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Prefaceto the First Edition (1986)

St. Augustine tells the story of a pirate captusgddlexander the Great, who asked him "how he darekest
the sea.” "How dare you molest the whole world®" pirate replied: "Because | do it with a littlegslonly, |
am called a thief; you, doing it with a great naase called an Emperor.”

The pirate's answer was "elegant and excell&tt,"Augustine relates. It captures with some aayuthe
current relations between the United States ansbwsminor actors on the stage of internationaiotesm:
Libya, factions of the PLO, and others. More geltgr&t. Augustine's tale illuminates the meanirfgttee
concept of international terrorism in contempordfgstern usage, and reaches to the heart of theyfierer
selected incidents of terrorism currently beinghestrated, with supreme cynicism, as a cover fosté/a
violence.

The term "terrorism" came into use at the enthefeighteenth century, primarily to refer to vidl@cts of
governments designed to ensure popular submisEi@t.concept plainly is of little benefit to theaptitioners
of state terrorism, who, holding power, are in gippon to control the system of thought and expoessThe
original sense has therefore been abandoned, anérti “terrorism™ has come to be applied mainl{réail
terrorism" by individuals or groups.1 Whereas thent was once applied to emperors who molest their o
subjects and the world, now it is restricted t@weis who molest the powerful - though not entirelstricted:
the term still applies to enemy emperors, a cateti@t shifts with the needs of power and ideology.

Extricating ourselves from such practices, wethgeterm "terrorism" to refer to the threat or o$e&iolence
to intimidate or coerce (generally for politicagligious, or other such ends), whether it is theotesm of the
emperor or of the thief.

The pirate’s maxim explains the recently evoleedcept of "international terrorism" only in palt.is
necessary to add a second feature: an act of ir@nters the canon only if it is committed byeithside,"
not ours. That was the guiding doctrine of the pulbélations campaign about “international ternoris
launched by the Reagan Administration as it cameoffice. It relied on scholarship claiming to have
established that the plague is a "Soviet-inspiredtrument, "aimed at the destabilization of Waster
democratic society," as shown by the alleged faat terrorism is not "directed against the Sovietod or any
of its satellites or client states,” but ratherwsc"almost exclusively in democratic or relativelgmocratic
countries."2

The thesis is true, in fact true by definitionvemn the way the term "terrorism" is employed bg gmperor
and his loyal coterie. Since only acts committed'thyir side" count as terrorism, it follows thaetthesis is
necessarily correct, whatever the facts. In thé wemald, the story is quite different. The majorctims of
international terrorism3 in the past several desdt®ve been Cubans, Central Americans, and inmdditd
Lebanon, but none of this counts, by definition. a&Hsrael bombs Palestinian refugee camps killimgnyn
civiians - often without even a pretense of "repll - or sends its troops into Lebanese villages i
"counterterror" operations where they murder argtrdg, or hijacks ships and dispatches hundredi®stiages
to prison camps under horrifying conditions, thésniot "terrorism”; in fact, the rare voices of it are
thunderously condemned by loyal party liners fairthanti-Semitism" and "double standard,” demaatstl by
their failure to join the chorus of praise for "auatry that cares for human life" (Washington Posathose
"high moral purpose” (Time) is the object of neeading awe and acclaim, a country which, accortings
admirers, "is held to a higher law, as interprdtedt by journalists” (Walter Goodman).4

Similarly, it is not terrorism when paramilitafgrces operating from U.S. bases and trained byGhe
bombard Cuban hotels, sink fishing boats and atfRaksian ships in Cuban harbors, poison crops anc
livestock, attempt to assassinate Castro, and smanissions that were running almost weekly airtpeak.5
These and many similar actions on the part of thpezor and his clients are not the subject of aemniges and
learned tomes, or of anguished commentary andlekatm the media and journals of opinion.

Standards for the emperor and his court are enigiwo closely related respects. First, theirciest acts are
excluded from the canon; second, while terroriticks against them are regarded with extreme seass,
even requiring violence in "self-defense againsurel attack” as we will see, comparable or moréossr



terrorist attacks against others do not merit istiah or preemptive action, and if undertaken wioglicit fury

and a fearsome response. The significance of sunbrist attacks is so slight that they need bdbelyeported,
surely not remembered. Suppose, for example, tlsgaborne Libyan force were to attack three Amarica
ships in the Israeli port of Haifa, sinking one tbbm and damaging the others, using East Germae-mad
missiles. There is no need to speculate on thdioead urning to the real world, on June 5,1986séaborne
South African force attacked three Russian shipghénsouthern Angolan harbour of Namibe, sinking oh
them," using "Israeli-made Scorpion [Gabriel] mMssi'6

If the Soviet Union had responded to this testattack against commercial shipping as the Wdild have
done under similar circumstances - perhaps byeadimbing that would have destroyed Johannesbujgdie
by the action-response scale of U.S. and Israetallation” - the U.S. might well have considereduglear
strike as legitimate "retaliation” against the Conmist devil. In the real world, the USSR did natpend, and
the events were considered so insignificant thay there barely mentioned in the U.S. press.7

Suppose that Cuba were to have invaded Veneruddde 1976 in self-defense against terroristcittavith
the intent of establishing a "New Order" there aigad by elements under its control, killing 200 émans
manning an air defense system, heavily shellingul® Embassy and finally occupying it for sevetalys
during its conquest of Caracas in violation of aseefire agreement.8 Turning again to the realdyaml 1982
Israel attacked Lebanon under the pretext of ptioigthe Galilee against terrorist attack (fabrchfor the
U.S. audience, as tacitly conceded internally)hwhie intent of establishing a "New Order" thergamized by
elements under its control, killing 200 Russian®wlere manning an air defense system, heavilyisethe
Russian Embassy and finally occupying it for twoslauring its conquest of West Beirut in violatioha
cease-fire agreement. The facts were casually tegban the U.S., with the context and crucial baokgd
ignored or denied. There was, fortunately, no Songsponse, or we would not be here today to dsstius
matter.

In the real world, we assume as a matter of eotirat the Soviet Union and other official enemmasst of
them defenseless, will calmly endure provocatiams$ \dolence that would elicit a furious reactioeslval and
military, if the emperor and his court were thetvits.

The stunning hypocrisy illustrated by these andumerable other cases, some discussed below,tis nc
restricted to the matter of international terrorisho mention a different case, consider the WorldrW
agreements that allocated control over parts objirand Asia to the several Allied powers and dafe
withdrawal at specified times. There was greatagérover (in fact, outrageous) Soviet actions ist&a
Europe modeled closely on what the U.S. had donténareas assigned to Western control under wartim
agreements (Italy, Greece, South Korea, etc.),caed the belated Soviet withdrawal from northeam|rwhile
the U.S. violated its wartime agreements to withwdfieom Portugal, Iceland, Greenland, and elsewhanehe
grounds that "military considerations" make suclhdiawal "inadvisable,” the Joint Chiefs of Staffj@ed
with State Department concurrence. There was {@uigis day is - no outrage over the fact that Wastman
espionage operations, directed against the USSR, placed under the control of Reinhard Gehlen, b
conducted similar operations for the Nazis in Easkurope, or that the CIA was sending agents apgles
to aid armies encouraged by Hitler fighting in EEastEurope and the Ukraine as late as the earl@sl85 part
of the "roll-back strategy" made official in NSC-§8pril 1950).9 Soviet support for armies encouhdpy
Hitler fighting in the Rockies in 1952 might havieied a different reaction.10

Examples are legion. One of the most notoriouhésexample regularly offered as the ultimate ptbat
Communists cannot be relied upon to live up to exqents: the 1973 Paris Peace treaty concerningarnet
and its aftermath. The truth is that the U.S. amged at once that it would reject every term of sheap of
paper it had been compelled to sign, and procetddd so, while the media, in a display of seryithiat goes
beyond the norm, accepted the U.S. version ofrdayt (violating every essential element of-it)tlas actual
text, so that U.S. violations were "in accord" wikie treaty while the Communist reaction to theséations
proved their innate treachery. This example is megularly offered as justification for the U.S.ea€fion of a
negotiated political settlement in Central Amerid@monstrating the usefulness of a well-run propdga
system.11



As noted, "international terrorism" (in the sgieciVestern sense) was placed in the central fofwadtention
by the Reagan Administration as it came into offit@981.12 The reasons were not difficult to diegcéhough
they were - and remain - inexpressible within tbetdnal system.

The Administration was committed to three relgteticies, all achieved with considerable succéysransfer
of resources from the poor to the rich; 2) a lasgale increase in the state sector of the econontihe
traditional way, through the Pentagon system, aceée@ compel the public to finance high technolagjustry
by means of the state-guaranteed market for theupgtmn of high technology waste and thus to cbntg to
the program of public subsidy, private profit, edll"free enterprise"; and 3) a substantial increase.S.
intervention, subversion and international termorign the literal sense). Such policies cannot tesgnted to
the public in the terms in which they are intendEldey can be implemented only if the general pdpas
properly frightened by monsters against whom wetrdatend ourselves.

The standard device is an appeal to the threatvhaft the President called "the monolithic and legs
conspiracy" bent on world conquest - President kedgnas he launched a rather similar programl3agRes
"Evil Empire." But confrontation with the Empiresélf would be a dangerous affair. It is far satedd battle
with defenseless enemies designated as the EvilrEsiproxies, a choice that conforms well to thiedt plank
in the Reagan agenda, pursued for quite indepemdasbns: to ensure "stability" and "order" in Wiagton's
global domains. The "terrorism" of properly chogerates, or of such enemies as Nicaragua or Salaado
peasants who dare to defend themselves againstatitanal terrorist attack, is an easier target| ath an
efficiently functioning propaganda system, it candxploited to induce a proper sense of fear antilination
among the domestic population.

It is in this context that "international tersm" replaced human rights as "the Soul of our greiolicy” in
the 1980s, human rights having achieved this stysart of the campaign to reverse the notableovement
in the moral and intellectual climate during theé6@9 - termed the "Vietnam syndrome" - and to ovaethe
dread "crisis of democracy" that erupted in theesaontext as large elements of the general populaéigcame
organized for political action, threatening theteys of elite decision, public ratification, calledemocracy" in
Western parlance.14

In what follows, | will be concerned with inteti@nal terrorism in the real world, focusing atientprimarily
on the Mediterranean region. "Mideast/Mediterrangamorism" was selected as the top story of 1985 b
editors and broadcasters - primarily American gublby the Associated Press; the poll was takenrédfe
terrorist attacks at the Rome and Vienna airpantsDecember, which probably would have eliminated
remaining doubts.15 In the early months of 1986ceon over Mideast/Mediterranean terrorism reacihed
fever pitch, culminating in the U.S. bombing of y&bin April. The official story is that this couragus action
aimed at the leading practitioner of internatioieatorism achieved its goal. Qaddafi and other majmninals
are now cowering in their bunkers, tamed by thevdi@defender of human rights and dignity. But desthis
grand victory over the forces of darkness, thedsstiterrorism emanating from the Islamic world ghd
proper response for the democracies that defeniizety values remains a leading topic of concera dabate,
as illustrated by numerous books, conferenceglestand editorials, television commentary, andrsdnsofar
as any large or elite public can be reached, teudsion strictly observes the principles just eraiad:
attention is restricted to the terrorism of theethnot the emperor and his clients; to their cemeot ours. |
will, however, not observe these decencies.



I ntroduction (2002)

The impact of the terrorist atrocities of Septembgy 2001 was so overwhelming that the identifaragust
given is redundant: "9/11" suffices. It is widelgraed that the world has entered into a new agehich
everything will be different: "the age of terrotJhdoubtedly 9/11 will hold a prominent place in #r@als of
terrorism, though we should think carefully abowstjwhy this is the case. Anyone familiar with past
current history knows that the reason is not, riégjpéy, the scale of the crimes; rather, the choicenocent
victims. What the consequences will be dependstantially on how the rich and powerful interpreisth
dramatic demonstration that they are no longer imenfrsom atrocities of the kind they routinely ietlion
others, and how they choose to react.

In this connection, it is useful to consider savdéacts: 1) The "age of terror" was not unantitgal; 2) The
"war on terror" declared on September 11 is novation, and the way it was conducted in the vecgné past
can hardly fail to be instructive today.

As for 1), though no one could have predictedsiecific atrocities of 9/11, it had been underdttoy some
time that with contemporary technology, the indastworld was likely to lose its virtual monopolyf o
violence. Well before 9/11, it was recognized tteatwell-planned operation to smuggle [weapons ofsna
destruction] into the United States would haveeatst a 90 percent probability of success."l Amdrg t
contemplated threats are "small nukes," "dirty bsfhland a variety of biological weapons. Executmight
not require unusual technical proficiency or orgation. Furthermore, the source of terror mighthbed to
identify, hence to confront. Nine months after 94kd the anthrax scare that many analysts found exee
terrifying,2 the FBI reported that it still had grduspicions about the origins and planning of2Hd. attacks -
basically, those assumed at once, prior to what tmeithe most extraordinary international invesiayes in
history, which yielded very little, they acknowlergand the FBI reported no progress on identifyimg
perpetrators of the anthrax terror, though thes®bad been localized to Federal laboratories withe United
States, and huge resources had been devotedito/éstigation.

Turning to point 2), it is important to rememlbleat the "war on terror" was not declared by GeMgeBush
on 9/11, but rather re-declared. It had been dedla20 years earlier by the Reagan-Bush (No. 1)
Administration, with similar rhetoric and much te@me personnel in leading positions. They pledgextise
the "cancers" that are bringing "a return to badmann the modern age." They identified two maintees of
the "evil scourge of terrorism": Central Americadahe Middle East/Mediterranean region. Their cagmsto
eradicate the plague in these two regions rankgl d&aimong the foreign policy issues of the decauéhée case
of Central America, these campaigns quickly leddpular mobilization that was unprecedented in attar. It
had deep roots in mainstream American society, laoke new ground in the actions that were undentake
during the U.S. wars in Indochina, as in earlierst#m rampages in much of the world, few even thoog
going to live in a village to help the victims arwy; their presence, to provide some minimal pradectrom
the foreign invaders and their local clients. Theses also a large literature on the Reagan Admatish's
"war on terror." It found its place within the pdau movements that sought to counter state-supgorte
international terrorism, though it remained virtyalnmentionable in the mainstream under the cotwernhat
only crimes of others are to command attention @igdt passionate denunciation. Much of what foléos
drawn from writings of the 1980s on this topic,3iethhas considerable relevance for what lies ahead,
believe.

Washington's Central American base for countetiregplague was Honduras. The official in chargengdu
the most violent years was Ambassador John Negtepao was appointed by George Bush (No. 2) inl200
to lead the diplomatic component of the re-decldsedr on terror" at the United Nations. Reagan'scgy
envoy to the Middle East through the period of therst atrocities there was Defense Secretary Donald
Rumsfeld, who directs the military component of treev phase of the campaign. Other leading planiners
Washington also bring to the new "war on terrog' éxperience they gained from the first phase.

In both regions, the Reagan Administration cdroaet massive terrorist atrocities, vastly excegdinything
they claimed to be combating. In the Middle Eagtadarge margin the worst atrocities trace bacth&oU.S.
and its local clients, who left a trail of bloodghand devastation, particularly in the shatterecieties of
Lebanon and in the territories under Israeli mijitaccupation.



oentral America suffered even worse disastetheahands of the k-rrorist commanders in Washingtoch
their minions. One of the Inrgets was a state, fdigaa, which was therefore able to follow the ceuexjuired
by law and solemn treaties when a country is agtdcko appeal to international authorities. The M/@ourt
ruled in favor of Nicaragua, determining that th&sUwas guilty of "unlawful use of force" and vitian of
treaties, ordering Washington to terminate itsrimagional terrorist crimes and pay substantial ragpans. The
U.S. dismissed the Court ruling with contempt, loa official grounds that other nations do not agvék us so
we must decide for ourselves what lies within adorhestic jurisdiction”; in this case, a terrorisirvagainst
Nicaragua. With bipartisan support, the Administratimmediately escalated the crimes. Nicaraguaaleg
to the Security Council, where the U.S. vetoed soltgion supporting the Court decision and callorgall
states to observe international law, also votirgnal(with one or two client-states) against sim{aneral
Assembly resolutions. The U.S. escalated the aftatier while undermining efforts of the Centraharican
presidents to achieve a negotiated settlement. WHeepopulation finally succumbed, the nationakprevhile
acknowledging the terrorist methods employed, ditl tny to conceal its ecstasy, informing the woithat
Americans are "United in Joy" at this "Victory forS. Fair Play" (New York Times).

Elsewhere in Central America the population hagrmy to protect it. The atrocities carried oytle forces
armed and trained by the U.S. and the states tiaed its international terrorist network were #fere
considerably more extreme than in Nicaragua, whixey were horrifying enough. Conducted with
unspeakable barbarism and brutality, the U.S. weftssome 200,000 corpses and millions of refugesed
orphans in the shattered countries. One prime ttafgde "war on terror" was the Catholic Churchieth had
committed a grievous sin. Abandoning the traditionée of service to wealth and power, major segimef
the Church adopted "the preferential option for plo®r.” Priests, nuns, and layworkers sought tamizg
people who lived in misery to take some controthdir lives, thereby becoming "Communists” who miest
exterminated. It was more than symbolic that theocadus decade began with the assassination of &
conservative Archbishop who had become "a voicdHervoiceless," and ended with the brutal murdesi>o
leading Jesuit intellectuals, in both cases by Wagbn's favored clients. The events elicited ditthterest
among those responsible. Few even know the nam#sassassinated intellectuals, in dramatic csihtoa
dissidents in enemy states; one can imagine tlaioeaf they had not merely been jailed and exiledt had
their brains blown out by elite forces trained athed by the Kremlin, capping a record of horresdou
atrocities.

The basic facts are understood. The School oAthericas announces with pride that "liberatiorotbgy . . .
was defeated with the assistance of the U.S. Artinghks in no small measure to the training it et to
military officers of the client-states.

