








Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty jointly
with the U.S. and RFE/RL, which has
expanded into the Caucasus and Asia.3
Soros is the founder and funder of the Open
Society Institute. He created and maintains
the International Crisis Group (ICG) which,

GEORGE SOROS WAS BORN IN
HUNGARY IN 1930 TO JEWISH
PARENTS SO REMOVED FROM

THEIR ROOTS THEY ONCE
VACATIONED IN NAZI GERMANY.

among other things, has been active in the
Balkans since the destruction of
Yugoslavia. Soros works openly with the
United States Institute of Peace—an overt
arm of the CIA.

He thrusts himself upon world states-
men and they respond. He has been close
to Henry Kissinger, Vaclav Havel and
Poland’s General Wojciech Jaruzelski.# He
supports the Dalai Lama, whose institute is
housed in the Presidio in San Francisco,
also home to the foundation run by Soros’
friend, former Soviet leader Mikhail
Gorbachev.5

When anti-globalization forces were
freezing in the streets outside New York's
Waldorf-Astoria hotel in February 2002,
George Soros was inside addressing the
World Economic Forum. As the police
forced protesters into metal cages on Park
Avenue, Soros was extolling the virtues of
the “Open Society” and joined Zbigniew
Brzezinski, Samuel Huntington, Francis
Fukuyama and others.

WHO IS THIS GUY?

George Soros was born in Hungary in 1930
to Jewish parents so removed from their
roots that they once vacationed in Nazi
Germany.8 Soros lived under the Nazis, but
with the triumph of the Communists
moved to England in 1947. There, Soros
came under the sway of the philosopher
Karl Popper, at the London School of
Economics. Popper was a lionized anti-
communist ideologue and his teachings
formed the basis for Soros' political ten-
dencies. There is hardly a speech, book or
article that Soros writes that does not pay
obeisance to Popper’s influence.

Knighted in 1965, Popper coined the
slogan “Open Society,” which eventually
manifested in Soros’ Open Society Fund
and Institute. Followers of Popper repeat
his words like true believers. Popperian
philosophy epitomizes Western individual-
ism. Soros left England in 1956, and

found work on Wall Street where, in the
1960s, he invented the “hedge fund.”

...hedge funds catered to very wealthy
individuals...The largely secretive funds,
usually trading in offshore locations...pro-
duced astronomically superior results. The
size of the “bets” often became self fulfill-
ing prophecies: ‘rumors of a position taken
by the big hedge funds prompted other
investors to follow suit,” which would in
turn force up the price the hedgers were
betting on to begin with.?

Soros organized the Quantum Fund in
1969 and began to dabble in currency
manipulation. In the 1970s, his financial
activities turned to:

Alternating long and short positions...
Soros won big both on the rise of real
estate investment trusts and on their sub-
sequent collapse. Under his 20-year stew-
ardship, Quantum returned an amazing
34.5% a year. Soros is best known (and
feared) for currency speculation...In 1997
he earned the rare distinction of being sin-
gled out as a villain by a head of state,
Malaysia’s Mahathir Mohamad, for taking
part in a highly profitable attack on that
nation’s currency.8

Through such clandestine financial
scheming, Soros became a multibillion-
aire. His companies control real estate in
Argentina, Brazil, and Mexico; banking in
Venezuela; and are some of the most prof-
itable currency traders in the world, giving
rise to the general belief that his highly
placed friends assisted him in his finan-
cial endeavors, for political as well as
financial gain.®

George Soros has been blamed for the
destruction of the Thai economy in
1997.10 One Thai activist said, “We regard
George Soros as a kind of Dracula. He
sucks the blood from the people.”1! The
Chinese call him “the crocodile,” because
his economic and ideological efforts in
China were so insatiate, and because his
financial speculation created millions of
dollars in profits as it ravished the Thai and
Malaysian economies.12

Soros once made a billion dollars in one
day by speculating (a word he abhors) on
the British pound. Accused of taking
“money from every British taxpayer when
he speculated against sterling,” he said,
“When you speculate in the financial mar-
kets you are free of most of the moral con-
cerns that confront an ordinary business-
man...| did not have to concern myself with
moral issues in the financial markets.”13

Soros has a schizophrenic craving for
unlimited personal wealth and a desire to

be thought well of by others:

Currency traders sitting at their desks buy
and sell currencies of Third World coun-
tries in large quantities. The effect of the
currency fluctuations on the people who
live in those countries is a matter that
does not enter their minds. Nor should it;
they have a job to do. Yet if we pause to
think, we must ask ourselves whether cur-
rency traders...should regulate the lives of
millions.14

It was Soros who saved George W.
Bush’s bacon when his management of an
oil exploration company was ending in fail-
ure. Soros was the owner of Harken Energy
Corporation, and it was he who bought the
rapidly depreciating stocks just prior to the
company'’s collapse. The future president
cashed out at almost one million dollars.
Soros said he did it to buy “political influ-
ence.”15 Soros is also a partner in the
infamous Carlyle Group. Organized in
1987, “the world’s largest private equity
firm” with over twelve billion dollars under
management, is run by “a veritable who's
who of former Republican leaders,” from
CIA man Frank Carlucci to CIA head
George Bush, Sr. The Carlyle Group makes
most of its money from weapons expendi-
tures.

THE PHILANTHROPIST SPOOK

In 1980, Soros began to use his millions to
attack socialism in Eastern Europe. He
financed individuals who would cooperate
with him. His first success was in Hungary:
He took over the Hungarian educational
and cultural establishment, incapacitating
socialist institutions throughout the coun-
try. He made his way right inside the
Hungarian government. Soros next moved
on to .Poland, aiding the CIA-funded
Solidarity operation and in that same year,
he became active in China. The USSR
came next.

It is not coincidental that the Central
Intelligence Agency had operations in all of
those countries. The goal of the Agency
was exactly the same as that of the Open
Society Fund: to dismantle socialism. In
South Africa, the CIA sought out dissidents
who were anticommunist. In Hungary,
Poland and the USSR, the CIA, with overt
intervention from the National Endowment
for Democracy, the AFL-CIO, USAID and
other institutions, supported and organized
anticommunists, the very type gf’individu-
als recruited by Soros’ Open Society Fund.
The CIA would have called them “assets.”
As Soros said, “In each country | identified
a group of people—some leading personali-
ties, others less well known—who shared
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my belief..,”16 Soros’ Open Society organ-
ized conferences with anticommunist
Czechs, Serbs, Romanians, Hungarians,
Croatians, Bosnians, Kosovars.17 His ever-
expanding influence gave rise to suspicions
that he was operating as part of the U.S.
intelligencé complex. In 1989, the
Washington Post reported charges first
made in 1987 by the Chinese government
officials that Soros’ Fund for the Reform and
Opening of China had CIA connections.18

TAKING ON MOSCOW

After 1990, Soros funds targeted the
Russian educational system, providing the
entire nation with textbooks.1® In effect,
Soros ensured the indoctrination of an
entire generation of Russian youth with
0S| -propaganda. Soros foundations were
accused of engineering a strategy to take
control of the Russian financial system,
privatization schemes, and the process of
foreign investment in that country.
Russians reacted angrily to Soros’ legisla-
tive meddlings. Critics of Soros and other
U.S. foundations said the goal of these
maneuvers was to “thwart Russia as a
state, which has the potential to compete
with the world’s only superpower.”20
Russians began to suspect Soros and the
CIA were interconnected. Business tycoon
Boris Berezovsky said, “l nearly fainted
when | heard a couple of years ago that
George Soros was a CIA agent.”21
Berezovsky's opinion was that Soros, and
the West, were “afraid of Russian capital
becoming strong.”

If the economic and political establish-
ment in the United States fear an econom-
ic rivalry from Russia, what better way to
control it than to dominate Russian media,
education, research centers and science?
After spending $250 million for the “trans-
formation of education of humanities and
economics at the high school and universi-
ty levels,” Soros created the International
Science Foundation for another $100 mil-
lion.22 The Russian Federal Counterintelli-
gence Service (FSK) accused Soros foun-
dations in Russia of “espionage.” They
noted- that Soros was not operating alone;
he was part of a full court press that
included financing from the Ford and
Heritage Foundations; Harvard, Duke, and
Columbia universities, and assistance from
the Pentagon and U.S. intelligence servic-
es.23 The FSK criticized Soros’ payouts to
50,000 Russian scientists, saying that
Soros advanced his own interests by gain-
ing control of thousands of Russian scien-
tific discoveries and new technologies to
collect state and commercial secrets.24

In 1995, Russians were infuriated by
the insinuation of State Department opera-

tive Fred Cuny into the conflict in
Chechnya. Cuny’s cover was disaster relief,
but his history of involvement in interna-
tional conflict zones of interest to the U.S.,
plus FBI and CIA search parties, made
clear his government connections. At the
time of his disappearance, Cuny was work-
ing under contract to a Soros foundation.2%
It is not widely known in the U.S. that the
violence in Chechnya, a province in the
heart of Russia, is generally perceived as
the result of a political destabilization
campaign on which Washington looks
favorably, and may actually be directing.
This assessment of the situation is clear
enough to writer Tom Clancy that he felt
free to include it as an assertion of fact in
his best-seller, The Sum of All Fears. The
Russians accused Cuny of being a CIA
operative, and part of an intelligence oper-
ation to support the Chechen uprising.26
Soros’ Open Society Institute is still active
in Chechnya, as are other Soros-sponsored
organizations.

Russia was the site of at least one joint
endeavor to enhance Soros’ balance sheet,
arranged with diplomatic assistance from
the Clinton administration. In 1999,
Secretary of State Madeleine Albright
blocked a $500 million loan guarantee by
the U.S. Export-Import Bank to the Russian
company, Tyumen Oil, on the grounds that
it was contrary to U.S. national interests.
Tyumen wanted to buy American-made oil
equipment and services from Dick Cheney’s
Halliburton Company and ABB Lummus
Global of Bloomfield, New Jersey.27 George
Soros was an investor in a company that
Tyumen had been trying to acquire. Both
Soros and BP Amoco lobbied to prevent
this transaction, and Albright obliged.28

NURTURING LEFT ANTI-SOCIALISM
Soros’ Open Society Institute has a finger
in every pot. Its board of directors reads
like a “Who’s Who" of Cold War and New
World Order pundits. Paul Goble is
Communications Director; he was the
major political commentator at Radio Free
Europe. Herbert Okun served in the Nixon
State Department as an intelligence advis-
er to Henry Kissinger. Kati Marton is the
wife of former Clinton administration UN
ambassador and envoy to Yugoslavia,
Richard Holbrooke. Marton lobbied for the
Soros-funded radio station B-92, also a
project of the National Endowment for
Democracy (another overt arm of the CIA),
which was instrumental in bringing down
the Yugoslav government.

When Soros founded the Open Society
Fund he picked liberal pundit Aryeh Neier
to lead it. Neier was the head of Helsinki
Watch, a putative human rights organiza-
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tion with an anticommunist bent. In 1993,
the Open Society Fund became the Open
Society Institute.

Helsinki Watch became Human Rights
Watch in 1975. Soros is currently on its

SOROS’ ACTIVITIES ECHO
NED’S ALLEN WEINSTEIN: “A
LOT OF WHAT WE DO TODAY

WAS DONE COVERTLY TWENTY-
FIVE YEARS AGO BY THE CIA.”

Advisory Board, both for the Americas and
the Eastern  Europe-Central Asia
Committees, and his Open Society
Fund/Soros/OS| is listed as a funder.28
Soros is intimately connected to HRW, and
Neier wrote columns for The Nation maga-
zine without mentioning that he was on
Soros' payroll.30

Soros is intimately involved in HRW,
although he does his best to hide it.3! He
says he just funds and sets up these pro-
grams and lets them run. But they do not
stray from the philosophy of the funder.
HRW and OSI are close. Their views do not
diverge. Of course, other foundations fund
these institutions as well, but Soros’ influ-
ence dominates their ideology.

George Soros’ activities fall into the con-
struct developed in 1983 and enunciated
by Allen Weinstein, founder of the National
Endowment for Democracy. Weinstein said,
“A lot of what we do today was done covert-
ly 25 years ago by the CIA.”32 Soros is
operating exactly within the confines of the
intelligence complex. He is little different
from CIA drug runners in Laos in the
1960s, or the mujahedin who profited from
the opium trade while carrying out CIA
operations against socialist Afghanistan in
the 1980s. He simply funnels (and takes
home) a whole lot more money than those
pawns, and he does much of his business
in the light of day. His candor insofar as he
expresses it is a sort of spook damage con-
trol that serves to legitimize the strategies
of U.S. foreign policy.

The majority of people in the U.S. today
who consider themselves politically left-of-
center are undoubtedly pessimistic about
the chances for a socialist transformation of
society. Thus the Soros “Decentralization”
model, or the “piecemeal” approach to
“negative utilitarianism, the attempt to min-
imize the amount of misery,” which was
Popper's philosophy, appeals to them.33
Soros funded an HRW study that was used
to back California and Arizona legislation
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relaxing drug laws.3#4 Soros favors the legal-
ization of drugs—one way of temporarily
reducing awareness of one’s misery. Soros is
an equal-opportunity bribester. At a loftier
rung of the socioeconomic ladder, one finds
Social Democrats who accept Soros funding
and believe in civil liberties within the con-
text of capitalism.35 For these folks, the evil
consequences of Soros’ business activities
(impoverishing people all over the world) are
mitigated by his philanthropic activities.
Similarly, liberal/left intellectuals, both in
the U.S. and abroad, have been drawn in by
the “Open Society” philosophy, not to men-

SOROS FUNDED OTPOR,
THE ORGANIZATION THAT
RECEIVED THOSE “SUITCASES
OF MONEY” IN SUPPORT OF
THE OCTOBER 5, 2000 COUP

THAT TOPPLED THE YUGOSLAV
GOVERNMENT.

tion the occasional funding plum.

The New Left in the United States was
a social democratic movement. It was res-
olutely anti-Soviet, and when Eastern
Europe and the USSR fell, few in the New
Left opposed the destruction of the social-
ist systems. The New Left did not mourn or
protest when the hundreds of millions in
Eastern Europe and Central Asia lost their
right to jobs, housing at reasonable and
legally protected rents, free education
through graduate school, health care and
cultural enhancement. Most belittled any
suggestion that the CIA and certain NGOs
such as the National Endowment for
Democracy or the Open Society Fund had
actively participated in the annihilation of
socialism. These people felt that the
Western determination to destroy the USSR
since 1917 was barely connected to the fall
of the USSR. For them, socialism failed of
its own accord, because it was flawed.

As revolutions, such as the ones in
Mozambique, Angola, Nicaragua or El Sal-
vador were destroyed by proxy forces or were
stalled by demonstration “elections,” New
Left pragmatists shrugged their shoulders
and turned away. The New Left sometimes
seemed to deliberately ignore the post-
Soviet machinations of U.S. foreign policy.

Bogdan Denitch, who had political
aspirations in Croatia, was active within
the Open Society Institute, and received
0S| funding.36 Denitch favored the ethnic
cleansing of Serbs from Croatia, NATO
bombing of Bosnia and then Yugoslavia,

T

and even a ground invasion of Yugo-
slavia.37 Denitch was a founder and chair
for many years of the Democratic Socialists
of America, a leading liberal-left group in
the U.S. He has also long chaired the pres-
tigious Socialist Scholars Conference,
through which he was. key to manipulating
the sympathies of many toward support for
NATO expansion.38 Other Soros targets for
support include Refuse and Resist the
ACLU, and a host of other liberal causes.39
Soros added another unlikely trophy when
he became involved in the New School for
Social Research in New York, long an
academy of choice for left intellectuals. He
now funds the East and Central Europe
Program there.40

Many leftists who were inspired by the
revolution in Nicaragua sadly accepted the
election. of Violetta Chamorro and the
defeat of the Sandinistas in 1990. Most of
the Nicaragua support network faded
thereafter. Perhaps the New Left could
have learned from the rising star of
Michael Kozak. He was a veteran of
Washington's campaigns to install sympa-
thetic leaders in Nicaragua, Panama and
Haiti, and to undermine Cuba—he headed
the U.S. Interests Section in Havana.

After organizing the Chamorro victory in
Nicaragua, Kozak moved on to become U.S.
Ambassador to Belarus. Kozak worked with
the Soros-sponsored “Internet Access and
Training Program” (IATP), which was busy
“creating future leaders” in Belarus.4! This
program was simultaneously imposed upon
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgystan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan.
|ATP operates openly with the support of the
U.S. Department of State. To its credit,
Belarus expelled Kozak and the Soros-Open
Society/U.S. State Department crowd. The
government of Aleksandr Lukashenko found
that for four years before moving to Minsk,
Kozak was instrumental in engineering the
flow of tens of millions of dollars to the
Belarus opposition. Kozak was creating a
united opposition coalition, funding web-
sites, newspapers and opinion polls, and
tutoring a student resistance movement
similar to Yugoslavia’s Otpor. Kozak brought
in Otpor leaders to instruct dissidents in
Belarus.42 Just before September 11,
2001, the U.S. was revving up a demoniza-
tion campaign against President Aleksander
Lukashenko. Demonizing Lukashenko has
temporarily taken a back burner to the “war
on terrorism.” .

Through OSI and HRW, Soros was a
major supporter of the B-92 radio station
in Belgrade. Soros funded Otpor, the
organization that received those “suitcases
of money” in support of the October 5,
2000 coup that toppled the Yugoslav gov-

ernment.#3 Human Rights Watch helped
legitimize the subsequent kidnapping and
show trial of Slobodan Milosevic in The
Hague by saying nothing about his
rights. 44 Louise Arbour, who served as
judge at that illegal tribunal, is presently
on the Board of Soros’ International Crisis
Group.45 The Open Society/Human Rights
Watch gang has been working on
Macedonia, calling it part of their “civiliz-
ing mission."48 Expect that republic to be
“saved” to finish the total disintegration of
the former Yugoslavia.

DEPUTIES OF POWER
Soros has actually stated that he considers
his philanthropy moral and his money
management business amoral.47 Yet those
in charge of Soros-funded NGOs have a
clear and consistent agenda. One of Soros’
most influential institutions is the
International Crisis Group, founded in
1986. ICG is headed by individuals from
the very center of political and corporate
power. Its board includes Zbigniew
Brzezinski, Morton Abramowitz, former
U.S. Assistant Secretary of State; Wesley
Clark, former NATO Supreme Allied
Commander for Europe; and Richard Allen,
former U.S. National Security Adviser.
Allen is noteworthy for quitting Nixon’s
National Security Council out of disgust
with the liberal tendencies of Henry
Kissinger; recruiting Oliver North to
Reagan’s National Security Council, and
negotiating missiles for hostages in the
Iran-Contra scandal. For these individuals,
“containing conflict” boils down to U.S.
control over the people and resources of
the world. -
In the 1980s and 1990s, under the
aegis of the Reagan Doctrine, U.S. covert
and overt operations in Africa, Latin
America, the Caribbean, and Asia were in
the works. Soros was openly active in most
of these places, working to buy off would-
be revolutionaries, or subsidize politicians,
intellectuals and anyone else who might
come to power when the revolutionary
moment had passed. According to James
Petras:

By the early 1980s the more perceptive
sectors of the neoliberal ruling classes real-
ized that their policies were polarizing the
society and provoking large-scale social
discontent. Neoliberal politicians began to
finance and promote a parallel strategy
‘from below,’ the promotion of grassroots’
organizations with an ‘anti-statist’ ideology
to intervene among potentially conflictory
classes, to create a “social cushion.”
These organizations were financially
dependent on neoliberal sources and were
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directly involved in competing with socio-

political movements for the allegiance of

local leaders and activist communities. By
the 1990s these organizations, described
as “nongovernmental,” numbered in the
thousands and were receiving close to four
billion dollars world-wide.48

In  Underwriting Democracy, Soros
boasts about the “Americanization of
Eastern Europe.” According to his account,
throtigh his education programs he began
to establish a young cadre of Sorosian lead-
ers. These Soros Foundation-educated
young men and women are prepared to ful-
fill the functions of so-called “influence
agents.” Thanks to their fluent knowledge
of languages and their insertion into the
emerging bureaucracies in target coun-
tries, these recruits would philosophically
smooth the inroads for Western multina-
tional corporations.

Career diplomat Herbert Okun, on the
Europe Committee of Human Rights
Watch, along with George Soros, is con-
nected to a host of State Department-
linked institutions, from USAID to the
Rockefeller-funded Trilateral Commission.
From 1990 to 1997, Okun was executive
director of something called the Financial
Services Volunteer Corps, part of USAID,
“to help establish free market financial
systems in former communist coun-
tries.”49 George Soros is in complete
accord with the capitalists who are in the
process of taking control of the global
economy.

NON-PROFIT PROFITEERING

Soros claims not to do philanthropy in the
countries in which he is involved as a cur-
rency trader.50 But Soros has often taken
advantage of his connections to make key
investments. Armed with a study by ICG,
and with the support of Bernard Kouchner,
chief of the UN Interim Administration in
Kosovo (UNMIK), Soros attempted to
acquire the most profitable mining com-
plex in the Balkans.

