
against the Bolsheviks, with great success, according to the British com-
mand. As Secretary of State at the War Office in 1919, Winston Chur-
chill was enthusiastic about the prospects of “using poisoned gas against
uncivilized tribes” — Kurds and Afghans — and authorized the RAF
Middle East command to use chemical weapons “against recalcitrant
Arabs as [an] experiment,” dismissing objections by the India office as
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“unreasonable” and deploring the “squeamishness about the use of gas™:
“We cannot in any circumstances acquiesce in the non-utilization of any
weapons which are available to procure a speedy termination of the dis-
order which prevails on the frontier,” he explained; chemical weapons
are merely “the application of western science to modern warfare.””’

The Kennedy administration pioneered the massive use of chemical
weapons against civilians as it launched its attack against South Viet-
nam in 1961-62. There has been much rightful concern about the effects
on US soldiers, but not the incomparably worse effects on civilians. Here,
at least. In an Israeli mass-circulation daily, the respected journalist
Amnon Kapeliouk reported on his 1988 visit to Vietnam, where he found
that “thousands of Vietnamese still die from the effects of American
chemical warfare,” citing estimates of one-quarter of a million victims in
South Vietnam and describing the “terrifying” scenes in hospitals in the
South, where children were dying of cancer and hideous birth deformities.
It was South Vietnam that was targeted for chemical warfare, not the
North, where these consequences are not found, he reports. There is also
substantial evidence of US use of biological weapons against Cuba, re-
ported as minor news in 1977, and at worst only a small component of con-
tinuing US terror.*

These precedents aside, the US and UK are now engaged in a
deadly form of biological warfare in Iraq. The destruction of infrastruc-
ture and banning of imports to repair it has caused disease, malnutrition,
and early death on a huge scale, including more than 500,000 children,
according to UNICEF investigations — an average of 5,000 children dy-
ing each month. In a bitter condemnation of the sanctions on January 20,
1998, 54 Catholic bishops quoted the archbishop of the southern region
of Iraq, who reports that “epidemics rage, taking away infants and the
sick by the thousands,” while “those children who survive disease suc-
cumb to malnutrition.” The bishops’ statement, reported in full in Stan-
ley Heller’s journal The Struggle, received scant mention in the press.
The US and Britain have taken the lead in blocking aid programs — for
example, delaying approval for ambulances on the grounds that they
could be used to transport troops, and barring insecticides for preventing
the spread of disease and spare parts for sanitation systems. Meanwhile,
Western diplomats point out, “The US had directly benefited from [the
humanitarian] operation as much, if not more, than the Russians and the
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French,” for example, by purchase of $600 million worth of Iraqgi oil
(second only to Russia) and sale by US companies of $200 million in hu-
manitarian goods to Iraq. They also report that most of the oil bought by
Russian companies ends up in the US.”

Washington’s support for Saddam reached such an extreme that it
was even willing to overlook an Iraqi air force attack on the USS Stark,
killing 37 crewmen, a privilege otherwise enjoyed only by Israel (in the
case of the USS Liberty). It was Washington’s decisive support for
Saddam, well after the crimes that now so shock the administration and
Congress, that led to Iranian capitulation to “Baghdad and Washington,”
Dilip Hiro concludes in his history of the Iran-Iraq war. The two allies
had “‘co-ordinate[d] their military operations against Teheran.” The
shooting down of an Iranian civilian airliner by the guided-missile
cruiser USS Vincennes was the culmination of Washington’s “diplomatic,
military, and economic campaign” in support of Saddam, he writes.*

Saddam was also called upon to perform the usual services of a cli-
ent state: for example, to train several hundred Libyans sent to Iraq by
the US so they could overthrow the Qaddafi government, former Reagan
White House aide Howard Teicher revealed.”’

It was not his massive crimes that elevated Saddam to the rank of
“Beast of Baghdad.” Rather, it was his stepping out of line, much as in
the case of the far more minor criminal Noriega, whose major crimes
were also committed while he was a US client.

Exempt Rogue States

The qualifications of “rogue state” are illuminated further by Washing-
ton’s reaction to the uprisings in Iraq in March 1991, immediately after
the cessation of hostilities. The State Department formally reiterated its
refusal to have any dealings with the Iraqi democratic opposition, and just
as before the Gulf War, they were virtually denied access to the major US
media. “Political meetings with them would not be appropriate for our
policy at this time,” State Department spokesperson Richard Boucher
stated. “This time” happened to be March 14, 1991, while Saddam was
decimating the southern opposition under the eyes of General Schwarz-
kopf, who refused even to permit rebelling military officers access to
captured Iraqgi arms. Had it not been for unexpected public reaction,
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Washington probably would not have extended even tepid support to re-
belling Kurds, subjected to the same treatment shortly after.

Iraqi opposition leaders got the message. Leith Kubba, head of the
London-based Iraqi Democratic Reform Movement, alleged that the US
favors a military dictatorship, insisting that “changes in the regime must
come from within, from people already in power.” London-based
banker Ahmed Chalabi, head of the Iraqi National Congress, said that
“the United States, covered by the fig leaf of non-interference in Iraqi af-
fairs, is waiting for Saddam to butcher the insurgents in the hope that he
can be overthrown later by a suitable officer,” an attitude rooted in the
US policy of “supporting dictatorships to maintain stability.”

Administration reasoning was outlined by New York Times chief
diplomatic correspondent Thomas Friedman. While opposing a popular
rebellion, Washington did hope that a military coup might remove
Saddam, “and then Washington would have the best of all worlds: an
iron-fisted Iraqi junta without Saddam Hussein,” a return to the days
when Saddam’s “iron fist ... held Iraq together, much to the satisfaction
of the American allies Turkey and Saudi Arabia,” not to speak of Wash-
ington. Two years later, in another useful recognition of reality, he ob-
served that “it has always been American policy that the iron-fisted Mr.
Hussein plays a useful role in holding Iraq together,” maintaining “stabil-
ity.” There is little reason to believe that Washington has modified the
preference for dictatorship over democracy deplored by the ignored
Iragi democratic opposition, though it doubtless would prefer a different
“iron fist” at this point. If not, Saddam will have to do.*®

The concept “rogue state” is highly nuanced. Thus, Cuba qualifies
as a leading “rogue state” because of its alleged involvement in interna-
tional terrorism, but the US does not fall into the category despite its ter-
rorist attacks against Cuba for close to 40 years, apparently continuing
through 1997, according to important investigative reporting of the Mi-
ami Herald, which failed to reach the national press (here; it did in Eu-
rope). Cuba was a “rogue state” when its military forces were in Angola,
backing the government against South African attacks supported by the
US. South Africa, in contrast, was not a rogue state then, nor during the
Reagan years, when it caused more than $60 billion in damage and 1.5
million deaths in neighboring states, according to a UN commission, not
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to speak of some events at home — and with ample US/UK support. The
same exemption applies to Indonesia and many others.

The criteria are fairly clear: a “rogue state” is not simply a criminal
state, but one that defies the orders of the powerful — who are, of
course, exempt.

More on “The Debate”

That Saddam is a criminal is undoubtedly true, and one should be
pleased, I suppose, that the US and UK, and the mainstream doctrinal
institutions have at last joined those who “prematurely” condemned
US/UK support for the mass murderer. It is also true that he poses a threat
to anyone within his reach. On the comparison of the threat with others,
there is little unanimity outside the US and UK, after their (ambiguous)
transformation from August 1990. Their 1998 plan to use force was jus-
tified in terms of Saddam’s threat to the region, but there was no way to
conceal the fact that the people of the region objected to their salvation,
so strenuously that governments were compelled to join in opposition.

Bahrein refused to allow US/UK forces to use bases there. The pres-
ident of the United Arab Emirates described US threats of military ac-
tion as “bad and loathsome,” and declared that Iraq does not pose a
threat to its neighbors. Saudi Defense Minister Prince Sultan had already
stated that “we’ll not agree, and we are against striking Iraq as a people
and as a nation,” causing Washington to refrain from a request to use
Saudi bases. After Annan’s mission, long-serving Saudi Foreign Minis-
ter Prince Saud al-Faisal reaffirmed that any use of Saudi air bases “has
to be a UN, not a US, issue.”

An editorial in Egypt’s quasi-official journal 4/-Ahram described
Washington’s stand as “coercive, aggressive, unwise, and uncaring
about the lives of Iraqis, who are unnecessarily subjected to sanctions
and humiliation,” and denounced the planned US “aggression against
Iraq.” Jordan’s Parliament condemned “any aggression against Iraq’s
territory and any harm that might come to the Iraqi people”; the Jorda-
nian army was forced to seal off the city of Maan after two days of
pro-Iraq rioting. A political science professor at Kuwait University
warned that “Saddam has come to represent the voice of the voiceless in
the Arab world,” expressing popular frustration over the “New World
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Order” and Washington’s advocacy of Israeli interests.

Even in Kuwait, support for the US stance was at best “tepid” and
“cynical over US motives,” the press recognized. “Voices in the streets
of the Arab world, from Cairo’s teeming slums to the Arabian Penin-
sula’s shiny capitals, have been rising in anger as the American drum-
beat of war against Iraq grows louder,” Boston Globe correspondent
Charles Sennott reported.”