The "Victory for U.S. Fair Play" left more thantrail of mutilated corpses and ruined lives, ie thidst of
ecological disaster. After the U.S. took over agaih990, Nicaragua declined to the rank of poocesintry of
the hemisphere after Haiti - which, by coincidenbas been the leading target of U.S. interventiod a
violence for a century, and now shares with Cuba distinction of enduring a crushing U.S. embargo.
Elsewhere in the region,

neoliberal economic policies, such as ending psigbsidies and increasing sales taxes, have worgbeed
situation for the poor, the UN believes. Annualiabspending in the four drought-hit Central Amaric
countries is $100 a head, one sixth of the LatineAoan average [which is disgraceful enough]. Stiat
compiled for the UN's Food and Agricultural Orgaatian's annual meeting in Rome this week [June€Q@2]
show that the number of people with chronic hungeZentral America has risen by almost a thirdhea kast
decade, from 5 million to 6.4 million of the 28 fwh population.4

UN agencies are seeking remedies, "but withdeceve land reform these measures can have omiyek
impact." The popular organizations that might headethe way to land reform and other measures tefiie
the poor majority were effectively destroyed by Wagton's "war on terror." Formal democracy was
instituted, but it impresses mostly ideologuesldiroughout the hemisphere reveal that faithemdcracy
has steadily declined, in part because of the wigtstn of the social base for effective democraay in part,
very likely, because the institution of formal desracy was accompanied by neoliberal policies thdtice the
space for democratic participation.



Reviewing the program of "bringing democracyLetin America," Thomas Carothers, who served in the
"democracy enhancement” projects of the Reagan @idtration, concludes that the policies were "siate
but a "failure,” of a peculiarly systematic kindhéfe Washington's influence was least - in thehsyatcone -
successes were greatest, despite the efforts dehgan Administration to impede them; where Wagbimis
influence was greatest, successes were least. eds®m, Carothers concludes, is that Washingtonhsdag
maintain "the basic order of ... quite undemocraticieties" and to avoid "populist-based changenevitably
[seeking] only limited, top-down forms of democcatthange that did not risk upsetting the traditiona
structures of power with which the United States lwng been allied.” He dismisses the "liberaliquie” of
this approach because of its "perennial weak spottffers no alternative. The option of allowinget
population a meaningful voice in running their oaffairs is not on the agenda.5

In the reigning culture of terrorism, the crimekthe "war on terror" and their aftermath arouisie
articulate concern, apart from tactical considersti The facts were amply reported by human rights
organizations, church groups, and others, sometewes the press, but were mostly dismissed witmsha
apologetics. They are to teach us nothing aboutwae on terror.” Most of the story was excisedirbistory,
even hailed as "an inspiration for the triumph efricracy in our time" (New Republic). With the thref
meaningful democracy and desperately needed refirowned in blood, the region drifted back to the
obscurity of earlier years, when the vast majosiiffered bitterly but in silence, while foreign estors and
"the traditional structures of power with which thaited States has long been allied" enriched tleéras.

The reaction throughout makes good sense onrthaifing assumption that the victims are "meragsl’
whose lives have "no value," to borrow Hegel's ategerm for the lower orders. If they try to "mitheir
heads," they must be crushed by international isrmy which will be honored as a noble cause. éfytendure
in silence, their misery can be ignored. Histoactees few lessons with such crystal clarity.

Though Central America faded from view in the @89Sterror elsewhere remained prominent on thecyoli
agenda, and having defeated liberation theology,Uts. military was directed to new tasks. In thestrn
hemisphere, Haiti and Colombia became the focuswtern. In Haiti, the U.S. had provided ample supfor
state violence through the 1980s (as before), but problems arose in 1990, when to everyone's iserpr
Haiti's first democratic election was won overwhiglgly by a populist priest, thanks to large-scatgudar
mobilization in the slums and rural areas that badn ignored. The democratic government was quickly
overthrown by a military coup. The junta at oncesorged to atrocious terror to destroy the popular
organizations, with tacit support from Bush (No.ahgd Clinton. The elected president was finallyoesl, but
on condition that he keep to the harsh neolibevhties of the U.S.-backed candidate who had wopédi¢ent
of the vote in the 1990 election. Haiti declinetbifurther misery, while Washington again was lhiler its
inspiring dedication to freedom, justice, and deraoyg.

Considerably more significant for U.S. policydslombia, where the terrible crimes of earlier geaounted
sharply in the 1990s, and Colombia became thergadicipient of U.S. arms and training in the hgéee,
in conformity to a consistent pattern. By the detswend political murders were running at aboutaetay
(since perhaps doubled according to Colombian hungdris organizations), and the number of displaced
people had risen to two million, with some 300,000re each year, regularly increasing. The StateaBe@nt
and Rand Corporation concur with human rights degdions that some 75-80 percent of the atrociies
attributable to the military and paramilitaries.eTlatter are so closely linked to the military thitman Rights
Watch refers to them as the army's "sixth diviSia@lpngside the five official divisions. The progion of
atrocities attributed to the six divisions has rerad fairly constant through the decade, but witthdt from
the military to the paramilitaries as terror hagrb@rivatized, a familiar device, employed in récggars by
Serbia, Indonesia, and other terror states that $pkausible deniability” for their crimes. The U.%
employing a similar tactic, privatizing the traigiand direction of atrocities, as well as implemaéioh, as in
the chemical warfare operations (‘fumigation”) thatve had a devastating impact on much of the peasa
society under derisory drug war pretexts.6 Increflgi these operations are being transferred toafwi
companies (MPRI, Dyncorps), which are funded by Nifagon and employ U.S. military officers, a useful
device to escape the limited congressional scrdtingirect involvement in state terror.

In 1999, as atrocities mounted, Colombia becdmddading recipient of U.S. military aid worldwidapart
from the perennials, Israel-Egypt), replacing Tyrké\ strategically placed ally, Turkey had received



substantial U.S. military aid and training from th®40s, but there was a sharp increase in the 80slas
Turkey launched a counterinsurgency campaign tagyets miserably repressed Kurdish population.téSta
terror operations escalated in the 1990s, becommome of the worst crimes of that gory decade. The
operations, conducted with rampant torture and emisgble barbarism, drove millions of people frora th
devastated countryside while killing tens of thowdsa The remaining population is confined to aualt
dungeon, deprived of even the most elementarygighis state terror escalated, so did U.S. sugpotthe
crimes. Clinton provided Turkey with 80 percentitefarms; in 1997 alone arms flow exceeded theeold
War period combined up to the onset of the coumsergency campaign.8

It is instructive that in the deluge of commentan the second phase of the "war on terror,"viény recent
and highly relevant history merits no attentionefiéhis also no detectable concern over the fattlleasecond
phase is led by the only state to have been conel@rfor international terrorism by the highest intgronal
authorities, and that the coalition of the jushgs together a remarkable array of terrorist st&®assia, China,
and others, eagerly joining so as to obtain authtion for their terrorist atrocities from the gédbbeader who
pledges to drive evil from the world. No eyebrows eaised when the defense of Kabul against tgasses
from the hands of one terrorist state (Britainjatwther, Turkey, which qualified for the post by ‘lpositive
experiences" in combating terror, according to 8tate Department and the press. Turkey has become
"pivotal ally in Washington's new war against teism,” a Brookings Institution study explains. lash
"struggled with terrorist violence" in recent yearsl "is thus uniquely positioned to help shapenng global
effort to eliminate this threat."9

As the few examples cited illustrate - there ragny more -Washington's role in state-directedrivaonal
terrorism persisted without notable change in titerim between the two phases of the "war on téredong
with the reaction to it.

Just as had been true throughout the first pb#ige "war on terror,” ample information about meoecent
exploits of state-supported international terrortsas been available from the major human rightarmgtions
and other highly reliable sources, which are eggaslight when they have a story to tell that i®ldgically
serviceable. Here, that is most definitely not ¢hee. The facts are therefore ignored, or if thamipossible,
dismissed as a minor flaw or inadvertent deviafimm our path of righteousness. The performance was
particularly impressive in the 1990s, when it wasassary to suppress the role of the U.S. andligs &
Turkey, Colombia, East Timor, the Middle East, aisewhere, while praising Washington for entering a
"noble phase" in its foreign policy with a "saintijjow" as the leaders of the "idealistic New Wabkeht on
ending inhumanity," for the first time in histoyedicated themselves to "principles and valuesheir zeal to
uphold human rights and freedom. That the torreodd:flow without embarrassment is remarkable ehoug
that it was unimpeded by the crucial participatdrthe same saintly figures in some of the worshes of the
decade would have silenced even a Jonathan Swift.10

The successes of the first phase of the "waeoort' in Central America were mirrored in the setonajor
area of concern, the Middle East/Mediterranearoredn Lebanon, Palestinian refugees were cruskedd. $.-
backed terror operations, and Lebanese societgredfffurther trauma. Some 20,000 were killed duthmey
1982 Israeli invasion, many more in atrocities loé tisraeli Army (IDF) and its mercenaries in oceapi
Lebanon in the years that followed, continuing tigio the 1990s with periodic Israeli invasions tbeive
hundreds of thousands from their homes, killingdreds. The Lebanese government reports 25,00a kille
after the 1982 invasion. There was rarely a credfoetext of self-defense, as Israeli authoritiesceded
(apart from propaganda directed to the U.S.). Bupport was consistent and decisive throughout.

In the Israeli-occupied territories, terror aegnession increased through the 1980s. Israelddaeelopment
in the occupied territories, taking over valualdads and much of the resources, while organizititeseent
projects in such a way as to leave the indigenamilation isolated and helpless. The plans andrarog
relied crucially on U.S. military, economic, diplatic, and ideological support.

In the early days of the 35-year military ocdigga Moshe Dayan - one of the Israeli leaders most
sympathetic to the plight of the Palestinians -isely his cabinet colleagues that Israel shouldPaléstinians
that they will "live like dogs, and whoever wishasy leave."11 Like many such exercises, the hakroathe
occupation has been humiliation and degradatiathef'Araboushim” (the counterpart of "niggers,"Kés"),



who must be taught not to "raise their heads,'ha gtandard idiom. Twenty years ago, reviewing ante
earlier outbreaks of settler/IDF violence, politisaeientist Yoram Peri ruefully observed that thopsrters of a
million young Israelis have learned from militargreice "that the task of the army is not only tdedel the
state in the battlefield against a foreign army,tbudemolish the rights of innocent people justehese they are
Araboushim living in territories that God promisidus.” The "two-legged beasts" (Prime Minister [slie@em
Begin) will then be able only "to scurry aroundedilrugged roaches in a bottle" (Chief of Staff Rhtatan).
Eitan's superior Ariel Sharon, fresh from his ingasof Lebanon and the Sabra-Shatila massacresedithat
the way to deal with demonstrators is to "cut d¢féit testicles." The mainstream Hebrew press redort
"detailed accounts of terrorist acts [by the IDI aettlers] in the conquered territories," whichrevpresented
to Prime Minister Begin by prominent political figes, including leading hawks. These included ragula
exercises of humiliation, such as forcing Arabooshd urinate and excrete on one another and cravhe
ground while they call out "Long Live the State Iefael” or lick the earth; or on Holocaust day,wdte
numbers on their own hands "in memory of Jews & @lktermination camps.” Such acts have scandalizec
much of the Israeli public since, again when theyenrepeated during Sharon's April 2002 invasion.

The respected human rights activist and legatiapgt Raja Shehadah wrote 20 years ago thatdt@sBnians
under occupation there are few choices: "Living ltkis, you must constantly resist the twin temetest of
either acquiescing in the jailer's plan in numbpa&s or becoming crazed by consuming hatred far yailer
and yourself, the prisoner." The only alternatigeto be one of the "samidin,” those who silentlylee,
controlling their fury.

One of Israel's most eminent writers, Boaz Eviescribed the technique of the occupation sudgintb
keep them on a short leash,” to make sure that ieggnize "that the whip is held over their headfat
makes more sense than slaughter, because thamezviblk can "accept it all peacefully," asking Ht is so
terrible? Is anyone being killed?"

Evron's acid critique is right on the mark. Itx@aracy has repeatedly been demonstrated, veryepdbmnin
April 2002, when the latest of Sharon's war crinvess neatly converted by the pro-Israel lobby to a
demonstration that outside the U.S., the worlduled by ineradicable anti-Semitism. The proof iattharly
fears of a huge slaughter proved unfounded, anthatl happened was the destruction of the Jenugeef
camp, the old city of Nablus, and the cultural eerdand other civilian institutions in Ramallah, regowith
obscene humiliation of the normal variety, brutallective punishment of hundreds of thousands nbaent
people, and other trivialities of the kind that edied Americans and many Israelis can "accept fidbce
Surely no one but some hysterical anti-lraqi rasistild object if Saddam Hussein's forces were toycaut
similar actions in Israel or the U.S.

Individual cases often reveal prevailing attitsidewards terror more graphically than the genpieture.
There is no more vivid and lasting symbol of "tlvéd scourge of terrorism" than the brutal murdeadfrippled
American in a wheelchair, Leon Klinghoffer, duritige hijacking of the Achille Lauro in October 198he
atrocity is in no way mitigated by the claim of ttegrorists that the hijacking was in retaliatiar the U.S.-
backed Israeli bombing of Tunis a week earlier,alifhad killed 75 Tunisians and Palestinians witltirgalible
pretext. Reactions were quite different when Britisporters found "the flattened remains of a wdtest" in
the Jenin refugee camp after Sharon's onslaugftatl been utterly crushed, ironed flat as if tagoon," they
reported: "In the middle of the debris lay a brokemte flag." A crippled Palestinian, Kemal Zughgyé&vas
shot dead as he tried to wheel himself up the rdhd. Israeli tanks must have driven over the bbaégause
when [a friend] found it, one leg and both armsewvaissing, and the face, he said, had been rippeda."12
This apparently did not even merit report in th&Uand if it were reported, it would be deniednglavith a
flood of accusations of anti-Semitism that wouldlgably lead to apology and retraction. If acknowled, the
crime would be dismissed as an inadvertent errdhencourse of justified retaliation, quite unlitkee Achille
Lauro atrocity. Kemal Zughayer will not enter thenals of terrorism along with Leon Klinghoffer.

It is all too easy to multiply such examples. Laflies must be distinguished from the Arabousthey grind
under their boots, just as more generally overcrguries, human beings are not to be confused 'witdre
things."”



Former Chief of Israeli intelligence Shlomo Gaaitsenior official of the military administration its early
years, described the occupation in 1985 as a "sacxtery." The population was causing no problerhgy
were samidin who do not raise their heads. The gayngoal had been achieved: "to prevent the inhatstof
the territories from participating in shaping thaifical future of the territory” or to "be seen aartner for
dealings with Israel." That entailed "the absolptehibition of any political organization, for itas clearly
understood by everyone that if political activismdaorganization were permitted, its leaders wowdddme
potential participants in political affairs.” Thame considerations require "the destruction oindllative and
every effort on the part of the inhabitants of tibeitories to serve as a pipeline for negotiatiagae a channel
to the Palestinian Arab leadership outside of ¢éngtories.” The guiding principle had been enutedan 1972
by the distinguished Israeli diplomat Chaim HerzZiaggr President: "I do not deny the Palestiniapéaae or
stand or opinion on every matter . . . But certalrdm not prepared to consider them as partneasyrrespect
in a land that has been consecrated in the handgrafation for thousands of years. For the Jewtisfland
there cannot be any partner."13

For the sponsors, problems arise only if thegged roaches become so "crazed by consuming hatratl"
they do raise their heads and even turn on théarga In that case punishment is severe, reacbkigeme
levels of brutality, always with impunity as long the paymaster agrees. Until December 1987, wiesfirst
Intifada broke out, Palestinians within the temi#s were remarkably subdued. When they finallgeditheir
heads within the occupied territories, the IDF, dgor Patrol (who resemble paramilitaries), and eeitl
exploded in a paroxysm of terror and brutality.14

Reporting in the U.S. was scanty. The press emmimentary also generally remained loyal, while
Washington valiantly pretended "not to see" ofteyghe PLO and others for a political settlememakly, as
it was becoming an object of international ridigiWéashington agreed to talk to the PLO, with thédcth
pretense, accepted without a qualm by the intelldaommunity and the media, that the PLO had subeud
and had now meekly agreed to accept the forthiigst stand. In the first meeting (reported in Isaed
Egypt, but not in the U.S., within the mainstreamjashington demanded that the PLO call off thetstio
within the territories under military occupationyliich we view as terrorist acts against Israelhiag to
"undermine [its] security and stability.” The "terism" is not that of the occupying army; their leiace is
legitimate, given U.S. government priorities, jastit was in Lebanon. It is those who dare to rthee heads
who are culpable. Prime Minister Rabin informed deeldlow leaders that the purpose of the "low-le\e!S.-
PLO negotiations was to provide Israel with ampieetto crush the Intifada by "harsh military andmamic
pressure,” and assured them that the Palestiniith$® broken.”

As is commonly the case, violence worked. Whaay tvere "broken™ and returned to the state of seanid
concerns in the U.S. abated, as in other casesprdgrating again the accuracy of Evron's analysted
earlier.

So matters proceeded through the 1990s, nowmilld framework of the "Oslo peace process." InGhaea
Strip, a few thousand Jewish settlers live in lyxwith swimming pools, fishponds, and highly swssfal
agriculture thanks to their appropriation of mudhh® region's meager water resources. A millioleftmians
barely survive in misery, imprisoned behind a vealtl barred access to the sea or to Egypt, oftepelbed to
walk or swim around IDF barriers that serve liifl@ny security function but do impose harsh angrdding
punishment. Often they face live fire if they saekiravel within the dungeon. Gaza has become ptmeal
colony" of Israel, its "devils island, Alcatraziie prominent columnist Nahum Barnea writes.

As in Central America, conditions deteriorategbslily through the 1990s.15 The Clinton-Barak psa® of
summer 2000 at Camp David were lavishly praisetreggnanimous” and "generous,” and it is only faisay
that they did offer an improvement. At the timeleBtinians were confined to over 200 enclaves enWest
Bank, most of them tiny. Clinton and Barak magnanisly offered to reduce the number to three cantons
effectively separated from one another and fromctrger of Palestinian life, culture, and commuinices in
East Jerusalem. The Palestinian entity would thecoime a "neocolonial dependency” that will be
"permanent,” as Barak's Foreign Minister descritiedgoal of the Oslo process, reiterating the olagiem of
Moshe Dayan 30 years before that the occupatidipesmanent.” On the Gaza model, a wall was being
constructed in summer 2002 to imprison the popatatwith internal barriers that will be passabfeati all,
only after long periods of harassment and purpddeimiliation of people seeking to reach hospitaisijt



relatives, go to school, find work, transfer proguar otherwise survive within the dungeon. If saobasures
restore the monopoly of violence and terror presipenjoyed by Washington's client regime, the goin the
West Bank too will be deemed a success.