In September 2000, in a hurry to take
the Trepca mines before the Yugoslavian
election, Kouchner stated that pollution
from the mining complex was raising lead
levels in the environment.51 This is incred-
ible considering that he cheered when the
1999 NATO bombing of Yugoslavia rained
depleted uranium on the country and
released more than 100,000 tons of car-
cinogens into the air, water and soil.52 But
Kouchner had his way, and the mines were
closed for “health reasons.” Soros invest-
ed $150 million in an effort to gain con-
trol of Trepca's gold, silver, lead, zinc and
cadmium, which make the property worth

$5 billion.53

As Bulgaria was imploding into “free-
market” chaos, Soros was busy scavenging
through the wreckage, as Reuters reported
in early 2001:

The European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (EBRD) invested $3.0 million
in [Bulgarian high-tech companyl] Rila, the
first firm to benefit from a new $30 million
facility set up by the EBRD to support IT
firms in central and eastern Europe....
Another $3.0 million came from U.S pri-
vate investment fund Argus Capital
Partners, sponsored by Prudential Insur-
ance Company of America and operating in
central and eastern Europe...Soros, who
had invested around $3.0 million in Rila
and in 2001 invested another $1.0 mil-
lion...remained its majority owner.54

FRAMING THE ISSUES

His pose as a philanthropist gives Soros
the power to shape international public
opinion when social conflict raises the
question of who are the victims and who
are the malefactors. Like other NGOs,
Human Rights Watch, Soros’ mouthpiece
on human rights, avoids or ignores most
organized and independent working class
struggles.

In Colombia, labor leaders are routinely
killed by paramilitaries working in concert
with the U.S.-sponsored government.
Because those unions oppose neoliberal
economics, HRW s relatively silent. In
April of this year, HRW’s Jose Vivanco tes-
tified before the U.S. Senate in favor of
Plan Colombia:55

Colombians remain committed to human
rights and democracy. They need help.
Human Rights Watch has no fundamental
problem with the United States providing
that help.58

HRW ‘equates the actions of the
Colombian guerrilla fighters struggling to
free themselves from the oppression of
state terror, poverty and exploitation with
the repression of the U.S.-sponsored
armed forces and paramilitary death
squads, the AUC (United Self-Defense
Forces of Colombia). HRW validated the
Pastrana government and its military,
whose role was to protect property rights
and maintain the economic and political
status quo. According to HRW, 50% of
civilian deaths are the work of the govern-
ment-tolerated death squads.57 The cor-
rect number is 80%.58

HRW essentially certified the election
and ascendancy of the Uribe government
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in 2002 as well. Uribe is a throwback to
the Latin American dictators the U.S. sup-
ported in the past, although he was “elect-
ed.” HRW had no comment about the fact
that the majority boycotted the election.59

SOROS FUNDS WORKED T0
DEFEAT POPULAR ASPIRA-
TIONS FOLLOWING THE END OF
THE DUVALIER DICTATORSHIP

BY UNDERMINING HAITI'S
FIRST ELECTED LEADER,
JEAN-BERTRAND ARISTIDE.

In the Caribbean Basin, Cuba is anoth-
er opponent of neoliberalism that has been
demonized by Human Rights Watch. In
nearby Haiti, Soros-funded activities have
worked to defeat popular aspirations follow-
ing the end of the Duvalier dictatorship by
undermining Haiti's first democratically
elected leader, Jean-Bertrand Aristide.
HRW's Ken Roth helpfully chimed in with
U.S. denunciations of Aristide as “undemo-
cratic.” To demonstrate his idea of “democ-
racy,” Soros foundations were commencing
operations in Haiti complimentary to such
unseemly U.S. activities as USAID’s pro-
motion of persons associated with FRAPH,
the notorious CIA-sponsored death squads
which have terrorized the country since the
fall of ‘Baby Doc’ Duvalier.60

On HRW'’s web site, Director Roth criti-
cized the U.S. for not opposing China more
vigorously. Roth’s activities include the cre-
ation of the Tibetan Freedom Concert, a
traveling propaganda project that toured the
U.S. with major rock musicians, urging
young people to support Tibet against
China.®1 Tibet has been a pet project of the
CIA for many years.62

Roth has recently pressed for opposition
to Chinese control over its oil-rich western
province of Xinjiang. With the colonialist
“divide and conquer” approach, Roth has
tried to convince some of the Uighur reli-
gious minority in Xinjiang that the
U.S./NATO intervention in Kosovo holds
promise as a model for them. As late as
August 2002, the U.S. government has
given some support in this endeavor as well.

U.S. designs on this region were sig-
naled clearly when a New York Times arti-
cle on Xinjiang Province in western China
described the Uighurs as a “Muslim major-
ity, [which] lives restively under Chinese
rule.” They “are well versed in the NATO
bombing of Yugoslavia last year which
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Massacre In Jenin

HUMAN RIGHTS WATCH & THE
STAGE-MANAGEMENT OF IMPERIALISM

On a fact-finding trip to the West Bank
and Gaza, one of our delegation’s main
goals was gaining entry to Jenin. For most
Palestinians a trip to Jenin during that
period would have been impossible. Even a
U.S. passport didn’t guarantee travel
through the numerous roadblocks and clo-
sures on the way. We left the outskirts of
Ramallah on foot at early dawn on May 23,
2002. To avoid Israeli roadblocks and lines
of tanks, we met a driver in a village, then
drove through back roads and across fields
far to the east up the Jordan valley, head-
ed first for Nablus. '

But an Israeli assassination operation
was under way in Nablus. The city was
under total curfew, tightly sealed—no
exceptions. A call to a doctor in Nablus
confirmed there was no way in and no way
for anyone in Nablus to move that day.

The call also made clear that Israel
could no longer enforce total isolation or
operate with total impunity. Cell phories
and computers mean that even in the
midst of total lockdown it is possible to
hear exactly what is happening miles away
on a street corner, from the buzz of an
Apache helicopter to giant bulldozers
crushing cinderblock homes.

Just the day before, the IDF had
swooped into Jenin once again to carry out
an assassination, killing three Palestinians.
Firing a missile from a U.S.-supplied
Apache helicopter, the IDF executed its
target—plus two innocent bystanders.

As we arrived in Jenin, a funeral for
those assassinated the previous day was
under way. Children with flags gathered as
young girls in pinstripe uniforms carrying
book bags picked their way home through
rubble. Their uniforms were clean even
though some of the homes they entered
had only three walls.

Rashid Mansur, Director of the
Emergency Committee for the Relief and
Rebuilding of Jenin Camp, took us atop a
mosque overlooking what was the center of
Jenin Camp so we could see the scale of
destruction. Mansur pointed to the ruins of
a home about 100 feet away; the remains
of the roof lay on the ground. “Everyone fled
that home except one disabled relative. The
IDF bulldozers began their work. His family

pleaded with the IDF to let them remove
him before they bulldozed the house. They
just went on, burying him alive. The family
still has been unable to retrieve the body.”
Hardly a building still standing was free of

It's justified and in
fact essential to learn
from every possible
source—even how the
German army fought in
the Warsaw Ghetto, said
one IDF officer.

holes gouged by tank rounds.

Mansur informed us that there had
been 55 funerals with burials. Of the
known dead, 17 were fighters the rest were
civilians. Another 40 to 50 people are
unaccounted for and presumed under the
rubble. “The stench of death hung over the
camp for many days,” he told us.

This description corresponds to an April
18 CNN interview by Christianne Amanpour
with Terje Roed-Larsen, the UN special
envoy to the Middle East.1

The smell was horrible—decaying corpses
below the rubble. And we saw, for
instance, a 12-year-old boy being—with
some people digging with their hands-they
were digging him out, and his completely,
demolished body. We saw, for instance,
two brothers who were digging out their
father and their other brothers below the
rubble, the corpses in pieces. It was horri-
ble, an absolutely unbelievable scene,

What happened in Jenin was no isolat-
ed incident. It is part of a systematic poli-
cy for the Sharon government. A few days
earlier in Jabalya refugee camp in Gaza at
the Al-Awda Hospital run by the United
Health Work Committee, Dr. Abu Sitta had
explained to us Sharon’s policy. In 1971,

| Sara Flounders

General Ariel Sharon attacked Jabalya
Camp with tanks and bulldozers. Hundreds
of homes in the narrow streets of the camp
were bulldozed to create broad avenues
that would allow Israeli tanks to move with
ease through the center of the camp. The
occupiers allowed no rebuilding on the
avenues. Today they are called “Sharon’s
boulevards.”

TWO STORIES OF JENIN
The story of Jenin can be told two ways.
One is of the resistance of poorly armed
guerrillas who fought to the death rather
than surrender to a powerful occupation
army. Their heroism was such that Israeli
progressive journalist Uri Avnery wrote that,
“the Palestinian nation was born in Jenin.”
The other way—and equally true—is -of
a civilian population trapped by the fire of
that occupation army, massacred by it. The
IDF, the Israeli regime of Ariel Sharon, the
U.S. government and the powerful corpo-
rate media did their best to insist there was
“no-massacre” in Jenin and to prevent an
investigation. Why was this so important to
them? How did they do it? -
Israel and the U.S. feared the impact of
international condemnation. For example,_
the Guardian of London wrote on April 17:
“Israel’s international reputation slump-
ed to its lowest point for two decades yes-
terday, amid condemnation in Britain and
Europe of the Israeli army’s behavior at the
Palestinian refugee camp in Jenin in the
West Bank.”2
Under Jordanian rule in 1953, Jenin
Camp was established as a refugee center
within the municipal boundaries of the city
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April 19, 1943, when 2,000 SS troops
entered the Jewish ghetto of Warsaw, home
to 60,000 people. The Nazi troops met
machine-gun fire and Molotov cocktails
and suffered 200 casualties on the first
day. In a month of fighting, the Nazis total-
ly leveled the ghetto.

The scale of the Israeli Army’s destruc-
tion of Jenin was hardly an isolated inci-
dent. During the same days, the IDF forces

Helicopters are
strafing civilian residen-
tial areas, systematic
shelling by tanks has
wounded hundreds,
bulldozers are razing
refugee homes. . .

in Nablus had carried out a similar offen-
sive. As they had planned, large sections of
the ancient Casbah of Nablus were
reduced to rubble, Tanks, giant bulldozers
and helicopter gunships were used in the
center of ‘Old Nablus.” The entire West
Bank was under military occupation. Tanks
patrolled city streets in Ramallah,
Bethlehem and Tulkarm.

Again the New York Times, April 11,
2002, reported conditions throughout the
West Bank. “It is safe to say that the infra-
structure of life itself and of any future
Palestinian state—roads, schools, electric-
ity pylons, water pipes, telephone lines—
has been devastated.”

But the Israeli offensive in Jenin
became a focus of international attention
because there was such protracted and
fierce resistance that the siege lasted for
ten days. The IDF shut off water and elec-
tricity, prevented access to hospitals, fired
on ambulances, and denied access to jour-
nalists and aid agencies. Desperate resi-
dents pleaded over cell phones for water,
food, or help in moving the injured.

Pressure on the UN to act escalated
quickly because Israeli forces were shelling
refugee camps that the United Nations
Relief and Works Agency had administered
for 54 years. UNRWA, a UN agency, was
issuing almost daily press releases describ-
ing the horror in the refugee camps as the
IDF assault destroyed its schools and
health clinics and fired on its ambulances

and food trucks, turning them away from
West Bank camps. Even members of its
staff were rounded up.

By April 7, UNRWA Commissioner
General Peter Hansen said the IDF had
made the Jenin and Balata refugee camps

...a hellish battleground...we are get-
ting reports of pure horror—helicopters
are strafing civilian residential areas,
systematic shelling by tanks has wound-
ed hundreds, bulldozers are razing
refugee homes...food and medicine are
running out, ambulances don’t have
passage...a humanitarian disaster is in
the making.

By April 10, UNRWA described “cata-
strophic conditions” in Jenin. Its April 16
report to the UN used the term “monu-
mental destruction.”

The major media reported casualty fig-
ures on Jenin from Israeli military figures.
CBS Evening News reported April 12: “The
Israeli army estimates that it killed 100 to
200 people in eight days of fighting. ABC
Nightline reported April 11 that the IDF
“estimates 100 Palestinian fighters were
killed there but refused to say where the
bodies are, and they continue to bar news
people from the camp.” By lIsrael’'s own
admission, thousands of Palestinian men
had been rounded up throughout the West
Bank. UN Special Envoy Roed-Larsen in
an interview at Jenin Camp described the
situation as, “horrific beyond belief.”S
Some of the most damning reports came
from the UN’s own agencies and from
Israeli military forces.

DISTRACT, DELAY, DERAIL

Arab members of the UN Security Council,
pressed to act by the exploding mass
movements in their own streets, as a bloc
proposed a resolution that called for send-
ing a multinational force to defend the
Palestinians from the Israeli onslaught
throughout the occupied West Bank. They
also proposed organizing an inquiry into
Israeli occupation crimes in the West
Bank. Clearly the resolution would be a
major embarrassment unacceptable to the
United States.

The U.S. government financially, mili-
tarily, politically and diplomatically sup-
ports Israel and its continuing attacks on
the Palestinian people. That's because
Washington considers lIsrael one of the
best defenders of U.S. corporate interests
in the region.

On April 4, the U.S. pushed through
UN Security Council Resolution 1403,
“welcoming the mission of the U.S.
Secretary of State to the region as well as

efforts by others...to bring about a com-
prehensive, just and lasting peace in the
Middle East.”

Washington claimed it was brokering a
deal to end the Israeli siege. U.S. Special
Envoy General Anthony Zinni was in Israel
during the entire Israeli offensive.
Secretary of State Colin Powell was in
Israel supposedly to discuss ‘peace’ as
news coverage of Jenin reached world
attention. Although both U.S. officials
attended commemorations of Israeli
casualties, neither made any attempt to
go to Jenin. Israel could hardly have
denied either of them the access it
denied the UN.

Arab countries called on the Bush
administration to intervene to restrain
Israel. Washington did not want to be in
the position of publicly vetoing an Arab
resolution in the UN Security Council
that called for strong UN action at a
time of international outrage. So a back-
room deal was made to avoid a U.S.
veto, give the appearance of some move-
ment and yet ensure that no significant
action was authorized. The stronger
Security Council resolution of the Arab
Group was withdrawn and the U.S. craft-
ed the watered-down Resolution 1405
that passed with unanimous support on
April 19.

Israeli leaders initially claimed they
welcomed the U.S.-worded resolution
because their hands were “clean,” they
had acted in “self-defense.” While Israel
stalled, Secretary of State Colin Powell
publicly backed up the Israeli claim that
no massacre had taken place. On April
24, speaking before the U.S. Senate
Appropri-ations Foreign Operations Sub-
committee, Powell said, “clearly people
died in Jenin...I've seen no evidence
that would suggest a massacre took
place.”®

This became the official position. No
investigation was needed because no as-
sacre had taken place. While the outside
world, even relief agencies, were barred
from the camp the Israelis began a series
of demands. They demanded further
changes in the composition of the delega-
tion for “balance,” the addition of military
personnel, and insisted that no interviews
or interrogation of any Israeli troops could
take place. Finally they decreed that the
fact-finding team could reach no conclu-
sions, nor call for any specific action.
While these issues were debated, all mem-
bers of the expanded fact-flrding team
were put on hold.

UN Secretary General Kofi Annan
acquiesced to each new Israeli demand.
Yet Israel still denied the UN team entry
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When lIsraeli tanks rolled back into the
cities of the West Bank after a two-week
pullback from the siege of President Yassir
Arafat in his compound in Ramallah, HRW
was silent. Twenty-four hour curfews lasted
for days; targeted assassinations took place
with increasing frequency. Human Rights
Watch was silent.

After the shift by the Bush administra-
tion to more open support of Israel, HRW's
condemnation of violence on the part of
Paleétir]ians became far stronger and more
prominent than its mild rebuke of Israel.

_ No statement was made condemning
the concrete wall under construction divid-
ing the entire West Bank. New walls and
trenches filled with barbed wire surround
whole towns, Palestinians cannot move in
or out. New Israeli regulations deny
Palestinians the right to leave their village
or town of residence for any reason. Visits
to an aged parent, work or a medical emer-
gency are rejected. The accelerating land
expropriations, house demolitions, the con-
tinuing mass arrests, and the hundreds in
detention received no investigation or con-
demnation from Human Rights Watch.

HRW's statement released June 19
makes no criticism or even any mention of
Israeli violence or occupation. The entire
statement is a condemnation of Palestin-
ian actions. It opens: “Yesterday's suicide
bombing attack on a bus in Jerusalem is an
atrocity for which there is no justification,
Human Rights Watch said today...Human
" Rights Watch has repeatedly called on
Palestinian leaders to stop the attacks and
bring those responsible to justice.”

For all its many declarations of support
for democracy and democratically elected
governments, HRW had not a word of crit-
icism for Bush's demand that democrati-
cally elected President Yassir Arafat be

replaced with a politician more to the U.S.
and lsrael’s liking. In 1996 President
Arafat was elected by 87% of the popular
vote in an election that international
observers, including former U.S. President
Jimmy Carter, declared to be free and fair.
Needless to say, HRW made no statements

HRW had not a word
of criticism for Bush’s
demand that democrati-
cally elected President
Yassir Arafat be
replaced with a politi-
cian more to the U.S.
and Israel’s liking.

concerning voting irregularities in George
W. Bush’s election.

After having played a pivotal role in
U.S.-Israeli damage-control operations by
declaring “No Massacre” at exactly the
moment that the UN Security Council fact-
finding delegation was disbanded because
of Israeli intransigence, HRW swung back
into action for some late mop-up work in
early August by publicly attacking what it
called weaknesses in the UN General
Assembly Report on Jenin.

United States policymakers have many
instruments at their disposal. The most
effective are those organizations that seem
to have an independent voice. However,
these organizations have on their boards

Flounders

the directors of major corporations, policy
think tanks, media outlets and academic
institutions. Such organizations are thor-
oughly committed not to human rights but
to U.S. corporate rule of the world.

Those corporations have a big stake in
total U.S. domination of the Middle East.
The oil of the Gulf region and the military
contracts that subsidize the largest U.S.
corporations are the largest source of prof-
it. The consumer and labor markets are
huge and growing.

The abandoned UN resolution—and
‘hundreds more passed and then ignored—
together with the Human Rights Watch
whitewash, confirm once again that the
future of Palestine depends heavily on the
commitment of solidarity activists around
the world. Palestinians are paying the ulti-
mate price for their basic human rights.
History will record whether they paid in
vain, or whether we stood. with them in
their struggle.
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FURTHER READING

For an insightful look at how Amnesty
International failed to deal with Jenin, see:
Dennis Bernstein and Francis Boyle,
“Massacre at Jenin,” CovertAction Quarterly,
no. 73, Summer 2002.

U.S. Aid to Israel: Profits to the Merchants of Death

U.S. aid to Israel has averaged $15 million daily for the last 50 years—one
third of the foreign aid budget. Less widely understood is that over 60% of U.S.
aid to Israel goes to U.S. armaments corporations. From 1997 to 2002, over $5
billion in U.S. aid to Israel went to Lockheed Martin, including $2.5 billion for
50 F-16 fighters, and $2 billion for support contracts, spare parts, low altitude
and infrared night targeting systems, and Multiple Launch Rocket Systems.
Boeing sells Israel Apache helicopters. United Technologies sells Blackhawk hel-
icopters. Raytheon sells Patriot missiles. Northrop Grumman sells radar.
Exxon/Mobil sells jet fuel. The list goes on and on and on. The last thing U.S.

corporations need is peace.
SOURCE

Jordan Green, “Arming the Occupation: A Chronology of U.S. Military Aid and Weapons Contracts to
Israel, 1995-present,” Institute for Southern Studies (Durham, North Carolina) April 4, 2002.
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It feeds on one of the highest incar-
ceration rates, and produces some
of the highest rates of recidivism in
the world. Finally, there’s something
you can do about it.

Blow the refreshing winds of critical social
and political thought into the American
Gulag for just $17 per year. Give a prisoner
a gift subscription to CovertAction Quarterly.
If you don’t know any prisoners in search of
reading material, please contact:

Prison Book Program, 110 Arlington Street
Boston, MA 02116, ph: 617-423-3298.
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Bosnia to Bondsteel & Beyond

BALKANIZATION, AMERICAN STYLE

=he self-styled “humanitarian” interven-

tion in Yugoslavia provided a particularly
blatant example of the U.S. policy of allying
with whatever local forces can break up
independent states in strategic locations.
The Balkans are a strategic gateway to the
Middle East, across the Black Sea and the
Caspian to Central Asia and its vast natural
resources. From the Balkans to China, gain-
ing a foothold against other local forces can
mean favoring Islamic fundamentalism, as
in Bosnia, and ruthless armed criminal
bands, notably in Kosovo. Or both. As a
possible trial run for future aggression far-
ther to the East, the 1999 “Kosovo war”
has left the western Balkans fragmented
into mutually hostile mini-states and pro-
tectorates, too weak and demoralized to
adopt independent policies. Moreover,
ongoing U.S. support for the murderous
“Kosovo Liberation Front” (UCK) promises
still more war in the region. Meanwhile, the
United States armed forces lord it over the
ruined region from their mammoth new
base in southern Kosovo, Camp Bondsteel.
Rapidly constructed on unilaterally confis-
cated land, Camp Bondsteel shows why the
United States insisted that any negotiated
solution to the Kosovo problem must
include NATO occupation. With the acqui-
sition of a major military post and imposi-
tion of a protectorate, the “humanitarian”
Kosovo war turns out to have been a war of
conquest, no different from past colonial
wars with noble pretexts.