The Iraqi democratic opposition was granted slight exposure in
the mainstream, breaking the previous pattern. In a telephone interview
with the New York Times, Ahmed Chalabi reiterated the position that
had been reported in greater detail in London weeks earlier: “Without a
political plan to remove Saddam’s regime, military strikes will be
counterproductive,” he argued, killing thousands of Iraqis, perhaps even
leaving Saddam strengthened along with his weapons of mass destruc-
tion, and with “an excuse to throw out UNSCOM [the UN weapons in-
spectors],” who have in fact destroyed vastly more weapons and
production facilities than the 1991 bombing. US/UK plans would “be
worse than nothing.” Interviews with opposition leaders from several
groups found “near unanimity” in opposing military action that did not
lay the basis for an uprising to overthrow Saddam. Speaking to a parlia-
mentary committee, Chalabi held that it was “morally indefensible to
strike Iraq without a strategy” for removing Saddam.

In London, the opposition also outlined an alternative program: (1)
declare Saddam a war criminal; (2) recognize a provisional Iragi gov-
ermnment formed by the opposition; (3) unfreeze hundreds of millions of
dollars of Iraqi assets abroad; and (4) restrict Saddam’s forces by a
“no-drive zone,” or extend the “no-flight zone” to cover the whole coun-
try. The US should “help the Iraqi people remove Saddam from power,”
Chalabi told the Senate Armed Services Committee. Along with other
opposition leaders, he “rejected assassination, covert US operations, or
US ground troops,” Reuters reported, calling instead for “a popular in-
surgency.” Similar proposals have occasionally appeared in the US.
Washington claims to have attempted support for opposition groups, but
their own interpretation is different. Chalabi’s view, published in Eng-
land, is much as it was years earlier: “Everyone says Saddam is boxed in,
but it is the Americans and British who are boxed in by their refusal to
support the idea of political change.”*’
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Regional opposition was regarded as a problem to be evaded, not a
factor to be taken into account any more than international law. The
same was true of warnings by senior UN and other international relief of-
ficials in Iraq that the planned bombing might have a “catastrophic” effect
on people already suffering miserably, and might terminate the humani-
tarian operations that have brought at least some relief.’’ What matters is
to establish that “what we say goes,” as President Bush triumphantly pro-
claimed, announcing the New World Order as bombs and missiles were
falling in 1991.

As Kofi Annan was preparing to go to Baghdad, former Iranian
president Rafsanjani, “still a pivotal figure in Teheran, was given an au-
dience by the ailing King Fahd in Saudi Arabia,” British Middle East
correspondent David Gardner reported, “in contrast to the treatment ex-
perienced by Madeleine Albright ... on her recent trips to Riyadh seek-
ing support from America’s main Gulf ally.” As Rafsanjani’s 10-day
visit ended on March 2, 1998, Foreign Minister Prince Saud described it
as “one more step in the right direction towards improving relations,” re-
iterating that “the greatest destabilizing element in the Middle East and
the cause of all other problems in the region” is Israel’s policy towards
the Palestinians and US support for it, which might activate popular
forces that Saudi Arabia greatly fears, as well as undermine its legiti-
macy as ‘“guardian” of Islamic holy places, including the Dome of the
Rock in East Jerusalem (now effectively annexed by US/Israeli pro-
grams as part of their intent to extend “greater Jerusalem” virtually to the
Jordan Valley, to be retained by Israel). Shortly before, the Arab states
had boycotted a US-sponsored economic summit in Qatar that was in-
tended to advance the “New Middle East” project of Clinton and Peres.
Instead, they attended an Islamic conference in Teheran in December,
joined even by Iraq.”

These are tendencies of considerable import, relating to the back-
ground concerns that motivate US policy in the region: its insistence,
since World War II, on controlling the world’s major energy reserves.
As many have observed, in the Arab world there is growing fear and re-
sentment of the long-standing Israel-Turkey alliance that was formal-
ized in 1996, now greatly strengthened. For some years, it had been a
component of the US strategy of controlling the region with “local cops
on the beat,” as Nixon’s defense secretary put the matter. There is appar-
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ently a growing appreciation of the Iranian advocacy of regional secu-
rity arrangements to replace US domination. A related matter is the in-
tensifying conflict over pipelines to bring Central Asian oil to the rich
countries, one natural outlet being via Iran. And US energy corporations
will not be happy to see foreign rivals — now including China and
Russia — gain privileged access to Iraqi oil reserves, second only to
Saudi Arabia’s in scale, or to Iran’s natural gas, oil, and other resources.

For the present, Clinton planners may well be relieved to have
escaped temporarily from the “box” they had constructed, which was
leaving them no option but a bombing of Iraq that could have been harm-
ful even to the interests they represent. The respite is temporary. It offers
opportunities to citizens of the warrior states to bring about changes of
consciousness and commitment that could make a great difference in the
not-too-distant future.



Crisis in the Balkans

On March 24, 1999, US-led NATO forces launched cruise missiles and
bombs at targets in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, “plunging
America into a military conflict that President Clinton said was neces-
sary to stop ethnic cleansing and bring stability to Eastern Europe,” lead
stories in the press reported. In a televised address, Clinton explained
that by bombing Yugoslavia, “we are upholding our values, protecting
our interests, and advancing the cause of peace.”"

In the preceding year, according to Western sources, about 2,000
people had been killed in the Yugoslav province of Kosovo, and there
were several hundred thousand internal refugees. The humanitarian
catastrophe was overwhelmingly attributable to Yugoslav military and
police forces, the main victims being ethnic Albanian Kosovars, com-
monly said to constitute about 90 percent of the population (estimates
vary). After three days of bombing, according to the UN High Commis-
sioner for Refugees, several thousand refugees had been expelled to
Albania and Macedonia, two of the neighboring countries. Refugees re-
ported that the terror had reached the capital city of Pristina, largely
spared before, and provided credible accounts of large-scale destruction
of villages, assassinations, and a radical increase in the generation of
refugees — perhaps an effort to expel a good part of the Albanian popu-
lation. Within two weeks the flood of refugees had reached some
350,000, mostly from the southern sections of Kosovo adjoining Mace-
donia and Albania, while unknown numbers of Serbs fled north to Ser-
bia to escape the increased violence from the air and on the ground.

On March 27, US-NATO Commanding General Wesley Clark de-
clared that it was “entirely predictable” that Serbian terror and violence

34
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would intensify after the NATO bombing. On the same day, State De-
partment spokesperson James Rubin said that “the United States is ex-
tremely alarmed by reports of an escalating pattern of Serbian attacks on
Kosovar Albanian civilians,” now attributed in large part to paramilitary
forces mobilized after the bombing.” General Clark’s phrase “entirely
predictable” is an overstatement. Nothing is “entirely predictable,”
surely not the effects of extreme violence. But he is surely correct in im-
plying that what happened at once was highly likely. As observed by
Carnes Lord of the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, formerly a
Bush administration national security advisor, “enemies often react
when shot at,” and “though western officials continue to deny it, there
can be little doubt that the bombing campaign has provided both motive
and opportunity for a wider and more savage Serbian operation than what
was first envisioned.””

In the preceding months, the threat of NATO bombing was report-
edly followed by an increase in atrocities; the departure of international
observers under the threat of bombing predictably had the same conse-
quence. The bombing was then undertaken under the rational expecta-
tion that killing and refugee generation would escalate as a result, as
indeed happened, even if the scale may have come as a surprise to some,
though apparently not the commanding general.

Under Tito, Kosovars had had a considerable measure of self-rule.
So matters remained until 1989, when Kosovo’s autonomy was re-
scinded by Slobodan Milosevic, who established direct Serbian rule and
imposed “a Serbian version of Apartheid,” in the words of former US
government specialist on the Balkans James Hooper, no dove: he advo-
cated direct NATO invasion of Kosovo. The Kosovars “confounded the
international community,” Hooper continues, “by eschewing a war of
national liberation, embracing instead the nonviolent approach es-
poused by leading Kosovo intellectual Ibrahim Rugova and constructing
a parallel civil society,” an impressive achievement, for which they were
rewarded by “polite audiences and rhetorical encouragement from west-
ern governments.” The nonviolent strategy “lost its credibility” at the
Dayton accords in November 1995, Hooper observes. At Dayton, the
US effectively partitioned Bosnia-Herzegovina between an eventual
greater Croatia and greater Serbia, after having roughly equalized the
balance of terror by providing arms and training for the forces of Cro-
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atian dictator Tudjman and supporting his violent expulsion of Serbs
from Krajina and elsewhere. With the sides more or less balanced, and
exhausted, the US took over, displacing the Europeans who had been as-
signed the dirty work — much to their annoyance. “In deference to
Milosevic,” Hooper writes, the US “excluded Kosovo Albanian dele-
gates” from the Dayton negotiations and “avoided discussion of the
Kosovo problem.” “The reward for nonviolence was international ne-
glect”’; more accurately, US neglect.*

Recognition that the US understands only force led to “the rise of
the guerrilla Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) and expansion of popular
support for an armed independence struggle.”” By February 1998, KLA
attacks against Serbian police stations led to a “Serbian crackdown” and
retaliation against civilians, another standard pattern: Israeli atrocities in
Lebanon, particularly under Nobel Peace laureate Shimon Peres, are —
or should be — a familiar example, though one that is not entirely appro-
priate. These Israeli atrocities are typically in response to attacks on its
military forces occupying foreign territory in violation of long-standing
Security Council orders to withdraw. Many Israeli attacks are not retal-
1atory at all, including the 1982 invasion that devastated much of Leba-
non and left 20,000 civilians dead (a different story is preferred in US
commentary, though the truth is familiar in Israel). We scarcely need
imagine how the US would respond to attacks on police stations by a
guerrilla force with foreign bases and supplies.