In mid-2002, the UN World Food Program requesiedor support for a program to feed half a million
Palestinians suffering from hunger and malnutritiag "growing numbers of families in the Israelcogied
territories are being forced to skip meals or redtieir food intake," the WFP warned, anticipatihgt the
situation would deteriorate further as Israel preasefree movement of goods among the eight cantoiss
establishing within the "penal colony."16

Like its Gaza model, the West Bank wall is to"bemi-permeable.” The IDF, Jewish settlers, andifpr
tourists can flow freely in either direction, bugtrihe "mere things" whose lives have "no valuethesrulers.

As long as people whose lives have value are inemthe fate of their victims can be ignored. Eythaise
their heads, they must be taught lessons in obeelidfiolence is typically the first choice, whichwhy state-
directed international terrorism is such a ramgaague. If that fails, other means must be consiuleDuring
the first Intifada even extreme supporters of Isreeror began to call for partial withdrawal besa of the
costs to Israel. In the early days of the seconifhtfa, the killing of hundreds of Palestinians dadje-scale
collective punishment did not even impede new skipis of helicopters and other terror weapons, buha
Intifada spun out of control, reaching to Israséit, new steps were necessary. President Bushpggelaimed
his "vision" of an eventual Palestinian state, technacclaim, as he approached (from below) thedstésouth
African racists 40 years earlier, who not only kdtision" of Black-run states, but actually implented it.

Just what and where the eventual state shoulereained an open question. House Majority Leadek Di
Armey observed that "there are many Arab natiohat have plenty of "soil and property and oppotiuto
create a Palestinian state,” so that Israel sHguéb the entire West Bank" and "the Palestinidmaikl leave."
His counterparts point out that there are plentyesfs in New York and Los Angeles and the richeahtry in
the world would have no problem absorbing a fewiamimore, solving the problem. At the oppositerexte
of the spectrum, Anthony Lewis lauded "the unseetital old soldier" Yitzhak Rabin, a man of "sheer
intellectual honesty" who was willing to sign thesl® agreements. But the Israeli right wing, unliRabin,
"opposes any solution that would give the Palestisia viable state - tiny, disarmed, poor, domahabigelsrael,
but their own." That is "the heart of the mattemtl if Rabin's noble vision fails, the peace precedi die.17

Meanwhile state terror remains the approved meaasntrol. In the first days of the Intifada,dst used U.S.
helicopters to attack civilian targets, killing awdunding dozens of people. Clinton responded thighbiggest
shipment of military helicopters in a decade, ahghments continued as Israel began using themdbtigal
assassinations and other terrorist acts. The WSsistently refused to allow international monifordose
presence is likely to reduce violence. In Decemp@dl, along with vetoing another Security Council
resolution calling for dispatch of monitors, thesBuAdministration took a further step to "enhaneear”
(Arafat's crime, according to the President) byarndning the international effort to terminate &Eta "grave
breaches" of the Fourth Geneva Convention. The rgemrdtitude is well expressed by the Presidenhism
major political pronouncement on the Arab-Israehfiot (June 24, 2002): the guiding principle isattonly
"leaders not compromised by terror" will be adndtt® the U.S.-run diplomatic process. Ariel Sharon
automatically meets the condition, a fact that appéo have aroused no comment, though some winbed
the President declared him to be "a man of peacea$ -his 50-year record of terrorist atrocities yfull
demonstrates. No U.S. leader can be so compronbgatkfinition. It is the Palestinian leaders omllyo must
satisfy the master's demand that their violence r@pdession be directed solely against other twged
beasts, as in the past, when these practices wapoguand acclaim from the U.S.-Israel allianceotigh the
Oslo years. If they depart from that mission orla@®ntrol, they must be eliminated and replacednloye
reliable puppets, preferably by elections that idltermed "“free" if the right person wins.

The basic principles concerning terror have beettined with some candor by honest statesmen: ¥fins
Churchill, for example. He informed Parliament yef@vorld War | that

we are not a young people with an innocent recattiaascanty inheritance. We have engrossed to loasse
an altogether disproportionate share of the weaithtraffic of the world. We have got all we wamterritory,



and our claim to be left in the unmolested enjoyim@nvast and splendid possessions, mainly acquised
violence, largely maintained by force, often sedégss reasonable to others than to us.

As the U.S. and Britain emerged victorious 883, Churchill drew the appropriate conclusionsrirbis
realistic observations:

the government of the world must be entrusted tisfead nations, who wished nothing more for thelvese
than what they had. If the world-government wergha hands of hungry nations, there would always be
danger. But none of us had any reason to seeknfghiag more. The peace would be kept by peoples wh
lived in their own way and were not ambitious. @omer placed us above the rest. We were like rielm m
dwelling at peace within their habitations.18

Others who have gained "vast and splendid ps&ses" also not very politely, understand the Chiliian
principles well. The Kennedy and Reagan Adminigirat are considered to be at opposite poles oftise
political spectrum, but in this regard they werikeal Both recognized the need to resort to terooerisure
subordination to the rich men who wish to enjoyirtlmssessions undisturbed. After only a few moniths
office, Kennedy ordered that the "terrors of thetr@amust be visited upon Cuba until Fidel Castso i
eliminated. Large-scale terror continued througmmé&sly's years in office; he approved major newoterr
operations ten days before his assassination.&dsons were clear and explicit. Cubans had rasdheads;
and worse, were providing an "example and gendnalukis” that might "encourage agitation and raldica
change" in other parts of Latin America, where faband economic conditions.. . invite oppositionrtiling
authority." It is not what Castro does that is impot; rather, the Kennedy intellectuals recognitteat "the
very existence of his regime . . . represents aessful defiance of the U.S., a negation of our letho
hemispheric policy of almost half a century," basedhe principle of subordination to the will biet Colossus
of the North. The threat posed by Castro, Kenneatyrgsors warned the incoming President, is "threasp of
the Castro idea of taking matters into one's owmdka a grave danger when "The distribution of |amd
other forms of national wealth greatly favors thepertied classes. . . [and] The poor and unddtpged,
stimulated by the example of the Cuban revolutasa,now demanding opportunities for a decent livit@

Even without the threat of a good example, "succe ssful defiance of the U.S." cannot be
tolerated. Quite generally, "maintaining credibilit y" is a leading principle of
statecraft and a standard official

justification for policy. If the world is suitably frightened, that is a net benefit.
Reagan planners warned Europe that if they did not join Washington's "war on terror" with
proper enthusiasm, "the crazy Americans" might "tak e matters into their own hands." The
press lauded the success of this courageous stand i n bringing European "wimps" into line.
Clinton's Strategic Command (STRATCOM) advised that "part of the national persona we
project" should be as an ‘irrational and vindictive " power, with some elements

"potentially 'out of control'."

Prominent international affairs specialists hexagned since the 1980s that the U.S. is perceiyeddny as a
"rogue superpower" and a serious threat to thestexce. But that is all to the good, if it indudear and
subordination.

Current policy-makers, many of them carry-ovieosn the Reagan years, are quite forthright inrtgkihis
stand. When Saudi Prince Abdullah visited the thS\pril 2002 to urge Washington to pay some attento
the difficulties caused for its allies in the Aralorld by its support for Israeli terror and repieas he was
bluntly informed that his concerns did not matt@he idea was, if he thought we were strong in BteStorm,
we're ten times as strong today,” one official sdithis was to give him some idea what Afghanistan
demonstrated about our capabilities."

The thinking at the top level of the DepartmehDefense was outlined by Jay Farrar, a formeraedOD
official who directs special projects at the CeritgrStrategic and International Studies, a centhiashington
think tank: if the U.S. "was firm, tough, acted kwitesolve, especially in that area of the worle, st of the
world will come along and respect us for our touggsiand won't mess with us."20



In short, get lost. You're either with us or agdius, as the President said, and if you're ntbt ug you'll be
pulverized. That's why we bomb countries like Afgiséan: to give recalcitrants some idea of whatreve'
capable of doing if someone gets in our way. Thesequences for terrorism are of only secondary itapoe;
in fact, U.S. intelligence concludes that bombifd\fghanistan probably increased the threat bytegag the
al-Qaeda network and spawning others like it. Farrtiore, as noted earlier, nine months after th& aftacks
U.S. intelligence knew little about their origirtjlisonly "believing" that the idea may have beestdhed in
Afghanistan, though not the implementation and miap21 Under prevailing norms for the rich and pofl,
that suffices to justify bombing innocent peoplel an elicit eloquent pronouncements about the ispieour
leaders for the highest principles of morality ;mtérnational law.

Indications are that the new "war on terror" wdkemble its predecessor, and many other episidsate
terrorism that did not receive the official Orwali designation. Nonetheless, there are cruciagréifices. In
the present case, the war was re-declared in resptmnan actual and very serious terrorist atrpcitt
concocted pretexts. But institutions remain stable] the policies that flow from them tend to takeilar
forms, adapted to new circumstances. One stabtar&e# the Churchillian doctrine: the rich and ol
have every right to demand that they be left incpe® enjoy what they have gained, often by victeand
terror; the rest can be ignored as long as thersuf silence, but if they interfere with the Is/ef those who
rule the world by right, the "terrors of the earthifl be visited upon them with righteous wrath)ess power is
constrained from within.

The first five chapters below are concerned withfirst phase of the "war on terror,” during Beagan-Bush
(No. 1) Administrations. The preface and the firsee chapters constitute the original publicat®mates and
Emperors (Claremont, 1986). Chapter 1 is devoteth@éoconceptual framework in which these and rdlate
issues are presented within the reigning doctriyatem. Chapter 2 provides a sample - only a sampfe
Middle East terrorism in the real world, along wgbme discussion of the style of apologetics engulay
ensure that it proceeds unhampered. Chapter 3 toithe role played by Libya in the doctrinal systduring
those years. Chapter 4 appears in the 1987 edifidrirates and Emperors (Black Rose, Montreal)s ia
transcript of a keynote address at the Arab Assiociaof University Graduates Convention, NovembBgr 1
1986. Chapter 5 (July 1989) appears in Alexander@s ed., Western State Terrorism (1991).

Chapter 6 turns to the second phase of the "waewor,” re-declared after 9/11. It is based dalk at the
Conference of the American Friends Service Commitiad Tufts University's Peace and Justice Studies
Program and Peace Coalition on "After SeptembePhaihs to Peace, Justice and Security,” Tufts Wsitye
December 8, 2001. Chapter 7, like chapter 4, iceored with U.S. policies in the Middle East. Ittie
introduction to Roane Carey, The New Intifada (2001

Parts of chapter 1 appeared in the Uthe Re&@druary-March 1986, Index on Censorship (Londaoiy J
1986), and // Manifesto (Rome, January 30, 198&yeEpts from chapter 2 appear in Race & Class (band
Summer 1986), and another version in Michael Sprinled., Negations: Spurious Scholarship and the
Palestinian Question (Verso, 1987). The chapter afgpears in Edward Said and Christopher Hitcheds.,
Blaming the Victims (Verso, 1988). Chapter 3 is adified and expanded version of an article in Cover
Action Information Bulletin, Summer 1986. Earlieergions of these articles appear in the New Statesm
(London), ENDpapers (Nottingham), El Pais (Madrahd in Italy, Mexico, Uruguay and elsewhere. Pafts
chapters 2 and 3 are also included in my papeertiational Terrorism: Image and Reality," delivesgdhe
Frankfurt conference on International Terrorism,riAf986, published in Crime and Social Justice287-
1987, an issue of the journal that reviews thepesdroadly.

The chapters have been edited to eliminate nsatterlonger relevant, redundancies, etc. Throughbet
words "currently,” "recently," etc. refer to thene of publication. | have not updated the notemdtude the
mass of highly relevant material after publication.



Part 1. Thought Control: The Case of the Middle East (1986)

From a comparative perspective, the United Statesusual if not unique in its lack of restraintsfrieedom of
expression. It is also unusual in the range anelce¥ieness of the methods employed to restrairdémeeof
thought. The two phenomena are related. Liberalodeatic theorists have long observed that in aetpci
where the voice of the people is heard, elite gsompist ensure that that voice says the right thihge less
the state is able to employ violence in defensthefinterests of elite groups that effectively doate it, the
more it becomes necessary to devise techniquesaitifacture of consent,” in the words of Walterpomann
over 60 years ago, or "engineering of consent,"ptiiase preferred by Edward Bernays, one of thading
fathers of the American Public Relations industry.

In the entry on "propaganda” in the Encyclopaedithe Social Sciences in 1933, Harold Lasswatl@xed
that we must not succumb to "democratic dogmat@bwait men being the best judges of their own isteré
We must find ways to ensure that they endorse ¢eesins made by their far-sighted leaders - aoles=arned
long before by dominant elites, the rise of the [lRuBelations industry being a notable illustratidlhere
obedience is guaranteed by violence, rulers mag tewards a "behaviorist" conception: it is enought
people obey; what they think does not matter tochmMVhere the state lacks adequate means of cogeitie
important to control what people think as well.1

The attitude is common among intellectuals actbespolitical spectrum, and is regularly maintairvehen
they shift across this spectrum as circumstancewtdi A version was expressed by the highly rdsgec
moralist and political commentator Reinhold Niebuwtinien he wrote in 1932 - then from a Christian left
perspective - that given "the stupidity of the aggr man," it is the responsibility of "cool obses/do provide
the "necessary illusion" that provides the faithttmust be instilled in the minds of the less ereb® The
doctrine is also familiar in its Leninist versiaag in American social science and liberal commegrganerally.
Consider the bombing of Libya in April 1986. We deaithout surprise that it was a public relationsess in
the United States. It "is playing well in Peoriaidaits "positive political impact” should "strength President
Reagan's hand in dealing with Congress on isskesthie military budget and aid to Nicaraguan 'Casitt
"This sort of public education campaign is the mseeof statecraft,” according to Dr Everett Laddeading
academic public opinion specialist, who added thgpresident "must be engaged in the engineering of
democratic consent,” the inspired Orwellism comnropublic relations and academic circles to retethe
methods for undermining meaningful democratic pgoétion in shaping public policy.3

The problem of "engineering democratic consenea in a particularly sharp form when state pols
indefensible, and becomes serious to the extentth®issues are serious. There is no doubt abwut t
seriousness of the issues arising in the Middle, Easticularly the Arab-Israeli conflict, which commonly -
and plausibly - judged the most likely "tinderbdkat might set off a terminal nuclear war as reglaonflict
engages the superpowers, as has come too closeomoiort in the past. Furthermore, U.S. policy has
contributed materially to maintaining the state roilitary confrontation and is based on implicit isic
assumptions that would not be tolerated if statgeinty. There is also a marked divergence betwegunlao
attitudes, generally supportive of a Palestiniatesivhen the question is raised in polls, and gtaliey, which
explicitly bars this option,4 though the divergenseof little moment as long as the politically iaet and
articulate elements of the population maintain progiscipline. To assure this outcome, it is nemgs$o
conduct what American historians called "historieagineering” when they lent their talents to thds@n
Administration during World War | in one of the Baexercises of organized "manufacture of conseftiére
is a variety of ways in which this result is aclady

One meihod is to devise an appropriate form eWwspeak in which crucial terms have a technicatesen
divorced from their ordinary meanings. Consider,dwample, the term "peace process."” In its tecthrsense,
as used in the mass media and scholarship generdhg United States, it refers to peace propasadvsnced
by the U.S. government. Right-thinking people htgs Jordan will join the peace process; that iff,agcept
U.S. dictates. The Big Question is whether the Rl agree to join the peace process, or can batgda
admission to this ceremony. The headline of a rewakthe "peace process" by Bernard Gwertzmaneriaw
York Times reads: "Are the Palestinians Ready tekSeeace?"5 In the normal sense of the term "petue,
answer is of course "Yes." Everyone seeks peacthednown terms; Hitler, for example, surely sougbace
in 1939, on his terms. But in the system of thougbntrol, the question means something else: Aee th



Palestinians ready to accept U.S. terms for pe@be8e terms happen to deny them the right of natiesilf-
determination, but unwillingness to accept this ssmuence demonstrates that the Palestinians deee&t
peace, in the technical sense.

Note that it is unnecessary for Gwertzman tovalskther the United States or Israel is "ready ek geeace.”
For the U.S., this is true by definition, and tloeentions of responsible journalism entail tha shhme must
be true for a well-behaved client-state.

Gwertzman asserts further that the PLO has alnggsted "any talk of negotiated peace with Istaghat is
false, but it is true in the world of "necessaiydion” constructed by the Newspaper of Recordcivhalong
with other responsible journals, has either suga@she relevant facts or relegated them to Omswvedeful
memory hole.

Of course, there are Arab peace proposals, dmguPLO proposals, but they are not part of theage
process.” Thus, in a review of "Two Decades of 8wpkPeace in the Middle East,” Times Jerusalem
correspondent Thomas Friedman excludes the majab Aincluding PLO) peace proposals; no Israeli
proposals are listed, because no serious oneshleaveadvanced, a fact not discussed.6

What is the character of the official "peace ps®® and the Arab proposals that are excluded ir®»mBefore
answering this question, we must clarify anothehmécal term: "rejectionism.” In its Orwellian usaghis
term refers exclusively to the position of Arabsonmteny the right of national self-determinationiscaeli
Jews, or who refuse to accept Israel's "right testgxa novel and ingenious concept designed to bar
Palestinians from the "peace process" by demomgjréite "extremism” of those who refuse to conctae
justice of what they see as the robbery of theméland, and who insist upon the traditional viethe view
adopted by the reigning ideological system in timitédl States as well as prevailing internationakpce with
regard to every state apart from lIsrael - that evistlates are recognized within the internationdertheir
abstract "right to exist" is not.