ISLAMIC FUNDAMENTALISM IN BOSNIA

The paradoxical alliance between expan-
sionist Western power and retrograde
Islamic fundamentalism is a continuation
of British policy toward the Middle East. In
the 19th century, the struggle to throw off
Turkish Ottoman rule favored the enthusi-
astic spread of modern secular and demo-
cratic ideas in the Balkans and the Middle
East. Egypt in the Arab world and Serbia in
the Balkans were centers of this move-
ment. Egypt in particular seemed destined
to lead a modernizing transformation of the
Muslim Arab world. Islamic fundamental-
ism was a virulent form of indigenous reac-
tion against such progressive trends. The
most corrupt and reactionary forces were

often favored by Western powers—notably
the British—as easier to manipulate and
ultimately control. An economically docile
obscurantist regime seemed preferable to
a more dynamic enlightened leadership
aspiring to manage affairs without Western
guidance. Saudi Arabia is the centerpiece

THE MAIN PURPOSE OF
NATO COUNTRIES, FOR THE
FORESEEABLE FUTURE, WILL
BE TO SERVE AS STAGING

AREAS FOR AMERICAN
WARS IN THE BALKANS,
THE MEDITERRANEAN
AND THE GULF.

of this alliance between the Anglo-
Americans and Islamic fundamentalism.
In 1991, the destruction of Yugoslavia
began when Germany forced its European
partners to recognize the non-negotiated
secessions of Slovenia and Croatia. All
diplomatic observers warned that Croatian
secession risked setting off a bloody con-
flict in Bosnia-Herzegovina, which as part
of Nazi-sponsored Greater Croatia had been
the scene of the most horrendous mas-
sacres of Serbs perpetrated by Croatian

Ustashi fascists, abetted by a Muslim SS °

division. With the help of professional pub-
lic relations agencies, a man reputed to
have been part of an ultra-right Muslim
youth group during World War Il, Alija
Izetbegovic, was portrayed in the West as
the champion of “multicultural” Bosnia
against the racist nationalism of the Serbs.
This misrepresented both Izetbegovic's
political philosophy and. the reality of the
complicated conflicts in Bosnia-Herzego-
vina, marked by mutual fears and outbursts
of frightful brutality on all sides. (See my
article “Collective Guilt and Collective
Innocence,” CovertAction Quarterly, no.
68, Fall-Winter 1999.)

To his own countrymen, lzetbegovic
had made clear his belief that once a
country had a Muslim majority, it should

| Diana Johnstone

be ruled according to Islamic tenets.
Islam, he insisted, rejects the Western sec-
ular division between religion and political
power. In Bosnia, demographic trends had
recently caused the Muslim population to
exceed that of the Serbs and might soon
constitute an absolute majority. The
prospect of having to live as a minority in
an Islamic state was unacceptable to the
Serbs, who as Christians had for centuries
been reduced to serf status under the
Ottoman Empire, which accorded all
social, economic and political privileges to
Muslims.

To head off a civil war, European Com-
munity diplomats made an attempt to bro-
ker a compromise. The “Lisbon accord”
called for decentralizing Bosnia-Herzego-
vina into cantons. The cantonization propos-
al was signed on March 18, 1992, by
Izetbegovic, Radovan Karadcic and Mate
Boban on behalf of the Muslim, Serb and
Croat communities respectively. It was a
compromise to avoid civil war. It would have
created a more unitary republic of Bosnia-
Herzegovina than the one that emerged
from the Dayton accords after four and.a
half years of war. However, it did not satisfy
Izetbegovic because, in the words of United
States Ambassador to Yugoslavia Warren
Zimmermann, it would have “denied him
and his Muslim party a dominant role in the
republic.” Ambassador Zimmermann has-
tened to call on Izetbegovic in Sarajevo to
discuss the Lisbon accord. “He said he did-
n't like it, | told him, if he didn't like it, why
sign it?” Zimmermann recalled later.!
Without the promise of superpower backing,
Izetbegovic might have felt obliged to
actept compromise. Apparently only too
glad to be encouraged to hold out for more,
Izetbegovic reversed himself and withdrew
his support for the Lisbon accord.

Oddly enough, the very same people
who rejoiced to see multicultural Yugo-
slavia torn to pieces adopted “multicultur-
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defense minister and to expel the Islamic
Mujahedin, whose presence had been stu-
diously ignored throughout the conflict.
Not surprisingly, lzetbegovic was more
loyal to his Muslim friends than to
Washington. The Cengic family is one of
the powerful semi-feudal clans dividing up
power in Izetbegovic's Bosnia, with control
over the Gorazde enclave and a major share
in trafficking. Although the December
1995 Dayton peace accord ordered all for-
eign forces to be repatriated by January
19, Mujahedin settled in villages north of
the Islamic stronghold of Zenica, barring
outside visitors and imposing strict Islamic
law.9 In February 1996, NATO occupation
forces announced discovery of an Islamic
“terror arsenal” including fragmentation
bombs disguised as children’s toys.
SubSequently, occasional incidents indi-
cated that the hard core continued to pre-
pare car bombs and other attacks. After the
September 2001 World Trade Center
attacks, U.S. attention was finally drawn to
the bin Laden connection in Bosnia that
had been there all the time. The U.S. and
British embassies in Sarajevo were even
temporarily closed in fear of terror attacks
from their Muslim “allies” in Bosnia.

In August 1999, the New York Times
reported that Bosnia’s leaders had outfoxed
the close scrutiny of the international com-
munity running the Bosnian protectorate to
steal as much as a billion dollars from pub-
lic funds or international aid projects.10
Since almost all the aid went to the Muslim
part of Bosnia, that is where it disap-
peared. “Rampant corruption has discour-
aged foreign investment,” the Times noted,
citing various examples, including the theft
of $450,000 in relief aid from Saudi
Arabia by the mayor of Sanski Most,
‘Mehmed Alagic. The Bosnia-Herzegovina
Bank in Sarajevo managed to lose track of
tens of millions of dollars deposited by
international agencies and ten foreign
embassies. The President’s son, Bakir
Izetbegovic, was allotted a prime source of
bribery money: control of the City
Development Institute that decides who
has a right to live in 80,000 publicly
owned apartments in Sarajevo, many of
which were expropriated from Serbs or
Croats,and were turned over to members of
the SDA. Bakir Izetbegovic's assets includ-
ed 15 percent of the state airline, Bosnia
Air, and he reportedly took a cut of the
extortion money paid out by local shop-
keepers to Sarajevo gangsters.11

In January 2002, Bosnian authorities
asked the United States to extradite the
former Bosnian ambassador to the United
Nations, Mohammed Sacirbey, to face
criminal charges for allegedly embezzling

$610,980 from Bosnia's UN mission,
including over $90,000 earmarked for the
U.S.-run program to “Train and Equip”
Bosnia's Muslim forces. Sacirbey defend-
ed what he acknowledged was “convolut-
ed” bookkeeping as necessary to mislead
Croat and Serb officials imposed by inter-
national administrators on Bosnia’s
Muslim government.12

GREATER BOSNIA?

In the 1990s, a decisive public relations
success of the lzetbegovic party was to
identify “Muslim” with “Bosnian,” so
much so that many people in the West had
the impression that the real “Bosnians”
were Muslims who had been invaded by
Serbs from Serbia. United States officials
took to referring to the Muslims as
“Bosnians.” In reality, the United States
was not supporting “the Bosnians,” but
Izetbegovic as a leader of SDA, which was
not so much a “Bosnian” party as a
Muslim party, with an important and par-
ticularly militant branch outside Bosnia, in
the Novi Pazar region of southwestern
Serbia. While most “Muslims” of Bosnia
were not particularly devout, more funda-
mentalist Muslims could be found in the
southwestern part of Serbia known as the
Sandzak of Novi Pazar, where Turkish rule
had lasted into the twentieth century.
Some of these Muslims joined |zetbego-
vic's party, calling themselves “Bosniaks,”
even though they had never lived in
Bosnia. Much of the most militant leader-
ship of Izetbegovic's Islamic party was pro-
vided from among the thousands of recent
immigrants to Sarajevo from the Sandzak.
The fact that Izetbegovic enjoyed the
active support of these Muslims from out-
side Bosnia, against a large part of the
indigenous Bosnian Muslim population,
was ignored by Western media which
insisted on describing the Bosnian conflict
as a Serbian “invasion.”

Led by the extreme Islamist Sulejman
Ugljanin, the SDA has meanwhile come to
power in the Sandzak itself and proceeded
to dismiss Serbs from public office. An
estimated thousand Serbs have left the
main town of Novi Pazar after losing their
jobs, and Serbs-are reportedly selling their
property and leaving the region out of
growing fear. As in Kosovo, the exodus of
Serbs increases the proportion of Muslims,
thus strengthening their demand to secede
from Serbia. Ugljanin has given top jobs to
his relatives and associates and openly
declares that Sandzak should become
independent on the way to joining Bosnia.

The plain fact is that supporting
Izetbegovic never meant supporting an
independent multicultural “Bosnia,” but
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supporting cross-border Islamic fundamen-
talism. Without so much outside interfer-
ence, the Bosnian Muslims would probably
not have chosen Izetbegovic as their presi-
dent. A more popular leader was Fikret
Abdic, the local entrepreneur who in the
1960s managed to transform a backward
agricultural cooperative into a modern
business called Agrokomerc, bringing pros-
perity to the Bihac pocket, a Muslim
enclave in the western point of Bosnia.
Thousands of jobs were created, roads
were paved, and homes were provided with
electricity and running water for the first
time. Despite getting into trouble for finan-
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ALL ALONG. THE U.S. AND
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MUSLIM “ALLIES” IN BOSNIA.

cial manipulation on behalf of his busi-
ness, Abdic came in first among Muslim
candidates in the 1990 elections, ahead of
Izetbegovic. Why Izetbegovic rather than
Abdic was chosen as the Muslim member
of Bosnia’s three-man presidency remains
unclear. The SDA leader thereupon stayed
firmly in office even though the presidency
was supposed to rotate annually between
the three communities. As war grew nearer
in late 1992, Abdic “was in favor of nego-
tiating and compromising with Croats and
Serbs to achieve a settlement, and
scathing about those Muslims who wanted
to block any such settlement.”13 Had U.S.
leaders really been so much in favor of the
“ethnic coexistence” they kept proclaim-
ing as their ideal, Abdic should have been
their man. However, he spoke no English
and had no American partisans working for
him in Washington.

As |zetbegovic led the country into war,
Abdic withdrew to the Bihac pocket, and in
the autumn of 1993 made his own deals to
keep the peace with surrounding Croats
and Serbs. In 1995, with help from foreign
Mujahedin and the U.S.-backed Croatian
offensive that emptied the neighboring
Bosnian Krajina of its Serb population,
Izetbegovic’'s Islamic  fundamentalist
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forces conquered the Bihac pocket. Abdic
and thousands of moderate Muslims fled
abroad.

GREATER ALBANIA

Similarly, in Kosovo the United States
brushed aside Albanian nationalist leaders
willing to negotiate with Serbia over the sta-
tus of their province, and instead backed an
armed group of outlaws closely linked to
the international traffic in heroin and sex
slaves. Described as “terrorists” by U.S.
officials in early 1998, by the end of the
year the “Kosovo Liberation Army” (UCK)
was working hand in hand with the CIA and
U.S. “verifiers” in Kosovo to coordinate the
forthcoming NATO bombing of Serbia and
forced occupation of Kosovo by NATO
troops. After NATO officially “disarmed”
the UCK, its leaders and aggressive opera-
tions have continued to enjoy U.S. support
and protection, even as they “ethnically
cleanse” Kosovo of Serbs and Gypsies,
spread war into neighboring areas of south-
ern Serbia, and gradually extend “Greater
Albania” into Macedonia. The UCK wants
an ethnically pure Albanian territory, not an
Islamic state. Religion seems to matter lit-
tle. Nevertheless, as nominal Muslims who
regularly blow up and set fire to Christian
churches and monasteries in Kosovo, they
are supported by the same Islamic network
that supported Izetbego-vic. Money pours
in to construct new mosques and lavish
homes for Albanians, while the dwindling
Serb population can venture out of
wretched ghettos only under armed escort.

Two incidents illustrate the U.S. role:

e The Aracinovo withdrawal. On June 26,
2001, the attempt of the UCK to seize con-
trol of the largely ethnic Albanian town of
Aracinovo in northeastern Macedonia was
failing after three days of fighting with
Macedonian security forces. Before the
Macedonian authorities could reoccupy the
town, the United States forced them to pull
back to allow NATO to evacuate the heavily
armed Albanians. The reason, as revealed
by the German newspaper Hamburger
Abendblatt (June 28, 2001) and later con-
firmed by Dutch researchers, was that 17
American military advisers from MPRI were
among the Albanian rebels. MPRI (Military
Professional Resources, Inc.) is the firm of
privatized retired U.S. officers whose for-
eign contracts have included training the
Croatians to drive the Serbs from the
Krajina, the Macedonian army to defend
itself from the UCK and—as this incident
revealed—the UCK to attack Macedonia.
As big money contributors to U.S. election
campaigns know, if you back both sides
you're sure to win.

o The Bondsteel escape. On February 16,

2001, Albanian terrorists detonated a
remote-control bomb deliberately placed
to blow up a bus carrying civilians from
the Serbian city of Nis to the Orthodox
Christian enclave of Gracanica for a reli-
gious commemoration. Children were
among the eleven Serbs killed outright
and 40 others seriously injured in the
blast. Outrage was so great that for once,
serious detective work by United Nations

DESCRIBED AS TERRORISTS
BY U.S. OFFICIALS IN EARLY
1998, BY THE END OF THE
YEAR THE KLA WAS WORKING
HAND IN HAND WITH THE CIA

AND U.S. VERIFIERS IN
KOSOVO TO COORDINATE THE
FORTHCOMING NATO BOMBING
OF SERBIA.

police led to the arrest of four Albanians,
of whom only one was detained and
charged. To prevent militant Albanians
from storming the Pristina jail to free him,
UN police turned the suspect, Florim
Ejupi, over to the Americans at Camp
Bondsteel. The U.S. base covering 40
square kilometers is a heavily guarded
fortress ringed by three rows of barbed
wire, observation towers and floodlights.
Prisoners wear fluorescent orange jump-
suits, like those of the hapless Al Qaeda
prisoners in Guantanamo. Nevertheless,
Florim Ejupi “escaped” in May and has
not been heard of since.

The Germans, who had their own ideas
about how to reorganize the Balkans, are
watching with some irritation as the United
States turns the region into a forward base
of yet undefined operations. German politi-
cians are complaining openly that the
United States is supporting the UCK
because it counts on a grateful “Greater
Albania” to be a reliable strategic ally.14 As
predicted, Europe is indeed being reduced
to a staging area for American wars.
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The Law of Passe Comitatus

POLICE AND MILITARY POWERS ONCE STATUTORILY
DIVIDED ARE SWIFTLY MERGING

Terrorism is escalating to the point
that Americans soon may have to
choose between civil liberties and
more intrusive means of protection...

—Former Secretary of Defense
William S. Cohen
Army Times, October 27, 1998

President Bush unveiled his broad
“Homeland Security” department pro-
posal in mid-July, including “a review of
the law that could allow the military to
operate more aggressively within the
United States.”! The proposal champions
a “greater involvement of military personnel”
in “domestic preparedness and response
efforts.”2 Prior to this broad proposal,
Department of Defense (DoD) officials
repeatedly stated that they had no inten-
tion to recommend rewriting or repealing
.. the Posse Comitatus Act,3 a post-Civil War
statute that restricts the military’s ability to
participate in civilian law enforcement.4
That cautious approach has now been
openly abandoned.

At this point, it may not matter. Not
much of the Posse Comitatus Act is left to
repeal. Whatever viewpoint you come at it
from, whether from the perspective of an
Army Delta Force commander or an anti-
globalization activist, the Posse Comitatus
Act no longer provides the strong wall
between the military and domestic law
enforcement for which it was originally
intended.5

“The military has been dragged into
various internal security roles for a long
time now,” recently commented Peter
Kraska, an expert on the militarization of
local police.®

BACKGROUND

The Posse Comitatus? Act states simply:

Whoever, except in cases and under cir-
cumstances expressly authorized by the
Constitution or Act of Congress, willfully
uses any part of the Army or the Air Force
as a posse comitatus or otherwise to exe-

cute the laws shall be fined not more than
$10,000 or imprisoned not more than two
years, or both.8

Congress passed the Posse Comitatus
Act in 1878 to end military occupation of
the defeated Southern states during the
Reconstruction period. Southern Democrats
had complained bitterly about the oppres-
sive use of the military in a law enforcement
role.® The Act incorporates a founding
American principle of keeping the nation’s
military forces separate from and subordi-
nate to the “Civil Power.”10

The Act embodies the long-standing
principle in Anglo-American law that there
should be a total separation of military
from civil law enforcement.!l As one
southern Senator stated during debates
over the Act, “whenever you conclude that
it is right to use the Army to...discharge
those duties that belong to civil officers
and to the citizens, then you have given up
the character of your Government; it is no
longer a government for liberty...it has
become a government of force.”12

That the Act provides much less of a
shield against a “government of force"”
than its framers intended is the result of
complex factors. Part of what has led to
the erosion of military/civil law enforce-
ment separation is the language of the Act
itself. Unlike a constitutional provision
such as the Fourth Amendment, it does
not have the status of Supreme Law and
can be amended or repealed or excepted
by a simple congressional majority. Also
unlike the Fourth Amendment, courts have
consistently admitted, rather than exclud-
ed, evidence obtained in violation of it.13

The Posse Comitatus Act is relatively
narrow in its scope. For example, the Act
appears to prohibit indirect involvement
such as the supply of support, training,
intelligence and equipment to civilian law
enforcement. But courts have consistently
interpreted its language to proscribe only
direct military involvement in the execu-
tion of laws.'4 Only one court has inter-
preted the Posse Comitatus Act broadly,
finding the Act “absolute in its command
and explicit in its exceptions.”!S When

| Lynne Wilson

applied in the context of an individual
case, most courts essentially look the other
way when a military officer is involved.16

Furthermore, the Act only applies on its
face to two military branches, the Army
and the Air Force. It has been held to apply
to the Navy and Marines by DoD regula-
tion.17 It does not apply to the Coast
Guard.18

Because the federalized National Guard
is part of either the Air Force or the Army,
it is covered by the Act.1® When acting as
a militia, however, a state’s National Guard
is exempt from the Act’s proscriptions.20
By definition, state militias are armed and
trained separately from regular armed
forces.2! Under this “State Militia” exemp-
tion, state National Guard troops are free to
make arrests and to conduct otherwise pro-
hibited searches at airports and elsewhere.

Congress has approved the direct use of
military troops during civil disturbances.22
These provisions grant the President the
authority to use military troops to enforce
civilian laws where a state has requested
assistance or is unable to protect its citi-
zens or property. An order to disperse must
first be given. This statutory exception
potentially encompasses any civil distur-
bance that might arise from “terrorist
activity.”23 It was used to justify the pres-
ence of active duty Army personnel in Los
Angeles during the 1992 rioting subse-
quent to the Rodney King incident. The
mere potential for a “civil disturbance” or
a terrorist attack at the 1996 Olympics in
Atlanta drew over 10,000 U.S. troops and
only a faint protest from Congress.24

On its face, the Act only provides crim-
inal sanctions as a remedy for violations.
However, no one has ever been prosecuted
for violating it.25 Criminal prosecution by
the government is the only remedy, as the
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that there are no limits on a state gover-
nor's powers to use the National Guard “to
execute the laws.”99 Further, courts have
also said that all a governor has to do is to
“generally authorize” use of the National
Guard, leaving implementation and super-
vision up 19 local police.56 At least one
state courf has held that such an arrange-
ment (almost by definition) does not vio-
late a state constitutional requirement that
the “military must at all times be subordi-
nate to civil authority.”57

COUNTER-TERROR AND BEYOND
In January 1999, the Department of
Defense asked President Clinton to appoint
a “military leader” in the event of a terror-
ist attack on U.S. soil. The powers of this
“Homeland Defense Command” leader
werd left unclear.58 Also left unclear was
just how far the U.S. Army can exercise
“Homeland Security” law enforcement
activities in light of what is left of the Posse
Comitatus Act.59

We now have a “terrorist attack” and
the formation of a new “Homeland
Security Department” seems imminent.
What is left of the Posse Comitatus Act is
being bent into strange contortions. At
least 1,600 federalized National Guard
troops now patrol “homeland security”
activities along U.S. borders under the
supervision of federal law enforcement
agencies. These troops are considered
exempt from the Act since they are some-
how no longer part of the Army or Air Force
once deputized and are rather under the
operational control of a federal law enforce-
ment agency.80 State-controlled National
Guard troops patrol airports.6! The Senate
Armed Services Committee has recom-
mended expanding the use of federally
funded state National Guard troops to per-
form other “homeland security” activities
“as has been the practice for more than a
decade in connection with counter-drug
activities” authorized under 32 U.S.C.
§112.62

Other congressional discussions encom-
pass the last Posse Comitatus barrier, that
of involving the U.S. Army directly in rou-
tine ‘state and local law enforcement activi-
ties of search, seizure and arrest. Last
October, Senatot John Warner (R-Va) rank-
ing member of the Armed Services
Committee, openly questioned the value of
retaining the Posse Comitatus Act.83 Most
military leaders don't even want the burden.
Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz
rejected a suggestion that Army Delta Force
troops be used to provide airliner security
by saying: “This is fundamentally a civil
function. It doesn't require all the exotic
training that Delta Force members have. It

requires law enforcement training that our
people don't have.”64

But the last wall erected by the Posse
Comitatus Act has more to do with our
basic values and the democratic principles
on which our country was founded and by
which we profess to live than it does with
the practicalities of training. As former
Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger
stated bluntly, military involvement in civil-
ian law enforcement is “extremely repug-
nant to a democratic society.”85 It is truly
a frightening thought that Americans
might out of fear of terrorism choose “a
more intrusive means of protection” over
democracy, civil liberties and egalitarian
values.
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CIA IN THE DOCK:
HARBURY v DEUTCH

Today the United States Supreme Court has ruled that
my constitutional claim for denial of access to the
courts by various federal officials must be dismissed
because it was not adequately pleaded in the original
complaint. Specifically, it was not sufficient to simply
state that the Defendants intentionally deceived me
by claiming they had no information about my hus-
band, Efrain Bamaca Velasquez, in order to prevent
me from going to court to save his life. The complaint
should have set forth exactly what legal claims |
would have brought at the time. Although the exam-
ple of the intentional infliction of emotional distress
was raised later, the Court noted that this claim is
still alive and well in the United States District Court.
Accordingly, | must return to the lower court to fully
pursue this and other claims which are still pending
there, including a number of tort claims as well as
claims based on international law.