Fighting in Kosovo escalated, the scale of atrocities corresponding
roughly to the resources of violence. An October 1998 cease-fire made
possible the deployment of 2,000 OSCE (Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe) monitors. The breakdown of US-Milosevic ne-
gotiations led to renewed fighting, which increased with the threat of
NATO bombing and the withdrawal of the monitors, again as predicted.
Officials of the UN refugee agency and Catholic Relief Services had
warmned that the threat of bombing “would imperil the lives of tens of
thousands of refugees believed to be hiding in the woods,” predicting
“tragic” consequences if “NATO made it impossible for us to be here.”®

Atrocities then sharply escalated as the late March 1999 bombing
provided “motive and opportunity,” as was surely “predictable,” if not
“entirely” so.

The bombing was undertaken, under US initiative, after Milosevic
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had refused to sign the proposals worked out by the NATO powers at
Rambouillet in February. There were disagreements within NATO, cap-
tured in a New York Times headline that read: “Trickiest Divides Are
Among Big Powers at Kosovo Talks.” One problem had to do with de-
ployment of NATO peacekeepers. The European powers wanted to ask
the Security Council to authorize the deployment, in accord with treaty
obligations and international law. Washington, however, refused to al-
low the “neuralgic word ‘authorize,” ” the New York Times reported,
though it did finally permit “endorse.” The Clinton administration “was
sticking to its stand that NATO should be able to act independently of
the United Nations.”

The discord within NATO continued. Apart from Britain (by now
about as much of an independent actor as the Ukraine was in
pre-Gorbachev years), NATO countries were skeptical of Washington’s
preference for force and annoyed by Secretary of State Albright’s “saber-
rattling,” which they regarded as “unhelpful when negotiations were at
such a sensitive stage,” though “US officials were unapologetic about
the hard line.”’

Turning from generally uncontested fact to speculation, we may ask
why events proceeded as they did, focusing on the decisions of US plan-
ners — the factor that must be our primary concern on elementary moral
grounds, and that is a leading, if not decisive, factor on grounds of
equally elementary considerations of power.

We may note at first that the dismissal of Kosovar democrats “in
deference to Milosevic” is hardly surprising. To mention another exam-
ple, after Saddam Hussein’s repeated gassing of Kurds in 1988, in defer-
ence to its friend and ally the US barred official contacts with Kurdish
leaders and Iraqi democratic dissidents, who were largely excluded from
the media as well. The official ban was renewed immediately after the
Gulf War, in March 1991, when Saddam was tacitly authorized to con-
duct a massacre of rebelling Shi’ites in the south and then Kurds in the
north. The massacre proceeded under the steely gaze of “Stormin’ ”
Norman Schwarzkopf, who explained that he was “suckered” by
Saddam, not anticipating that Saddam might carry out military actions
with the helicopters he was authorized by Washington to use. The Bush
administration explained that support for Saddam was necessary to pre-
serve “stability,” and its preference for a military dictatorship that would
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rule Iraq with an “iron fist” just as Saddam had done was sagely en-
dorsed by respected US commentators.®

Tacitly acknowledging past policy, Secretary of State Albright an-
nounced in December 1998 that “we have come to the determination
that the Iraqi people would benefit if they had a government that really
represented them.” Months earlier, on May 20, Albright had informed
Indonesian President Suharto that he was no longer “our kind of guy,”
having lost control and disobeyed IMF orders, so that he must resign and
provide for “a democratic transition.” A few hours later, Suharto trans-
ferred formal authority to his hand-picked vice president. We celebrated
the May 1999 elections in Indonesia, hailed by Washington and the
press as the first democratic elections in 40 years — but without a re-
minder of the major US clandestine military operation 40 years earlier
that brought Indonesian democracy to an end, undertaken in large mea-
sure because the democratic system was unacceptably open, even allow-
ing participation of the left.”

We need not tarry on the plausibility of Washington’s discovery of
the merits of democracy; the fact that the words can be articulated, elicit-
ing no comment, is informative enough. In any event, there is no reason
to be surprised at the disdain for nonviolent democratic forces in
Kosovo, or at the fact that the bombing was undertaken with the likely
prospect that it would undermine a courageous and growing democratic
movement in Belgrade, now probably demolished as Serbs are “unified
from heaven — but by the bombs, not by God,” in the words of Aleksa
Djilas, the historian son of Yugoslav dissident Milovan Djilas. “The
bombing has jeopardized the lives of more than 10 million people and
set back the fledgling forces of democracy in Kosovo and Serbia,” hav-
ing “blasted ... [its] germinating seeds and insured they will not sprout
again for a very long time,” according to Serbian dissident Veran Matic,
editor in chief of the independent station Radio B-92 (now banned). For-
mer Boston Globe editor Randolph Ryan, who has been working for
years in the Balkans and living in Belgrade, writes that “now, thanks to
NATO, Serbia has overnight become a totalitarian state in a frenzy of
wartime mobilization,” as NATO must have expected, just as it “had to
know that Milosevic would take immediate revenge by redoubling his
attacks in Kosovo,” which NATO would have no way to stop.'

As to what planners “envisioned,” Carnes Lord’s confidence is hard
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to share. If the documentary record of past actions is any guide, planners
probably were doing what comes naturally to those with a strong card —
in this case, violence. Namely, play it, and then see what happens.
With the basic facts in mind, one may speculate about how Wash-
ington’s decisions were made. Turbulence in the Balkans qualifies as a
“humanitarian crisis,” in the technical sense: it might harm the interests
of rich and privileged people, unlike slaughters in Sierra Leone or An-
gola, or crimes we support or conduct ourselves. The question, then, is
how to control the authentic crisis. The US will not tolerate the institu-
tions of world order, so the problems have to be handled by NATO,
which the US pretty much dominates. The divisions within NATO are
understandable: violence is Washington’s strong card. It is necessary to
guarantee the “credibility of NATO” — meaning, of US violence: others
must have proper fear of the global hegemon. “One unappealing aspect
of nearly any alternative” to bombing, Barton Gellman observed in a
Washington Post review of “the events that led to the confrontation in
Kosovo,” “was the humiliation of NATO and the United States.”'' Na-
tional Security Advisor Samuel Berger “listed among the principal pur-
poses of bombing ‘to demonstrate that NATO is serious.” ” A European
diplomat concurred: “Inaction would have involved ‘a major cost in credi-
bility, particularly at this time as we approach the NATO summit in cele-
bration of its 50th anniversary.”” “To walk away now would destroy
NATO’s credibility,” Prime Minister Tony Blair informed Parliament.
Violence may fail, but planners can be confident that there is always
more in reserve. Side benefits include an escalation of arms production
and sales — the cover for the massive state role in the high-tech econ-
omy for years. And just as bombing unites Serbs behind Milosevic, it
unites Americans behind Our Leaders. These are standard effects of vio-
lence; they may not last for long, but planning is for the short term.
These are speculations, but perhaps reasonable ones.

The Issues

There are two fundamental issues: What are the accepted and applicable
“rules of world order”? How do these or other considerations apply in
the case of Kosovo?
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There is a regime of international law and international order, bind-
ing on all states, based on the UN Charter and subsequent resolutions
and World Court decisions. In brief] the threat or use of force is banned
unless explicitly authorized by the Security Council after it has deter-
mined that peaceful means have failed, or in self-defense against “armed
attack” (a narrow concept) until the Security Council acts.

There 1s, of course, more to say. Thus, there is at least a tension, if
not an outright contradiction, between the rules of world order laid down
in the UN Charter and the rights articulated in the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights (UD), a second pillar of the world order established
under US initiative after World War II. The Charter bans force that vio-
lates state sovereignty; the UD guarantees the rights of individuals
against oppressive states. The issue of “humanitarian intervention”
arises from this tension. It is the right of “humanitarian intervention”
that is claimed by the US/NATO in Kosovo, with the general support of
editorial opinion and news reports.

The question was addressed at once in a New York Times report
headed: “Legal Scholars Support Case for Using Force.” One example is
offered: Allen Gerson, former counsel to the US mission to the UN. Two
other legal scholars are cited. One, Ted Galen Carpenter, “scoffed at the
administration argument” and dismissed the alleged right of interven-
tion. The other is Jack Goldsmith, a specialist on international law at
Chicago Law School. He says that critics of the NATO bombing “have a
pretty good legal argument,” but “many people think [an exception for
humanitarian intervention] does exist as a matter of custom and prac-
tice.”'? That summarizes the evidence offered to justify the favored con-
clusion stated in the headline.