There are elements in the Arab world to whichtdren "rejec-tionist" applies: Libya, the minoriRejection
Front of the PLO, and others. But it should notapgcnotice that in official Newspeak, the term sgdiin a
strictly racist sense. Abandoning such assumptiesybserve that there are two groups that clagritiht of
national self-determination in the former Palestititee indigenous population and the Jewish settidre
largely displaced them, at times with considerafiddence. Presumably, the indigenous populatiorehayhts
comparable to those of the Jewish immigrants (somgét argue that this does not go far enough, Ipuit ithat
issue to the side). If so, then the term "rejecsiori should be used to refer to denial of the righbational
self-determination to one or the other of the cangenational groups. But the term cannot be usatsinon-
racist sense within the U.S. doctrinal system, towill be seen at once that the U.S. and Israall ldee
rejectionist camp.

With these clarifications, we can turn to the gjimn: what is the "peace process"?

The official "peace process" is explicitly rejecist, including the United States and both magolitical
groupings in Israel. Their rejectionism is, in fasxd extreme that the Palestinians are not evbea fermitted to
select their own representatives in eventual natjotis about their fate - just as they are deniediaipal
elections or other democratic forms under the Ismaditary occupation. Is there a non-rejectionsace
proposal on the agenda? In the U.S. doctrinal systiee answer is of course "No," by definition.the real
world, matters are different. The basic terms a$ throposal are familiar, reflecting a broad intgronal
consensus: they include a Palestinian state iWtbst Bank and Gaza Strip alongside Israel and tineiple
that "it is essential to ensure the security anesagnty of all states of the region includingsbmf Israel.”

The quoted words are those of Leonid Brezhneaniraddress to the Soviet Communist Party Congriess o
February 1981, expressing the consistent SovidtiposBrezhnev's speech was excerpted in the Newk Y
Times with these crucial segments omitted; cuta Reagan post-summit statement in Pravda evoketh muc
justified indignation. In April 1981, Brezhnev'sat#ment was unanimously endorsed by the PLO, leutaitt
was not reported in the Times. Official doctrinddsothat the Soviet Union, as always, is concermdg to



cause trouble and block peace, and thus suppoals #jectionism and extremism. The media dutiftulll
their assigned role.

One might cite other examples. In October 19&7joint Carter-Brezhnev statement called for the
"termination of the state of war and establishmehtormal peaceful relations” between lIsrael arsd it
neighbors. This was endorsed by the PLO, and vatkdrby (:arter after a furious reaction by Isramd dés
American lobby. In January 1976, Jordan, Syria Bggpt supported a proposal for a two-state settiéme
debated by the Security Council of the United Naiol he resolution incorporated the essential vagrdf UN
242, the core document of relevant diplomacy, guaring the right of every state in the regionlite in
peace within secure and recognized borders.” Thposal was endorsed by the PLO; according to Israel
President Chaim Herzog (then UN Ambassador), it ipaspared” by the PLO. It was backed by virtualg
entire world, and vetoed by the United States.7

Much of this has been eliminated from historyjomarnalism and scholarship. The 1976 internatioméhtive
is not even mentioned in the unusually carefuleevby Seth Tillman in his book The United Stated #re
Middle East (Indiana, 1982). It is mentioned by@te Spiegel in his The Other Arab-Israeli Conf{iChicago,
1985, p. 306), a highly regarded work of scholagrshlong with some interesting commentary. Spiegéks
that the U.S. "vetoed the pro-Palestinian resafitsn as "to demonstrate that the United Stateswilsg to
hear Palestinian aspirations but would not accediemands that threatened Israel.” The commitnzeblt $.-
Israeli rejectionism could hardly be clearer, am@dacepted as quite proper in the United Statesgakith the
principle that demands that threaten the Palessnéae entirely legitimate, indeed praiseworthg térms of
the official "peace process," for example. In paldliscussion, it is a matter of doctrine that thrabkAstates and
the PLO have never veered from their refusal toedoonterms with Israel in any fashion, apart froad&,
with his trip to Jerusalem in 1977. Facts need beembarrassment, or even mild annoyance, to a well-
functioning system of "historical engineering."

Israel's reaction to the 1976 peace proposaldmhbly the PLO and the Arab "confrontation stateas wo
bomb Lebanon (without a pretense of "retaliatia@xtept against the UN Security Council), killingeo\b0
people, and to announce that Israel would enter ot dealings with any Palestinians on any politissue.
This was the dovish Labor government headed byh#&kzRabin, who, in his memoirs, identifies two ferof
"extremism": that of the Begin government, and finteposal of "the Palestinian extremists (basic#tly
PLO)," namely, "to create a sovereign Palestintatesn the West Bank and the Gaza Strip." OnlyLtaleor
Party style of rejectionism departs from "extremisanpoint of view shared by American commentagrs.

We note another pair of Newspeak concepts: "edst® and "moderate,” the latter referring to the#so
accept the position of the United States, the fortnethose who do not. The American position isstioy
definition moderate, as is that of the Israeli Liaboalition (generally), since its rhetoric tendsajpproximate
that of the United States. Rabin thus conformsppr@aved practice in his use of the terms "moderatedf
"extremist.” Similarly, in an anguished review a@xtremism" and its ascendance, New York Times lisrae
correspondent Thomas Friedman includes under tlbsicr those who advocate a non-racist settlement in
accord with the international consensus, while\Western leaders of the rejectionist camp, who hatdd a
commanding lead in terrorist operations, are thedenates"; by definition, one might add. Friedmaites
that "Extremists have always been much better ploging the media.” He is quite right; Israel atie U.S.
have shown unparalleled mastery of this art, asoivs articles and news reports indicate.9 His corerd
version of history and the conceptual frameworkisfreporting, as just illustrated, provide a fefatlee many
examples of the success of extremists in "explpitire media” - now using the term in its literahse.

In adopting a conceptual framework designed tuebe comprehension of the facts and issues, thedi
follows the practice of Israeli models such as Rahiho achieve the status of "moderates” by viduiheir
general conformity to U.S. government demandss,licorrespondingly, entirely natural that when dmean
reviews "Two Decades of Seeking Peace in the Mideamjor proposals rejected by the U.S. and Isaael
omitted as inappropriate for the historical recddganwhile the Israeli leaders are praised by inge$ editors
for their "healthy pragmatism” while the PLO is danced for standing in the way of peace.10



It is, incidentally, a staple of the ideologisgktem that the media are highly critical of Israd the U.S. and
are far too forthcoming in their tolerance of Amaktremists. The fact that such statements can bganade
without evoking ridicule is another sign of theraardinary successes of the system of indoctrinatio

Returning to the official "extremists,” in Apiittay 1984, Yasser Arafat issued a series of stateseatling
for negotiations leading to mutual recognition. Tragional press refused to publish the facts; tinee$ even
banned letters referring to them, while continuiaglenounce the "extremist" Arafat for blocking eapeful
settlement.11

These and many other examples illustrate thaiethee non-rejectionist proposals that are widalypsrted;
with some variations, by most of Europe, the US8R, non-aligned states, the major Arab states hed t
mainstream of the PLO, and a majority of Americal opinion (to judge by the few existing poll8ut
they are not part of the peace process becausé. theggovernment opposes them. The examples citethas
excluded from the Times review of "Two Decades etl8ng Peace," and from the journalistic and even
scholarly literature fairly generally.

There are other incidents that do not qualifypad of the peace process. Thus, the Times reviess dhot
mention Anwar Sadat's offer of a full peace treatythe internationally recognized borders - in adowith
official U.S. policy at the time - in February 19##&jected by Israel with U.S. backing. Note thmas fproposal
was rejectionist in that it offered nothing to tRalestinians. In his memoirs, Henry Kissinger eixglahis
thinking at that time: "Until some Arab state shovaewillingness to separate from the Soviets, erSbviets
were prepared to dissociate from the maximum Aradgnam, we had no reason to modify our policy" of
"stalemate.” The USSR was extremist, in the tectrsense, supporting what happened to be offithaiugh
not operative) U.S. policy, which was remote frotime" maximum Arab program.” Kissinger was right &y s
that such Arab states as Saudi Arabia refusedepatate from the Soviets," though he did not oleseand
appears to have been unaware, that this would bege a logical impossibility: Saudi Arabia did reMen
have diplomatic relations with the USSR and new&t. T he impressive discipline of the media and ksckbip
is revealed by the fact that these astonishingmst@nts escape comment, just as no responsible quiatoreis
likely to point out that Kissinger's blissful igrasrce and insistence on military confrontation werienary
factors that led to the 1973 war.12

Sadat's peace offer has been expunged from sheribal record.13 The standard story is that Sadet a
typical Arab thug, interested only in killing Jevispugh he saw the error of his ways after higthdttempt to
destroy Israel in 1973 and, under the kindly telaf Kissinger and Carter, became a man of pdduss in
its two-page obituary after Sadat's assassinati@n Times not only suppresses the actual factexpiicitly
denies them, stating that until his 1977 trip tnudalem, Sadat was unwilling "to accept Israelilsterce as a
sovereign state."14 Newsweek refused even to prietter correcting outright falsehoods on this teraby
their columnist George Will, though the researclpatement privately conceded the facts. The praadsce
standard.

The terms "terrorism" and "retaliation” also havespecial sense within the doctrinal system. 'Gresm"
refers to terrorist acts by various pirates, paléidy Arabs. Terrorist acts by the emperor anddhisnts are
termed "retaliation" or perhaps "legitimate preengitstrikes to avert terrorism," quite independemt the
facts, as will be discussed in the following chapte
The term "hostage" -like "terrorism,” "moderaté&jémocratic,” and other terms of political discsrir also
has a technical Orwellian sense within the reigrdogtrinal system. In the dictionary sense of tloeds, the
people of Nicaragua are now being held hostage nmapor terrorist operation directed from the centef
international terrorism in Washington and Miami.eTpurpose of this campaign of international tesraris to
induce changes in the behavior of the Nicaraguaremonent: crucially, an end to programs that direct
resources to the poor majority and a return to "enaig" and "democratic" policies that favor U.Ssihass
interests and their local associates. A powerfaeazan be made that this is the central reascoinéod.S.-run
terrorist war against Nicaragua, a case that isr@jected but is rather not open for discussiomhE is a
particularly sadistic exercise in terrorism, notydmecause of the scale and the purpose, but alsause of the
means employed, which go well beyond the usualtipeof the retail terrorists whose exploits arosseh
horror in civilized circles: Leon Klinghoffer andatasha Simpson were murdered by terrorists, bufirsbt



subjected to brutal torture, mutilation, rape, ahd other standard practices of the terroristsnéciand
supported by the U.S. and its clients, as the tea@nerally evaded, makes abundantly clear. Lbi&ypis to
ensure that the terrorist attacks continue unsl government yields or is overthrown, while the emops
minions utter soothing words about "democracy" ‘dnanan rights."

In the preferred technical usage, the termsdtemm” and "hostage" are restricted to a certaas<bf terrorist
acts: the terrorism of the pirate, directed agaihgse who regard terrorism and the holding of dges on a
grand scale as their prerogative. In the MiddletEasirderous bombing, piracy, hostage-taking, kttamn
defenseless villages, etc., do not fall under thecept of terrorism, as properly construed witie tloctrinal
system, when conducted by Washington or its Iscdielnt.

The record of deceit concerning terrorism, to alhl will turn in | lie chapters that follow, is dinly
instructive with regard to the nature of Westerhiure. The relevant point in the present contexihé a proper
history and appropriate form of discourse have beentrived in which terrorism is the province of
Palestinians, while Israelis carry out "retaliatfoor sometimes legitimate "preemption,” occasibnedacting
with regrettable harshness, as any state wouldndierusuch trying circumstances. The doctrinal sysie
designed to ensure that these conclusions arebyrugefinition, regardless of the facts, which aither not
reported, or reported in such a manner as to confordoctrinal necessities, or

- occasionally - reported honestly but then didpadicto the memory hole. Given that Israel is allaya very
useful client-state, serving as a "strategic asgethe Middle East and willing to undertake suelks as
support for near-genocide in Guatemala when the Adginistration is prevented by Congress fromijagnin

this necessary exercise, it becomes true, irreispect the facts, that Israel is dedicated to tighést moral
values and "purity of arms" while the Palestinians the very epitome of extremism, terrorism andbéaty.

The suggestion that there might be a certain symynbeth in rights and in terrorist practice is disged with
outrage in the mainstream - or would be, if thedsarould be heard.

- as barely disguised anti-Semitism. A rationaleasment, giving an accurate portrayal and anabfsitbe
scale and purposes of the terrorism of the empeandrthe pirate, is excluded a priori, and wouldegxl be
barely comprehensible, so remote would it be freoeived orthodoxies.

Israel's services to the U.S. as a "strategietagsthe Middle East and elsewhere help explaendedication
of the United States, since Kissinger's takeovévlioidle East policy-making in the early 1970s, taintaining
the military confrontation and Kissingerian "stal"16 If the U.S. were to permit a peaceful setédnt in
accord with the international consensus, Israelldvguadually be incorporated into the region ane thS.
would lose the services of a valuable mercenarte stailitarily competent and technologically advedca
pariah state, utterly dependent upon the U.S. t®beeconomic and military survival and hence depbleda
available for service where needed.

Elements of the so-called "Israeli lobby" alsawvda stake in maintaining the military confrontatias the
prominent Israeli journalist Danny Rubinstein leadron a visit to the United States in 1983.17 Iretings
with representatives of the major Jewish orgarorati(B'nai Brith, Anti-Defamation League, World Jshwv
Congress, Hadassah, Rabbis of all denominatioag, Bubinstein found that his presentations onctireent
situation in Israel aroused considerable hostliégause he stressed the fact that Israel did wetrfalitary
dangers so much as "political, social and morakrdetgon” resulting from its takeover of the ocaoexgbi
territories. "l am not interested,” one functionaoyd him; "I can't do anything with such an argunnéThe
point, Rubinstein discovered in many such intergleanis that according to most of the people inJéwish
establishment the important thing is to stressragad again the external dangers that face Israghe Jewish
establishment in America needs Israel only as anviof a cruel Arab attack. For such an Israel oae get
support, donors and money. How can one raise mimmdighting a demographic danger? Who will giveeev
a single dollar to fight what | call 'the dangerafnexation'?. . . Everybody knows the officialytaif the
contributions collected by the United Jewish App@aRmerica, where the name of Israel is used dala
half of the sum does not go to Israel but to thviske institutions in America. Is there a greatemicism?

Rubinstein goes on to observe that the Appeal, wiicmanaged as a tough and efficient businessahas
common language with the hawkish positions in Isr@a the other hand, the attempt to communicaté wi



Arabs, the striving for mutual recognition with tRalestinians, the moderate, dovish positions atkvagainst
the business of collecting contributions. They aoly reduce the sum of money that is transferretsitael.
More to the point, they reduce the amount of mathey is available for financing the activities aetJewish
communities.

Observers of the regular activities of the thdymflice of the Israeli lobby, keen to detect thgtgest hint of
a suggestion about reconciliation and a meaningdlitical settlement and to demolish this heresthwirious
articles and letters to the press, circulationatiricated defamatory material concerning the hesestc., will
know just what Rubinstein was encountering.

Rubinstein's comments bring to our attention ar@bther Orwellism: the term "supporters of Istasged
conventionally to refer to those who are not tredbby "the political, social and moral destructiafi"israel
(and in the longer term, very possibly its physidastruction as well), and indeed contribute tos¢he
consequences by the "blindly chauvinistic and wamginded" support they offer to Israel's "posturie o
calloused intransigence," as Israeli doves havenoftarned.18

A similar view was reiterated by Israeli miliganistorian Col. (ret.) Meir Pail, who condemns tidolatrous
cult-worship of a Jewish fortress-state" on thet pathe American Jewish community, warning thattbgir
rejectionism they "have transformed the State @elsinto a war-god similar to Mars," a state thét be "a
complex compound of the racist state structure aftls Africa and the violent, terror-ridden sociabfic of
Northern Ireland,” "an original contribution to tla@nals of 21st century political science: a uniginel of
Jewish state that will be a cause for shame foryel®wv wherever he may be, not only in the predaritin the
future as well."19

In the same connection, we may observe thegsitieg way in which the term "Zionism" is tacitlgfthed by
those who take on the role of guardians of dodtrmaity. My own views, for example, are regularly
condemned as "militant anti-Zionism" by people wdre well aware of these views, repeatedly and lgiear
expressed: that Israel within its internationabgagnized borders should be accorded the righaspktate in
the international system, no more, no less, andithevery state, including Israel, discriminatstyuctures that
in law and in practice assign a special statusrne category of citizens (Jews, Whites, Christiagts,),
granting them rights denied to others, should tndntled. | will not enter here into the questidnvbat
should properly be called "Zionism," but merelyenathat follows from designation of these views raditant
anti-Zionism": Zionism is thereby conceived as doetrine that Israel must be accorded rights beybade of
any other state; it must maintain control of ocedpterritories, thus barring any meaningful formseff-
determination for Palestinians; and it must renaastate based on the principle of discriminatioairag} non-
Jewish citizens. It is perhaps of some interedttti@se who declare themselves "supporters of lIsirzsst on
the validity of the notorious UN resolution dectayiZionism to be racist.

These questions are not merely abstract anddtealt The problem of discrimination is severelsrael,
where, for example, over 90 percent of the lanplased, by complex law and administrative practicejer
the control of an organization devoted to the edes of "persons of Jewish religion, race or origao that
non-Jewish citizens are effectively excluded. Toemitment to discriminatory practice is so profouhdt the
issue cannot even be addressed in Parliament, wieevdaws bar presentation of any bill that "negédtee
existence of the State of Israel as the stateeofléwish people.” The legislation thus eliminatedlagal any
parliamentary challenge to the discriminatory chema of the state and effectively bars politicakties
committed to the democratic principle that a sitatde state of its citizens.20

It is remarkable that the Israeli press and mbéstducated opinion appear to have perceived mgtsirange
about the fact that this new legislation was codipigh an "anti-racism" bill (the four opposing est in fact,
were against this aspect of the measure). ThealemsPost headline reads: "Knesset forbids racidtaanti-
Zionist bills" - without irony, the term "Zionistbeing interpreted as in the new legislation. Reaaérthe
Jerusalem Post in the U.S. apparently also fourtdimg noteworthy in this conjunction, just as thegve
found no difficulty in reconciling the deeply amlemocratic character of their version of Zionismthwi
enthusiastic acclaim for the democratic charadténestate in which it is realized.