In short the case of Harbury v. Deutch is alive and
well in the District Court, minus my claim of access
to the courts, which has been dismissed on the tech-
nical grounds of pleadings requirements.

| am pleased with and respectful of the Supreme
Court’s highly limited and thoughtful opinion. This
case was taken up shortly after the tragic attacks of
September 11, 2001, when many government offi-
cials, in an apparent loss of perspective, sought to
cancel all human and civil rights, a situation which
would leave us as little better than the Al Qaeda
itself. Calls for the legalization of torture were being
pressed upon us, despite the fact that our Founding
Fathers made it clear that our new nation was to
leave far behind it the rack and screw and the Star
Chamber that had driven so many from Europe. At the
Supreme Court itself, the U.S. Government's main
claim was that federal officials must have the right
to lie outright to the American public. A mere “no
comment” was claimed inadequate; intentional
deception was urged as a political necessity. None of
these arguments was accepted by the Court.

The Supreme Court today has well served its his-
toric function of upholding the law and standing its
ground, no matter the temporary excesses or political
convenience of the times. There has been no bow to
torture or official deceit. The withholding of crucial
information that could save the life of a secret pris-
oner suffering torture at the hands of CIA-paid oper-
atives has not been authorized or validated. | will
return to the United States District Court as instruct-
ed, and pursue my claims for torts and violations of
international law. An act of torture is an act of terror-
ism. | must press for justice, or others will die as my
husband did, either thrown from a helicopter or dis-
membered and scattered across a sugar cane field,
all paid for by U.S. tax dollars and protected with U.S.
secrecy. Here it must end.

—Jennifer K. Harbury, June 20, 2002

Jennifer Harbury is an attorney with Texas Rural Legal
Aid. Her husband was kidnapped, tortured and mur-
dered in 1992 by paid CIA agents in Guatemala.
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Brown & Root Services
ENGINEERING OPPRESSION FOR OVER 50 YEARS

n July 26, 2002, the Department of

Defense (DoD) awarded Brown & Root
Services, an engineering firm based in
Houston, Texas, a $9,700,000 contract to
construct a 204-unit Detention Camp at
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. Each of Brown &
Root’s modular steel units will measure 6
feet 8 inches long by 8 feet wide. A bed,
toilet and hand basin with running water
will Be included in each cell. If all goes on
schedule, work will be completed by
October 2002. ]

Brown & Root will add the new cells to
the existing Camp Delta facility, where the
CIA and its military counterparts have been
detaining and interrogating an estimated
564 Al Qaeda and Taliban “unlawful
enemy combatants” since April 2002. It's
uncertain, however, how many cells Brown
& Root will ultimately build, as its contract
is renewable over four years, and could
total a whopping $300,000,000. This
renewable contract does, however, imply
that the CIA is planning to indefinitely
detain many more so-called illegal combat-
ants. And the number of captured terrorist
suspects is certain to increase, as the eter-
nal war on terror spreads from Afghanistan
to the 60 countries designated by National
Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice as har-
boring suspected terrorists.

The Pentagon claims the Brown & Root
contract was “competitively procured,” but
that’s a flagrant lie, considering that Brown
& Root is the engineering division of the
Halliburton Company, where Dick Cheney
served as chairman and CEO right after
resigning as George I's Defense Secretary,
up until he joined rampaging George II's
regime. During the years that Cheney
served as Halliburton’s CEO, the company
received an estimated $2.5 billion in gov-
ernment contracts, "and now that he'’s in
the catbird seat, Halliburton's coffers will
only continue to grow, as the scope of U.S.
military action widens. .

It is not just American money that's
pouring into Brown & Root: The British
Ministry of Defence paid Brown & Root, its
fifth largest defense contractor, $410 mil-
lion to supply large tank transporters to
bolster England’s imperial escapades.

Kickbacks occur in many ways, and our
presidents and their political associates

have always found ways to benefit from the
wars they wage. Brown & Root, for exam-
ple, financed Lyndon Johnson'’s election to
the U.S. Senate in 1948, back in the days
when political payoffs were strictly cash
and carry. In return Johnson steered
numerous defense contracts in its direc-
tion, enabling Brown & Root to pioneer
Texas's ascent as America's preeminent

For one to go to
Con Son was never to be
seen again.
—Vietnamese saying, circa 1970

military-industrial welfare state. During the
Vietnam War, LBJ also made sure that
Brown & Root received more than its fair
share of lucrative contracts to build roads,
airports, harbors, military bases, pipelines
and barracks from one end of South
Vietnam to the other. Those Vietnam con-
tracts helped Brown & Root expand its
operations around the world, and today it
employs some 20,000 people and oper-
ates in more than 100 countries.

But there is something sinister about
Brown & Root. Like its parent company,
Halliburton-which, under Cheney, sold
products and services to the Islamic
Republic of Iran-Brown & Root has always
been willing to skirt the edge to make a
buck. Over-the years Brown & Root has
formed close reiationships with the CIA and
Special Forces: Wherever they go, Brown &
Root is there, too, building facilities and
providing cover for covert operations. Brown
& Root does not admit it provides cover, but
several individuals directly involved in such
operations have made the assertion.! Case
in point: Brown & Root was in Macedonia
in 1999, building barracks at a military
base for some 700 U.S. troops, including
the 10th Special Forces Group, for which it
seems to have a special affinity.2

Brown & Root is a non-partisan, war-
mongering outfit and espionage arm of the
CIA, and after Lyndon Johnson gave way to
Richard Nixon, it received a contract to

| Douglas Valentine

build prison detention facilities for the CIA
on Con Son Island in South Vietnam.

The “tiger cage” scandal broke in 1970
when Donald Luce, a member of the World
Council of Churches and an accredited
newspaper reporter, led a congressional
delegation to Con Son Prison, where the
tiger cages were located. Con Son Prison
was on an island in the South China Sea,
and it was South Vietnam'’s largest holding
cell for civilian prisoners-as many as
10,000 prisoners were held there with no
legal rights, as part of the CIA's infamous
Phoenix Program, with its grotesque An Tri
“administrative detention” laws.

Originally known as the Intelligence
Coordination and Exploitation/Screening
Interrogation and Detention (ICEX/SIDE)
Program, Phoenix was a CIA-run comput-
erized, management-by-objective driven
counterinsurgency program that required
its “coordinators” to neutralize (assassi-
nate, imprison, or make to defect) 1,800
Vietnamese every month. Like the “unlaw-
ful combatants” being held at Guanta-
namo Bay, people arrested under the
Phoenix Program were indefinitely detain-
ed until disposed of by military tribunals or
“province security committees.”

As Don Luce knew, remote Con Son
Prison was the worst of the Phoenix deten-
tion facilities in South Vietnam. It was also
a ‘“re-education camp,” and prisoners
there were subjected to CIA psychological
warfare operations, from the pro-govern-
ment propaganda of the Bang Song the-
atrical company, to MKULTRA-type med-
ical experiments. Most troubling of all were
reports that death row inmates, peaceniks,
draft dodgers, recalcitrants who refused to
salute the South Vietnamese flag, and
those who couldn't pay a big enough bribe
to the Con Son commandant, were kept in
a facility known as the “tiger cages.”

ABOUT THE AUTHOR
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The Hotel Tacloban, The Phoenix
Program, and TDY. He is currently work-
ing on The Strength of the Wolf- The
Federal-Bureau of Narcotics 1930-1968.
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That is what Luce wanted to know
about, and through his persistence, he got
permission for a congressional delegation
to visit Con Son on July 2, 1970. The del-
egation included Congressmen William
Anderson and Augustus Hawkins, and
Hawkins’ aide (now Senator) Tom Harkin of
lowa. Senior Public Safety Adviser Frank
Walton served as the delegation’s host, and
Luce served as interpreter.

Unknown to Walton, Luce had a map
showing the location of the tiger cages.
Luce led the delegation past some veg-
etable gardens to a wooden door separating
Camp Four from Camp Six. When Walton
started shouting protests at this departure
from the guided tour, a guard inside
opened the door, revealing two barracks of
60 cells each—the tiger cages.

The tiger cages were stone compart-
ments built by the French colonial admin-
istration in the 1930s. Each compartment
was approximately five feet wide, six feet
long, and nine feet high. External slat
doors allowed access to each cell at ground
level. The cellblock was covered by a
peaked roof. Large windows provided ven-
tilation above the cells in the attic area.
There were iron grates at the top of the
cells, creating a sort of ceiling. There was
a catwalk between the cell tops in the mid-
dle of the cellblock attic, so the guards
could view the prisoners below, and, when
necessary, throw buckets of lime upon
them as a form of “sanitary torture.” There
was one mat and one bucket for sanitation
in each cell.

There were 82 men and 312 women in
the tiger cages when the U.S. congres-
sional delegation visited. The delegation
spent an hour talking with prisoners, and
later reported that some were suffering
from tuberculosis. Others had sores from
the lime baths and partial paralysis from
being shackled, and others were malnour-
ished, suffering from gangrenous feet, and
life-threatening dysentery.

The CIA immediately sprang into
action, and arranged for former CIA officer
Philip M. Crane, then a Congressman from
Illinois, to make a follow-up visit. In a
report dated July 20 Crane dutifully said,
“The cells in the tiger cages were well-ven-
tilated, well lighted and relatively cool.”3
Public Safety Adviser Walton accused the
Congressmen of interfering in Vietnamese
affairs. The New York Times buried the
scandal in a brief article that was repudi-
ated by U.S. authorities. Luce was accused
of being a Viet Cong agent and expelled
from Vietnam in May 1971, after his apart-
ment had been ransacked by secret police
searching for his records.4

Donald Bordenkircher, the senior

i

USAID Public Safety Program Officer in
charge of correctional facilities in Vietnam,
suggests that Luce was actually a CIA
agent working for CIA officer William
Colby, the senior American Pacification
official in South Vietnam. At the time,
Henry Kissinger was secretly negotiating
with the North Vietnamese, and the living
conditions of American prisoners in Hanoi
was a sticking point. Indeed, upon return-
ing home, Congressman Hawkins expres-
sed the hope that American POWs were
being better treated in Hanoi.

The Public Safety Program was just a
small part of Phoenix, thus expendable,
says Bordenkircher, while “the more sus-
tentative programs (covert activities) of
Phoenix could continue to flourish
undaunted.”S

Meanwhile, Colby ordered the demolition
of the tiger cages and the construction of a
new “reformation” cellblock, or segregation
unit, which was built by Brown & Root.

According to Bordenkircher, Pacific
Architects and Engineers was hired to draw
the architectural plans, and Brown & Root
got the contract to build the new cellblock.
The plans were in place by October and
work began in January 1972. But Brown &
Root fueled the scandal by using prison
labor to knock down the old tiger cages
and build the three new cellblocks. In
addition, the 288 new isolation units built
by Brown & Root, which the prisoners
called “cow cages,” were worse than the
tiger cages. According to Bordenkircher,
“The old tiger cage buildings were defi-
nitely better. Modifications had to be made
to the [Brown & Root] buildings. They
trapped heat like an oven. Heavy duty
exhaust fans had to be installed at each
end [by Brown & Root] to provide air flow,
and the access doors, at the end and cen-
ter of each building, required installation
of louvers for low level ventilation.”®

The destruction of the tiger cages and
the construction and renovations of the
Brown & Root “cow cages” were paid for
with $400,000 of CIA Phoenix money,
masked as Food For Peace funds.

Americans were responsible for main-
taining the tiger cages. Brown & Root built
the “cow cages,” and Pacific Architects
and Engineers built the CIA’s secret inter-
rogation and detention centers. From top
to bottom, Americans were responsible for
the wretched Vietnamese prison system,
through the Phoenix Program, with its
“administrative detention” rules that
allowed for arrest without due process or
legal representation. Prisoners were inter-
rogated, held indefinitely without trial, and
even executed based on a tip from an
anonymous informer. Phoenix, with its

‘neutralization’ quotas packed the prison
system, to overflowing, then blamed the
Vietnamese for abuses.

This phenomenon is indicative of the
sickness infecting America—a sickness
worse than anthrax, a sickness that can be
traced back to the Vietnam syndrome, and
the need to prove that we could have won if
it weren't for the peaceniks—much like what
happened in Germany after World War 1.

For almost a year now, the national
security brass has been engaged in a sham
debate about whether detainees should be
tortured, and if so, how. Meanwhile, Brown
& Root, and dozens of other defense con-
tractors, view Bush and Cheney's eternal
“war against terror” as a godsend. All
that’s required to keep it going is to abide
by Attorney General John Ashcroft's
request, and create detention camps for
U.S. citizens he and his adviser on admin-
istrative detention, Viet Dinh, deem to be -
“enemy combatants.” In yet another ironic
twist, Dinh, whose father worked under the
U.S. in Vietnam, is now part of the U.S.
security and intelligence complex.

The Bush |l regime is prepared to turn
America into the same sort of police state
the CIA tried to create in Vietnam. If it is
allowed to happen, their lust for Phoenix-
like omnipotence will degrade this society,
until torture, political repression, and
assassination are accepted as facts of U.S.
life. Today at Guantanamo Bay, we see
Phoenix emerging from its Vietnam ashes.
When it is fully grown, it will be unleashed
by the CIA against the American people
through the new Department of Homeland
Security, and Brown & Root will be right
pleased to build Ashcroft's detention
camps, using your tax dollars. N
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Argentina

BETWEEN DISINTEGRATION & REVOLUTION

hroughout the early and mid-nineties,

the International Monetary Fund (IMF),
World Bank, the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank, and the G-7 countries, all
praised Argentina's liberalization program
as an economic model for the Third World.
Then President Carlos Menem and
Ecoﬁpmic Minister Domingo Cavallo prom-
ised the Argentine people that they would
soon become part of the “First World.”

Today, Argentina is in total disintegra-
tion. Not only is the economy in its fifth
year of recession/depression, but its bank-
ing system has collapsed, the unemploy-
ment rate has skyrocketed, and over half
the population lives below the poverty line.

No country in contemporary Latin
American history has fallen swifter and fur-
ther into mass poverty and experienced as
prolonged an economic collapse as
Argentina. Though most Latin American
countries have applied neoliberal policies,
none has been as thorough and rapid as
Argentina. Moreover, no Latin American
country was as industrially advanced or
had as diversified an economy.- Finally,
Argentina had the highest standard of liv-
ing in the region, the most qualified and
skilled labor force, and the political leader-
ship most determined to follow the pre-
cepts of the International Financial
Institutions (IFls) and the G-7.

Argentina is a test case for the efficacy
or failures of the neoliberal approach under
optimal conditions: a willing government, a
well-developed infrastructure, a skilled
labor force, long-term links to world mar-
kets, and a significant middle class with
Euro-American patterns of culture and
consumption. )

The number of Argentines below the
poverty line has grown geometrically: Ten
years ago there were less than 15%, two
years ago it was 30%. In June 2002 the
percentage exceeded 50%. In that month,
Eduardo Duhalde’s regime acknowledged
18.2 million people (51%) below the
poverty line. Of these, 7.8 million are indi-
gents according to SIEMPRO (Spanish
acronym for System of Information,
Monitoring and Evaluation of Social
Programs), an official institution under the
jurisdiction of the President. Children and

adolescents living in poverty number
almost 8.2 million. Between January and
May 2002, the number of poor grew by
3.8 million, or 762,000 a month, or
25,000 a day. The rate of indigence is
growing even faster. In 1998, 29% of the
poor were indigent; in June 2002, 43%.
The massification of extreme poverty is
manifested in the high rates of child mal-
nutrition—over 58% in Matanzas, a work-
ing-class suburb of Buenos Aires. In the

IN 1997, THE UNITED NATIONS
PROGRAM FOR DEVELOPMENT
CALCULATED PER CAPITA

ANNUAL INCOME AT $8,950. IN
MARCH 2002 IT WAS $3,197.

interior there are numerous reports of chil-
dren fainting in school for lack of food, and
over 60% of newborns in Misiones suffer
from anemia-a direct result of government
cutbacks to meet G-7 and IMF demands.

INTO THE ABYSS

Apart from the top 10% of the population,
all working sectors and pensioners have
experienced an average 67% income
decline. In 1997, the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP) calculated
per capita annual income at $8,950. In
March 2002 it was $3,197. The decline
affects all regions of the country. If we use
as rough indicators of “class” the different
regions of the province of Buenos Aires, we
can approximate the social impact of the
crisis. The income in the capital city of
Buenos Aires, which we can take as largely
middle class, saw the average fall from
$909 a month in December 2001 to $363
in March 2002; in the working-class sub-
urbs (conurbano) of the city of Buenos
Aires income fell from $506 to $202; in
the province of Buenos Aires, from $626 to
$250. The largest decline is among work-
ers in the informal sector (work without
benefits or employment protections) and
among pensioners. In the capital, income
of the “informals” dropped from $643 to

| James Petras
Henry Veltmeyer

$257; in the working class suburbs from
$334 to $134; in the province from $394
to $158. Among pensioners the decline
was from $437 to $175 in the capital; from
$320 to $128 in the working-class suburbs
and from $360 to $144 in the province.
The situation is far worse in the other
provinces, where pay scales are lower,
unemployment is higher, and where there
are frequently three to six month delays in
payment of salaries and pensions.

For the working and middle classes, the
loss of formal employment means a sharp
decline in income. Employed wage earners
in the private sector of the capital earned
$904 in December 2001. Those who were
forced into under-employment were earn-
ing $257 in the informal sector three
months later. A 30% rise in prices during
the same period accompanied the skyrock-
eting loss of jobs.

The decline of income among the dif-
ferent occupational categories indicates
both the absolute and relative decline of
the middle class, a clear process of prole-
tarianization. Bank employees in the capi-
tal have seen their income decline by near-
ly 60%, from $1,081 to $432 per month,
and public employees have experienced a
drop from $1,144 to $458 per month. As
of April 2002, income of the former mid-
dle class did not cover the basic necessi-
ties of rent, food, transport, school and
health expenses.
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foreign-owned banks and the IFls, led by
the IMF, in emptying the Argentine finan-
cial system. The longer-term reasons are
rooted in regressive structural changes
including privatization, Structural Adjust-
ment Programs (SAPs), open markets, and
quasi-criminal “deregulation” of the econ-
omy. All these led to the collapse of domes-
tic production, wholesale pillage of the
economy, and the confiscation of millions
of saving accounts.

In the months leading up to the crisis,
the ten Jeading banks moved approximate-
ly $27 billion out of the Argentine financial
system. This system operated on two lev-
els: a formal system of deposits and loans
and an “informal sector” where mega-
accounts operated, largely to launder funds
and carry out speculative activity in the
financial sector. The “other” categories in
February 2001 amounted to $57 billion in
assets and $60 billion in obligations. By
November the totals of “others” declined
to $25 billion for assets and $35 billion in
obligations. A closer analysis reveals that of
the $25 billion decline in assets, over 74%
of .it took place among the ten biggest
banks. The IMF loans to Argentina served
to cover the growing drain of resources out
of the financial system by the financial
elites, while imposing harsher cuts in pub-
lic spending and investment. The triple
phenomena of deepening economic
depression, financial flight, and growing
indebtedness were caused by the alliance
of the IFls, the foreign and local big finan-
ciers, and the foreign-owned banks. The
small and medium Argentine depositors
were victims of a covert financial swindle,
and not the perpetrators, as the apologists
charged. Their desperate and belated effort
to withdraw their savings was a reaction to
the financial swindle executed by the
financial elite. Most small and medium
savers, however, were not successful. Bank
liabilities after the flight of big accounts
and the drying up of overseas credits far
exceeded their assets; with the economic
crisis, many of their outstanding loans were
delinquent and there was no way that
headquarters would inject new funds to
cover the demands of depositors. The gov-
ernment intervened to “save the banks” by
freezing all deposits and preventing depos-
itors from recovering any of their savings.
The gross class character of the govern-
ment’s financial rescue plan infuriated the
dispossessed middle and lower classes.
The subsequent devaluation of the peso in
effect robbed them of two-thirds the face
value of their frozen savings and depressed
their incomes, while the upper middlé and
ruling classes who got their money out of
the financial system were able to lower

their cost of living, production and con-
sumption by a-commensurate 65%.