Goldsmith’s observation is reasonable, at least if we agree that facts
are relevant to the determination of “custom and practice.” We may also
bear in mind a truism: the right of humanitarian intervention, if it exists,
is premised on the “good faith” of those intervening, and that assump-
tion is based not on their rhetoric but on their record, in particular their
record of adherence to the principles of international law, World Court
decisions, and so on. That is indeed a truism, at least with regard to oth-
ers. Consider, for example, Iranian offers to intervene in Bosnia to pre-
vent massacres at a time when the West would not do so. These were
dismissed with ridicule (and were, in fact, generally ignored); if there
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was a reason beyond subordination to power, it was because Iranian
good faith could not be assumed. A rational person then asks obvious
questions: is the Iranian record of intervention and terror worse than that
of the US? And other questions, for example: How should we assess the
“good faith” of the only country to have vetoed a Security Council reso-
lution calling on all states to obey international law? What about its his-
torical record? Unless such questions are prominent on the agenda of
discourse, an honest person will dismiss it as mere allegiance to doc-
trine. A useful exercise is to determine how much of the literature —
media or other — survives such elementary conditions as these.

When the decision was made to bomb, there had been a serious hu-
manitarian crisis in Kosovo for a year. In such cases, outsiders have
three choices:

[. try to escalate the catastrophe,

II. do nothing, or

III. try to mitigate the catastrophe.

The choices are illustrated by other contemporary cases. Let’s keep
to a few of approximately the same scale, and ask where Kosovo fits into
the pattern.

Colombia. In Colombia, according to State Department estimates,
the annual level of political killing by the government and its paramili-
tary associates is about at the level of Kosovo, and refugee flight primar-
ily from their atrocities is well over a million. Colombia was the leading
western hemisphere recipient of US arms and training as violence in-
creased through the ’90s, and that assistance is now increasing, under a
“drug war” pretext dismissed by almost all serious observers. The
Clinton administration was particularly enthusiastic in its praise for
President Gaviria, whose tenure in office was responsible for “appalling
levels of violence,” according to human rights organizations, even sur-
passing his predecessors. Details are readily available."

In this case, the US reaction is (I): escalate the atrocities.

Turkey. For years, Turkish repression of Kurds has been a major
scandal. It peaked in the 90s; one index is the flight of more than a mil-
lion Kurds from the countryside to the unofficial Kurdish capital
Diyarbakir from 1990 to 1994, as the Turkish army was devastating the
countryside. Two million were left homeless, according to the Turkish
state minister for human rights, a result of “state terrorism” in part, he
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acknowledged. “Mystery killings” of Kurds (assumed to be death squad
killings) alone amounted to 3,200 in 1993 and 1994, along with torture,
destruction of thousands of villages, bombing with napalm, and an un-
known number of casualties, generally estimated in the tens of thou-
sands; no one was counting. The killings are attributed to Kurdish terror
in Turkish propaganda, generally adopted in the US as well. Presumably
Serbian propaganda follows the same practice. Nineteen ninety-four
marked two records in Turkey: it was “the year of the worst repression in
the Kurdish provinces,” Jonathan Randal reported from the scene, and
the year when Turkey became

the biggest single importer of American military hardware and thus

the world’s largest arms purchaser. Its arsenal, 80 percent American,

included M-60 tanks, F-16 fighter-bombers, Cobra gunships, and

Blackhawk “slick” helicopters, all of which were eventually used

against the Kurds."

When human rights groups exposed Turkey’s use of US jets to bomb vil-
lages, the Clinton administration found ways to evade laws requiring
suspension of arms deliveries, much as it was doing in Indonesia and
elsewhere.

Colombia and Turkey explain their (US-supported) atrocities on
grounds that they are defending their countries from the threat of terror-
ist guerrillas. As does the government of Yugoslavia.

Again, the example illustrates (I): act to escalate the atrocities.

Laos. Every year thousands of people, mostly children and poor
farmers, are killed in the Plain of Jars in Northern Laos, the scene of the
heaviest bombing of civilian targets in history, it appears, and arguably
the most cruel: Washington’s furious assault on a poor peasant society
had little to do with its wars in the region. The worst period was after
1968, when Washington was compelled to undertake negotiations (un-
der popular and business pressure), ending the regular bombardment of
North Vietnam. Kissinger and Nixon then shifted the planes to the task
of bombarding Laos and Cambodia.

The deaths are from “bombies,” tiny anti-personnel weapons, far
worse than land mines: they are designed specifically to kill and maim,
and have no effect on trucks, buildings, etc. The Plain was saturated with
hundreds of millions of these criminal devices, which have a failure-
to-explode rate of 20-30 percent, according to the manufacturer,
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Honeywell. The numbers suggest either remarkably poor quality control
or a rational policy of murdering civilians by delayed action. This was
only a fraction of the technology deployed, which also included ad-
vanced missiles to penetrate caves where families sought shelter. Cur-
rent annual casualties from “bombies’ are estimated from hundreds a
year to “‘an annual nationwide casualty rate of 20,000,” more than half of
them deaths, according to the veteran Asia reporter Barry Wain of the
Wall Street Journal — in its Asia edition. A conservative estimate, then,
is that the crisis this year is approximately comparable to Kosovo,
though deaths are far more highly concentrated among children — over
half, according to studies reported by the Mennonite Central Commit-
tee, which has been working in Laos since 1977 to alleviate the continu-
ing atrocities.

There have been efforts to publicize and deal with the humanitarian
catastrophe. A British-based Mine Advisory Group (MAG) is trying to
remove the lethal objects, but the US is “conspicuously missing from the
handful of western organizations that have followed MAG,” the British
press reports, though it has finally agreed to train some Laotian civilians.
The British press also reports, with some annoyance, the allegation of
MAG specialists that the US refuses to provide them with “render harm-
less procedures” that would make their work “a lot quicker and a lot
safer.” These remain a state secret, as does the whole affair in the United
States. The Bangkok press reports a very similar situation in Cambodia,
particularly the eastern region, where US bombardment after early 1969
was most intense. "

In this case, the US reaction is (II): do nothing. And the reaction of
the media and commentators is to keep silent, following the norms under
which the war against Laos was designated a “secret war” — meaning
well-known, but suppressed, as was also in the case of Cambodia from
March 1969. The level of self-censorship was extraordinary then, as is
the current phase. The relevance of this shocking example should be ob-
vious without further comment.

President Clinton explained to the nation that “there are times when
looking away simply is not an option”; “we can’t respond to every trag-
edy in every corner of the world,” but that doesn’t mean that “we should
do nothing for no one.”'® But the president, and commentators, failed to
add that the “times” are well defined. The principle applies to “humani-
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tarian crises,” in the technical-sense discussed earlier: when the interests
of rich and privileged people are endangered. Accordingly, the exam-
ples just mentioned do not qualify as “humanitarian crises,” so looking
away and not responding are definitely options, if not obligatory. On
similar grounds, Clinton’s policies on Africa are understood by Western
diplomats to be “leaving Africa to solve its own crises,” for example, in
the Republic of Congo, scene of a major war and huge atrocities: here
Clinton refused a UN request for $100,000 for a battalion of peacekeep-
ers, according to the UN’s senior Africa envoy, the highly respected dip-
lomat Mohamed Sahnoun, a refusal that “torpedoed” the UN proposal.
In the case of Sierra Leone, ‘“Washington dragged out discussions on a
British proposal to deploy peacekeepers” in 1997, paving the way for
another major disaster, but also of the kind for which “looking away” is
the preferred option. In other cases too, “the United States has actively
thwarted efforts by the United Nations to take on peacekeeping opera-
tions that might have prevented some of Africa’s wars, according to Eu-
ropean and UN diplomats,” correspondent Colum Lynch reported as the
plans to bomb Kosovo were reaching their final stages.17

[ will skip other examples of (I) and (II), which abound, and also
contemporary atrocities of a different kind, such as the slaughter of Iraqi
civilians by means of a vicious form of what amounts to biological war-
fare — “a very hard choice,” Madeleine Albright commented on na-
tional TV in 1996 when asked for her reaction to the killing of half a
million Iraqi children in five years, but “we think the price is worth 1t.”
Current estimates remain at about 5,000 children killed every month,
and the price is still “worth it.”'® These and other examples might be kept
in mind when we read admiring accounts of how the “moral compass” of
the Clinton administration is at last functioning properly, in Kosovo."

Kosovo is another illustration of (I): act in such a way as to escalate
the violence, with exactly that expectation.

“Humanitarian Intervention”

To find examples illustrating (III) is all too easy, at least if we keep to
official rhetoric. The most extensive recent academic study of “human-
itarian intervention” is by Sean Murphy, now counselor for legal af-
fairs at the US Embassy in the Hague. He reviews the record after the
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Kellogg-Briand pact of 1928, which outlawed war, and then after the
UN Charter, which strengthened and articulated these provisions. In the
first phase, he writes, the most prominent examples of “humanitarian in-
tervention” were Japan’s attack on Manchuria, Mussolini’s invasion of
Ethiopia, and Hitler’s occupation of parts of Czechoslovakia, all accom-
panied by uplifting humanitarian rhetoric and factual justifications as
well. Japan was going to establish an “earthly paradise” as it defended
Manchurians from “Chinese bandits,” with the support of a leading
Chinese nationalist, a far more credible figure than anyone the US was
able to conjure up during its attack on South Vietnam. Mussolini was
liberating thousands of slaves as he carried forth the Western “civilizing
mission.” Hitler announced Germany’s intention to end ethnic ten-
sions and violence, and to “safeguard the national individuality of the
German and Czech peoples,” in an operation “filled with earnest desire to
serve the true interests of the peoples dwelling in the area,” in accordance
with their will; the Slovakian president asked Hitler to declare Slovakia
a protectorate.zo

Another useful intellectual exercise is to compare those obscene
justifications with those offered for interventions, including “humani-
tarian interventions,” in the post—-UN Charter period.