No less remarkable are the ingenious uses ofdheept "anti-Semitism," for example, to refethose who
exhibit "the anti-imperialism of fools" (a varietyf anti-Semitism) by objecting to Israel's roletive Third
World in the service of U.S. power - in Guatemdta, example; or to Palestinians who refuse to ustded
that their problem can be overcome by "resettlenagit some repatriation.” lithe remnants of theagdl of
Doueimah, where perhaps hundreds were slaughtgrdtedsraeli Army in a land-clearing operationlie48,
or residents of the Soweto-like Gaza Strip objecteisettlement and "repatriation,” that proves thay are
inspired by anti-Semitism.21 One would have to dadcto the annals of Stalinism to find somethinmilsir,
but comparable examples in educated discourseeitVitited States with regard to Israel are not rame, pass
unnoticed in the U.S., though Israeli doves have faded to perceive, and to condemn, the shameful
performances.

The central device of the system of "brainvieglunder freedom,” developed in a most impreskighion
in the country that is perhaps the most free, snmourage debate over policy issues but withnaméwork of
presuppositions that incorporate the basic dodrofethe party line. The more vigorous the debiie,more
effectively these presuppositions are instilledilevparticipants and onlookers are overcome witle amd self-
adulation for their courage. Thus in the case ef\firetnam war, the ideological institutions pereiitta debate
between "hawks" and "doves"; in fact, the debate mat only permitted, but even encouraged by 1@6&n
substantial sectors of American business had tuagathst the war as too costly and harmful to timearests.
The hawks held that with firmness and dedicatiom tnited States could succeed in its "defense otiSo
Vietnam against Communist aggression.” The dovesteoed by questioning the feasibility of this reobl
effort, or deplored the excessive use of force @ntence in pursuing it. Or they bewailed the "esfoand
"misunderstandings” that misled us in our "excessghteousness and disinterested benevolence'véfar
historian John King Fairbank, the dean of U.S. Asstudies and a noted academic dove) and "blurglerin
efforts to do good" (Anthony Lewis, probably thadéng media dove). Or sometimes, at the outer e=aoh
the doctrinal system, they asked whether indeednNvietham and the Viet Cong were guilty of aggress
perhaps, they suggest, the charge is exaggerdtedcentral fact about the war, plainly enoughh# the U.S.
was not defending the country that "was essentity creation of the United States."22 Rather, asw
attacking the country, surely from 1962, when thé&.Uair force began to participate in bombing South
Vietnam, and chemical warfare (defoliation and cdgstruction) was initiated as part of the effartdrive
millions of people into camps where they could petected” from the South Vietnamese guerrillay tvere
willingly supporting (as the U.S. government praigt conceded), after the U.S. had undermined any
possibility of political settlement and had installa client regime that had already killed tenghofisands of
South Vietnamese. Throughout the war, the major BsSault was against South Vietnam, and it sueckdxy
the late 1960s, in destroying the South Vietnamesistance while spreading the war to the reshadéd¢hina.
When the USSR attacks Afghanistan, we can perdabiaethis is aggression; when the U.S. attacksSout
Vietnam, it is "defense" - defense against "inteaggression,” as Adlai Stevenson proclaimed atUthieed
Nations in 1964; against the "assault from thed@giin President Kennedy's words.

That the U.S. was engaged in an attack againgthSéietnam is not denied; rather, the thought carbe
expressed or even imagined. One will find no hindiech an event as "the U.S. attack against Soigtn&m"
in mainstream media or scholarship, or even in mab#te publications of the peace movement.23

There are few more striking illustrations of @ver of the system of thought control under freedban the
debate that took place over North Viethamese aggmesind whether the U.S. had the right under matéwnal
law to combat it in "collective self-defense agaiasned attack.” Learned tomes were written adwogahe
opposing positions, and in less exalted termsd#imte was pursued in the public arena openedebgdhce
movement. The achievement is impressive: as longedmte is focused on the question of whether the
Vietnamese are guilty of aggression in Viethamyahgan be no discussion of whether the U.S. aggress
against South Vietnam was indeed what it plainhswas one who took part in this debate, with congple
awareness of what was happening, | can only repattopponents of state violence are trapped, eémedeg a
propaganda system of awesome effectiveness. Ihe@sssary for critics of the U.S. war in Vietnanbézome
experts in the intricacies of Indochinese affalesgely an irrelevance, since the issue, alwaysdad) was
U.S. affairs, just as we need not become spedalisifghanistan to oppose Soviet aggression tHergas
necessary, throughout, to enter the arena of delpatiee terms set by the state and the elite opithiat serves
it, however one might understand that by doing@te is making a further contribution to the systein



indoctrination. The alternative is to tell the simpruth, which would be equivalent to speakingame foreign
tongue.

Much the same is true of the current debate Gesmtral America. The U.S. terrorist war in El Saeais not
a topic for discussion among respectable peopldoas not exist. The U.S. effort to "contain” Nagua is a
permissible subject of debate, but within narrawits. We may ask whether it is right to use formédut out
the cancer" (Secretary of State George Shultz) @madent the Sandinistas from exporting their "ratioh
without borders,” a fanciful construction of theatst propaganda system, known to be a fabrication by
journalists and other commentators who adopt tleéortt. But we may not discuss the idea that "thecer"”
that must be excised is "the threat of a good e¥awhich might spread "contagion” through theioegand
beyond - a fact sometimes obliquely conceded, asnwkdministration officials explain that the U.Sopy
army has succeeded in "forcing [the Sandinistagjivert scarce resources to the war and away frocrak
programs."24

In the first three months of 1986, when debats wtensifying over the impending Congressionaésmn
aid to the U.S. proxy army (as its most enthusiastipporters privately describe it) attacking Nacara from
its Honduran and Costa Rican bases, the natioeabNew York Times and Washington Post) ran 8Biopi
pieces by columnists and invited contributors ors.Upolicy toward Nicaragua. All were critical ofeth
Sandinistas, ranging from bitterly critical (thesvanajority) to moderately so. That is what is @all'public
debate."” The unquestioned fact that the Sandigstarnment had carried out successful social refataring
the early years, before the U.S. war aborted tleéfeets, was close to unmentionable; in 85 colunthere
were two phrases referring to the fact that thee lbeen such social reforms, and the idea thatsthie basic
reason for the U.S. attack - hardly a great sear@s unmentionable.

Alleged "apologists” for the Sandinistas wereshfr denounced (anonymously, to ensure that theyldvo
have no opportunity to respond, minimal as thasiiagy would be in any event), but none of thesininals
were permitted to express their views. There waseference to the conclusion of Oxfam that Nicasagias
"exceptional" among the 76 developing countriesnvimch it worked in the commitment of the political
leadership "to improving the condition of the peo@nd encouraging their active participation in the
development process,” and that among the four @leAmerican countries where Oxfam worked, "only in
Nicaragua has a substantial effort been made toeasldnequities in landownership and to extendthgal
educational, and agricultural services to poor getfamilies," though the Contra war terminatedséhthreats
and caused Oxfam to shift its efforts from develeptrprojects to war relief. It is scarcely concéieathat the
national press would permit discussion of the satige that the dedicated U.S. effort to excise thancer"
falls strictly within its historical vocation. Deteamay proceed over the proper method for combatirgy
vicious outpost of the Evil Empire, but may not pasyond these permitted bounds in a national f&&m

In a dictatorship or military-run "democracy,'etparty line is clear, overt and explicit, eitheanaunced by
the Ministry of Truth or made apparent in other sia4nd it must be publicly obeyed; the cost of detdience
may range from prison and exile under terrible domas, as in the USSR and its East European galto
hideous torture, rape, mutilation and mass slaughtein a typical U.S. dependency such as El Salvdn a
free society, these devices are not available amie subtle means are used. The party line is nocated,
but is rather presupposed. Those who do not accept not imprisoned or deposited in ditches afbeture
and mutilation, but the population is protectedrirtheir heresies. Within the mainstream, it is lyap@ssible
even to understand their words on the rare occasitren such exotic discourse can be heard. In dukaval
period, it was considered necessary to take hesesipusly, to understand it and combat it by ration
argument. Today, it suffices to point to it. A whobattery of concepts have been concocted - "moral
equivalence," "Marxist," "radical,". . . - to idéiyt heresy, and thus to dismiss it without furtteegument or
comment. These dangerous and virtually inexpressillctrines even become "new orthodoxies"26 to be
combated (more accurately, identified and dismissé&d horror) by the embattled minority who domimat
public expression to something close to totalityt Bor the most part heresy is simply ignored, etdebate
rages over narrow and generally marginal issuesgrtiiose who accept the doctrines of the faith.

Very much the same is true when we turn to oas@nmt topic, the Middle East. We may debate whetteer
Palestinians should be permitted to enter "the @@access,” but we must not be permitted to unaiedsthat
the U.S. and Israel lead the rejectionist camp laanek consistently blocked any authentic "peace ga®t



often with substantial violence. With regard tordeism, a critical scholar warns that we shouldaief from
"oversimplification” and should "examine the socald ideological roots of current Middle Easterrd an
Islamic radicalism,” which raises "intractable m#&vertheless real problems”; we should seek to retaded
what leads the terrorists to pursue their evil w2ysThe debate over terrorism, then, is neatly deated: at
one extreme, we have those who see it as simpbnaporacy by the Evil Empire and its agents; anthat
other extreme, we find more balanced thinkers wiwdathis "oversimplification™ and go on to invegdie the
domestic roots of Arab and Islamic terror. The itlest there may be other sources of terrorism enMiddle
East - that the emperor and his clients may alse hahand in the drama - is excluded a priors ot denied,
but is unthinkable, a considerable achievement.

Throughout, the moderates, the liberal doves; plarominent role in ensuring the proper functignof the
indoctrination system, by setting firmly the bourdghinkable thought.

In his Journal, Henry David Thoreau, who expldimésewhere that he wastes no time reading newspape
wrote:

There is no need of a law to check the licensédnefpress. It is law enough, and more than enougitslf.
Virtually, the community have come together andeagdr what things shall be uttered, have agreed on
platform and to excommunicate him who departs fipmnd not one in a thousand dares utter anytbise

His statement is not quite accurate. Philosogloéim Dolan observes: it "is not that people wittkiahe
courage to express thoughts outside the permitteger. it is, rather, that they will be deprivedioé capacity
to think such thoughts."28 That is the essentiahtpdhe driving motive of the "engineers of denaiar
consent."

In the New York Times, Walter Reich of the Woaoar@Vilson International Center, referring to the Aleh
Lauro hijacking, demands that strict standardsuefige be applied to people who have "committecbtist
murder,” both the agents and planners of these acts

To mete out lesser punishment on the grounds thatrarist believes himself to be a deprived, aggrd
freedom fighter undermines the ground on whichigasstands by accepting terrorists' argument thit their
concepts of justice and rights, and their suffesjrage valid . . . The Palestinians - and any efrttany groups
using terrorism to satisfy grievances - should tseuterror and find other ways, inevitably involgin
compromise, to achieve their goals. And the Westiemocracies must reject the argument that anysexeu
even one involving a background of deprivationn @dtenuate’ responsibility for terrorism againsibcents.

Noble words, which could be taken seriously if #tern injunction to carry out harsh punitive actware

applied to oneself, to the emperor and his clieifitapt, these strictures have all the merit oflass high-

minded phrases produced by the World Peace Coandibther Communist front organizations with regard
atrocities of the Afghan resistance.

Mark Heller, deputy director of the Jaffee Cerfter Strategic Studies at Tel Aviv University, eapis that
"State-sponsored terrorism is low-intensity warfaned its victims, including the United States, #rerefore
entitled to fight back with every means at thespdisal.” It follows, then, that other victims obW-intensity
warfare" and "state-sponsored terrorism" are 'ledtito fight back with every means at their disfibsa
Salvadorans, Nicaraguans, Palestinians, Lebanedenaumerable other victims of the emperor ancchéents
throughout a good part of the world.29

It is true that these consequences follow onhyeéf accept an elementary moral principle: that welyato
ourselves the same standards we apply to otheddsf(aarious, even stricter ones). But that priteipnd what
follows from adopting it, is scarcely comprehensilil the prevailing intellectual culture, and wohlardly be
expressible in the journals that demand stern pumesit of others for their crimes. In fact, were @mg/ to draw
the logical consequences of these dicta and exfhess clearly, they might well be subject to pregemn for
inciting terrorist violence against political leag®f the United States and its allies.



The most skeptical voices in the U.S. agree"@atonel Qaddafi's open support of terrorism idaddmnt evil,"
and "There is no reason to let murderers go unpadi§ you know their author [sic]. Nor can it belecisive
factor that retaliation will kil some innocent dians, or murderous states would never fear retiom"
(Anthony Lewis).30 The principle entitles large rhers of people around the world to assassinataderds
Reagan and to bomb Washington even if this "rdtahawill kill some innocent civilians." As long asuch
simple truths are inexpressible and beyond compsebe, in the cases illustrated here and many sttves
delude ourselves if we believe that we participat@ democratic polity.

There is agonized debate in the media over whéthe proper to permit the pirates and thievegxpress
their demands and perceptions. NBC, for example, bitherly condemned for running an interview witte
man accused of planning the Achille Lauro hijackittis serving the interests of terrorists by alfgvhem
free expression without rebuttal, a shameful deparfrom the uniformity demanded in a properly fimaing
free society. Should the media permit Ronald Rea@aworge Shultz, Menachem Begin, Shimon Peres, anc
other voices of the emperor and his court to speidiout rebuttal, advocating "low-intensity warfarend
"retaliation” or "preemption"? Are they thereby péting terrorist commanders free expression, teiving
as agents of wholesale terrorism? The questionotdmn asked, and if raised, could only be dismissital
distaste or horror.

Literal censorship barely exists in the Unitedt&, but thought control is a flourishing indusindeed an
indispensable one in a free society based on theiple of elite decision, public endorsement osguity.



Part 2. Middle East Terrorism and the American | deological System (1986)

On October 17, 1985, President Reagan met in Wgtsimrwith Israeli Prime Minister Shimon Peres, wblol
him that Israel was prepared to take "bold stepghé Middle East and extend "the hand of peacdbtdan.
"Mr. Peres's visit comes at a moment of unusual #eae-Israeli harmony,” David Shipler commentedhs
Times, quoting a State Department official who désd U.S. relations with Israel as "extraordinaglose
and strong." Peres was warmly welcomed as a maeaxfe, and commended for his forthright commitnient
"bear the cost of peace in preference to the mfieear,” in his words. The President said that he klr Peres
discussed "the evil scourge of terrorism, which tlasmed so many Israeli, American and Arab victiamsl
brought tragedy to many others," adding that "Wiead that terrorism must not blunt our efforts thiave
peace in the Middle East."1

It would require the talents of a Jonathan Swafdo justice to this exchange between two ofwioeld's
leading terrorist commanders, whose shared corwepfi "peace,” furthermore, excludes entirely oh¢he
two groups that claim the right of national seltatenination in the former Palestine: the indigenous
population. The Jordan Valley is "an inseparabi¢ plthe State of Israel,” Peres declared whilegita Israeli
settlements there in 1985, consistent with his wenwag stand that "The past is immutable and theeBEs the
decisive document in determining the fate of ondlaand that a Palestinian state would "threatesel's very
existence."2 His conception of a Jewish state, niagtied in the U.S. for its moderation, does no#dten, but
rather eliminates the existence of the Palestipeople. But this consequence is considered o lttbment, at
worst a minor defect in an imperfect world.

Neither Peres nor any other Israeli leader hasngeed an inch from the position of current PrestdChaim
Herzog in 1972 that the Palestinians can neverplagtriers in any way in a land that has been holguio
people for thousands of years," though the dovefepto exclude West Bank areas of heavy Arab djour
from the Jewish State to avoid what they eupheaaibyi term "the demographic problem." All continte
accept the judgment of Shlomo Cazit (see p. 1@)ttiepolicies of "destruction of all initiativefor political
action, democracy, or negotiations have been acésscstory” and should be continued. Israel's ipasivith
U.S. support, remains that of Prime Minister (noeféhse Minister) Yitzhak Rabin, when the PLO anel th
Arab states supported a UN Security Council regmutalling for a peaceful two-state settlemengamuary
1976: Israel will reject any negotiations with tReO even if it recognizes Israel and renounce®itism, and
will not enter into "political negotiations with Ratinians,” PLO or not. Neither Peres nor Reagas lleen
willing even to consider the explicit proposals twe PLO - which both know has overwhelming support
among the Palestinians and has as much legitima@ydathe Zionist organization in 1947 - for negbtns
leading to mutual recognition in a two-state sattat in accord with the broad international conasribat has
been blocked at every turn by the U.S. and Is@eifany years.3

These crucial political realities provide the essary framework for any discussion of "the evidwsge of
terrorism," which, in the racist terms of Americdiscourse, refers to terrorist acts by Arabs, lmithy Jews,
just as "peace" means a settlement that honorsighe of national self-determination of Jews, buitt rof
Palestinians.