“FREE” TRADE
Argentine industry was pressured both by
inexpensive consumer imports from low-
wage areas (Asia) as well as upmarket
goods from high-tech, large-scale, heavily
subsidized Euro-American manufacturers.
The liberal argument that “competition”
would make Argentine enterprises more
“efficient” was false—few Argentine com-
panies had the scale and financing to com-
pete with the top U.S. and European multi-
nationals, and even the lowest paid
Argentine workers could not compete with
a Chinese worker earning a dollar a day. The
rapid lowering of barriers also precluded
any preparation for competition, and the
lack of reciprocity in lowering subsidies and
barriers in the U.S. and Europe prevented
Argentine companies that were.competitive
from capturing overseas markets.
Historically, the U.S. and EU countries
have undergone a gradual process of selec-
tive liberalization, in stark contrast with
the Argentine experience. Free convertibil-
ity in Europe did not take place until the
economies were on their way to sustained
expansion—which for some did not take

place until well into the 1960s. Tradé bar--

riers, including quotas, tariffs and non-tra-
ditional constraints (health barriers, unfair
trade and anti-dumping rules) are still fre-
quently and extensively used to protect
non-competitive sectors. Mass staté subsi-
dies and fiscal deficits are used to promote
exports and to stimulate domestic growth.

PUBLIC FIRESALE

The Menem regime gave the appearance of
an “affluent regime” thanks to heavy bor-
rowing and windfall income from the selloff
of public properties. Most of the inflows of
capital raised upper class consumption and
facilitated wholesale corruption by the
entire political class and their entourages of
public officials, judges, customs officers,
police, and military officials. Foreign
bankers were willing to lend because the
interest rates were 10 to 20 points above
the Euro-U.S. rates and there was easy lig-
uidity given free convertibility, and the de
facto dollarization of the economy ensured
monetary stability. Thus, each step of the
liberalization process weakened the funda-
mentals of the economy: The domestic
economy shrank, entrepreneurs fled into
apparently lucrative financial-speculative
activity, debt payments skyrocketed, the
loans-for-privatization deals were approach-
ing their limits, and external flight of capi-
tal accelerated as the upper classes sensed
that the whole liberal edifice would eventu-
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ally collapse, leaving neither a productive
system nor monetary resources to revive it.

Crucial to the collapse of the bubble
economy was the behavior of the Argentine
big bourgeoisie. Powerfully ensconced in
the Menem regime, they were the initial

MENEM’S REGIME HAD THE
APPEARANCE OF AFFLUENCE,
THANKS TO HEAVY BORROWING
AND THE SELLOFF OF PUBLIC

PROPERTIES WHICH
FACILITATED WHOLESALE
CORRUPTION BY THE ENTIRE
POLITICAL CLASS.

beneficiaries of the privatization process
and the loans from overseas lenders. They
were also the group that dictated econom-
ic policy. The Menem regime’s point of ref-
erence for developing the liberal agenda
was, first and foremost, the dominant
classes in Argentina who had investments
overseas, were tightly linked to overseas
banks via joint investments in privatized
banks and via foreign loans, and who
demanded a peso easily convertible into
dollar equivalence. Liberalization to the
maximum allowed this ‘transnational’
Argentine bourgeoisie to buy public banks
and enterprises on the cheap and sell them
to foreign capital. Deregulation of the
banks allowed massive transfers of funds
out of the country and the laundering of
illicit gains. Cheap imports, easy loans and
fast exits of funds were the Argentine
elite's definition of liberalization.

For obvious reasons the G-7 countries
and the IFIs were wildly enthusiastic: They
gained control over banks and deposits,
lucrative telecommunications, airlines, oil
and other money-earning public enterpris-
es. They encouraged the regime to proceed
full speed ahead with reckless abandon.

As the domestic economy, particularly
in the provinces, collapsed, the provincial
governments ran up huge debts—partly to
finance corrupt political machines to sus-
tain the national government, and partly to
avoid provincial popular revolts. Unlike
South Korea, China, and Japan, large-scale
corruption did not grease the wheels of
national production: Bribes greased the
hands that sold off lucrative public enter-
prises to foreign investors who stripped
assets and reduced local production in
favor of large-scale speculative activity.
There was an inverse relation: As corrup-
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tion grew, industry declined, tax receipts
were negligible and competitiveness
became an empty slogan.

Meanwhile, foreign investors moved in
on the agro-industrial sectors, retail trade
(mega malls), real estate and hotels, in
association with a small nucleus of the
Argentine economic elite and sectors of

WHAT U.S. SECRETARY OF
THE TREASURY PAUL O°NEILL
MEANS BY “POLITICAL WILL"
IS PRECISELY TO OVERRIDE

THE SURVIVAL OF 33 MILLION
ARGENTINES TO SATISFY
OVERSEAS BANKERS.

the kleptocratic political class, headed by
the extended Menem family and its politi-
cal entourage.

The first major adverse effect was the
slashing of employees in the process of
preparing public enterprises for privatiza-
tion. The state fired hundreds of thousands
of workers in the telephone, railroad, and
waterworks sectors, assuming the econom-
ic costs and taking responsibility for
repressing the ensuing protests. Many
cities in the interior, like the petroleum city
of Neuquen, were turned from prosperous
cities to ghost towns, with 30-40% unem-
ployment rates. Promises of “alternative
employment” were never kept, as provin-
cial and local officials linked to the central
government either stole the funds outright
or used them to finance their political
machines, through expansion of unproduc-
tive “administrative” jobs.

The “centralization” of legislative and
executive powers in the presidency—in
his very person—and the dictatorial
methods Menem used to legislate (most
industries and banks were privatized via
presidential decrees) facilitated rapid and
extensive liberalization.

DISINTEGRATION & DESTITUTION

U.S. Secretary of the Treasury Paul O'Neill
weighed in on the side of the IMF’s “final
squeeze,” endorsing the IMF bailout of the
bankers and the takeover of the remaining
sectors of the economy. But he demanded,
in typical euphemistic language, “a politi-
cal solution.” He called for a strong author-
itarian regime capable of ramming the
mass job firings, budget cuts and abolition
of local currencies policy down the throats
of the impoverished Argentines. O'Neill
questioned “the leadership capacity” of

the Duhalde government. According to an
interview, O'Neill said Argentina’s problem
boiled down to a single question: Will the
Argentine government do what it has to do,
namely, implement the IMF policies?2
What O'Neill and others in the IFls and G-
7 mean by “political will” is precisely to
override the interests and survival of thirty-
three million Argentines, elected congres-
sional officials, governors, and mayors, and
force upon them further bankruptcies and
unemployment—to push beyond the 53%
poverty level to satisfy overseas bankers
and investors.

Probably the most obscene remarks
came from Anne Krueger, second in com-
mand at the IMF, a U.S. appointee and a
former Stanford professor. In an interview
in the Financial Times, she claimed that
“the Argentine authorities are not suffi-
ciently realistic as they should be.”
Realism, according to Krueger, means that
in the midst of a depression, cut public
spending, lower living standards and
increase unemployment. The “realism”
referred to is the world of finance capital
and its voracious appetite to squeeze even
more interest payments from bankrupt
provinces, businesses and public treasur-
ies; to withdraw more savings from
Argentina with impunity.

The U.S. embassy staff in Argentina
went even further. Political attaché
Michael Matera claimed the crisis was due
not only to Argentina’s political leaders but
to the entire Argentine people. “The view-
point of international economists is incom-
patible with the national mentality of the
Argentines. Argentineans have a collective
incapacity to change; they are immature
and paranoid.”3 The racist ideology explic-
it in such statements is inescapable.

The style and substance of Argentine
relations with the G-7 speaks to a new
imperialism: the pillage of the economy,
the growth of vast inequalities, economic
stagnation followed by a profound and
enduring depression, and the massive
impoverishment of the population as a con-
sequence of the greatest concentration of
wealth in contemporary Argentine history.
The new imperialism works directly through
the inter-state system and subsidiary finan-
cial institutions like the IMF to dictate pol-
icy. The April mission of the IMF, with its
public pronouncements on every aspect of
the Argentine economy, the blatant dictates
of the U.S. embassy and the G-7 econom-
ic ministers, strongly resonate with the
colonial relationship of the past.

In a trip to Tucuman Province in April
2002, we visited the vast villas de miseria,
or slums, and spoke to the multitude of poor
and destitute. They told us that between

2001 and 2002, in just one year, the num-
ber of children suffering from malnutrition
increased sixfold. The combination of mass
firings, inflation, and the cutoff of food
rations turned the poor into destitute,
unable to meet even their basic food needs.

A week later, while meeting with a del-
egate from the bank workers’ union in
Buenos Aires, we were informed that the
banks were planning massive firings. A
month later, on May 19, a newspaper close
to the financial elite, La Nacion, reported
that banks were planning to fire two-thirds

THERE WERE 51 ROAD
BLOCKAGES IN 1998, 252 IN
1999, 514 IN 2000 AND
NEARLY ONE THOUSAND IN

2001. IN 2002, THE
BLOCKAGES WERE OFTEN
COMBINED WITH GENERALIZED
UPRISINGS.

of their employees (80,000 of the
120,000), and reduce the pay of remain-
ing staff.

By early July the streets were noisy with
demonstrators, crime was rampant, univer-
sity professors with three positions (cate-
dras) were making $200 a month, high-
ways were blocked and the pot-banging
impoverished retirees and former middle
class were meeting to demand the ouster
not only of the regime, but of the entire
political class. )

The deepening polarization in Argentina
has taken a variety of social and political
forms: a national uprising that overthrew
the De la Rua regime in December 2001;
permanent rebellion in the provinces; con-
stant mass mobilizations of the ufem-
ployed (piqueteros); and popular assem-
blies (caceroleros) in the impoverished mid-
dle and working class neighborhoods.

On December 19 and 20, 2001, hun-
dreds of thousands of Argentines took to
the streets to protest the government's
declaration of a state of siege banning pub-
lic demonstrations, the . confiscation of
$40 billion in savings, the deepening
recession and 23% unemployment rate.
The uprising which finally forced President
De la Rua to resign and exit from the pres-
idential palace via a helicopter was the cul-
mination of a series of mass road block-
ages by the unemployed piqueteros, pot-
banging neighborhood marches and
assemblies, provincial mobilizations and
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on the rich, the financial groups and other
“non-productive” sectors, and elimination
of subsidies to privileged classes. The rev-
enues raised would be channeled toward
employment-generating investments in
socially useful areas (schools, low income
housing, child care centers), as well as
worker training programs. The basic prem-
ise of the Phoenix document is that a coali-
tion of political parties, productive private
sectors, and civil society would be the
political bases for a new regulatory regime.
The state would direct financial capital to
fund productive capitalism; foreign capital
to reinvest profits in the national economy;
and productive (as opposed to speculative)
capital to invest in socially useful activi-
ties. Phoenix seeks to devise an economic
policy to “reorient capital” toward the
domestic market, regional (re-)industrial-
ization and processing of raw materials to
generate more value added to exports in
the international markets. The priority of
Phoenix would be to develop a national
plan of development to reactivate the econ-
omy, fix social priorities, selectively protect
local producers, seek sources of domestic
funding and then negotiate with the IFls,
including the IMF. The focus would be on
internal transformation and the role of the
national state, not on external agreements
with the IFls. .

The Phoenix document is without any
connection to the powerful social move-
ments and political uprisings that have
occurred. They are not even mentioned in
passing. The organized unemployed, the
popular assemblies, the factory takeover
movements, and the provincial rebel-
lions—all of which have the most direct
stake in the welfare, development and
employment goals of Phoenix—are
ignored. Instead, Phoenix looks to the dis-
credited trade union bureaucrats of the
confederations, the political parties and
leaders who have been the main cause of
the disaster to reenact a new national-pop-
ular coalition with foreign capital and cred-
it from the IFls.

THE REVOLUTIONARY ALTERNATIVE

For Plan Prometheus, the people’s move-
ments are the point of departure. First and
foremost is the need for a new social coali-
tion of the 80% of Argentines suffering a
severe decline in living standards, including
the 55% below the poverty line. Employed
and unemployed workers alone amount to
close to 50%, and the impoverished middle
class includes another 20-30%. This is a
broad-based coalition, which is not linked
to overseas banks. This gives a socialist

state the social basis to re-nationalize the
banking and financial system and provides
a political base to resist pressures from the
G-7 bankers. The nationalization of foreign
trade would provide the state with a mech-
anism for reorienting foreign exchange to
finance public investment and national
industrialization. The re-nationalization of
petroleum would provide income and rev-
enues to stimulate job training, infrastruc-
ture and social projects generating employ-
ment. Progressive taxes and tax collection
can be enforced by threats to expropriate
the property of tax evaders and tax delin-
quents.

The state reforms proposed by the
Phoenix document should be articulated
through new assembly forms of popular
representation and the incorporation of the
new social movements (piqueteros) in local
and municipal governments. Popular
assemblies should exercise direct control of
budget allocations and expenditures, an
advanced form of participatory public
finance. Public ownership of strategic sec-
tors of the economy is essential to sustain
redistributive policies, as the recent
decades attest. With privatization the
inequalities widened, and decision-making
power over macro-economic policies was
monopolized by powerful economic groups.

The economic crisis has cut per capita
income by two-thirds. Given the scarce
resources and the disintegrating produc-
tive base, only a public takeover under
workers' control can expand the material
base and generate greater equality. Greater
equality depends on social control of the
income to be distributed. Social ownership
is at the center of Plan Prometheus. It
combines the tax and expenditures of
Phoenix but within a vastly expanded
social property sector, democratically con-
trolled by the direct producers and admin-
istered by a meritocratic public adminis-
tration. The plan is Promethean because it
aims at the total reconstruction of a disin-
tegrating economy with a shattered social
fabric in the face of powerful U.S.-Euro
imperial adversaries. Having control over
the basic economic sectors, however,
means the return and reinvestment -of
earnings in Argentina. Debt default means
the savings of over 50% of export earnings.
The diversification of production and the
reactivation of the economy mean that
optimal use can be made of existing
unused capacity—over 50% of the total.
MERCOSUR, China, the Arab countries
and sectors of the EU and Russia offer
alternative markets to any |Fl-organized
boycott. Public investments in innovation,
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technology, research and development can
incorporate Argentina's highly trained but
currently underutilized labor force. The re-
activization of internal markets and selec-
tive protection of provincial producers can
expand markets. Public investments in
infrastructure can employ the unemployed
and facilitate inter-provincial and inter-
MERCOSUR trade.

Plan Prometheus incorporates the criti-
cisms of Plan Phoenix and extends them from
modifying the behavior of the private actors to
transforming  their  structural position.
Prometheus incorporates some of the specific
welfare reforms of Phoenix but locates them in
a more realistic political-economic property
framework that avoids the constraints and
threats of private/foreign non-cooperation.
Prometheus replaces Phoenix’s proposed
national-popular social coalition with a more
realistic popular coalition rooted in the really
existing social movements and their interests.

CONCLUSION

As of September 2002 there is no sign of
recovery or outside relief—on the contrary,
the crises have deepened. The collapse of
the Argentine economy and the impoverish-
ment of the majority of its people following
the zealous application of “free market”
doctrine is a warning to the rest of the Third
World. By early summer the Brazilian and
Uruguayan economies began their descent:
Uruguay is in the midst of deep recession
(with 15% unemployed) and was temporar-
ily “saved” from collapse by a $1.5 billion
IMF loan; in Brazil it took a $30 billion loan
to stave off collapse. What is called a finan-
cial “contagion” is in reality the collapse of
an economic model based on U.S. pillage,
local corruption and joint exploitation.

In June, during a march organized by the
Anibal Veron MTD, two piqueteros were exe-
cuted by police officers—the act video-
taped. The result was a massive protest
which forced President Duhalde to
announce new elections for early 2003. In
response to the continuing crises and the
IMF refusal to provide any support, a newly
organized, massive popular rebellion is in
the works. Date and place to be announced.

NOTES
1. Pagina 12 (Buenos Aires daily), April 14,

2002, pp. 6, 7.

2. Pagina 12, April 12, 2002, p. 2.

3. /bid., p. 3.

further reading

For a look at the same phenomenon by an
Argentinian see: Salomon Partnoy, “Disasters
of Neoliberalism,” CovertAction Quarterly, no.
72, Spring 2002.
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Smashing the Kurds

CIA ROLE IN KIDNAPPING ABDULLAH OCALAN

n February 16, 1999, the Turkish

Prime Minister Bulent Ecevit startled
his country with the news that the Kurdish
rebel leader Abdullah Ocalan was in
Turkey, “since 3:00 a.m. this morning.”!
“The operation,” he went on to say, “has
been accomplished thanks to a close and
harmonious cooperation between the
Turkish Intelligence Organization and the
Turkish General Staff.”2

If true, the Turks had reason to cele-
brate the exploit as they did in Ankara,
Istanbul, 1zmir and other Turkish cities by
dancing in the streets to the tunes of jin-
goistic Turkish songs. When a reporter
asked the Prime Minister, “In which coun-
try was he [Mr. Ocalan] last?” Mr. Ecevit
said, “We are not going to go into any detail
on this subject.” As a former journalist
himself, it was odd for him to add, “| ask
you not to be inquisitive about it."3

The Turks, the Kurds, the reporters and
many others were inquisitive about it
because a number of Greek and Kenyan
missions had come under héavy attack by
angry Kurdish militants especially in
Europe. Ms. Semsi Kilic, an associate of
Mr. Ocalan in Nairobi, Kenya, had already
tipped some Kurdish reporters in Europe to
the news of the abduction of the Kurdish
leader adding that the Greeks and the
Kenyans had conspired against him.

But if the latter dccount was correct,
and the angry Kurds thought it was, the
Turkish Prime Minister was duping the
teporters in Ankara for thanking the wrong
parties for the “good” news. But as the real
parties to the abduction spoke, gradually, it
became obvious that Ms. Kilic herself had
not exactly known what had really hap-
pened in Nairobi, Kenya.

The day after the abduction, the Kurds,
reacting to the news in some of the
European dailies that perhaps Israeli agents
were also involved in the kidnapping of their
leader, attacked the lIsraeli Consulate in
Berlin, Germany.4 The armed Israeli guards
fired live ammunition on the flag- and pic-
ture-waving Kurdish crowd. Ahmet Acar,
Sema Alp, and Mustafa Kurt were killed.S

On February 17, the U.S. issued a trav-

el advisory reminding Americans “residing
or travelling abroad...to review their per-
sonal security.”®

The State Department was wary. Mr.
Ecevit was circumspect. Regrettably, it
became obvious to the Kurds that they had
not learned much from history.

On February 18, the New York Times

DISRUPTION HAS THE ADVAN-
TAGE OF UTMOST SECRECY,
HIDING THE HAND OF THE
UNITED STATES AND AVOIDING

THE CUMBERSOME CONGRES-
SIONAL REPORTING REQUIRE- |
MENTS OF CIA-DIRECTED
COVERT OPERATIONS.

quoted the Turkish leader Ecevit at anoth-
er press conference: “l will use a local
expression and say, ‘let us eat the grape
and ot ask where it came from.”"7

A day later, asked about the U.S. role
again, he said, “l cah't reveal that....But
you can make your own guess.”8

There was no need to guess. The previ-
ous day, the New York Times had reported
on its front page, “U.S. Helped Turkey
Find and Capture Kurd Rebel.”8 A senior
American official who “demanded”
anonymity went on to describe how Ocalan
was “discovered” in Nairobi, Kenya, and
how Ankara was then alerted about its
archenemy.10

Nothing was said about the Greek con-
nection. Thé Kenyan missions in Europe
refhained closed, and Nairobi declared the
Greek Ambassador to Kenya, George
Kostoulas, persona ror grata.!l The
Israelis, like the Kenyans, denied culpabil-
ity and noted, “...we certainly had no part
in the capture of Ocalan.”12 The Greek
Embassy in Washington felt compelled to
issue a press release blaming Ocalan for
the misfortune that befell him.13

On February 20, the Kurdish daily

| Kani Xulam

Ozgur Politika published an interview with
Semsi Kilic, the eyewitness to Mr. Ocalan’s
abduction, under the byline of Cemal Ucar.
Ms. Kilic blamed the Greek government,
especially its foreign minister, Mr.
Theodoros Pangalos, for the cause celebre
in Turkey. His office, she told Mr. Ucar,
gave us assurances that, “...with the pre-
pared plane [at the airport], you [Ocalan]
will be able to fly anywhere in Europe.”14

Ms. Kilic was not allowed to accompa-
ny Mr. Ocalan. The Kenyan police who had
come to escort the Kurdish leader insisted
that he alone was getting the “ride.”
Ambassador George Kostoulas who wanted
to see his guest off at the airport was
equally rebuffed. To the waiting arms of
the Turkish commandos the Kurdish leader
was delivered in one piece.

Six days later, the Greek Ambassador
wrote for his government an account of
what had happened in his residence, the
last stop of Mr. Ocalan’s odyssey back to
Turkey. That account was later leaked to
the press.15 The emerging picture showed
his government desperate to disassociate
itself from Ocalan, the Kurds baffled and
impervious to the intrigue that surrounded
them, and the Ambassador himself often
clueless about Athens’ ultimate intention
to cooperate with all but the Kurds.

No independent body has appointed a
commission to undertake a study of what
happened in Nairobi, Kenya.

Nevertheless, after the debacle, there
was fallout in Athens. Three ministers of the
Simitis administration were sacked, includ-
ing the acerbic foreign minister Theodoros
Pangalos. A Greek parliamentary committee
that investigated the Greek side of the
events blamed private Greek citizens™ for
breaches of law in welcoming and harboring
the Kurdish rebel in Greece. If the Kurds
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Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda
INTERNATIONAL JUSTICE (ACCORDING TO WASHINGTON)

n November 8, 1994, following the

mass killings in Rwanda, the United
Nations established the International
Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR). In
1995, the United Nations established the
seat of the tribunal: the town of Arusha in
northwestern Tanzania, a setting more
familiar to those who watch PBS's
“Nature,” for the town sits at the foothills
of Mount Kilimanjaro on the famed
wildlife-rich Serengeti plain.