In that period, perhaps the most compelling example of (III) is the
Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia in December 1978, terminating Pol
Pot’s atrocities, which were then peaking. Vietnam pleaded the right of
self-defense against armed attack, one of the few post-Charter examples
when the plea is plausible: the Khmer Rouge regime (Democratic Kam-
puchea, DK) was carrying out murderous attacks against Vietnam in
border areas. The US reaction is instructive. The press condemned the
“Prussians” of Asia for their outrageous violation of international law.
They were harshly punished for the crime of having ended Pol Pot’s
slaughters, first by a (US-backed) Chinese invasion, then by the US im-
position of extremely harsh sanctions. The US recognized the expelled
DK as the official government of Cambodia, because of its “continuity”
with the Pol Pot regime, the State Department explained. Not too subtly,
the US supported the Khmer Rouge in its continuing attacks in Cambodia.

The example tells us more about the “custom and practice’ that un-
derlies “the emerging legal norms of humanitarian intervention.”
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Another illustration of (II) is India’s invasion of East Pakistan in
1971, which terminated an enormous massacre and refugee flight (more
than 10 million, according to estimates at the time). The US condemned
India for aggression; Kissinger was particularly infuriated by India’s ac-
tion, in part, it seems, because it was interfering with a carefully staged
secret trip to China. Perhaps this is one of the examples that historian
John Lewis Gaddis had in mind in his fawning review of the latest vol-
ume of Kissinger’s memoirs, when he reports admiringly that Kissinger
“acknowledges here, more clearly than in the past, the influence of his
upbringing in Nazi Germany, the examples set by his parents, and the
consequent impossibility, for him, of operating outside a moral frame-
work.”?' The logic is overpowering, as are the illustrations, too well
known to record.

Again, the same lessons.

Despite the desperate efforts of ideologues to prove that circles are
square, there is no serious doubt that the NATO bombings further under-
mine what remains of the fragile structure of international law. The US
made that clear in the debates that led to the NATO decision, as already
discussed. The more closely one approaches the conflicted region, the
greater the opposition to Washington’s insistence on force, even within
NATO (in Greece and Italy). Again, that is not an unusual phenomenon:
another recent example is the US/UK bombing of Iraq, undertaken in
December 1998 with unusually brazen gestures of contempt for the
Security Council — even the timing, which coincided with an emer-
gency session to deal with the crisis. Still another illustration, minor in
context, is the destruction of half the pharmaceutical production of a
poor African country (Sudan) a few months earlier, another event that
does not indicate that the “moral compass” is straying from righteous-
ness, though comparable destruction of US facilities by Islamic terror-
ists might evoke a slightly different reaction. It is unnecessary to
emphasize that there is a far more extensive record that would be promi-
nently reviewed right now if facts were considered relevant to determin-
ing “custom and practice.”

The Rules of World Order

It could be argued, rather plausibly, that further demolition of the rules
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of world order is by now of no significance, as in the late 1930s. The
contempt of the world’s leading power for the framework of world order
has become so extreme that there is little left to discuss.”> While the
Reaganites broke new ground, under Clinton the defiance of world order
has become so extreme as to be of concern even to hawkish policy ana-
lysts. In the leading establishment journal Foreign Affairs, Samuel Hun-
tington warns that Washington is treading a dangerous course. In the
eyes of much of the world — probably most of the world, he suggests —
the US is “becoming the rogue superpower,” considered “the single
greatest external threat to their societies.” Realist “international rela-
tions theory,” he argues, predicts that coalitions may arise to counter-
balance the rogue superpower.23 On pragmatic grounds, then, the stance
should be reconsidered. Americans who prefer a different image of their
society might have other grounds for concern over these tendencies, but
they are probably of little concern to planners, with their narrower focus
and immersion in ideology.

Where does that leave the question of what to do in Kosovo? It
leaves it unanswered. The US has chosen a course of action that, as it ex-
plicitly recognizes, escalates atrocities and violence; a course that
strikes yet another blow against the regime of international order, which
does offer the weak at least some limited protection from predatory
states; a course that undermines — perhaps destroys — promising dem-
ocratic developments within Yugoslavia, probably Macedonia as well.
As for the longer term, consequences are unpredictable.

One plausible observation is that “every bomb that falls on Serbia
and every ethnic killing in Kosovo suggests that it will scarcely be possi-
ble for Serbs and Albanians to live beside each other in some sort of
peace.”** Other possible long-term outcomes are not pleasant to contem-
plate. The resort to violence has, again predictably, narrowed the op-
tions. Perhaps the least ugly that remains is an eventual partition of
Kosovo, with Serbia taking the northern areas that are rich in resources
and have the main historical monuments, and the southern sector be-
coming a NATO protectorate where some Albanians can live in misery.
Another possibility is that with much of the population gone, the US
might turn to the Carthaginian solution. If that happens, it would again
be nothing new, as large areas of Indochina can testify.
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a

A standard argument is that we had to do something: we could not
simply stand by as atrocities continued. The argument is so absurd that it
1s rather surprising to hear it voiced. Suppose you see a crime in the
streets, and feel that you can’t just stand by silently, so you pick up an as-
sault rifle and kill everyone involved: criminal, victim, bystanders. Are
we to understand that to be the rational and moral response?

One choice, always available, is to follow the Hippocratic principle:
“First, do no harm.” If you can think of no way to adhere to that elemen-
tary principle, then do nothing; at least that is preferable to causing
harm. But there are always other ways that can be considered. Diplo-
macy and negotiations are never at an end. That was true right before the
bombing, when the Serb Parliament, responding to Clinton’s ultimatum,
condemned the withdrawal of the monitors and called for negotiations
leading “toward the reaching of a political agreement on a wide-ranging
autonomy” for Kosovo and on “the size and character of the interna-
tional presence” in Kosovo for carrying out the accord.” The proposal
was immediately available on international wire services, but scarcely
reported in the US and generally unknown. Just what the proposal might
have meant we cannot know, since the two warrior states preferred to re-
ject the diplomatic path in favor of violence.

Another argument, if one can call it that, has been advanced most
prominently by Henry Kissinger. He believes that intervention was a
mistake (“‘open-ended,” quagmire, etc.). That aside, it is futile. “Through
the centuries, these conflicts [in the Balkans] have been fought with un-
paralleled ferocity because none of the populations has any experience
with — and essentially no belief in — western concepts of toleration.”
At last we understand why Europeans have treated each other with such
gentle solicitude “through the centuries,” and have tried so hard over
many centuries to bring to others their message of nonviolence, tolera-
tion, and loving kindness.*

One can always count on K. for some comic relief, though in reality,
he is not alone. He is joined by those who ponder “Balkan logic” as con-
trasted with the Western record of humane rationality, and those who re-
mind us of the “distaste for war or for intervention in the affairs of
others” that is “our inherent weakness,” of our dismay over the “re-
peated violations of norms and rules established by international treaty
[and] human rights conventions.”*’ We are to consider Kosovo as “a
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New Collision of East and West,” a New York Times think-piece is head-
lined, a clear illustration of Samuel Huntington’s “Clash of Civiliza-
tions: “a democratic West, its humanitarian instincts repelled by the
barbarous inhumanity of Orthodox Serbs,” all of this “clear to Ameri-
cans” but not to others, a fact that Americans fail to comprehend.*

Or we may listen to the inspiring words of Secretary of Defense
William Cohen, introducing the president at Norfolk Naval Air Station.
He opened by quoting Theodore Roosevelt, speaking “at the dawn of
this century, as America was awakening into its new place in the world.”
President Roosevelt said, “Unless you’re willing to fight for great ideals,
those ideals will vanish.” Cohen added, “Today, at the dawn of the next
century, we’re joined by President Bill Clinton,” who understands as
well as Roosevelt that “standing on the sidelines ... as a witness to the
unspeakable horror that was about to take place, that would in fact affect
the peace and stability of NATO countries, was simply unacceptable.””
One has to wonder what must pass through the mind of someone invok-
ing this famous racist fanatic and raving jingoist as a model of American
values, along with the events that illustrated his cherished “great ideals”:
the slaughter of hundreds of thousands of Filipinos who had sought lib-
eration from Spain, shortly after Roosevelt’s own contribution to pre-
venting Cubans from achieving the same goal.

Wiser commentators will wait until Washington settles on an official
story. After two weeks of bombing, the story was that they both knew and
didn’t know that a catastrophe would follow. On March 28, 1999, “when
a reporter asked if the bombing was accelerating the atrocities, [Presi-
dent Clinton] replied, ‘absolutely not.’ **° He reiterated that stand in his
April 1 speech at Norfolk: “Had we not acted, the Serbian offensive
would have been carried out with impunity.” The following day, Penta-
gon spokesman Kenneth Bacon announced that the opposite was true: “I
don’t think anyone could have foreseen the breadth of this brutality,”'
the “first acknowledgment” by the administration that “it was not fully
prepared for the crisis,” the press reported — a crisis that was “entirely
predictable,” as the commanding general had informed the press a week
earlier. From the start, reports from the scene were that “the administra-
tion had been caught off guard” by the Serbian military reaction.>®

The right of “humanitarian intervention” is likely to be more fre-
quently invoked in coming years — maybe with justification, maybe
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not — now that Cold War prétexts have lost their efficacy. In such an
era, it may be worthwhile to pay attention to the views of highly re-
spected commentators — not to speak of the World Court, which ruled
on the matter of intervention and “humanitarian aid” in a decision re-
jected by the United States, its essentials not even reported.