Peres arrived in Washington to discourse on paadderrorism with his partner in crime directffea having
sent his bombers to attack Tunis, where they kil@drunisians and 55 Palestinians, Israeli joush@imnon
Kapeliouk reported from the scene. The target watefended, "a vacation resort with several dozendsp
vacation cottages and PLO offices side by sideiatamingled in such a way that even from closethyg
difficult to distinguish” among them. The weaponsra/more sophisticated than those used in Besutalt
bombs" apparently, which crushed their targetsutst.d

The people who were in the bombed buildings were to shreds beyond recognition. They showed me a
series of pictures of the dead. 'You may take thewas told. | left the pictures in the office. Mewspaper in
the world would publish terror photos such as théseas told that a Tunisian boy who sold sandwschear

the headquarters was torn to pieces. His fathetifcel the body by a scar on his ankle. 'Someéhefwounded
were brought out from under the rubble, apparemgiglithy and unhurt,” my guide told me. 'Half anmiater
they collapsed in contortions and died. Apparetiibir internal organs had been destroyed from tiveep of

the blast.'4



Tunisia had accepted the Palestinians at Reagah&st after they had been expelled from Beira Uh.S.-
supported invasion that left some 20,000 killed amach of the country destroyed. "You used a hammer
against a fly," Israeli military correspondent Ze&chiff was informed by "a leading Pentagon fig@arg@eneral
who is familiar with the Israeli military (IDF) andeveral other armies of the region." "You struc&nym
civilians without need. We were astounded by yadtitugle to the Lebanese civilians," a feeling sdabg
Israeli soldiers and senior officers, who were #pdaat the savagery of the attack and the treatrén
civilians and prisoners5 - though support in Isfaelthe aggression and for the Begin-Sharon teareased
in parallel to the atrocities, reaching its verghipeak after the terror bombing of Beirut in AuggisShimon
Peres, the man of peace and respected figure iBdbrlist International, kept his silence unti tbosts to
Israel began to mount with the postwar Sabra-Shatihssacres; and later, the toll taken by the Led®n
resistance, which undermined Israel's plan of éstabg a "New Order" in Lebanon with Israel in ¢anh of
large areas of the south and the remnants rulddragl's Phalangist allies and selected Muslinegl{see note
55, below).

There can be no doubt, Kapeliouk concludes, Alnafat was the target of the Tunis attack. In th®©Rffice
to which he was taken, a picture of Arafat stanagdat the ruins with the caption: "They wanted iib ke
instead of negotiating with me." "The PLO wishegateations,” Kapeliouk was told, "but Israel regany
discussion” - a simple statement of fact, effe¢yivancealed in the U.S., or worse, dismissed i@deivant
given the guiding racist premises.

There can also be no serious doubt of U.S. caityplin the Tunis attack. The U.S. did not even nvire
victims - American allies -that the killers were e way. One who credits the pretense that theh Fibeet and
the extensive surveillance system in the regiorevigcapable of detecting the Israeli planes refliele route
over the Mediterranean should be calling for a Cesgjonal investigation into the utter incompeteatéhe
American military, which surely leaves us and olliea wide open to enemy attack. "News reports oowte
government sources as saying the U.S. Sixth flastumdoubtedly aware of the coming raid but decia#do
inform Tunisian officials,” the Los Angeles Timespported. But "that very significant statement was n
reported in the two major east coast papers, The Xark Times and The Washington Post, nor in tHeept
U.S. papers, nor was it used in the overseas g8rgicAssociated Press and UPI, London Economistelsst
correspondent Godfrey Jansen reported, addingth&t passive collusion was absolutely certain."7

One of the victims of the Tunis bombing was Malch el-Mughrabi, born in Jerusalem in 1960, under
detention twelve times by the age of 16, one ofitthiermants for the London Sunday Times investmatdf
torture in Israel (June 19, 1977), who "managecdoape to Jordan after years of increasingly malrgin
existence under steadily deteriorating conditioinhe military occupation,” according to a memonalice by
Israeli Jewish friends that was repeatedly denidalipation in Arab newspapers in East Jerusalenstaeli
military censorship.8 These facts would, of couts®,meaningless in the United States, if only bgeahe
unusually careful Sunday Times study was largebiwged from the press, though it was noted in iieral
New Republic, along with an explicit defense otdoe of Arabs that elicited no public reaction.9

The United States approved the Israeli bombind wiis as "a legitimate response” to "terrorish@ks."
Secretary of State Shultz confirmed this judgmentitelephone call to Israeli Foreign Minister Yidk
Shamir, informing him that the President and otHésd considerable sympathy for the Israeli actioh.
Washington drew back from such open support afteadverse global reaction, but it abstained froen W
Security Council condemnation of this "act of arnagyression” in "flagrant violation of the Chartdrthe
United Nations, international law and norms of aactt] - alone as usual. The intellectual and cultalienate
in the U.S. is reflected by the fact that the afitsd@ was bitterly condemned as yet another ingtaria "pro-
PLO" and "anti-Israel" stance, and a refusal tixstnard at - carefully selected - terrorists.

One might argue that the Israeli bombing doedalbtinder the rubric of international terrorismtlyather the
far more serious crime of aggression, as the UNi@&gcCouncil maintained. Or one might hold thasiunfair
to apply to Israel the definition of "internatiortakrorism” designed by others. To counter thetatbmplaint,
we may consider its own doctrine, as formulatedAmgbassador Benjamin Netanyahu at an International
Conference on Terrorism. The distinguishing fadtoterrorism, he explained, is "deliberate and eysttic
murder and maiming [of civilians] designed to imspfear."11 Clearly the Tunis attack and other dbra
atrocities over the years fall under this concdpiugh most acts of international terrorism do matluding the



most outrageous terrorist attacks against IsrgMesalot, the Munich massacre, the coastal roaoceyr of
1978 that provided the pretext for invading Lebaneic.), or even airplane hijacking or taking ostames
quite generally, the very topic of the confereneanas attending.

The attack on Arafat's PLO headquarters was adlggin retaliation for the murder of three Israein
Larnaca, Cyprus, by assailants who were capturddaae trial for their crime. "Western diplomatiperts on
the P.L.O." doubt that Arafat was aware of the p&hmission. "The Israelis, too, have dropped theginal
contention that Mr. Arafat had been involved."12ohqgists for Israeli terrorism in the U.S., whowagsus that
"Israel's Tunisian raid precisely targeted peoplponsible for terrorist activities," are unimpegksexplaining
that whatever the facts, "the larger moral resgmlityi for atrocities... is all Yasir Arafat's” baase "he was,
and remains, the founding father of contemporargd®aian violence." In an address to the Isrambblying
group AIPAC, Attorney-General Edwin Meese stateat tine U.S. will hold Arafat "accountable for acis
international terrorism" quite generally, facts apmtly being irrelevant.13 Therefore any act "agiaihe
PLO" - a very broad category, as the historicabréademonstrates - is legitimate.

The Tunis attack was consistent with Israeli pcacsince the earliest days of the state: retahast directed
against those who are vulnerable, not the perpesraff atrocities. A standard condemnation of th® s that
"Instead of directly attacking security-minded fdé® Israel, for example, Palestinians have atdckofter
Israeli targets in Italy, Austria and elsewhere,dnbther sign of their vile and cowardly naturee ®milar
Israeli practice, initiated long before and vasgfitgater in scale, escapes notice in the midsteofémeral praise
for the heroism, military efficiency, and "purity arms" of a favored U.S. ally. The concept of &tettion”
also raises more than a few questions, a mattehich we turn directly.

As 1985 came to an end, the press reviewed toed®f "a year of bloody international terrorisrmtluding
the murders in Larnaca on September 25 and thell&dbauro hijacking and brutal murder of a crippled
American tourist, Leon Klinghoffer, on October 7.

Israel's October 1 attack on Tunis was not inetlish the list. In its lengthy year-end review efrorism, the
Times briefly notes the Tunis bombing, but as aangple of retaliation, not terrorism, describin@dt "an act
of desperation that had little effect on Palestinieolence and provoked an outcry by other natloHsrvard
Law Professor Alan Dershowitz, condemning Italy émmplicity in international terrorism by releasitige
man "who allegedly masterminded the [Achille Lauhojpcking,” observed that the U.S. "would certginl
extradite any Israeli terrorist who had done viokerio citizens of another country” - Ariel Shardfitzhak
Shamir or Menachem Begin, for example. This staterappeared on the very day that Peres was beied fe
in Washington shortly after the Tunis bombing aadded for his commitment to peace, and is congidere
entirely natural in the prevailing cultural climdts

Reagan's pronouncements on terrorism are repatet discussed with apparent seriousness in the
mainstream, but occasional critics have remarkednughe hypocrisy of those who fulminate about
international terrorism while sending their cliermnies to murder, mutilate, torture and destrojicaragua
and - less commonly noted, since these acts aedmyrd a grand success - to massacre tens oftiais El
Salvador in a determined effort to avert the drdaeéat of meaningful democracy there. Shortly after
Reagan-Peres discourse on peace and terror, a gfolp0 doctors, nurses and other health profealson
returned from an investigation in Nicaragua endibrbg the American Public Health Association and the
World Health Organization, reporting the destructaf clinics and hospitals, murder of health prefesals,
looting of rural pharmacies leading to critical ghge of medicines, and successful disruption qfoko
vaccination program, one small part of a campaif@rviolence organized in the centers of internationa
terrorism in Washington and Miami;16 Times repater Nicaragua often match their Pravda countespart
Afghanistan in their zeal to unearth or check thessive evidence of Contra atrocities, and this nefike
many others, was ignored in the Newspaper of Record

The raid near Tunis yields a measure of the hypgacwhich is not always easy to grasp. Suppos¢ th
Nicaragua were to carry out bombings in Washingtomed at Reagan, Shultz and other internationadrists,
killing some 100,000 people "by accident.” This Vbhe entirely justified retaliation by Americarastiards,
if indeed a ratio of 25 to one is acceptable, abénLarnaca-Tunis exchange, though we might adddouracy
that in this case at least the perpetrators woeldabgeted and there is no question about whaiadi the



terror, and perhaps the appropriate number of desditbuld be multiplied by some factor in consideradf the
relative population sizes. "Terrorists, and thodeowsupport them, must, and will, be held to accdunt
President Reagan declared,17 thus providing thealnbasis for any such act of retaliation, with hagshest
critics in the mainstream press in full accordwashave seen.

Peres had already distinguished himself as a ohgreace in Lebanon.18 After he became Prime Minist
Israel's "countertenor” programs against civilianeccupied southern Lebanon intensified, reackineg peak
of savagery with the Iron Fist operations of ed$85, which had "the earmarks of Latin Americantdea
squads," Curtis Wilkie commented, affirming repatother journalists on the scene. In the villag&rariya,
for example, the IDF carried out an operation welthe north of its then current frontline. Aftezveral hours
of heavy shelling of Zrariya and three nearby g#ls, the IDF carted off the entire male populatidlting 35-
40 villagers, some in cars crushed by Israeli taokiser villagers were beaten or murdered, a tdvalll svas
fired at Red Cross workers who were warned to atagy, and Israeli troops miraculously escaped witho
casualties from what was officially described agua battle with heavily armed guerrillas. The dajoboe,
twelve Israeli soldiers had been killed in a sucattack near the border, but Israel denied thatattack on
Zrariya was retaliation. The Israeli denial is flty presented as fact by commentators in the Unfo
explain that "intelligence had established thatttiven had become a base for terrorists... No less 84 Shi'ite
guerrillas were killed in the gun battle and mdnart 100 men were taken away for questioning - foora
small village" (Eric Breindel), which indicates teeale of the Shi'ite terror network. Unaware @f plarty line,
Israeli soldiers painted the slogan "Revenge oflgnaeli Defense Forces" in Arabic on walls of toevn,
reporters on the scene observed.19

Elsewhere, Israeli gunners shot at hospitals saabols and took "suspects,” including patienthaspital
beds and operating rooms, for "interrogation" orldcaeli concentration camps, among numerous other
atrocities that a Western diplomat who often travelthe area described as reaching new depthsattfulated
brutality and arbitrary murder."20

The head of the IDF liaison unit in Lebanon, Gah&hlomo llya, "said the only weapon againstaesm is
terrorism and that Israel has options beyond thalseady used for 'speaking the language the tetsori
understand'.” The concept is not a novel one. @estperations in occupied Europe also "were jestifn the
name of combating 'terrorism’,” and one of Klausbigas victims was found murdered with a note pthie
his chest reading "Terror against Terror" - inctddlg, the name adopted by an Israeli terrorisugrcand the
heading of the cover story in Der Spiegel on th8.UWerror bombing of Libya in April 1986. A UN Sety
Council resolution calling for condemnation of dsl practices and measures against the civiligguladion in
southern Lebanon" was vetoed by the United Statdhegrounds that it "applies double standarda/e tHon't

believe an unbalanced resolution will end the agufriyebanon," Jeane Kirkpatrick explained.21

Israel's terror operations continued as its fomwere compelled to withdraw by the resistanceelstroops
and their South Lebanon Army (SLA) mercenaries ghduhe "year of bloody international terrorism"dn
end on December 31, 1985 as they "stormed a Skiiostem village [Kunin] in southern Lebanon andckx
its entire population of about 2,000 to leave,"Viltg up houses and setting others on fire and rognalp 32
young men; old men, women and children from thiagé were reported to be streaming into a townideits
the Israeli "security zone," where the UN force hasbmmand post.22

This report, based on withesses quoted by theanete police, a journalist from the conservativeuBe
journal An Nahar, and the Shi'ite Amal movementfilisd from Beirut. From Jerusalem, Joel Greenberg
provides a different version, not on the basisrof mentified sources, but as simple fact: "villegyéearful of
an SLA reprisal fled the Shi'ite village of Kuniftex two SLA soldiers were slain in the village."23

The comparison, which is standard, is instructigeaeli propaganda benefits greatly from the faet the
media rely overwhelmingly on Israel-based corresigots. This yields two crucial advantages: firsie t
"news" is presented to the American audience thrafficial Israeli eyes; second, on the rare oamasiwhen
U.S. correspondents carry out independent inquisgead of simply relying on their cooperative hosite
Israeli propaganda system and its numerous U.Hatd$ can complain bitterly that Arab crimes ayeored
while Israel is subjected to detailed scrutinyday minor imperfection, given the density of repagt



Inability to manage the news in the usual fastsometimes creates problems, for example, duhadl982
Lebanon war, when Israel had no way to control djiewitness reports by Lebanon-based journalists Th
evoked an impressive outcry of protest over allegtedcity-mongering and fabrication in a "broadlsaaass
psychological war" waged against pitiful little asf, another sign of the inveterate anti-Semitishworld
opinion; Israel became the victim, not the aggressas easily demonstrated that the charges @se f often
merely comical, and that the media predictably loetr backwards to see things from the Israeli pofiview,
not an easy matter for journalists attempting twise Israeli terror bombing. Testimony from Isriasburces
was often far harsher than what was reported irUtlse press, and what appeared in U.S. journalsofias a
considerably watered-down version of what journslectually perceived.24 But the charges are talezp
seriously despite their manifest absurdity, whiewaate critique of the media for its subordinatiorthe U.S.-
Israeli perspective and suppression of unacceptabts is ignored. Typically, a study of "Publish&dalyses
of Media Coverage of the 1982 War in Lebanon” ideinumerous denunciations of the press for agealle
anti-Israel stance and a few defenses of the nagghast these charges, but not even a referertbe fact that
there were extensive, and quite accurate, critcalyses of exactly the opposite phenomenon.25inVitie
narrow constraints of the highly ideological U.8teilectual climate, only the former criticism cawen be
heard. This is quite a typical phenomenon, easéiynahstrated in connection with the Indochina wérs,
Central America wars, etc., and serving as yetraratevice of thought control.

The Iron Fist operations, which the Israeli comoh#s happy to describe as "terrorism" (see Gerlbrak
remarks, cited above), had two main purposes. ifste John Kifner observes (from Lebanon), wasttim the
population against the guerrillas by making thet aafssupporting them too high"; in short, to holdet
population hostage to terrorist attack, unless thegept the arrangements Israel intends to impgderbe.
The second purpose was to exacerbate internalictsnih Lebanon and to implement a general popadati
exchange after intercommunal strife, much of wtappears to have been incited by the occupier 4i888, in
the classic manner. "There is a great deal of exelé Lebanon-based correspondent Jim Muir obsgettrest
the Israelis helped fuel and encourage the Chmiddiauze conflict” in the Chouf region. In the soughsenior
international aid official said: "Their dirty triskdepartment did everything it could to stir upuble, but it just
didn't work." "Their behaviour was wicked," a viésahared by the international relief community astele.”
"Local eyewitnesses reported that Israeli soldieegjuently shot into the Palestinian camps fromrimga
Christian areas in an effort to incite the Paléatia against the Christians,” and residents inGhestian
villages reported that Israeli patrols forced Ciaiss and Muslims at gunpoint to punch one ano#meong
other forms of "bizarre humiliation." The techniguinally worked. Israel's Christian allies attagkduslims
near Sidon in a manner guaranteed to elicit a resppdrom considerably more powerful forces, inmigta
bloody cycle of violence that ultimately led to thight of tens of thousands of Christians, manyte Israeli-
dominated regions in the south, while tens of thods of Shi'ites were driven north by Peres's Fast
operations.26

The pretense in the United States was that Isvaslalways planning to withdraw so that the Sht@rrorists
were simply indulging in the usual Arab pleasureimience for its own sake, delaying the plannethdrawal.
But as Jim Muir correctly observes, "it is a higtal fact beyond serious dispute that the Isragbsild not be
withdrawing now were it not for the attacks and tasualties they have caused,” and the extenteof th
withdrawal would be determined by the intensityhef resistance.27

The Israeli high command explained that the wistiof the Iron Fist operations were "terroristagirs"; it
was thus understandable that 13 villagers were anes$ by SLA militiamen in the incident that eledtthis
observation. Yossi Olmert of the Shiloah Institusrael's Institute of Strategic Studies, obsertred "these
terrorists operate with the support of most oflteal population.” An Israeli commander complairiedt "the
terrorist... has many eyes here, because he lees"hwhile the military correspondent of the Jatesn Post
described the problems faced in combating the Otestr mercenary,” "fanatics, all of whom are suéidly
dedicated to their causes to go on running theafiddeing killed while operating against the ID&hich must
"maintain order and security” in occupied southezhanon despite "the price the inhabitants willdhtw pay.”
He expressed his "admiration for the way in whinéytwere doing their job."