As stated on the official web site of the
ICTR, the tribunal is empowered to prose-
cute those Rwandans “responsible for geno-
cide and other serious violations of interna-
tional humanitarian law committed in the
territory of Rwanda between January 1,
1994, and December 31, 1994.”1 On April

page, killing between 500,000 and
800,000 Tutsis and moderate Hutus. The
ICTR, for political reasons and under exter-
nal pressure, chose not to investigate Tutsi
massacres of Hutus from as early as 1990,
when the first Tutsi invasion of Rwanda from
Uganda was launched, to a counter-geno-
cide of Hutus, which continues to this day.

Although the ICTR has prosecuted a
number of noteworthy mass murderers,
known in French as genocidaires, the tri-
bunal has become a political tool of the
current Rwandan dictatorship of RPF
leader and President Paul Kagame; his
erstwhile Ugandan ally, President Yoweri
Museveni; a corrupt Tanzanian govern-
ment; and the United States. As the Bush
administration rails against any jurisdic-

Not one member of Kagame's Rwandan Patriotic
Army has ever been indicted by the ICTR, even
though there is ample evidence that not only his
troops, but he himself, has been responsible for
acts of genocide and international terrorism

6, 1994, the French-crewed presidential
aircraft carrying Rwandan President Juvenal
Habyarimana and Burundian President
Cyprien Ntaryamira back to Kigali from a
summit in Dar-es-Salaam was shot down by
shoulder-launched SAM-16 missiles. In
1999, a French National Assembly com-
mission heard testimony from a number of
former French ministers that the missiles
were supplied to the Tutsi forces of the
Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) from Soviet-
made lIraqi weaponry captured by U.S.
forces during Operation Desert Storm.2 The
ministers claimed the SAMs fell into RPF
hands through the Ugandan government.
All aboard the ill-fated aircraft were
killed. Hutu militants, believing the plane
was shot down by an invading Tutsi army
from Uganda, went on a nationwide ram-

tion by the new International Criminal
Court (ICC) over criminal acts committed
by U.S. troops and “peacekeepers,” it is
perfectly content to support the ICTR as it
continues its political sham trials against
opponents of Rwanda's Kagame, one of
Washington's closest and most ruthless
military and political allies in Africa.
There are two appalling aspects to the
ICTR. The first is the fact that not -one
member of Kagame’s RPF/Rwandan
Patriotic Army (RPA) has ever been indict-
ed by the ICTR, even though there is
ample evidence that not only have his
troops, but he himself, has been responsi-
ble for acts of genocide and international
terrorism. The second is that many of the
accused genocidaires, especially those
who were government ministers under the

| Ralph G. Kershaw

late Rwandan President  Juvenal
Habyarimana, have been festering in jail
cells in Arusha for years while the United
Nations procrastinated in ensuring a
speedy trial process. For example, the
dean of the Arusha internees is Andre
Ntagerura, the former Rwandan Minister of
Transport and Communications. He has
been held in. Arusha since 1997 (he was
under arrest in Cameroon for one year prior
to that). Ntagerura’s alleged crime is that
he was seen in the Rwandan town of
Cyangugu meeting with leaders of
Rwandan militiamen who carried out mas-
sacres and that as Minister of Transport he
was somehow responsible for the fact that
militiamen used government vehicles to
carry out their grisly tasks.

What makes the United States look so .

hypocritical is the fact that the Department
of Defense has loaned members of the mil-
itary Judge Advocate General (JAG) Corps
to aid the UN prosecution team in Arusha.
So while the Bush administration claims it
will use its military to free any U.S. soldier
or citizen from any detention by the ICC; it
is perfectly willing to use its military
lawyers to assist a corrupt judicial process
in Tanzania. Even more appalling is the
fact that some of the JAG Corps officers
assigned to the UN team in Arusha have
been associated with U.S. government
agencies that may have been culpable in
the genocide. ‘

For example, the United States has
recently nominated Dr. David Crane as lead
prosecutor for an International Criminal
Tribunal for Sierra Leone. Crane has, since
1977, been the Senior Inspector General
for National Security Systems for the
Pentagon. He was Assistant General
Counsel, Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA)
from 1996 to 1997, when the DIA was
involved with Kagame's and Museveni's
invasion of neighboring Zaire (now the
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Habyarimana in 1994.” The report contin-
_ues by adding, “we have also been advised
that there is a distinct possibility that the
same cell was responsible for the recent
murders of Medecine Monde staff (3 per-
sons) in Ruhengeri in January 1997 and UN
Human Rights staff (5 persons) in
"Cyangugu.” Although the report contends
“there is absolutely no corroboration for this
last piece of information,”12 a letter from
the Spanish embassy in Tanzania to Spain’s
honorary consul in Kampala, Uganda, states
that an- RPF terror cell, fitting the descrip-
tion of the one described in the UN secret
memorandum, murdered Spanish priest
Joaquim Vallmajo on April 2, 1994, in
Kageyo, Rwanda, because the RPF found
evidence of his support for the Hutus,
although no arms were discovered. The doc-
ument states that this was admitted to by
Kagame himself to the Spanish honorary
consul in Kampala. The Spanish commu-
niqué also describes an RPF Colonel named
Kanyarengwe, as having visited Father
Vallmajo's parish in Kageyo accompanied by
a~squadron of RPF soldiers.13 Four days
later, the presidential aircraft was shot out of
the sky over territory occupied by RPF units.

The secret UN memorandum also men-
tions Colonel Alex Kanyarengwe in associa-
tion with the shooting down of Rwanda One.
It states the RPF cell’s “assignment consist-
ed of setting up five deployment points, two
in Kigali and three around the airport
perimeter in the areas of Masaka, Kanombe,
and Gasogi. This assignment was communi-
cated through meetings; never was there a
specific written directive to carry out this
task.” The UN memo puts at the top of the
RPF cell's chain of command Kanyarengwe,
who was the chairman of the RPF in 1994
and later served Kagame as Deputy Prime
Minister and Minister of the Interior in
1997. 0ddly, Kanyarengwe, although a
founder of the RPF, is no longer in the
Rwandan government.

The secret UN document also names
other RPF officials involved in the terror
attack on the aircraft: Paul Kagame;
Colonel Steven Ndugute, Deputy Chairman
of the Military High Command and a
retired businessman in Rwanda'’s transport
business; Colonel "Nyamwasa Kayumba,
head of the intelligence “Network;”
Captain Charles Karamba, a Ugandan who
headed intelligence operations in Kigali for
the RPF and reported to Colonel Kayumba
(who the report states “would have
received sanctions for his operations from
the three key figures above him namely,
Ndugute, Kagame, and Kanyarengwe).

The report also states that the RPF
used three rocket sites: Masaka Hill (SAM)
which was used by the attack team; Gasogi

Hill (SAM), also used by the attack team;
and Camp Kanombe (rocket propelled
grenades) and not required to be used by
the attack team. The informants also stat-
ed the assassination was planned from
three control posts: Camp Kanombe (oper-
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children.” He added, “The UN Security
Council had expressed its abhorrence at
this terrorist attack and had directed that
all information regarding the event be gath-
ered. The ICTR Statute, Article 4, specifi-
cally included Acts of Terrorism in its list of

One UN investigator discovered that the
warehouse near Kigali's airport that was used to
assemble the SAM-16s was owned by a Swiss
company known to be connected to the CIA.

ational control); Kigali (field control), and
Arusha (initial control regarding the presi-
dential aircraft’s schedule). The report also
states two [RPF] soldiers fired SAMs from
Masaka and Gasogi Hills and that one of
them survived and “may be available to
the ICTR.” Later information from UN
investigators revealed that Kagame
silenced this particular source.14 The RPF
sources also said they could provide the
ICTR with hard copy evidence of the attack
plan and, to no surprise, the report states
the ICTR rejected the evidence.

The RPF informants identified an inter-
national array of members of the
“Network,” which they claimed was active
from late 1993 to early 1994. They
included, in addition to Captain Karamba,
Captain Deo Sekamana (described as a
Burundian and second-in-charge of intelli-
gence operations in Kigali); Lieutenant
John Kambanda (a Ugandan in charge of
administration); Adjutant Roger Karomba
(a Rwandan); Lieutenant Kitako Kadida (a
Zairian); Lt. Francis Muheto (a Ugandan);
Sergeant Francis Mugabo (a Burundian);
Sergeant Claude Rafifi (a Rwandan);
Sergeant Faida Jeandamascene (a Rwan-
dan); and Sergeant Sam Mwegsigye (a
Ugandan). ‘In any case, although there is
sufficient evidence to charge them with an
international act of terrorism, the RPF
“Network” was never brought before any
tribunal. One of the UN investigators was
Jim Lyons, a retired FBI agent who spent
most of his career investigating terrorism
in the New York field office. He told a
meeting convened by Georgia Congress-
woman Cynthia McKinney on Capitol Hill
in April 2000 that “as the Commander of
Investigations, | believed that the investi-
gation of the rocket attack was within the
mandate of the ICTR. It was the spark that
ignited all of Rwanda into a conflagration,
which would ultimately take the lives of
700,000 to 1,000,000 men, women and

offenses. In my view, there was more than
ample justification for the ICTR to consid-
er the rocket attack as an international
criminal event falling well within its juris-
diction.”15

However, when the UN investigation
team began to investigate the charges by
the RPF informants, they began to smell an
American connection to the RPF “Network.”
One UN investigator discovered that the
warehouse near Kigali's airport that was
used to assemble the SAM-16s was owned
by a Swiss company known to be connected
to the Central Intelligence Agency.1® The
UN investigator has since moved to an
undisclosed location in Europe.

There is no doubt that the U.S. was pro-
viding official and unofficial aid to the RPF
beginning in 1990 when Kagame was
being trained here. The U.S. military
attaché to Kigali, Lieutenant Colonel
Richard K. Orth, on arrival in Kigali on
April 7, 1994, became a virtual proconsul
for the Kagame regime, staying on as
attaché in Kigali for an amazingly long five-
year tour of duty. If the ICC in The Hague
were ever to look into the activities of an
American military officer's possible
involvement in crimes against humanity,
Orth should be at the top of the list. While
in Rwanda, Orth lorded over a U.S. military
aid program to Rwanda during the coun-
try's two invasions of neighboring Congo
and RPF massacres of Rwandans and for-
eign aid workers. One high-level congres-
sional source referred to Orth as a “creep.”
Another Rwandan source claimed Orth was
one of Kagame's best friends during his
long tenure in Kigali. Today, Orth is not far
away from his old friend. He is currently
the U.S. Defense Attaché in Kampala, a
stone’s throw from Kigali and a center for
U.S. covert activities in Sudan and the
Democratic Republic of Congo.17

Faustin Twagirimungu, an ethnic Hutu,
was Kagame's first Prime Minister. He saw
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first-hand the control the U.S. exercised
over the guerrilla leader. While he was
Prime Minister, Twagirimungu was invited
to the residence of then-U.S. Ambassador
David Rawson. The date was August 15,
1995, Twagirimungu’s birthday. Present at
the residence were Rawson, Assistant
Secretary of Defense for International
Security Affairs Joseph S. Nye, Jr.; Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State for Africa (and
DIA officer) Vince Kern; and Orth.
Twagirimungu was “informed” that the
United States government had decided to
cooperate with Rwanda on military issues
and assist the Rwandan Army. The Prime

The U.S. has reason
to be fearful of the new
ICC. Unlike Arusha, it
will not be infused with
military JAG Corps offi-
cers and CIA elements.

Minister insisted that Kagame's RPA was
not a Rwandan Army, but a “personal army
of Kagame.” He then asked the Americans
if the U.S. was planning on setting up a
joint national army of Hutus and Tutsis.
The answer was “no.” In two weeks
Twagirimungu was out of office. Later,
Twagirimungu said he came under great
pressure because he let it be known that
he “wasn’t there just to please the RPF
[but] represented all parties.”18

Which brings us back to Arusha and the

”

ICTR. Recently, there was an attempt by

the defense team of former Transportation
Minister Ntagerura to bring expert testimo-
ny before the ICTR. During the week of
July 8, 2002, the ICTR’s Third Chamber
was scheduled to hear expert testimony
concerning the shootdown of Rwanda One
in 1994. On July 4, the three-judge panel

consisting of presiding judge Lloyd George '

Williams, a conservative from Saint Kitts-
Nevis; Yakov Ostrovksy, a Russian judge;
and Pavel Dolenc, a Slovenian judge and
former prosecutor for the government of
Yugoslavia, rejected the testimony on the
air attack as irrelevant to the trial. Those
arguing against the testimony were
Richard Karegyesa, the tribunal’s chief
prosecutor. As a Ugandan, he is a country-
man of many of those accused of being
involved in the aerial assassination team.
Another prosecutor is Holo Makwaia of
Tanzania. There are reports that Tanzania

may have been culpable in knowing about
the RPF plans to shoot down Habyari-
mana's plane but failed to warn him.
Conflicts of interest in Arusha do not end
with the prosecution team and judges.

Current U.S. ambassador to Tanzania,
Robert Royall, is fond of taking visiting
U.S. politicians to marvel at the “justice”
being meted out in Arusha. He was
appointed by President Bush in 2001.
Royall was the chairman of the National
Bank of South Carolina and was Bush’s
chief campaign fundraiser in South
Carolina during the 2000 campaign. His
only possible connection to the unfair
process in Arusha is his involvement in
another questionable process: He con-
tributed $30,500 to the GOP in 1999-
2000, including $5,000 to the Bush-
Cheney Recount Fund.19

Meanwhile, the kangaroo court in
Arusha continues to ignore the shootdown of
Rwanda One, one of the most egregious
political assassinations of recent times. If
the Canadian Prime Minister and top cabi-
net members from both governments had
been in the Dallas motorcade with Kennedy,
and had the entire official entourage been
killed, this would have been a political event
of roughly equivalent magnitude.

The United States continues its Janus-
faced approach to international tribunals.
The United States certainly has reason to
be fearful of the new ICC. Unlike Arusha,
it will not be infused with military JAG
Corps officers and CIA elements. It may
therefore decide to take a close look at the
actions of Robert Orth and others like him.
Kagame may not have to be fearful of
Arusha but he must be nervous about the
special French anti-terrorism court within
the Ministry of the Interior, Paris, chaired
by Judge Jean-Louis Bruguiere. After years
of investigating the 1994 shootdown, the
judge is reportedly very close to issuing an
indictment against Kagame. That would
put Kagame in the same league as other
successful targets of Bruguiere's prosecu-
tions, including “Carlos the Jackal.” An
indictment of Kagame would also belie
President Bush’'s much ballyhooed state-
ments about America’s “War Against
Terrorism” because it would put Washing-
ton on the same side as a notorious arch-
terrorist and genocidaire.
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United States War Machine

REVVING THE ENGINES OF WORLD WAR Il

he~1999 war in Yugoslavia-which coin-

cided with the formation of GUUAM (an
alliance of Georgia, Ukraine, Uzbekistan,
Azerbaijan and Moldova) and NATO
enlargement into Eastern Europe—marked
an important turnaround in East-West rela-
tions. Aleksander Arbatov, deputy chair-
man of the Defense Committee of the
Russian State Duma, described the war in
Yugoslavia as the “worst, most acute, most
dangerous juncture since the U.S.-Soviet
Berlin and Cuban missile crises.”!
According to Arbatov:

START |l is dead, co-operation with
NATO is frozen, co-operation on missile
defense is out of the question, and
Moscow’s willingness to co-operate on non-
proliferation issues is at an all-time low.
Moreover, anti-U.S. sentiment in Russia is
real, deep and more widespread than ever,
and the slogan describing NATO action—
“today Serbia, tomorrow Russia,” is
“deeply planted in Russians’ minds.”2

Russia’s military establishment had

. openly expressed its distrust of the U.S.:
“the bombing of Yugoslavia could turn out
in the very near future to be just a rehears-
al for similar strikes on Russia.”3

POST-1999 MILITARY BUILDUP

Meanwhile in Washington, a major build-
up of America’s military arsenal was in the
making. The underlying objective was to
achieve a position of global military hege-
mony: Defense spending in 2002 was
hiked up to more than $320 billion, an
amount equivalent to the entire Gross
Domestic Product of the Russian
Federation (approximately $325 billion).
An even greater increase in U.S. military
spending was set in motion in the wake of
the October 2002 bombing of Afghanistan:

More than one-third of the $68 billion allo-
cated for new weapons in the 2003 budg-
et is for cold war type weapons. Several bil-
lion dollars are allocated for cluster bomb
systems that have been condemned by
human rights groups around the world.
There is no rationale for this level of mili-
tary spending other than a clear intent for
the United States to be the New World
Empire, dominating the globe economical-

ly and militarily, including the militariza-
tion of space...4

In the largest military buildup since the
Vietnam War, the Bush administration
plans to increase military spending by
$120 billion over a five-year period,
“bringing the 2007 military budget to an
astounding $451 billion.”S

THE $320 BILLION “DEFENSE”
BUDGET DOES NOT INCLUDE
THE ENORMOUS ESPIONAGE
BUDGET, NOW OVER $38 BIL-
LION. THIS EXCLUDES MULTI-

BILLION DOLLAR EARNINGS
FROM NARCOTICS ACCRUING
TO CIA SHELL COMPANIES AND
FRONT ORGANIZATIONS.

This colossal amount of money allocat-
ed to America’s war machine does not
include the enormous budget of the
Central Intelligence Agency allocated from
both “official” and undisclosed sources to
finance its covert operations. According to
Jane's Defense Weekly, the total FY 2003
intelligence budget is “an estimated $38
billion” (13 percent of Russia’s GDP). This
amount excludes the multibillion dollar
earnings from narcotics accruing to CIA
shell companies and front organizations.®

From the overall defense budget, bil-
lions of dollars have been allocated to
“refurbishing America’s nuclear arsenal.”
A new generation of “cluster missiles”"—
with multiple nuclear warheads—has been
developed, capable of delivering (from a
single missile launch) up to ten nuclear
warheads directed at ten different cities.
These missiles are now targeted on Russia.
In this context, Washington has clung to its
so-called “first strike” policy, in principle
intended to deal with so-called “rogue
states,” but in fact largely directed against
Russia and China.

Meanwhile, the U.S. had developed a

3
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new generation of so-called “tactical
nuclear weapons” or “mininukes” to be
used in conventional war theaters. Already
during the Clinton administration, the
Pentagon was calling for the use of the
“nuclear” B61-11 bunker buster bomb,
suggesting that because it was *“under-
ground,” there was no toxic radioactive
fallout which could affect civilians:

Military officials and leaders of America’s
nuclear weapon laboratories are urging the
U.S. to develop a new generation of preci-
sion low-yield nuclear weapons...which
could be used in conventional conflicts
with Third-World nations.?

In the 2002 war in Afghanistan, the U.S.
Air Force was using GBU-28 “bunker buster
bombs” capable of creating large-scale
underground explosions. The official story
was that these bombs were intended to tar-
get “cave and tunnel complexes” in moun-
tainous areas in southern Afghanistan, used
as a hideaway by Osama bin Laden.

Dubbed by the Pentagon as “the Big
Ones,” the GBUs (“guided bomb unit”) are
5,000-pound laser-guided bombs with
improved BLU-113 warheads, capable of
penetrating several meters of reinforced
concrete. The BLU-113 is the most power-
ful conventional “earth-penetrating war-
head” ever created.

While the Pentagon’s “Big Ones” are
classified as “conventional weapons,” the
official statements fail to mention that the
same “bunker buster bombs” launched
from a B-52, a B-2 stealth bomber, or an
F-16 aircraft can also be equipped with a
nuclear device. The B61-11 is the
“nuclear version” of its “conventional”
BLU-113 counterpart.

The “nuclear” B61-11 is categorized
as a “deep earth-penetrating bomb” capa-
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smaller “theater” nuclear weapons,
remains of concern. Pentagon officials
have said publicly that they were studying
the need to develop theater nuclear
weapons, designed for use against specific
targets on a battlefield, but had not com-
mitted themselves to that course.17

The thrust of the NPR, presented to the
U.S. Congress in early 2002, has been
endorsed by the Republican Party:

[Clonservative analysts insisted that the
Pentagon must prepare for all possible
contingencies, especially now, when
dozens of countries, and some terrorist
groups, are engaged in secret weapon
development programs...They argued that
smaller weapons have an important deter-
rent role because many aggressors might
not believe that the U.S. forces would use
multi-kiloton weapons that would wreak
devastation on surrounding territory and
friendly populations.

“We need to have a credible deterrence
against regimes involved in international
terrorism and development of weapons of
mass destruction,” said Jack Spencer, a
defense analyst at the conservative
Heritage Foundation in Washington. He
said the contents of the report did not sur-
prise him and represent “the right way to
develop a nuclear posture for a post-Cold
War world.”18

ENCIRCLING CHINA
In the wake of the 1999 war in Yugoslavia,
the Clinton administration boosted its mil-
itary support to Taiwan against China, lead-
ing to a significant military buildup in the
Taiwan Straits. Taiwan’s Air Force had pre-
viously been equipped with some 150 F-
16A fighter planes from Lockheed Martin.
In this regard, the Clinton administration
had argued that military aid to Taiwan was
required to maintain “a military balance
with the People’s Republic of China” as
part of Washington's so-called policy of
“peace through deterrence.”19

U.S.-built Aegis destroyers equipped
with state-of-the-art surface-to-air missiles,
ship-to-ship missiles, and Tomahawk
cruise missiles were delivered to Taiwan to
boost its naval capabilities in the Taiwan
Straits.20 Beijing responded to this military
buildup- by taking delivery in 2000 of its
first Russian-built guided missile destroyer,
the Hangzhou, equipped with SS-N-22
Sunburn antiship missiles, “capable of
penetrating the state-of-the-art defenses of
a U.S. or Japanese naval battle group."21

Military assumptions have been radical-
ly changed since September 11. The Bush
administration has scrapped the ‘“peace
through deterrence” doctrine. The post-
9/11 military buildup in the Taiwan Straits

is an integral part of Washington’s overall
military planning, which now consists of
deploying “on séveral fronts.”