In the scholarly disciplines of international affairs and international
law it would be hard to find more respected voices than Hedley Bull or
Louis Henkin. Bull warned 15 years ago that “particular states or groups
of states that set themselves up as the authoritative judges of the world
common good, in disregard of the views of others, are in fact a menace to
international order, and thus to effective action in this field.” Henkin, in
a standard work on world order, writes:

[T]he pressures eroding the prohibition on the use of force are deplor-
able, and the arguments to legitimize the use of force in those circum-
stances are unpersuasive and dangerous.... Violations of human rights
are indeed all too common, and if it were permissible to remedy them
by external use of force, there would be no law to forbid the use of
force by almost any state against almost any other. Human rights, I be-
lieve, will have to be vindicated, and other injustices remedied, by
other, peaceful means, not by opening the door to aggression and de-
stroying the principal advance in international law: the outlawing of
war and the prohibition of force.”

Recognized principles of international law and world order, treaty
obligations, decisions by the World Court, considered pronouncements
by the most respected commentators — these do not automatically yield
solutions to particular problems. Each has to be considered on its merits.
For those who do not adopt the standards of Saddam Hussein, there is a
heavy burden of proof to meet in undertaking the threat or use of force in
violation of the principles of international order. Perhaps the burden can
be met, but that has to be shown, not merely proclaimed with passionate
rhetoric. The consequences of such violations have to be assessed care-
fully — in particular, what we take to be “predictable.” And for those
who are minimally serious, the reasons for the actions also have to be as-
sessed — on rational grounds, with attention to historical fact and the
documentary record, not simply by adulation of our leaders and their
“moral compass.”



East Timor Retrospective

It is not easy to write with feigned calm and dispassion about the events
that have been unfolding in East Timor. Horror and shame are com-
pounded by the fact that the crimes are so familiar and could so easily
have been terminated. That has been true ever since Indonesia invaded
in December 1975, relying on US diplomatic support and arms — used
illegally, but with secret authorization, and even new arms shipments
sent under the cover of an official “embargo.” There has been no need to
threaten bombing or even sanctions. It would have sufficed for the US and
its allies to withdraw their active participation, and to inform their close
associates in the Indonesian military command that the atrocities must be
terminated and the territory granted the right of self-determination that
has been upheld by the United Nations and the International Court of
Justice. We cannot undo the past, but we should at least be willing to rec-
ognize what we have done, and to face the moral responsibility of saving
the remnants and providing ample reparations, a pathetic gesture of
compensation for terrible crimes.

The latest chapter in this painful story of betrayal and complicity
opened right after the referendum of August 30, 1999, when the popula-
tion voted overwhelmingly for independence. At once, atrocities
mounted sharply, organized and directed by the Indonesian military
(TNI). The UN Mission (UNAMET) gave its appraisal on September 11:

The evidence for a direct link between the militia and the military is

beyond any dispute and has been overwhelmingly documented by

UNAMET over the last four months. But the scale and thoroughness

of the destruction of East Timor in the past week has demonstrated a

new level of open participation of the military in the implementation

of what was previously a more veiled operation.

51
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The Mission warned that “the worst may be yet to come.... It cannot be
ruled out that these are the first stages of a genocidal campaign to stamp
out the East Timorese problem by force.”!

Indonesia historian John Roosa, an official observer of the vote, de-
scribed the situation starkly:

Given that the pogrom was so predictable, it was easily preventable.. ..

But in the weeks before the ballot, the Clinton administration refused

to discuss with Australia and other countries the formation of [an in-

ternational force]. Even after the violence erupted, the administration

dithered for days,’

until compelled by intemational (primarily Australian) and domestic
pressure to make some timid gestures. Even these ambiguous messages
sufficed to induce the Indonesian generals to reverse course and to ac-
cept an international presence, illustrating the latent power that has al-
ways been at hand.

The same power relations ensure that the UN can do nothing with-
out Washington consent and initiative. While Clinton “dithered,” almost
half the population were expelled from their homes, according to UN es-
timates, and thousands murdered.’ The Air Force that excels in pinpoint
destruction of civilian targets in Novi Sad, Belgrade, and Pancevo ap-
parently lacked the capacity to drop food to people facing starvation in
the mountains to which they were driven by the terror of the TNI forces
armed and trained by the United States and its no less cynical allies.

The recent events will evoke bitter memories among those who do
not prefer “intentional ignorance.” We are witnessing a shameful replay
of events of 20 years ago. After carrying out a huge slaughter in 1977-78
with the decisive support of the Carter administration, Indonesia felt
confident enough to permit a brief visit by members of the Jakarta diplo-
matic corps, among them US Ambassador Edward Masters. They recog-
nized that an enormous humanitarian catastrophe had been created. The
aftermath was described by Benedict Anderson, one of the most distin-
guished Indonesia scholars. “For nine long months” of starvation and
terror, Anderson testified at the United Nations, “Ambassador Masters
deliberately refrained, even within the walls of the State Department,
from proposing humanitarian aid to East Timor,” waiting “until the gen-
erals in Jakarta gave him the green light” — until they felt “secure
enough to permit foreign visitors,” as an internal State Department doc-
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ument recorded. Only then did Washington consider taking some steps
to deal with the consequences of its actions.*

As TNI forces and their paramilitaries were burning down the capi-
tal city of Dili in September 1999, murdering and rampaging with re-
newed intensity, the Pentagon announced that “a US-Indonesian
training exercise focused on humanitarian and disaster relief activities
concluded August 25,” five days before the referendum that elicited the
sharp escalation in crimes — precisely as the political leadership in
Washington expected, at least if they were reading their own intelli-
gence reports.” The lessons of this cooperation were applied within days
in the standard way, as all but the voluntarily blind must understand after
many years of the same tales, the same outcomes.

One gruesome illustration was the coup that brought General
Suharto to power in 1965. Army-led massacres slaughtered hundreds of
thousands, mostly landless peasants, in a few months, destroying the
mass-based political party of the left, the PKI. The achievement elicited
unrestrained euphoria in the West and fulsome praise for the Indonesian
“moderates,” Suharto and his military accomplices, who had cleansed
the society and opened it to foreign plunder. Secretary of Defense Rob-
ert McNamara informed Congress that US military aid and training had
“paid dividends” — including half a million corpses — “enormous divi-
dends,” a congressional report concluded. McNamara informed Presi-
dent Johnson that US military assistance “encouraged [the army] to
move against the PKI when the opportunity was presented.” Contacts
with Indonesian military officers, including university programs, were
“very significant factors in determining the favorable orientation of the
new Indonesian political elite” (the army).®

The degree of cooperation between Washington and Jakarta is
impressive. US weapons sales to Indonesia amount to over $1 billion
since the 1975 invasion. Military aid during the Clinton years is at about
$150 million.

Through the 1990s, the US continued support for “our kind of guy,”
as General Suharto was described by the Clinton administration before
he fell from grace by losing control and failing to implement harsh IMF
orders with sufficient ardor. After the 1991 Dili massacre, Congress re-
stricted arms sales and banned US training of the Indonesian military,
but Clinton found devious ways to evade the ban. Congress expressed its
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“outrage,” reiterating that “it was and 1% the intent of Congress to prohibit
US muilitary training for Indonesia,” as readers of the Far Eastern Eco-
nomic Review and dissident publications here could learn. But to no avail.

Inquiries about Clinton’s programs received the routine response
from the State Department: US military training serves the positive
function of exposing foreign militaries to US values. These values were
exhibited as military aid to Indonesia flowed and government-licensed
sales of armaments increased fivefold from fiscal year 1997 to 1998. In
April 1999, shortly after the massacre of dozens of refugees who had
taken shelter in a church in Liquica, Admiral Dennis Blair, US Pacific
commander, assured TNI commander General Wiranto of US support
and assistance, proposing a new US training mission.’

On September 19, 1999, the London Observer international news
service reported Clinton’s “Iron Balance” program, which trained the
Indonesian military into 1998, in violation of congressional restrictions.
Included were Kopassus units, the murderous forces that organized and
directed the “militias,” and participated directly in their atrocities, as
Washington was well aware. “Iron Balance” provided these forces with
more training in counterinsurgency and “psychological operations,” ex-
pertise that they put to use effectively at once.

All of this found its way to the memory hole that contains the past
record of the crucial US support for the atrocities, granted the same (null)
coverage as many other events of the past year; for example, the unanimous
Senate vote on June 30, 1999, calling on the Clinton administration to link
Indonesian military actions in East Timor to “any loan or financial assis-
tance to Indonesia,” as readers could learn from the /rish Times.