Leon Wieseltier explained the difference betwé8hi'ite terrorism” against the occupying army and
Palestinian terrorism, each a manifestation of elig¢ Arab nature: "The Palestinians had murderen® w
wished to Kill. The Shi'ites have murderers whohwie die,” conducting actions "inspired by a clsiia



demand of the world for which there can be no nygpelitical or diplomatic satisfaction,” nothing sonple as
removing the occupying army from their land. Rathieeir "secret army" Amal has been "consecratedthe
destruction of Israel" since its founding in 197% discovery that goes well beyond the tales cdedom
Israel's Hasbara system.28

The same concept of terrorism is widely usedJu§. officials and commentators. Thus the pressrisp
without comment, that Secretary of State Shultatscern over "international terrorism" became "hrasgon"
after the suicide bombing of U.S. Marines in LebaimoOctober 1983, troops that much of the popoilataw,
not too surprisingly, as a foreign military forcens to impose the "New Order" established by thaels
aggression. Barry Rubin writes that "The most ingoar use of Syrian-sponsored terrorism within Lelman
was to force the withdrawal of Israeli troops andUMarines," while both Iran and Syria have sufgsbr
“"terrorist activity” by "Shi‘ite extremist groupsi southern Lebanon, such as attacks on "the Idvaeked
South Lebanese Army." For the advocate of stateorieresistance to an occupying army or its local
mercenaries is terrorism, meriting harsh repriJaies Israel correspondent Thomas Friedman rowtinel
describes attacks in southern Lebanon directednsigdsraeli forces as "terrorist bombings" or "siec
terrorism," which, he assures us, is the producipsychological weaknesses or religious fervor." rgports
further that residents of Israel's "security zomib violate the rules established by the occumees'shot on
the spot, with questions asked later. Some of tebsé have been innocent bystanders.” But thistipears not
state terrorism. He also notes that Israel "hasrtajeat pains to limit the flow of news out of drea": "No
reporters have been allowed to cover the aftermf#uicide attacks, and virtually no informationredeased
about them." This fact does not prevent him fromoréng with much confidence about the background a
psychological states and disorders of those dednterrorists” by the occupiers.29

As Reagan and Peres were congratulating one enoththeir principled stand against "the evil sgeuof
terrorism" before their admiring audience, the presported yet another terrorist act in southerbaben:
"Terrorists Kill 6, Demolish U.S.-Owned Christiaralo Station in S. Lebanon,"” the headlines readhen
same day.30 Why should Lebanese terrorists desttwy Voice of Hope,” run by American Christian
missionaries? The question was barely raised,gbutd look into it, in the interest of clarifyiniget concepts of
terrorism and retaliation.

One reason is that the station "speaks for thehSbebanon Army,"31 the mercenary force estabtishye
Israel in southern Lebanon to terrorize the poparain its "security zone." The location of thetgig, near the
village of Khiam, is also worthy of note. Khiam hasistory, well known in Lebanon and Israel, it mothe
U.S. Ze'ev Schiff alluded to this history in thedsti of Peres's Iron Fist operations. He observat inen
Israel invaded Lebanon in 1982, the village of Kinivas "empty of inhabitants,” though now it hasO00,
and that the Lebanese town of Nabatiya had onl@®iBhabitants, today 50,000. "These and otheisonide
again be forced to abandon their homes if they giegrtremists in their community or Palestiniansattack
Israeli settlements," Schiff explained.32 That Wi their fate if they mimic the IDF, which was nhattacking
Lebanese villages, randomly murdering civilians dedtroying in defense against the "terrorism Jthas not
disappeared" as "Israeli soldiers are harassed idaslouthern Lebanon."33

For the Lebanese to whom the warning was addiessel for at least some better-informed elemehtsso
Israeli audience, Schiff did not have to explainyvttie population of Nabatiya had been reduced@0®Gand
Khiam emptied by 1982. The population of Khiam lhedn driven out, with hundreds killed, by Israelror
bombardment from the early 1970s, and the handifia emained in Khiam were slaughtered during th&819
invasion of Lebanon, under the eyes of the elitta@dorigade, by Israel's Haddad militia, which¢seeded in
establishing relative peace in the region and privg the return of P.L.O. terrorists,” the man p&face
explained.34

Khiam is also the site of a "secret jail" maintd by "Israel and its local militia allies in sbutebanon ...
where detainees are held in appalling conditiomssarbjected to beatings and electric-shock tortareprding
to former inmates and international relief offisiah the area.” The Red Cross reported that "lisragtre
running the center" and that it had been refuséxy day the IDF.35 Confirming these reports, Horanéidds
that Israel has learned "the lesson of Ansar, ctirecentration camp run by the IDF. It has theretoranged
for its SLA mercenaries to run the Khiam tortur@mtber so as to deflect criticism. Extensive repofterture
by former prisoners have been ignored in the Uh&. not elsewhere. Citing this evidence, Paul Kedqslf the



College de France, co-founder of the French PhyisscCommittee on Soviet Jewry) observes that nfdaseo
prisoners "were picked up as suspects during seapehations or were villagers arrested for refusing
cooperate with the occupying power, and in paréicubr refusing to join the Israeli-led 'South baglese Army
militia™; none has been indicted or tried, thowsgime had then been detained for over a year. Kigaime
principal, but not the only center. Kessler repaystematic torture by SLA guards, who operatepitigons
"under the direction of Israeli officers."36

There might have been more to say, then, abautethorist attack by "fanatics” at Khiam on Octohé,
1985, were matters such as these considereddgdome part of historical memory alongside of ots of
terror of greater ideological serviceability.

Nabatiya too has further stories to tell. Thgttiof 50,000 of its 60,000 population "mostly besa of fear of
the [Israeli] shelling” was reported by two JeresalPost correspondents who were touring southeparian
in an effort to unearth evidence of PLO terror atcities, finding little, though there was ampladence of
Israeli terror and its effects.37 One such bombarmtnwvas on November 4, 1977, when Nabatiya "canderun
heavy artillery fire from [Israeli-supported] Lebzse Maronite positions and also from Israeli begseon both
sides of the frontier - including some of the skakli strongpoints inside Lebanon.” The attack#inaed the
next day, with three women killed among other chms On November 6, two rockets fired by Fatah
guerrillas killed two Israelis in Nahariya, settiofj an artillery battle and a second rocket attdnzk killed one
Israeli. "Then came the Israeli air raids in whédme 70 people, nearly all Lebanese, were kill&d."3

This Israeli-initiated exchange, which threatetetéad to a major war, was cited by Egyptian idesg Sadat
as a reason for his offer to visit Jerusalem adaws later.39

These events have entered historical memory diffarent form, however, not only in journalism bt
scholarship: "In an effort to disrupt the movenmtentards a peace conference," Edward Haley writiéagmo
evidence), "the PLO fired Katyusha rockets intoribethern Israeli village of Nahariya, on Novembeand 8,
killing three," and eliciting "the inevitable Islaeeprisal” on November 9, with over 100 killed attacks "in
and around Type and two small towns to the southA4 is the rule, in sanitized history Palestiniaagy out
terrorism, Israelis then retaliate, perhaps tocsHigr In the real world, the truth is often rattkfferent, a
matter of no small significance for the study afdeism in the Middle East.

The torment of Nabatiya was rarely noted by thestdrn press, though there are a few exceptiores oOtine
Israeli attacks was on December 2, 1975, whensttaeli air force bombed the town killing dozend ebanese
and Palestinian civilians, using antipersonnel waap bombs and rockets.41 This raid, unusual ihithaas
reported, aroused no interest or concern, perhapsuilse it was apparently a "retaliation”: namedyaliation
against the UN Security Council, which had justeagkto devote a session to the peace proposalsdagk
Syria, Jordan, Egypt and the PLO, discussed intehdp

The story continues with little change. In edr§86, while the eyes of the world were focusedarrdr on the
lunatic terrorists in the Arab world, the pressam@d that Israeli tank cannon poured fire into vikage of
Sreifa in southern Lebanon, aiming at 30 houses fwchich the IDF claimed they had been fired upon by
"armed terrorists" resisting their military actionsthe course of what they described as a searctwb Israeli
soldiers who had been "kidnapped" in the Israadctsity zone" in Lebanon. Largely kept from the Airoan
press was the report by the UN peace-keeping fahagdsraeli troops "went really crazy” in thegeemtions,
locking up entire villages, preventing the UN tredpom sending in water, milk and oranges to thiagers
subjected to "interrogation” - meaning brutal togtof men and women by Israeli forces, and by tloaal
mercenaries with IDF troops standing by. The IDEnthdeparted, taking away many villagers including
pregnant women, some brought to Israel in furthelation of international law, destroying housesl &moting
and wrecking others, while Shimon Peres said thiatel's search for its kidnapped soldiers "expeesse
attitude towards the value of human life and digtvi2

A month later, on March 24, Lebanese radio regubthat Israeli forces, either IDF or SLA merceesyi
shelled Nabatiya killing three civilians and woumgli22 as "shells slammed into the marketplaceenctnter
of town at daybreak as crowds gathered for tratlile attack was allegedly in retaliation for ataek on
Israel's mercenary forces in southern Lebanon.aflde of the Shi'ite Amal vowed that "Israeli settésts and



installations will not be beyond the blows of thesistance.” On March 27, a Katyusha rocket struck a
schoolyard in northern Israel, injuring five peqp@d eliciting an Israeli attack on Palestiniafugee camps
near Sidon, killing ten people and wounding 22, leviisrael's northern commander stated over Isramhy
radio that the IDF had not determined whether toket had been fired by Shi'ite or Palestinian gilees. On
April 7, Israeli planes bombed the same camps ameighboring village, killing two and wounding 20,
claiming that terrorists had set out from therehwiite intent of killing Israeli citizens.43

Of all these events, only the rocket attack orthewn Israel merited anguished TV coverage ancergén
outrage at "the evil scourge of terrorism," thouigis was somewhat muted because of the mass laysten
being orchestrated over a Nicaraguan "invasioafduras, as the Nicaraguan Army exercised itd legfat
of hot pursuit in driving out of its territory temist gangs dispatched by their U.S. directors sihew of force
just prior to the Senate vote on Contra aid; rettat the only serious issue under debate in therist state is
whether the proxy army can accomplish the goalg@sd them by their master.44 Israel, in contrasis not
exercising a legal right of hot pursuit in shelliagd bombing towns and refugee camps, nor haweits of
wholesale terrorism and outright aggression in bebaever fallen under this concept. But as a cltate,
Israel inherits from the emperor the right of teism, torture and aggression. And Nicaragua, asremy,
plainly lacks the right to defend its territory fnoU.S. international terrorism. Consequently, ih&ural that
Israel's actions should be ignored, or dismissetegiimate retaliation, while Congress, across herow
spectrum, denounced the "Nicaraguan Marxist-Letghi®r this renewed demonstration of the threaythose
to regional peace and stability.

The Israeli invasion of Lebanon in June 1982 imoegularly presented in properly sanitized fo8himon
Peres writes that the "Peace for Galilee" operatiaa fought "in order to insure that the Galilel wo longer
be shelled by Katyusha rockets." Eric Breindel ek that "of course, the principal aim of the édiranvasion
in 1982" was "to protect the Galilee region .ronfi Katyusha-rocket attacks and other shelling ftabanon."
The news pages of the Times inform us that thesiovabegan "after attacks by Palestine Liberation
Organization guerrillas on Israel's northern setéats,” and (without comment) that Israeli leadsesd they
wanted to end the rocket and shelling attacks @el's northern border," which "has been accometidbr the
three years the Israeli Army has spent in Lebanderiry Kamm adds that "For nearly three years ptwple
of Qiryat Shemona have not slept in their bombtehgland parents have not worried when their mldvent
out to school or to play. The Soviet-made Katyusickets, which for many years struck this town nibar
Lebanese border at random intervals, have nonfailece Israel invaded Lebanon in June 1982." Andnias
Friedman observes that "If rockets again rain dowrsrael's northern border after all that has keqrended
on Lebanon, the Israeli public will be outraged”; ' right now there are no rockets landing intinem Israel. .
. and if large-scale attacks begin afresh on Israelrthern border that minority [that favors kegpihe army in
Lebanon] could grow into a majority again." "OpeyatPeace for Galilee - the Israeli invasion of &ebtn -
was originally undertaken" to protect the civilipopulation from Palestinian gunners, Friedman resparone
of the numerous human interest stories on the itr@fathe suffering Israelis. Political figures ndgrly
expound the same doctrine. Zbigniew Brzezinskiasgrihat "the increased Syrian military presencetbadise
of Lebanon by the Palestine Liberation Organization incursions against Israel precipitated theagsr
invasion [of 1982]," and Ronald Reagan, in a yeither display of moral cowardice, asks us to "reimenthat
when [the invasion] all started, Israel, becausthefviolations of its own northern border by theegtinians,
the P.L.O., had gone all the way to Beirut,” whigneas "10,000 Palestinians [!] who had been bnggiuin
down on Beirut," not the bombers whom he was supyupa5

These and innumerable other accounts, many wiid descriptions of the torment of the people loé t
Galilee subjected to random Katyusha bombardmeelf ltreate the approved picture of Soviet-armed
Palestinian fanatics, a central component of thesRn-based international terror network, who cdnigrael
to invade and strike Palestinian refugee campsadiner targets, as any state would do, to defengatgple
from merciless terrorist attack.

The real world, once again, is rather differedavid Shipler writes that "In the four years betweabe
previous lIsraeli invasion of southern Lebanon i78@nd the invasion of June 6, 1982, a total op@8ple
were Killed in northern Israel in all forms of atka from Lebanon, including shelling and borderssings by
terrorists,” but that for a year before the 1982asion, "the border was quiet."46 This report isigual in at
least approaching half-truth. While the PLO refemirfrom cross-border actions for a year prior ® Idraeli



invasion, the border was far from quiet, sincedBreerror continued, killing many civilians; theotder was
"quiet” only in the racist terms of U.S. discoursace again. Furthermore, neither Shipler nor boeiates
recall that while 29 people were killed in northelsrael from 1978, thousands were killed by Israeli
bombardments in Lebanon, barely noted in the @u&l,rarely "retaliatory.”

The bombardments from 1978 were a central elewfaie Camp David "peace process,” which, preligia
freed Israel to extend its takeover and repressnothe occupied territories while attacking its thern
neighbor, with the main Arab deterrent (Egypt) nmmoved from the conflict and U.S. military support
rapidly increasing. William Quandt notes furtheattiithe Israeli operational planning for the inwasiof
Lebanon against the PLO [in 1981-2] seems to cdeheiith the consolidation of the Egyptian-Israedape
treaty.” It should be noted that the obvious sigaiice of the Camp David agreements, though vistual
inexpressible in the U.S. at the time and sincejnderstood by competent American journalists. Tihuan
interview in Israel, David Shipler says that "Or tisraeli side, it seems to me that the peaceytssdtup the
situation for the war in Lebanon. With Egypt noden a confrontation state, Israel felt free toiaté@ a war in
Lebanon, something it probably would not have daoedb before the peace treaty ... It is an irdrat the war
in Lebanon could not have taken place without thacp treaty"; hardly an irony, but an intrinsictpzfrthe
process.47 To my knowledge, he did not write thathie Times during his five years as its correspahdh
Israel, ending in June 1984, or since.

Shipler adds, "I think there would not have beech tremendous opposition to the war among Israeli
without this same peace treaty." Having been imeksat the time, he can hardly fail to know thag th
"tremendous opposition to the war" is a post hapaganda fabrication designed to restore the imégte
beautiful Israel.” Opposition was in fact slighttilthe postwar Sabra-Shatila massacres (when stgypoof
the war in the U.S. too deserted the sinking stopstructing a fraudulent history of "earlier opitios,” much
as in the case of the Indochina war), and latermbenting costs of the occupation.48

Turning to the real world, consider first the imaate background of the "Peace for Galilee" opmmailhe
PLO observed the U.S.-arranged cease-fire of JeBA Hespite repeated Israeli efforts to evoke saotie®n
that could be used as a pretext for the planneassion, including bombardment in late April 1982ikg two
dozen people, sinking of fishing boats, etc. Thé @xceptions were a light retaliation in May aftsraeli
bombardment, and a response to heavy Israeli baparid ground attacks in Lebanon in June that hasech
many civilian casualties. These Israeli attacksewer'retaliation” for the attempted assassinatibthe Israeli
Ambassador in London by Abu Nidal, a sworn enemshefPLO, who did not even have an office in Lelmano
- again, the familiar story of "retaliation.” It wdhis assassination attempt that was used asetexpfor the
long-planned invasion.

The New Republic informs us that the successe&/Mfnegotiator Brian Urquhart "have been minor,
somehow forgettable: his negotiation of a PLO cdimedsic] in southern Lebanon in 1981, for instari49
That strict party line journals should prefer tor§et" the facts is not surprising, but the premeéeof such
convenient lapses of memory is noteworthy.

The events of July 1981 follow pretty much thmegattern. On May 28, Ze'ev Schiff and Ehud Y alaitie,
Prime Minister Menachem Begin and Chief-of-Stafffd@h Eitan "took another step that would bring thei
country appreciably closer to a war in Lebanon aithaction that was essentially calculated towdrdsend”;
namely, they broke the cease-fire with bombingEO concentrations" (a term commonly used to reder
Israeli targets, whatever they are) in southernabel. The attacks continued from air and sea datie 3,
Schiff and Ya'ari continue, while "the Palestiniarsponded gingerly for fear that a vigorous reactvould
only provoke a crushing Israeli ground operatioh.tease-fire was again established, broken agaitsragl
on July 10, with renewed bombardments. This timeelwas a Palestinian reaction, with rocket attdlcks
caused panic in the northern Galilee followed bguyelsraeli bombing of Beirut and other civiliangats. By
the time a cease-fire was declared on July 24, sthfieArabs - nearly all Lebanese civilians - andlsiaelis
were killed.50

Of this story, all that is remembered is the teminof the northern Galilee, subjected to randonylsha
bombing by PLO terrorists that finally provokedast to retaliate in its June 1982 invasion of LedyarThis is
sometimes true even of serious journalists who dbsmply provide a pipeline for official propagand



Edward Walsh writes that "the repeated rocket k$tas 1981 had put [Qiryat Shemona] once again unde
siege," describing the "distraught parents" and tdreor caused by "the pounding of artillery andket
barrages from the nearby Palestinian bases" in,188h no further word on what was happening. Gurti
Wilkie, one of the more skeptical and perceptivéAoferican journalists in the Middle East, writesttiQiryat
Shemona "came under withering fire from Palestiriidmeration Organization forces in 1981; the rain o
Soviet-made Katyusha rockets was so intense apoim that those residents who had not fled wereeid to
spend eight consecutive days and nights in bombbessie again, with no further word on the reaséorsthis
"withering fire" or on the mood in Beirut and othavilian areas where hundreds were killed in theaerous
Israeli bombardment.51

The example gives some further insight into thiecepts of "terrorism” and "retaliation,” as inteed within
the U.S. ideological system, and into the assumptighich, as a matter of course, exclude the soffef the
primary victims, for the usual reasons.