Supported by the Bush administration,
Taiwan has beén “conducting active
research aimed at developing a tactical
ballistic missile capable of hitting targets
in mainland China...The alleged purpose

of these missiles is to degrade the PLA's

[People’s Liberation Army] strike capabili-
ty, including missile infrastructure and
non-missile infrastructure (airfields, har-
bors, missile sites, etc.).”22 In turn, U.S.
military presence in Pakistan and
Afghanistan (and in several former Soviet
republics) on China's western border, are
being coordinated with Taiwan's naval
deployment in the South China Sea.

China has been encircled: The U.S.
military is present in the South China Sea
and the Taiwan Straits, in the Korean
Peninsula and the Sea of Japan as well as
in the heartland of Central Asia and on the
western border of China’s Xinjiang-Uigur
autonomous region. So-called “temporary”
U.S. military bases have been set up in
Uzbekistan (which is a member of the
GUUAM agreement with NATO), in
Tadjikistan and the Kyrgyz Republic, where
airfields and military airport facilities have
been made available to the U.S. Air Force.

The 2002 NPR states the Bush admin-
istration’s willingness to use nuclear
weapons against China if there were a con-
frontation in the Taiwan Straits. China,
because of its nuclear forces and “devel-
oping strategic objectives,” is listed as “a
country that could be involved in an imme-
diate or potential contingency.” Speci-
fically, the NPR lists a military confronta-
tion over the status of Taiwan as one of the
scenarios that could lead Washington to
use nuclear weapons.23

THE ANGLO-AMERICAN AXIS
The 1999 war in Yugoslavia contributed to
reinforcing strategic, military and intelli-
gence ties between Washington and
London. After the war in Yugoslavia, U.S.
Defense Secretary William Cohen and his
British counterpart, Geoff Hoon, signed a
“Declaration of Principles for Defense
Equipment and Industrial Cooperation” so
as to “improve cooperation in procuring
arms and protecting technology secrets”
while at the same time “easing the way for
more joint military ventures and possible
defense industry mergers.”24
Washington's objective was to encour-
age the formation of a “trans-Atlantic
bridge across which DoD [U.S. Department
of Defense] can take its globalization poli-
cy to Europe...Our aim is to improve inter-
operability and war fighting effectiveness

Chossudovsky ‘

CHINA HAS BEEN ENCIRCLED:
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IN THE SOUTH CHINA SEA AND
THE TAIWAN STRAITS, THE

KOREAN PENINSULA AND THE
HEARTLAND OF CENTRAL ASIA

ON THE WESTERN BORDER OF
THE XINJIANG-UIGUR
AUTONOMOUS REGION.

via closer industrial linkages between U.S.
and allied companies.” (The agreement
was signed, according to a Pentagon offi-
cial, shortly after the creation of British
Aerospace Systems (BAES) which resulted
from the merger of BAe with GEC Marconi.
British Aerospace (BAe) was already firmly
allied to America’s largest defense contrac-
tors Lockheed Martin and Boeing.25

In the words of President Clinton's
Defense Secretary, William Cohen, the
agreement “will facilitate interaction
between our [British and American]
respective industries so that we can have a
harmonized approach to sharing technolo-
gy, working cooperatively in partnership
arrangements and, potentially, mergers as
well"26 BAES was already firmly allied with
America’s largest defense contractors,
Lockheed Martin and Boeing.27

The hidden agenda behind the Anglo-
American “trans-Atlantic bridge” is to
eventually displace the Franco-German
military conglomerates and ensure the
dominance of the U.S. military industrial
complex (in alliance with Britain's major
defense contractors).

Moreover, this integration in the area of
defense production has also been matched
by increased cooperation between the CIA
and Britain's MI-5 in the sphere of intelli-
gence and covert operations, not to men-
tion the joint operations of British and U.S.
Special Forces.

The British military-industrial complex
has become increasingly integrated into
that of the U.S. In turn, significant rifts
emerged between Washington and Bonn.
Franco-German integration in aerospace
and defense production is ultimately
directed against U.S. dominance in the
weapons market. The latter hinges upon
the partnership between America's Big
Five and Britain’s defense industry under
the trans-Atlantic bridge agreement.

Since the early 1990s, the Bonn gov-
ernment had encouraged the consolidation
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of Germany's military industrial complex
dominated by Daimler, Siemens and
Krupp. Several important mergers in
Germany’s defense industry took place in
response to the mega-mergers bétween
America's aerospace and weapons. produc-
ers.28 Already in 1996, Paris and Bonn
had set up a joint armaments agency with
the mandate “to manage common pro-
grams [and] award contracts on behalf of
both governments.”28 Both countries had
stated that they “did not want Britain to

THE EURO AND THE DOLLAR:
TWO FINANCIAL AND
MONETARY SYSTEMS

COMPETING WORLDWIDE FOR
CONTROL OVER MONEY
CREATION AND CREDIT.

join the agency.”

In turn, France and Germany now con-
trol Airbus Industrie which is competing
against America's Boeing. (Britain's BAES
owns the remaining 20 percent). The
Germans are also collaborating in the
Ariane Space satellite-launching program
in which Deutsche Aerospace (DASA) is a
major shareholder.

In late 1999, in response to the
“alliance” of British Aerospace with
Lockheed Martin, France's Aerospace-
Matra merged with. Daimler's DASA form-
ing the largest European defense conglom-
erate. And the following year, the European
Aeronautic Defence and Space Co. (EADS)
was formed integrating DASA, Matra and
Spain’s Construcciones Aeronauticas SA.
EADS and its Anglo-American rivals are
competing for the procurement of weapons
to NATO's new Eastern European mem-
bers. Europe’s third largest defense con-
tractor is Thomson, which in recent years
has several projects with U.S. weapons
producer Raytheon.

EADS still cooperates with BAES in
missile production and has business ties
with the U.S. “Big Five" including Northrop
Grumman. However, the Western defense
and aerospace industry tends to be split
into two distinct groups: first EADS, domi-
nated by France and Germany, and second,
the Anglo-U.S. “Big Six": (Lockheed
Martin, Raytheon, General Dynamics,
Boeing, Northrop Grumman, and BAES).

Integrated into U.S. Department of
Defense procurement under the Atlantic
bridge arrangement, BAES was in 2001
the Pentagon’s fifth largest defense con-

tractor. Under the Anglo-American
“transatlantic bridge, BAES operates freely
in the U.S. market through its subsidiary
BAE Systems North.30

The Franco-German alliance in military
production under EADS opens the door for
the integration of Germany (which doés not
officially possess nuclear weapons) into
France's nuclear weapons program. In this
regard, EADS already produces a wide
range of ballistic missiles, including the
M51 nuclear-tipped ballistic submarine-
launched ICBMs for the French Navy.31

EURO vs. DOLLAR

The European common currency system
has a direct bearing on these strategic and
political divisions. London’s decision not to
adopt the common European currency is
consistent with the integration of British
financial and banking interests with those
of Wall Street, not to mention the Anglo-
American alliance in the oil industry (as in
BP-Amoco) and weapons production (“Big
Five" plus BAES). The shaky relationship
between the British Pound and the Dollar
is an integral part of the new Anglo-
American axis.

What is at stake is the rivalry between
two competing global currencies: the Euro
and the Dollar, with Britain’s pound being
torn between the European and the U.S.
dominated currency systems. Two rival
financial and monetary systems are com-
peting worldwide for control over money
creation and credit. The geopolitical and
strategic implications. are far-reaching,
because they are also marked by splits in
the Western defense industry and the oil
business.

In both Europe and America, monetary
policy, although formally under state juris-
diction, is largely controlled by the private
banking sector. The European Central
Bank based in Frankfurt—although offi-
cially under the jurisdiction of the
European Union—is in practice overseen
by a handful of private European banks
including Germany's largest banks and
business conglomerates.

The U.S. Federal Reserve Board is for-
mally under state supervision—marked by
a close relationship to the U.S. Treasury.
Distinct from the European Central Bank,
the 12 Federal Reserve banks (of which
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York is
the most important) are controlled by their
shareholders, which are private banking
institutions. In other words, “the Fed” as it
is known in the U.S., which is responsible
for monetary policy and hence money cre-
ation for the nation, is actually controlled
by private interests on Wall Street.

In Eastern Europe, the former Soviet

Union, the Balkans and Central Asia, the
Dollar and the Euro are competing.
Ultimately, control over national currency
systems is the basis upon which countries
are colonized. While the Dollar prevails
throughout the Western Hemisphere, the
Euro and the Dollar are clashing in the for-
mer Soviet Union, Central Asia, sub-
‘Saharan Africa and the Middle East.

In the Balkans and the Baltic States,
central banks largely operate as colonial-
style “currency boards” invariably using
the Euro as a proxy currency. What this
means is that German and European finan-
cial interests are in control of money cre-
ation and credit. That is, the pegging of the
national currency to the Euro—rather than
to the Dollar—means that both the curren-
cy and the monetary system will be in the
hands of German-EU banking interests.

More generally, the Euro dominates in
Germany’s hinterland: Eastern Europe, the
Baltic States and the Balkans, whereas the
Dollar tends to prevail in the Caucasus and
Central Asia. In GUUAM countries (which
have military cooperation agreements with
Washington), the Dollar tends (with the
exception of the Ukraine) to overshadow
the Euro.

The “dollarization” of national curren-
cies is an integral part of America’s Silk
Road Strategy (SRS). This strategy con-
sists of first destabilizing and then replac-
ing national currencies with the American
greenback over an area extending from the
Mediterranean to China’s western border.
The underlying objective is to. extend the
dominion of the Federal Reserve System—
namely Wall Street—over a vast territory.
What we are witriessing is an inter-imperi-
al scramble for control over national cur-
rencies and credit. These are battles for
economic conquest which are in turn sup-
ported by the militarization of the Eurasian
corridor.

While American and German-EU tgank-
ing interests are clashing over the control
of national economies and currency sys-
tems, they seem to have also agreed on
“sharing the spoils,”"—i.e., establishing
their respective ‘“spheres of influence:”
Reminiscent of the policies of “partition”
of the late 19th Century, the U'S. and
Germany have agreed on the division of the
Balkans: Germany has gained control over
national currencies in Croatia, Bosnia and
Kosovo, where the Euro is legal tender. In
return, the U.S. has established a perma-
nent military presence in the region (i.e.,
the Bondsteel military base in Kosovo).

The rift between Anglo-American and
Franco-German weapons producers—
including the rifts within the Western mili-
tary alliance—seem to have favored
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increased military cooperation between
Russia, France and Germany. Russia also
signed a “long-term military cooperation
agreement” with India in late 1998 which
was followed a few months later by a
defense agreement between India and
France.

This Franco-Indian agreement has a
direct bearing on Indo-Pakistani relations.
It also impinges upon U.S. strategic inter-
ests in Central and South Asia. While
Washington has been pumping military aid
into PaKistan, India is being supported by
France and Russia. France and the U.S.
aré visibly on opposite sides of the India-
Pakistan conflict.

With Pakistan and India at the brink of
war in the wake of September 11, the U.S.
Air Force had virtually taken control of
Pakistan's air space as well as several of its
military facilities. Meanwhile, barely a few
weeks into the 2001 bombing of
Afghanistan, France and India conducted
joint military exercises in the Arabian Sea.
Also in the immediate wake of September
11, India took delivery of large quantities
of *Russian weapons under the Indo-
Russian military cooperation agreement.

MOSCOW’S NEW SECURITY DOCTRINE
U.S. post-Soviet era foreign policy has des-
ignated Central Asia and the Caucasus as a
“strategic area.” Yet this policy no longer
consists of containing the “spread of com-
munism,” but rather in preventing Russia
. and China from becoming capable of com-
peting with the U.S. In this regard, the
U.S. has increased its military presence
along the entire 40th parallel, extending
from Bosnia and Kosovo to the former
Soviet republics of Georgia, Azerbaijan,
Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan, all of which
have entered into bilateral military agree-
ments with Washington.

The 1999 war in Yugoslavia and the
subsequent outbreak of war in Chechnya in
September 1999 was a crucial turning
point in Russian-American relations. It also
marked a rapprochement between Moscow
and Beijing and the signing of several mil-
itary cooperation agreements.

U.S. covert support to the two main:
Chechen rebel groups (through Pakistan’s
ISI) was known to the Russian government
and military. However, it had previously
never been made public or raised at the
diplomatic level. In November 1999,
Russian Defense Minister Igor Sergueyev
formally accused Washington of supporting
the Chechen rebels. Following a meeting
held behind closed doors with Russia’s mil-
itary high command, Sergueyev declared
that “...the national interests of the United
States require that the military conflict in

the Caucasus [Chechnya] be a fire, pro-
voked as a result of outside forces,” while
adding that “the West's policy constitutes
a challenge launched to Russia with the
ultimate aim of weakening her internation-

al position and of excluding her from geo-
strategic areas.”32

In the wake of the 1999 Chechen war,
a new “National Security doctrine” was
formulated and signed into law by Acting
President Vladimir Putin in early 2000.
Barely acknowledged by the international
media, a critical shift in East-West rela-
tions had occurred. The document

THE FRUITS ACCRUING FROM
THE COLD WAR ARE FAR FROM
FULLY HARVESTED. TO IGNORE
THE TRANSCAUCASUS AND

CENTRAL ASIA COULD MEAN
THAT A LARGE PART OF THAT
HARVEST WILL NEVER BE
GATHERED.

reasserted the building of a strong Russian
state, the concurrent growth of the mili-
tary, as well as the reintroduction of state
controls over foreign capital.

The document carefully spelled out
what it described as “fundamental
threats” to Russia’s national security and
sovereignty. More specifically, it referred to
“the strengthening of military-political
blocs and alliances [namely GUUAM], as
well as to “NATO’s eastward expansion”
while underscoring “the possible emer-
gence of foreign military bases and major
military presences in the immediate prox-
imity of Russian borders.”33

The document confirms that “interna-
tional terrorism is waging an open cam-
paign to destabilize Russia.” While not
referring explicitly to CIA covert activities
in support of armed terrorist groups, such
as the Chechen rebels, it nonetheless calls
for appropriate “actions to avert and inter-
cept intelligence and subversive activities
by foreign states against the Russian
Federation.”34 .

The cornerstone of U.S. foreign policy
has been to encourage—under the dis-
guise of “peace-keeping” and so-called
“conflict resolution"—the formation of
small pro-U.S. states which lie strategical-
ly at the hub of the Caspian Sea basin,
which contains vast oil and gas reserves:

The U.S. must play an increasingly active
role in conflict resolution in the region. The

3

Chossudovsky

boundaries of the Soviet republics were
intentionally drawn to prevent secession by
the various national communities of the
former USSR and not with an eye towards
possible independencé...Neither Europe,
nor our allies in East Asia, can defend our
[U.S.] mutual interests in these regions. If
we [the U.S.] fail to take the lead in head-
ing off the kinds of conflicts and crises that
are already looming there, that will eventu-
ally exacerbate our relations with Europe
and possibly Northeast Asia. And it will
encourage the worst kind of political devel-
opments in Russia. This linkage, or inter-
connectedness, gives the Transcaucasus
and Central Asia a strategic importance to
the United States and its allies that we
overlook at huge risk. To put it another way,
the fruits accruing from ending the Cold
War are far from fully harvested. To ignore
the Transcaucasus and Central Asia could
mean that a large part of that harvest will
never be gathered. 35

Alongside the articulation of Moscow’s
National Security doctrine, the Russian
state was planning to regain economic and
financial control over key areas of Russia's
military-industrial complex. For instance,
the formation of “a single corporation of
designers-and manufacturers of all anti-air-
craft complexes” was envisaged in cooper-
ation with Russia’s defense contractors.36

This proposed “recentralization” of
Russia's defense industry in response to
national security considerations, was also
motivated by the merger of major Western
competitors in the areas of military pro-
curement. The development of new pro-
duction and scientific capabilities was also
contemplated, based on enhancing
Russia's military potential as well as its
ability to compete with its Western rivals in
the global weapons market. The National
Security Doctrine also “eases the criteria by
which  Russia could use nuclear
weapons...which would be permissible if
the country’s existence were threatened.”37

In response to Washington's “Star
Wars” initiative, Moscow developed
“Russia’s Missile and Nuclear Shield.” The
Russian government announced in 1998
the development of a new generation of
intercontinental ballistic missiles, known
as Topol-M (SS-27). These new single-war-
head missiles (based in the Saratov region)
are currently in “full combat readiness,”
against a “pre-emptive first strike” from
the U.S., which (in the wake of September
11) constitutes the Pentagon’s main
assumption in an eventual nuclear war.
“The Topol M is lightweight and mobile,
designed to be fired from a vehicle. Its
mobility means it is better protected than
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a silo-based missile from a pre-emptive
first strike.”38

Following the adoption of the National
Security Document (NSD) in 2000, the
Kremlin confirmed that it would not
exclude “a first-strike use” of nuclear war-
heads “if attacked even by purely conven-
tional means.”39

TURNAROUND UNDER PUTIN?

Since the very outset of his term in office,
President Vladimir Putin—following in the
footsteps of his predecessor Boris Yeltsin—
has contributed to reversing the National
Security Doctrine. Its implementation at a
policy level has also been stalled.

At the moment, the foreign policy direc-
tions of the Putin administration are con-
fused and unclear. There are significant
divisions within both the political establish-
ment and the military. On the diplomatic
front, the new president has sought a rap-
prochement with Washington and the
Western military alliance in the so-called
“war on terrorism.” Yet it would be prema-
ture to conclude that Putin’s diplomatic
openings imply a permanent reversal of
Russia’s 2000 National Security Doctrine.

In the wake of September 11, a signif-

icant turnaround in Russian foreign policy
has occurred. The Putin administration,
acting against the Russian Duma, has
accepted the process of “NATO Enlarge-

IRONICALLY, PUTIN WAS
SUPPORTING AMERICA'S
“WAR ON TERRORISM,”
WHICH IS ULTIMATELY
DIRECTED AGAINST MOSCOW.
WASHINGTON'’S HIDDEN

AGENDA IS TO DISMANTLE
RUSSIA'S ECONOMIC
INTERESTS IN THE EURASIAN
CORRIDOR.

ment” into the Baltic states (Latvia,
Lithuania and Estonia) implying the estab-
lishment of NATO military bases on
Russia’s western border. Meanwhile,
Moscow’s military cooperation agreement
signed with Beijing after the 1999 war in

Yugoslavia is virtually on hold:

China is obviously watching with deep con-
cern Russia surrendering these positions.
China is also concerned by the presence of
the U.S. Air Force close to its borders in
Uzbekistan, Tadjikistan and the Kyrgyz
Republic...Everything that Mr. Putin has
earned through the spectacular improve-
ment of Russia’s relations with China,
India, Vietnam, Cuba and some other
countries collapsed nearly overnight. What
has surfaced is a primitive Gorbachev con-
cept of ‘common human values,’ i.e., the
subordination of Russia’s interests to those
of the West. 40

Ironically, the Russian President was
supporting America’s “war on terrorism,”
which is ultimately directed against
Moscow, Washington’s hidden agenda is to
dismantle Russia’s strategic and economic
interests in the Eurasian corridor, close
down or take over its military facilities,
while transforming the former Soviet
republics (and eventually the Russian
Federation) into American protectorates.
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Briefly Noted

DIANE KUNTZ, 1948-2001

Diane Kuntz, a founding member and longtime
secretary of the Association of National Security
Alumni (ANSA), an organization formed to expose and
oppose illegal and immoral U.S. intelligence opera-
tions, died in San Diego, California, September 19,
2001,~age 53. Kuntz retired as the secretary-general
of the World Federation of Public Health Associations
in 1999. Ms. Kuntz was a CIA operations officer 1970-
78, stationed in Lima, Peru, and Paris, France. She
resigned from the CIA disillusioned both with the
Agency’s practices and its culture, particularly its
sexism.

An_honors graduate of Texas State University at
Lubbock, where her father, James Kuntz, taught psy-
chology, Kuntz majored in Spanish. She had intended
to enter the foreign service, but was persuaded to join
the CIA instead. After leaving the CIA she attended
graduate school at UCLA 1978-80, earning master's
degrees in both International Health and Latin
American Studies. Her mentor at UCLA was Dr. Davida
Cody, an activist on health care for the poor, who got
her involved in political activism, first in Los Angeles
and later in Latin America. Kuntz worked in Honduras
for Concern America (1981-84), monitoring and
reporting on conditions in the Salvadoran refugee
camps and serving as guide and resource for jour-
nalists and international observers, including mem-
bers of the U.S. Congress and others concerned about
Central America and the destructive U.S. role there.