In the face of this record, only briefly sampled, and duplicated re-
peatedly elsewhere, the government lauds “the value of the years of
training given to Indonesia’s future military leaders in the United States
and the millions of dollars in military aid for Indonesia,” urging more of
the same for Indonesia and throughout the world.®

“The Dilemma” of East Timor

The reasons for the disgraceful record have sometimes been honestly
recognized. During the latest phase of atrocities, a senior diplomat in Ja-
karta described “the dilemma” faced by the great powers: “Indonesia
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matters, and East Timor doesn’t.” It is therefore understandable that
Washington should keep to ineffectual gestures of disapproval while in-
sisting that internal security in East Timor “is the responsibility of the
government of Indonesia, and we don’t want to take that responsibility
away from them” — the official stance a few days before the August ref-
erendum, repeated in full knowledge of how that “responsibility” had
been carried out, and maintained as the most dire predictions were
quickly fulfilled."

The reasoning of the senior diplomat was spelled out more fully by
two Asia specialists of the New York Times: the Clinton administra-
tion, they write, “has made the calculation that the United States must
put its relationship with Indonesia, a mineral-rich nation of more than
200 million people, ahead of its concern over the political fate of East
Timor, a tiny impoverished territory of 800,000 people that is seeking
independence.” The second national journal quotes Douglas Paal, presi-
dent of the Asia Pacific Policy Center, stating the facts of life: “Timor is
a speed bump on the road to dealing with Jakarta, and we’ve got to get
over it safely. Indonesia is such a big place and so central to the stability
of the region.”"!

The term “stability” has long served as a code word, referring to a
“favorable orientation of the political elite” — favorable not to their
populations, but to foreign investors and global managers.

In the rhetoric of official Washington, “We don’t have a dog run-
ning in the East Timor race.” Accordingly, what happens there is not our
business. But after intensive Australian pressure, the calculations
shifted: “We have a very big dog running down there called Australia,
and we have to support it,” a senior government official concluded."
The survivors of US-backed crimes in a “tiny impoverished territory”
are not even a “small dog.”

The guiding principles were well understood by those responsible
for Indonesia’s 1975 invasion. They were articulated by UN Ambassa-
dor Daniel Patrick Moynihan, in words that should be committed to
memory by anyone with a serious interest in international affairs, human
rights, and the rule of law. The Security Council condemned the inva-
sion and ordered Indonesia to withdraw, but to no avail. In his 1978
memoirs, Moynihan explains why:
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The United States wished things to turn out as they did, and worked to
bring this about. The Department of State desired that the United
Nations prove utterly incffective in whatever measures it undertook.
This task was given to me, and | carried it forward with no inconsider-
able success."”

Success was indeed considerable. Moynihan cites reports that
within two months some 60,000 people had been killed, “10 percent of
the population, almost the proportion of casualties experienced by the
Soviet Union during the Second World War.” A sign of the success, he
adds, is that within a year “the subject disappeared from the press.” So it
did, as the invaders intensified their assault. Atrocities peaked as
Moynihan was writing in 1977-78. Relying on a new flow of advanced
military equipment from the Human Rights Administration, the Indone-
sian military carried out a devastating attack against the hundreds of
thousands who had fled to the mountains, driving the survivors to Indone-
sian control. It was then that highly credible Church sources in East
Timor sought to make public the estimates of 200,000 deaths that came
to be accepted years later, after constant denial. The US reaction to the
carnage has already been described.

As the slaughter reached near-genocidal levels, Britain and France
joined in, providing arms and diplomatic support. Other powers too
sought to participate in the lucrative aggression and massacre, always
following the principles that have been lucidly enunciated.

The story does not begin in 1975. East Timor had not been over-
looked by the planners of the post-war world. The territory should be
granted independence, Roosevelt’s senior advisor Sumner Welles mused,
but “it would certainly take a thousand years.” With an awe-inspiring
display of courage and fortitude, the people of East Timor have strug-
gled to confound that cynical prediction, enduring monstrous disasters.
Perhaps 50,000 lost their lives protecting a small contingent of Australian
commandoes fighting the Japanese; their heroism may have saved Aus-
tralia from Japanese invasion. Almost a third of the population were vic-
tims of the first years of the 1975 Indonesian invasion, many more since.

Nineteen ninety-nine opened with a moment of hope. Indonesia’s
interim president Habibie opened the possibility for a referendum with a
choice between incorporation within Indonesia (“autonomy”) or inde-
pendence. The army moved at once to prevent the latter outcome by ter-
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ror and intimidation. In the months leading to the August referendum,
3,000 to 5,000 were killed, according to highly credible Church
sources — twice the number of deaths prior to the NATO bombing in
Kosovo, more than four times the number relative to population. The
terror was widespread and sadistic, intended as a warning of the fate
awaiting those foolhardy enough to disregard the orders of the occupy-
ing army."*

Braving violence and threats, almost the entire population voted,
many emerging from hiding to do so. Close to 80 percent chose inde-
pendence. Then followed the latest phase of TNI atrocities in an effort to
reverse the outcome by slaughter and expulsion, while reducing much of
the country to ashes. Within two weeks more than 10,000 might have
been killed, according to Bishop Carlos Filipe Belo, the Nobel Peace
laureate who was driven from his country under a hail of bullets, his
house burned down and the refugees sheltering there dispatched to an
uncertain fate."

To Destroy a Nation

Even before Habibie’s surprise call for a referendum, the army antici-
pated threats to its rule, including its control over East Timor’s resources,
and undertook careful planning with “the aim, quite simply, ... to destroy
anation.” The plans were known to Western intelligence, as has been the
case from the outset. TNI recruited thousands of West Timorese and
brought in forces from Java. More ominously, the military command
sent units of its dread US-trained Kopassus special forces and, as senior
military advisor, General Makarim, a US-trained intelligence specialist
with experience in East Timor and “a reputation for callous violence.”'®
Terror and destruction began early in the year. The TNI forces re-
sponsible have been described as “rogue elements” in the West, a ques-
tionable judgment. There is good reason to accept Bishop Belo’s
assignment of direct responsibility to commanding General Wiranto in
Jakarta.'” It appears that the militias have been managed by elite units of
Kopassus, the “crack special forces unit” that had “been training regu-
larly with US and Australian forces until their behavior became too
much of an embarrassment for their foreign friends,” veteran Asia corre-
spondent David Jenkins reports. These forces are “legendary for their
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cruelty,” Benedict Anderson observes: in East Timor they “became the
pioneer and exemplar for every kind of atrocity,” including systematic
rapes, tortures, and executions, and the organization of hooded gang-
sters. They adopted the tactics of the US Phoenix program in South Viet-
nam that killed tens of thousands of peasants and much of the indigenous
South Vietnamese leadership, Jenkins writes, as well as “the tactics em-
ployed by the Contras” in Nicaragua, following lessons taught by their
CIA mentors. The state terrorists were “not simply going after the most
radical pro-independence people but going after the moderates, the peo-
ple who have influence in their community.” “It’s Phoenix,” a well-
placed source in Jakarta reported: the aim is “to terrorize everyone” —
the NGOs, the Red Cross, the UN, the joumalists.lg

Well before the referendum, the commander of the Indonesian mili-
tary in Dili, Colonel Tono Suratman, had warned of what was to come:
“I would like to convey the following,” he said: “if the pro-independents
do win ... all will be destroyed.... It will be worse than 23 years ago.”"”
An army document of early May, when international agreement on the
referendum was reached, ordered that “massacres should be carried out
from village to village after the announcement of the ballot if the pro-
independence supporters win.” The independence movement “should
be eliminated from its leadership down to its roots.”*® Citing diplomatic,
Church, and militia sources, the Australian press reported “that hun-
dreds of modern assault rifles, grenades, and mortars are being stock-
piled, ready for use if the autonomy option is rejected at the ballot
box.”*! It warned that the army-run militias might be planning a violent
takeover of much of the territory if, despite the terror, the popular will
was expressed.

All of this was understood by the “foreign friends,” who knew how
to bring the terror to an end, but preferred evasive and ambiguous reac-
tions that the Indonesian generals could easily interpret as a “green
light” to carry out their work.

The sordid history must be viewed against the background of
US-Indonesia relations in the post-war era. The rich resources of the
archipelago, and its critical strategic location, guaranteed it the central
role in US global planning. These factors lie behind US efforts 40 years
ago to dismantle Indonesia, perceived as too independent and too demo-
cratic, even permitting participation of the leftist, peasant-based PKI.
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The same factors account for Western support for the regime of killers
and torturers who brought about a “favorable orientation” in 1965. Their
achievements were, furthermore, understood to be a vindication of
Washington’s wars in Indochina, motivated in large part by concerns
that the “virus” of independent nationalism might “infect” Indonesia, to
borrow Kissingerian rhetoric. Support for the invasion of East Timor
and subsequent atrocities was reflexive, though a broader analysis
should attend to the fact that the collapse of the Portuguese empire had
many of the same consequences in Africa, where South Africa was the
agent of Western-backed terror. Throughout, Cold War pretexts were
routinely invoked, serving as a convenient disguise for ugly motives and
actions, particularly so in Southeast Asia.

The Routine Response

According to reports in Fall 1999, the UN mission in East Timor has
been able to account for just over 150,000 people out of an estimated
population of 850,000.% It reports that 260,000 “are now languishing in
squalid refugee camps in West Timor under the effective control of the
militias after either fleeing or being forcibly removed from their
homes,” and that another 100,000 have been relocated to other parts of
Indonesia. The rest are presumed to be hiding in the mountains. The
Australian commander expressed the natural concern that displaced
people lack food and medical supplies. Touring camps in East and West
Timor, US Assistant Secretary of State Harold Koh reported that the ref-
ugees are “starving and terrorized,” and that disappearances “without
explanation” are a daily occurrence.

To appreciate the scale of this disaster, one has to bear in mind the
virtual demolition of the physical basis for survival by the departing In-
donesian army and its paramilitary associates (‘“‘militias”), and the reign
of terror to which the territory has been subjected for a quarter-century.

For much of 1999, Western intellectuals have been engaged in one
of history’s most audacious displays of self-adulation over their magnif-
icent performance in Kosovo. Among the many facets of this grand
achievement dispatched to the proper place was the fact that the huge
flow of brutalized refugees expelled after the bombing could receive little
care, thanks to Washington’s defunding of the responsible UN agency. Its
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staff was reduced 15 percent in 1998, and another 20 percent in January
1999; it now endures the denunciations of Tony Blair for its “problematic
performance” in the wake of the atrocities that were the anticipated con-
sequence of US/UK bombing. While the mutual admiration society was
performing as required, atrocities mounted in East Timor.

As of October 1999, the US had provided no funds for the Austra-
lian-led UN intervention force (in contrast, Japan, long a fervent sup-
porter of Indonesia, offered $100 million). But that is perhaps not
surprising, in the light of its refusal to pay any of the costs of the UN ci-
vilian operations even in Kosovo. Washington has also asked the UN to
reduce the scale of subsequent operations, because it might be called
upon to pay some of the costs. Hundreds of thousands of missing people
may be starving in the mountains, but no call has been heard for even el-
ementary humanitarian measures. Hundreds of thousands more are fac-
ing a grim fate within Indonesia. A word from Washington would
suffice to end their torment, but there is no word, and no comment.

In Kosovo, preparation for war crimes trials began in May 1999,
expedited at US-UK initiative, including unprecedented access to in-
telligence information. In East Timor, investigations of crimes, with In-
donesian participation, are “an absolute joke, a complete whitewash,”
according to UN officials quoted in the British press. A spokesperson for
Amnesty International added that the inquiry as planned “will cause
East Timorese even more trauma than they have suffered already. It
would be really insulting at this stage.” Indonesian generals “do not
seem to be quaking in their boots,” the Australian press reports. One rea-
son is that “some of the most damning evidence is likely to be ... mate-
rial plucked from the air waves by sophisticated US and Australian
electronic intercept equipment,” and the generals feel confident that
their old friends will not let them down — if only because the chain of
responsibility might be hard to snap at just the right point.

There is also little effort to unearth evidence of atrocities in East
Timor. In striking contrast, Kosovo has been swarming with police and
medical forensic teams from the US and other countries in the hope of
discovering large-scale atrocities that can be transmuted into justifica-
tion for the NATO bombing of which they were the anticipated conse-
quence — as Milosevic had planned all along, it is now claimed, though
NATO Commander General Wesley Clark reported a month after the
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bombing that the alleged plans “have never been shared with me™ and
that the NATO operation “was not designed [by the political leadership]
as a means of blocking Serb ethnic cleansing.... There was never any in-
tent to do that. That was not the idea.”

Commenting on Washington’s refusal to lift a finger to help the vic-
tims of its crimes, the veteran Australian diplomat Richard Butler ob-
served that “it has been made very clear to me by senior American
analysts that the facts of the alliance essentially are that: the US will re-
spond proportionally, defined largely in terms of its own interests and
threat assessment.” The remarks were not offered in criticism of Wash-
ington; rather, of his fellow Australians, who do not comprehend the
facts of life: that others are to shoulder the burdens, and face the costs —
which for Australia, may not be slight. It will hardly come as a great
shock if a few years hence US corporations are cheerfully picking up the
pieces in an Indonesia that resents Australian actions, but has few com-
plaints about the overlord.

The chorus of self-adulation has subsided a bit, though not much.
Far more important than these shameful performances is the failure to
act — at once, and decisively — to cast aside mythology and face the
causes and consequences of our actions, and to save the remnants of one
of the most terrible tragedies of this awful century.



“Plan Colombia”

In 1999, Colombia became the leading recipient of US military and po-
lice assistance, replacing Turkey (Israel and Egypt are in a separate cate-
gory). Colombia receives more US military aid than the rest of Latin
America and the Caribbean combined. The total for 1999 reached about
$300 million, along with $60 million in arms sales, approximately a
threefold increase from 1998. The figure is scheduled to increase still
more sharply with the anticipated passage of some version of Clinton’s
Colombia Plan, submitted to Congress in April 2000, which called for a
$1.6 billion “emergency aid” package for two years. Through the 1990s,
Colombia has been by far the leading recipient of US military aid in Latin
America, and has also compiled by far the worst human rights record, in
conformity with a well-established and long-standing correlation.'

In theory, “Plan Colombia” is a two-year Colombian government
program of $7.5 billion, with the US providing the military muscle and
token funds for other purposes, and some $6 billion from the Colombian
government, Europe, the IMF, and the World Bank for social and eco-
nomic programs that Colombia is to prepare. According to non-US diplo-
mats, the draft of “Plan Colombia” was written in English, not Spanish.
The military program (arms, training, intelligence infrastructure) was in
place in late 1999, but “the Colombian government has yet to present a
coherent social investment program” as of mid-2000, and few govern-
ments are “willing to climb aboard what is widely perceived as an Amer-
ican project to clean up its backyard,” by means that are familiar to those
who do not choose what has been called “intentional ignorance.””

We can often learn from systematic patterns, so let us tarry for a mo-
ment on the previous champion, Turkey. As a major US military ally and
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strategic outpost, Turkey has received substantial military aid from the
origins of the Cold War. But arms deliveries began to increase sharply in
1984. Evidently, there was no Cold War connection at all. Rather, that
was the year when Turkey initiated a large-scale counterinsurgency
campaign in the Kurdish southeast, which also is the site of major US air
bases and the locus of regional surveillance, so that everything that hap-
pens there is well known in Washington. Arms deliveries peaked in
1997. In that year alone, they exceeded the total from the entire period
1950-83. US arms amounted to about 80 percent of Turkish military
equipment, including heavy armaments (jet planes, tanks, etc.), often
evading congressional restrictions.’

By 1999, Turkey had largely suppressed Kurdish resistance by ex-
treme terror and ethnic cleansing, leaving some 2 to 3 million refugees,
3,500 villages destroyed (seven times as high as in Kosovo under NATO
bombs), and tens of thousands killed, primarily during the Clinton years.
A huge flow of US arms was no longer needed to accomplish these ob-
jectives. Turkey can therefore be singled out for praise for its “positive
experiences” in showing how “tough counterterrorism measures plus
political dialogue with non-terrorist opposition groups’ can overcome
the plague of violence and atrocities, so we learn from the lead article in
the New York Times on the State Department’s “latest annual report de-
scribing the administration’s efforts to combat terrorism.”* More evi-
dence, if such is needed, that cynicism is utterly without limits.

A few days later more was reported about Turkey’s “positive expe-
riences” with “tough counterterrorism measures.” Turkey’s parliamen-
tary human rights commission described “widespread resort to torture”
by the police and “an array of torture equipment,” and a spokesperson
informed the press that visits to the eastern region had “confirmed grim
tales of torture” in police prison cells, specifically those of anti-terrorism
units. The commission then released a six-volume report based on a
two-year investigation, with photographs and other details, confirming
extensive evidence that the abuses are systematic, and continue without
significant change. These revelations received little notice, ignoring
Washington’s involvement, but the press did feature impassioned rheto-
ric on the need to maintain very harsh sanctions against Cuba because its
human rights violations so offend our humanitarian sensibilities. The
parliamentary inquiry into the ongoing atrocities supported lavishly by
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Washington perhaps received.oblique acknowledgment in a report by
New York Times bureau chief Stephen Kinzer on Turkey’s current prog-
ress, shown by the military’s willingness to permit films that “portray
the torture that was widespread in military prisons” in the early 1980s.’

Nevertheless, despite the great success achieved by some of the
most violent state terror of the 1990s, military operations continue,
while Kurds are still deprived of elementary rights.® On April 1, 2000,
10,000 Turkish troops began new ground sweeps in the regions that had
been most devastated by the US-Turkish terror campaigns of the preced-
ing years, also launching another offensive into northern Iraq to attack
Kurdish guerrilla forces (PKK) — in a no-fly zone where Kurds are pro-
tected by the US air force from the (temporarily) wrong oppressor.
Asked about the renewed operations in Iraq, State Department spokes-
person James Rubin said that US “policy remains the same. We support
the right of Turkey to defend itself against PKK attacks, so long as its in-
cursions are limited in scope and duration and fully respect the rights of
the civilian inhabitants of the region”; he declined to answer the ques-
tion whether Turkey had been “attacked,” stating only that the US had
no “independent confirmation” of Turkish military operations in this re-
gion of intense surveillance and regular US bombardment.”

As the renewed Turkish campaigns were beginning, Secretary of
Defense William Cohen addressed the American-Turkish Council, a
festive occasion with much laughter and applause, according to the gov-
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