On one well-publicized occasion (about which
Kuntz herself rarely spoke), she and actress Bianca
Jagger witnessed an attempt by a Salvadoran death
squad to kidnap a group of refugees and spirit them
back to EI Salvador, presumably for execution. In a
dramatic confrontation, Kuntz and Jagger faced down
the death squad and rescued the hostages. The
Honduran experience deepened Kuntz's disillusion-
ment with U.S., especially CIA, policies and practices.

Back in the U.S., Kuntz moved to San Diego while
finishing her master's thesis. There she worked with
the Committee in Solidarity with the People of El
Salvador (CISPES). Increasingly concerned with the
Central American situation, she moved to
Washington, DC, in the mid-1980s to work with a
number of Central American and refugee organiza-
tions before joining the APHA. Her work there involved
extensive foreign travel and the organization of inter-
national conferences. She loved museums, art, and
the architecture of European cathedrals, but ques-
tioned the money wasted on those cathedrals at the
expense of peasant populations.

When a group of former CIA and other U.S. intel-
ligence officers announced formation of the
Association of National Security Alumni, Kuntz was an
early participant. Despite the demands of her APHA
work, she volunteered to serve as secretary of the
Association and rendered outstanding service.
Association members remember her as quiet and

efficient, reluctant to speak much about her experi-
ences but contributing greatly, both through her work
as an officer of ANSA, and through her advice, to
whatever success the organization had during its
existence.

Kuntz's work was all the more remarkable during
those years because her health was deteriorating.
Increasingly painful and frequent migraine attacks
made it difficult for her to function but, typically, she
never complained and few outside her immediate cir-
cle knew. of her condition.

Like others in ANSA, Kuntz had hoped that the
Iran-Contra revelations would lead to some signifi-
cant reform in intelligence system practices. She, too,
suffered the letdown following the 1988 presidential
elections and the realization that neither the Bush |
administration nor the succeeding Clinton presiden-
cy was prepared to change existing policies. At the
same time, there were significant administrative and
policy changes at APHA with which she was not in
agreement. These circumstances and declining
health caused her to quit her job in 1998 and return
to San Diego to be close to her sister Karen Kuntz and
her mother, Marjorie Kuntz.

Kuntz retained her enthusiastic approach to life
even as she reached its end. She loved the outdoors
and music, especially the classics and the blue col-
lar songs of Pete Seeger and Woody Guthrie. A late
convert to baseball, she became an ardent fan of the
San Diego Padres and spent the last evening of her
life listening to a Padres game.

Diane Kuntz is survived by her sister and her
mother. She is missed by all who knew her, especial-
ly by those who shared her concern and worked with
her to end the abuses of the U.S. intelligence system
and for international peace and justice.

—David MacMichael

FORBIDDEN TRUTH

Jean-Charles Brisard and Guillaume Dasquie,
Forbidden Truth: U.S.-Taliban Secret Oil Diplomacy
and the Failed Hunt for Bin Laden (New York:
Thunder's Mouth/Nation Books, 2002).

irst published in French in November 2001, the

first English translation of Forbidden Truth, pub-
lished in July of this year, has resulted in no less con-
troversy than the original.

Brisard and Dasquie’s central assertion is that
the real “Axis of Evil” that gave rise to 9/11 was a
combination of an international oil cartel interested
in cutting a deal with the Taliban to build a pipeline
through Afghanistan; the Bush Family and Dick
Cheney, who had vested financial interests in such a
pipeline; wealthy Saudis, including Khalid bin
Mahfouz and Mohammed al-Amoudi, billionaires who
contributed millions of dollars to Osama bin Laden’s
Al Qaeda front charities; The Carlyle Group, headed

by former Reagan Defense Secretary and former CIA
Deputy Director Frank Carlucci, on whose payrolls
George H. W. Bush and George W. Bush have fattened
themselves financially; and the intelligence services
of Saudi Arabia and Pakistan.

The book recounts a series of meetings held dur-
ing early 2001 in Europe between the so-called “6+2
nations” that involved UNOCAL lobbyists, the Taliban,
Afghanistan’s Northern Alliance, and former U.S.,
Russian, German, Iranian, Pakistani, and British gov-
ernment officials. One of the participants at these
meétings was former U.S. ambassador to Pakistan
Robert Oakley, who had been working for UNOCAL on
the pipeline deal with the Taliban along with Bush’s
current special envoy for Afghanistan Zalmay
Khalilzad and Hamid Karzai, the current Afghan
leader.

Forbidden Truth also highlights the fact that the
oil-intelligence “Axis of Evil” has its roots in another
scandal on which the Bush family left its finger-
prints: the Bank of Credit and Commerce
International (BCCI) collapse and the CIA's use of the
bank to illegally funnel money in the Iran-Contra
affair.

Both the English and French editions of the book
came in for immense criticism upon their releases.
But the critics were the same corporate and media
elitists who claimed there was nothing to the BCCI or
Iran-Contra scandals—that both were in the domain
of “conspiracy theorists” and unworthy of serious
discussion. But in the case of the English edition,
criticism also came from another quarter: the so-
called progressive left. The Village Voice, David Corn
of The Nation, and journalist Ken Silverstein savage-
ly attacked Forbidden Truth and its authors as shod-
dy journalists and conspiracy addicts. The book did
not fit into their neatly packaged Starbucks version of
the origins of 9/11.

The same family that stamped its imprimatur on
U.S. dealings with the Nazis during World War II; the
Bay of Pigs invasion; the infamous “October
Surprise” dealings with the Ayatollah Khomeini
regime concerning the U.S. embassy hostages; Iran-
Contra; BCCI; the 1990 green light for Iraq’s invasion
of Kuwait from U.S. ambassador to Baghdad April
Glaspie; the theft of Florida’s 25 electoral votes in
2000; and using Enron as a huge Ponzi scheme to
finance a presidential election could never be
accused of any malfeasance concerning U.S. nation-
al security! The Bushes would never put their own
self-interests above those of the country that has
made them so wealthy.

In their zeal to “shoot the messenger,” detractors
of Forbidden Truth have fallen in lockstep with the
corporate and military forces parading behind the
Bushes to recreate the world in America’s image. This
book should be read by anyone seeking the truth
about one of the most powerful and destructive polit-
ical families ever.

—Ralph Kershaw
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Intelligence”; U.S. helps‘South Africa surveillance;
CIA cockroaches.

Number 7 (1979-80) CIA & media: Destabilization
in Jamaica; Robert Moss; CIA propaganda budget;
UNITA - Savimbi in US, his secret letters; Iran; CIA
pigeons.

Number 8 (1980) CIA vs. Philip Agee; Naming
Names legislation - CAIB statement to Congress;
Zimbabwe; N. Ireland; CIA Florida recruiting; CIA
assassinations.

Number 9 (1990) iIntel. Tech: NSA in Norway,
Glomar Explorer; Mind control; NSA; Jamaica;
Hmong in Guyana; South Africa forgery; Canada
bombing; CBW research; Intel. tech. politics.
Number 10 (1980) Caribbean: Jamaica, Guyana,
Grenada; Antigua; Dominica; Cuban exiles; The
Spike; CIA deep cover manual.

Number 11 (1980) Right-wing terror; S. Korea;
KCIA; Portugal; Guyana; Caribbean; AFIO; NSA
interview; CIA stamp; CIA assassinations.

Number 12 (1981) El Salvador; Guatemala; New
Right/US intel.; Senate terrorism comm.; Wm.
Casey; Mozambique; Norway; mail surveillance.
Number 13 (1981) Secret S. Africa documents;
Namibia; Mercenaries; KKK coup attempt; Globe
Aero; Angola; Mozambique; BOSS; Central America;
Max Hugel; Stanley Sporkin; Thomas Pauken; mail
surveillance. .

Number 1415 (1981) Index to Numbers 1-12;
Intelligence legislation; Extended Naming Names;
Deep cover businessmen.

Number 16 (1982) Green Beret El Salvador torture;
Argentine death squads; CIA media ops; Constan-
tine Menges; Seychelles; Angola; Mozambique;
KKK coup attempt; Nugan Hand; CIA & biowar.
Number 17 (1982) CBW history; “Yellow rain”;
Cuban dengue epidemic; Scott Barnes in Laos;
Bangkok mystery death; Executive mercenaries;
CIA and. academia; CIA assassinations.

Number 18 (1983) CIA & religion; Nicaragua
“Secret” war; Miskitos; Opus Dei; Guatemala; El
Salvador; Summer Institute of Linguistics; World
Medical Relief; AID; CIA & BOSS; S. African torture;
Vietnam; Suriname; “Free Lebanon"”; Court & NSA;
Spying on Canada; Heritage Foundation.

Number 19 (1983) CIA and media history; “Plot” on
Pope; Grenada airport; NSA spies on Canadian jour-
nalist; Georgie Anne Geyer; CIA legends.

Number 20 (1984) Grenada invasion; Nicaragua;
Ft. Huachuca; Israel and South Korea in Central
America; KAL Flight 007; CIA assassinations.
Number 21 (1984) Salvadoran election: NY
Times/Time/Newsweek distortions; Nicaragua;
Israel in Central America; Accuracy in Media; Rev.
Moon; CIA occult research.

Number 22 (1984) Mercenaries; Terrorism; Soldier
of Fortune; CAIB Special Forces investigation;
Privatizing Nicaragua war; CIA terror manual;
Secret GAO- DoD/CIA Honduras report; US-South
African terror; Stefano Delle Chiaie.

Number 23 (1985) Pope Plot/Bulg. Connection;
Claire Sterling; CIA, Turk. & Ital. neofascists.
Number 24 (1985) State repression; Infiltrators and
provocateurs; Sanctuary movement, American
Indian Movement; Leonard Peltier; NASSCO strike;
Arnaud de Borchgrave and Rev. Moon; Robert
Moss; Tetra Tech.

Number 25 (1986) US, Nazis, Vatican; Klaus
Barbie's Bolivian coup; Nazi doctors in US; Brazil
torture; Knights of Malta; Greek civil war/Eleni;
WACL supplies contras. )

Number 26 (1986) US terror; Vernon Walters; Libya
bombing; Contra agents; Israel & South Africa;
Jonathan Pollard; CIA & Costa Rica; Duarte;
Nicaragua; Greece; Index to Nos. 13-25.

Number 27 (1987) Religious Right: Nuclear war
theology; Christian underground; Fatima; Religious
Right and Blacks; NY Times/Pope plot; Samora
Machel; Carlucci; Southern Air Transport; Iran-
Contra documents; Michael Ledeen.

Number 28 (1987) CIA, drugs, secret wars: S.E.
Asia, Afghanistan, Central America, Nugan Hand;
MKULTRA/Canada; Delta Force; AIDS and CBW.
Number 29 (1988) Pacific: Philippines, Fiji, New
Zealand, Belau, Kanaky, Vanuatu, Maori in Hawaii;
atom testing; media on Nicaragua; Reader’s Digest,
CIA in Cuba; Tibet; FBI-CIA surveils Gorbachev;
Philip Agee on Veil; AIDS.

Number 30 (1988) Middle East: Intifada, Israeli
arms sales, chemical & nuclear warfare, Israel in
Africa & Central America; Disinformation & Libya;
CIA's William Buckley; Afghan contra lobby.
Number 31 (1989) Domestic surveillance: FBI, CIA
on campus; Office of Public Diplomacy; Geronimo
Pratt; Lexington prison; Puerto Rico; Intl. Freedom
Foundation; Disinformation.

Number 32 (1989) 10th Annv. Issue: Best of CA/B.
27 condensed articles: Naming Names; CIA and
NSA at home, abroad, in the media; Philip Agee.
Number 33 (1990) Bush Issue: CIA Bush agents,
secret team; Terrorism Task Force; Reagan's CIA;
Skull and Bones; NED in Nicaragua; EI Salvador
election; Chile; Cuba; Repubs. & Nazis; Rise of
national security state.

Number 34 (1990) Panama invasion; Noriega-CIA;
South African death squads; FBI-CIA and Martin
Luther King, Jr. assassination; NED in Nicaragua;
US and Pol Pot; Philippines; Operation CHAOS;
Taiwan'’s agents; Council for National Policy.
Number 35 (1990) Changes in Eastern Europe;
Reinhard Gehlen; Destabilization of USSR; NED in
Lithuania; Balkan nationalists; Free Congress
Foundation; Cuba; Iran-Contra; 1965 Indonesia
massacres; CIA banking.

Number 36 (1991) Racism and national security;
FBI vs. Arab-Americans and Black officials; Chad,
Uganda, South Africa, Angola, Mozambique, Zaire;
Haiti; Panama; Gulf War; COINTELPRO “art”;
National security humor.

Number 37 (1991) Gulf War: Media; CIA Irag

broadcasting; US trading with enemy; UN; Nuclear
war evangelicals; Domestic costs; North Korea
next?; Libya; Iran; lllegal arms deals; Georgie Anne
Geyer; Journalists and CIA.

Number- 38 (1991) DoD-CIA foreign/US student
recruitment; Rochester Institute of Technology;
Harvard; Militarism in academia resources; Judi
Bari; Arif Durrani; Rev. Moon and academia;
Targeting environmentalists; CIABase review.
Number 39 (1991-92) “Good” agencies: NED;
Peace Corps; USAID/AIDS; USIA; National Cancer
Institute/biowarfare; World Bank; Population con-
trol; Danny Casolaro; FBI & Supreme Court; Robert
Gates; USSR destabilization; BCCI.

Number 40 (1992) Native American struggle histo-
ry; Toxic dumps; Leonard Peltier; Hollywood's
racism; Guatemala; Rigoberta Menchu interview;
Pol Pot returns; East Timor massacre; US in Pacific,
GATT; David Duke in India.

Number 41 (1992) Next enemies; LA Uprising;
Nuclear threats; Bush and CIA; Bush family preys
together; UN: US Tool; Eqbal Ahmad; Nuclear pro-
liferation; Environmentalist attacked; Dissent as’
subversion.

Number 42 (1992) Philip Agee on CIA; Pery;
Fluoride; VP Bush & CIA; Nicaragua; Special Ops.;
Drug war; CIA vs. Henry Gonzalez; Bush inaugural
speech leak; Rev. Moon buys university.
Number 43 (1992-93) Chemical and biological war-
fare: Zimbabwe, South Africa, anthrax; Gulf War
Syndrome; Agent Orange; Scientific racism;
“Yellow Rain"/Wall Street Journal, Yugoslavia desta-
bilization; Religious Right; Somalia.

Number 44 (1993) Public Relations: Hill &
Knowlton, Burson-Marsteller; Clinton Cabinet;
Somalia; Rio Summit; BCCI-CIA; Clinton National
Security Act; Religious Right's anti-gay plans.
Number 45 (1993) South African Right global links;
Chris Hani assassination; German Neo-Nazis; HIV
Haitians; Russia; ADL spying list;" Pelican Bay
prison; Ireland’s youth; Police vs. black youth;
Angola profiteers; Benjamin Chavis.

Number 46 (1993) Econ. intel.; CIA's assassination
record; Israel and the bomb; NSA Clipper Chip;
School of Americas; Ex-adviser on El Salvador;
Private prisons; Delta death row; Savannah River;
France’s Groupe Bull; CIA banking.

Number 47 (1993-94) FBI vs. Judi Bari; Russian
coup; Rocky Flats; NAFTA; Howard Zinn on FBI;
Dave Dellinger on 90s; Cold War quiz; Allen
Ginsberg on CIA; Mumia Abu-Jamal; World
Bank/IMF; Evergreen Air. *
Number 48 (1994) Chiapas uprising; CIA and
NAFTA; Haiti; Iran-Contra Report; L.A.-8;
Mercenaries in Azerbaijan; Council for National
Policy; Guatemala and drugs; Reader survey.
Number 49 (1994) Montesinos and Fujimori;
Sudan; Operation Gladio; Human atom testing;
Armenia and Azerbaijan; S. Africa's left; E+Salvador
death squads. .
Number 50 (1994) Operation Condor; Clinton crime
bill; Liberty Lobby; Monfort meatpackers; Low
intensity Democracy; NRO & intel. budget.

Number 51 (1994-95) US in Haiti; Canadian intel-
ligence abets Neo-Nazis; Brookhaven and cancer;
Bulgaria; Population; Women'’s asylum rights; CIA
budget; Paramilitary vacations; Bud MacFarlane.
Number 52 (1995) Rwanda; Proposition 187;
Militia movement; Neo-Nazis and anti-abortion;
Groom Lake; Wall Street vs. Mexico; Human radia-
tion; Corporations fund research; NSA in -cyber-
space; Far Right/spies internet resources; Union



Carbide’s Warren Anderson.

Number 53 (1995) Gulf War Syndrome; Militias &
the military; Frank Donner; Arab bashing;
Hiroshima: Cold War bomb; Iragi embargo;
Guatemala; Bhopal; Secret FISA court; Antiterror
Act; 4th Amendment mugged.

Number 54 (1995) Chomsky on corporate propa-
ganda; Bosnia; Kurdistan; Sasakawa obit; NAFTA
layoffs; Prison labor; AFL-CIO in Russia; Private
*security guards; Walter Reuther.

Number 55 (1996) Police vs. citizen review;
Corporate assault on FDA; PR industry vs. activists;
Colin Powell; UN at 50/Fidel Castro; Economic
intelligence; Spain's dirty war; East Timor - Britain
Arms Indonesia; Bosnia.

Number 56 (1996) Chomsky; High-tech surveillance;
Militarizing the border; Pepper gas; Guyana;
Yugoslavia; Russian nationalism; US & Korea; La
Belle bombing.

Number 57 (1996) Racism in the ranks; White col-
lar crime; Common Law courts; INS detention cen-
ters; Buying Russian elections; Chomsky on Haiti;
US-Israel; Anonymous remailers; Nukes in space.
Number 58 (1996) Pilger on Burma; Estrogen &
endocrine; Crime & capital globalization; “Counter-
Terrorism” .documents; Church burnings; AID &
environment; Brookhaven; AIDS.

Number 59 (1996-97) Surveillance: ECHELON;
NSAs business plan; NIMA; Spooks & internet;
Canadian spies; Privatizing welfare; Mexico & SOA;
Afghanistan; CIA & drugs.

Number 60 (1997) Cassini plutonium missing;

Japan & Peru; MRTA; Prison labor; Unionbusting;
Universities and business; Colombia; Sudan; FBI-
CIA teamwork.

Number 61 (1997) Turkey's state killers; Privatizing
Hanford; Spying on activists; US torture manuals;
Arming Mexico's drug war; NSA, Russia and
Dudayev; NATO moves East; Spooks in Congress.
Number 62 (1997) US and Pol Pot; Paramilitary
policing; Selling SWAT; Mercenary armies and min-
erals; Mad Cow disease; Free radio; Che and the
CIA; Visit to CIA; Vaclav Havel.

Number 63 (1997) Right-wing think tanks; South
Aftican torture; chemical-biological warfare; NSA's
Crypto AG; Promise Keepers.

Number 64 (1998) Vietnam; Irag sanctions;
Political control technology; Jihad; Pinochet; Drug
war fungus; Burma-Singapore heroin trade.
Number 65 (1998) Philip Agee, Ramsey Clark;
Mumia Abu-Jamal; Serb demonization; Bosnia TV
disinformation; Media evasions; NGOs in Latin
America; Russian “reform”; War on Cuba; Assata
Shakur; Ron Ridenhour; CIA vs. Daniel Tsang; CIA
mistaken identities.

Number 66 (1998-99) Pinochet; Palestinian
Authority; Tomahawks; Sudan; Pentagon bucks;
PanAm 103; Laurent Kabila interview; Algeria;
Richard Holbrooke; NATO; Izetbegovitch; FBI's
D.C. “espionage” trial.

Number 67 (1999) Mumia Abu-Jamal; NATO bomb-
ing & “Greater Albania”; Humanitarian intervention
in Kosovo; Roma people; William Walker; Richard
Holbrooke; Ocalan; Police militarization; Tupac
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Shakur; CIA & labor; CIA drug smuggling; Leonard
Peltier.

Number 68 (1999) East Timor; Colombia; Panama;
Cuba vs. US; Serbia; NATO in Kosovo; KLA and
drugs; MPRI; Operation Urban Warrior; Homeland
defense; Poverty globalization.

Number 69 (2000) Congo; Chechnya; Colombia;
Ecuador; Iraqi oil; Depleted uranium; Yugoslavia;
India; Cyprus; Bosnia-Herzegovina; Seattle/WTO;
“Emergency management;” Hunger politics; Global
water; Climate; Prison-industrial complex; Military
civil disturbance planning; CIA & Cold War.
Number 70 (2001) Bush & environment; Mullah
Aid; Dick Held; Non-lethal weapons; Summit of the
Americas; Israeli Nukes; Kissinger; Star Wars;
Yugoslavia; Antonin Scalia; Bush & Blair; Rep. Rob
Simmons; 10 Worst Corps.; Statement by Leonard
Peltier.

Number 71 (2001) DU ammo.; Political Islam; Plan
Puebla-Panama; USA Patriot Act; War Criminals;
Israel & Hamas; Palestinian right of return;
Domestic anthrax; Plan Colombia; CIA visa
machine; DoD vs. environment.

Number 72 (2002) Police violence; ISI, CIA &
Taliban; Palestine; Venezuela plot & coup; Earl
Silbert & Enron; US Designs on lIraq; Argentina
bankrupted; Attack on Indian Parliament; Global
rollback; Elie Hobeika.

Number 73 (2002) Torture; Jenin and Amnesty
International; Academia & CIA; Pakistan; 50 Years
of Coups—Iran to Venezuela; Plutonium in Space;
U'wa vs. Occidental; Why NATO?
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