The official story that "the rocket and shelliagacks on Israel's northern border" were endedkghéo the
"Peace for Galilee" operation (NYT; see above)asldy false. First, the border was "quiet" for ayerior to
the invasion apart from Israeli terror attacks pnavocations; and the major rocket attacks, in 191§1, were
a response to Israeli terror which in this incidaltne exacted a toll almost 100 times greater thanPLO
response. Second, in sharp contrast to the pregxeeinod, rocket attacks against Israel began lstaiter the
invasion ended, from early 1983, and continuedrdupg of dissident Israeli journalists report thatwo weeks
of September 1985, 14 Katyusha rockets were fiteadeaGalilee. Furthermore, "terrorist attacks'reased by
50 percent in the West Bank in the months followihg war, and by the end of 1983 had increasedGby 7
percent since the war in Lebanon, becoming a sdheeat by 1985, not a surprising consequence \GHga
atrocities and the destruction of the civil sociatyl political system of the Palestinians.52

The real reason for the 1982 invasion was notliheat to the northern Galilee, as sanitized hyseeould
have it, but rather the opposite, as was plauskplained shortly after the invasion was launchedsbael's
leading specialist on the Palestinians, Hebrew &hsity Professor Yehoshua Porath (a "moderate$riaeli
parlance, who supports the Labor Party's "Jordasmdution” for the Palestinians). The decisionrteade, he
suggests, "flowed from the very fact that the cdasehad been observed." This was a "veritablastabphe”
for the Israeli government, because it threatehegblicy of evading a political settlement. "Thevgrnment's
hope," he continued, "is that the stricken PLOKilag a logistic and territorial base, will retura its earlier
terrorism; it will carry out bombings throughoutethvorld, hijack airplanes, and murder many Isrdeasnd
thus "will lose part of the political legitimacy tas gained" and "undercut the danger” of negotatwith
representative Palestinians, which would threatenpolicy -shared by both major political groupingsf
keeping effective control over the occupied teri@s.53

The plausible assumption of the Israeli lead@rstas that those who shape public opinion in thé&ddn
States - the only country that counts, now thaadkhas chosen to become a mercenary state seheng
interests of its provider - could be counted orobditerate the actual history and portray the testoacts
resulting from Israeli aggression and atrocitiesrasdom acts of violence ascribable to defects rabA
character and culture, if not racial deficienci€&ibsequent U.S. commentary on terrorism fulfillesth
expectations with some precision, a major propagaodp for state terrorists in Jerusalem and Wagsbrin

The basic points are understood well enoughsiael. Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir stated ovendé
television that Israel went to war because thers Vaaterrible danger . . . Not so much a militaneas a
political one," prompting the fine Israeli satiri&. Michael, to write that "the lame excuse of ifitary danger
or a danger to the Galilee is dead,” once we "maxeved the political danger" by striking first;yno Thank
God, there is no one to talk to." Columnist AarcacBar comments that "it is easy to understand thednof
the Israeli leadership. Arafat has been accusedste&dily moving towards some kind of political
accommodation with Israel” and "in the eyes of ldraeli Administration, this is the worst possilthgeat"” -
including Labor as well as Likud. Journalist/hisaor Benny Morris observes that "the PLO held its &long
the northern border for a whole year, on a numbbercoasions omitting completely to react to Israaliions
(designed specifically to draw PLO fire on the st For the senior IDF officers, he continues,e'thar's
inevitability rested on the PLO as a political #ir¢o Israel and to Israel's hold on the occupexdtories,”
since "Palestinian hopes inside and outside thapied territories for the maturation of nationahspirations



rested on and revolved about the PLO." Like evaryescommentator, he ridicules the hysterical thikua
captured weapons and the PLO military threat, ardlipts that "the Shi‘ites of West Beirut, manytloém
refugees from previous Israeli bombardments of Isauat Lebanon in the 1970s, will probably remember t
IDF siege of June-August [1982] for a long time,ithMong-term repercussions in "Shi'ite terrorisgaiast
Israeli targets."54

On the right wing, Likud Knesset member Ehud Otneemmented that "the danger posed by the PLO to
Israel did not lie in its extremism, but in thetiious moderation Arafat managed to display witheuer
losing sight of his ultimate aim, which is the dastion of Israel” (arguably true, in the sensevimch David
Ben-Gurion, while in power, never lost sight of hikimate aim of expanding to "the limits of Ziohis
aspirations," including much of the surrounding rtinies and on some occasions, the "biblical botdeosn
the Nile to Iraqg, while the native population wogldmehow be transferred). Former West Bank Adnmatist
Professor Menachem Milson states that "it is aakesto think that the threat to Israel represebiethe PLO
is essentially a military one; rather, it is a poél and ideological one." Defense Minister Arigharon
explained just before the invasion that "quiet be West Bank" requires "the destruction of the AhO
Lebanon,” and his ultra-right cohort, Chief of $tRafael Eitan, commented afterwards that the was &
success, because it severely weakened "the pbldiatus” of the PLO and "the struggle of the PlLdD &
Palestinian state" while enforcing Israel's capgacib block any such purpose.” Commenting on such
statements, Israeli military historian Uri Milshtefa supporter of Labor's "Jordanian solution")easlss that
among the goals of the invasion in the Sharon-Eitarception were: "to establish a New Order55 ibhdren
and the Middle East,” "to advance the process afatzation in several Arab states,” "to guarantes t
annexation of Judea and Samaria [the West Bankheostate of Israel,” and "perhaps a solution &f th
Palestinian problem."

Knesset Member Amnon Rubinstein, much admirethénU.S. for his liberal and dovish stance, writest
even though the ceasefire had been observed "moes®' (to translate: observed by the PLO but lmot
Israel), nevertheless the invasion of Lebanon asified" because of a potential, not actual rartthreat:
the arms and ammunition in southern Lebanon wetended for eventual use against Israel. Consider th
implications of this argument in other contextservf we were to take seriously the claims abopbntial
PLO military threat to Israel.56

Note that Rubinstein anticipated the interestlogtrine enunciated by the Reagan Administratioastifying
its April 1986 bombing of Libya in "self-defenseaagst future attack,” to which we turn in the nelxapter.

American supporters of Israeli atrocities occaaily acknowledge the same truths. Just beforenwesion,
New Republic editor Martin Peretz, echoing Shanoa Bitan, urged that Israel should administer ®RhO a
"lasting military defeat” in Lebanon that "will ¢léy to the Palestinians in the West Bank thatrtis&iuggle for
an independent state has suffered a setback of yearg," so that "the Palestinians will be turnetd just
another crushed nation, like the Kurds or the AfghaAnd Democratic Socialist Michael Walzer, whees
the solution for Palestinian Arabs - within Israed well -in transfer of those "marginal to the oati
(essentially, the position of the racist Rabbi Kaiesee chapter 1, note 7), explained in the NepuBRe after
the war that "I certainly welcome the political eaf of the PLO, and | believe that the limited tarly
operation required to inflict that defeat can b&edded under the theory of just war."57

It is of some interest to observe the convergeamcthese issues between the Israeli ultra-rigdtAmerican
left-liberalism.

In short, the goals of the war were politicak thccupied territories being one prime target,"tew Order”
in Lebanon being another. The tale about protectiveg border from terrorism is Agitprop. If Palestim
terrorism can be revived, so much the better. Andleé can't pin the blame on Arafat, he can at ldmst
stigmatized as "the founding father of contempoRaiestinian violence" (New Republic) so that Hisrés at
political settlement can be evaded.

The problem of evading a political settlement dad, however, end with the destruction of the tpl base
for the PLO, as had been hoped, so it remainedseaceto be on the alert to combat the threat afiehd the
doctrinal truth that the U.S. and Israel seek pdadeare blocked by Arab rejectionism. Thus, in iAptay



1984, Arafat made a series of statements in EuampkAsia calling for negotiations with Israel leaglito
mutual recognition. The offer was immediately régelcby Israel, ignored by the U.S. A UPI story orafat's
proposals was the featured front-page story irSdwe Francisco Examiner, and the facts were reparitbdut
prominence in the local quality press. The natigmass suppressed the story outright, apart frobara
mention in the Washington Post some weeks lateg. Né&w York Times even banned letters referringht® t
facts, while continuing (along with others) to danoe Arafat for his unwillingness to pursue a dipédic
course. In general, the more influential the joyrtree more it was determined to suppress the factentirely
natural stance given the position of the U.S. gomwant on the issues.58

Knowledgeable Israelis are of course aware ofaksastand. Former chief of military intelligenGeneral
(ret.) Yehoshaphat Harkabi, an Arabist and wellsndawk for many years, notes that "the PLO wishes
political settlement because it knows that theradteve is terrible and will lead to total destioat” "Arafat,
like Hussein and the Arabs of the West Bank, iaidfthat if there will not be a settlement, Isradl explode,
and with it all its neighbors, including the Paiesins.” Therefore "Arafat adopts relatively moderpositions
with regard to Israel."59

These observations underscore several pointbelg is a crucial political context in which tetson must be
understood, if we are to be serious about it; & the other fellow's crimes, not our own comp&galy worse
ones, that constitute "terrorism" - in this casaggeBtinian but not Israeli or American crimes; 8 toncepts of
"terrorism" and "retaliation" are used as termguadpaganda, not description. Crucially, the hyatéanned
over carefully selected acts of terrorism - thogeAbbabs, whether Palestinians, Lebanese Shi'itds/abs,
Syrians, or even Iranians, who can count as Arabsghis purpose since 1979 - is designed to achieviin
specific political goals. Further inquiry reinfocthese conclusions.

Consider again the matter of retaliation. Thetfpost-1981 rocket attack by Shi'ites against &i8hemona
was in December 1985, after over three years oflitarg occupation of extreme brutality, which réad its
peak during the Iron Fist operations under Shimere®in early 1985. But the occasionally reporeadgery
of the occupiers fails to convey anything like th# story, since it ignores the day-to-day reglittye same is
true of the occasional reporting of Israeli atnesitin the occupied territories, which fails to ¢en the true
picture of brutal degradation, repression, explmita of cheap (including child) labor, harsh cohtover
political and cultural life and curtailment of e@mic development. A more instructive picture isegivby Julie
Flint, recounting "the story of life, and death,dne southern Lebanese village" of Shi'ites a mbefore the
rocket attack. Kfar Roummane had been "a prospexgusultural town of 8,000 people” near Nabatiyaiilg
the period when southern Lebanon was subjectedtorfy.O terror, according to official history (seete 37).
After what the New York Times called its "liberatiofrom PLO rule, it was surrounded by "two huge
fortifications built by the Israelis and their Letese proxy, the South Lebanon Army," from whichrehis
constant sniping and shelling, "sometimes from dawdusk, sometimes only for a few hours,"” with gnan
casualties, leading to the flight of 6,000 peophel &eaving three-fourths of the town uninhabitaiviethis
"dying village" where there is no sign of resistaractivities, and little likelihood of it among tlagolitical
farmers on a bare expanse of flat hillside.60

Was the shelling of Qiryat Shemona "unprovokecbtesm" or "retaliation,” even putting aside thenaerous
atrocities of the Peres-Rabin Iron Fist operations?

A look at the lives of the terrorists is alsotinstive. One was interviewed by the Washingtont Rosa five-
part series on terrorism, selective in the conwerati way. Serving an 18-year sentence in an Isja@klhe was
chosen as "in many ways typical of terrorists nowjail from London to Kuwait." "In his life, a persal
tragedy (the death of his father in a bomb blaskerusalem in 1946) combined with the discovers sfstem
of belief (Marxism) to plunge him into a world obld-blooded political murder.” "The bomb that kdldis
father and more than 90 other persons was set dyrd¢jun Zionist underground group, led by Menachem
Begin, at British military headquarters in whatnsw the King David Hotel" - as it was then.61 Heasw
introduced to Marxism, he said, by the 'realitycohditions in Palestinian camps" in the occupiegst\Bank.
The "reality" of the occupied territories, not oniythe camps, is quite real, and is bitter analgroutside of
the editorial pages of the nation's press, wherecare learn that the occupation was "a model ofréutu
cooperation” and an "experiment in Arab-Israelixasience."62 To explain is not to justify, but pligi some
guestions arise about the easy use of such terfinstabation.”



Or consider Suleiman Khater, the Egyptian soldieo murdered seven Israeli tourists on a Sinaclvesn
October 5, 1985. The Egyptian press reported tisamiother said she was "happy that these Jews iedd d
and a doctor in his village of Baher al-Bakr ddsed the shootings as a warning against the "iljupeace"
between Egypt and Israel. Why this shocking readiioan unspeakable crime? The Tunis bombing adteys
earlier might suggest a reason, but there may beratIn 1970, Israeli warplanes bombed Baher &xBa
killing 47 schoolchildren, during the "war of attoin,” when extensive Israeli bombing, some deepdm
Egypt, drove a million and a half civilians frometlfsuez Canal area, threatening general war wheretSov
piloted MIGs defending inner Egypt were shot downnewly acquired Israeli Phantom jets over Egyptian
territory.63

Something is perhaps missing, then, when thee3itarael correspondent blandly reports that KHateted
out of motives that were nationalist and anti-1B&&- something that would surely not have beearorgd had
the situation been reversed.

David Hirst observes that "the main, or thelyesilgnificant center of international terrorisnm fihe Western
sense of the term] is Lebanon. It either breedewa terrorists, or serves as a congenial homeniported
ones," either Palestinians, who "have known litbet bombardment, murder, massacre and mutilation,
encircling hatred, fear and insecurity," or Lebane$ose society was given its final blow by the .th&cked
Israeli aggression and its aftermath; "... one @iion is rooted in the minds of the youth of totl@among
these groups: "that under President Reagan, wheodrasd his country's traditional partisanshiphaigrael to
unprecedented lengths, the U.S. is the incorrigitpleolder of a whole existing order so intoleratblat any
means now justifies its destruction. The terrangbulse may be strongest among the Palestiniarist ban
also be Lebanese, Arab, or - in its most spectaowaifestation - Shi‘ite."

The essential point was expressed by Yehoshadhastabi: "To offer an honorable solution to the
Palestinians respecting their right to self-deteahon: that is the solution of the problem of éeism. When
the swamp disappears, there will be no more maseglitc5

U.S.-Israeli wholesale terrorism and aggressiamehsurely contributed to the situation Hirst diss,
predictably and perhaps consciously so (see abawed)poth terrorist states are presumably satisfigathe
outcome, which provides them with a justificatiam gersist in their course of rejectionism and wvick
Furthermore, the retail terrorism to which they éaontributed can be exploited to induce a propeses of
fear and mobilization among the population, as ireqgufor more general ends. All that is necessary i
doctrinal system that will shriek in chorus whertegsary and suppress any understanding of U.#&tiwvets,
their pattern, their sources, and their motivati@m this score, policy-makers need have few comsgeire
record shows.

Terrorist acts are characteristically describgdheir perpetrators as "retaliatory” (or, in these of U.S. and
Israeli terrorism, as "preemptive"). Thus the bamgbof Tunis was in alleged retaliation for the mamdin
Larnaca, as noted, though there was barely a methat the victims of the Tunis bombing had amneation
with the Larnaca atrocity. The latter was alsoifiest as "retaliatory,” a response to Israeli higag of ships
travelling from Cyprus to Lebanon.66 The formerimlavas accepted in the U.S. as legitimate, thesratt
ignored or derided, a distinction based on ideal@igtommitment, as is the norm.

Putting aside the justifications offered for teist violence and keeping to the factual recdndre is no doubt
that Israel has been carrying out hijacking operatiand kidnapping at sea for many years, witle litbtice
and no concern in the U.S. over this crime, whigbugses great passion and anger when the perpstatr
Arabs. It was not even deemed necessary to rdpofatt that the Israeli High Court in effect gagestamp of
approval to this procedure. In the case of an Avlb appealed against his imprisonment on grounalshé
was captured outside of Israeli territorial watdlse High Court ruled that "the legality of sentieigcand
imprisonment is unaffected by the means wherebystispect was brought to Israeli territory," anddh@nce
again) that an Israeli court may sentence a pdmoactions outside of Israel that it regards asicral. In this
case, the Court stated that "security reasons” ma@deessary to keep the appellant in prison.67

Turning to the historical record, in 1976, acéogdto Knesset member (General, ret.) Mattityahled®ehe
Israeli Navy began to capture boats belonging teabhese Muslims - turning them over to Israel's beka



Christian allies, who killed them - in an effort &ort steps towards conciliation that had beeanged
between the PLO and Israel. Prime Minister Rabinceded the facts but said that the boats were meptu
prior to these arrangements, while Defense Mini§kimon Peres refused to comment. After a prisoner
exchange in November 1983, a front-page story énTiimes mentioned in its eighteenth paragraph3iatf

the Arab prisoners, who had been held at the ratsrAnsar prison camp, "had been seized recentihdy
Israeli Navy as they tried to make their way frorgp@is to Tripoli," north of Beirut, an observatiomat
merited no comment there or elsewhere.68 By theedagic, British forces could have sent agentsitim&p
Zionists in the United States or on the high sea4947, placing them in prison camps without chawge
convicting them of support for terrorism.

In June, 1984, Israel hijacked a ferryboat opegabetween Cyprus and Lebanon five miles off tebdnese
coast with a burst of machinegun fire and forcewb iHaifa, where nine people were removed and tesgrht
Lebanese and the ninth Syrian. Five were freed afterrogation and four held, including one wonaard a
schoolboy returning from England for a holiday igifit; two were released two weeks later, whileftite of
the others remains unreported. The matter was @erexl so insignificant that one has to searchifigritems
in the back pages even to learn this much aboufatieeof the kidnapped passengers. The London @d&ser
suggested a "political motive": to compel passenderuse the ferry operating from the Maronite purt
Jounieh instead of Muslim West Beirut or to sigimaihe Lebanese that they are "powerless" and owmse to
terms with Israel. Lebanon denounced this "actii@icy," which Godfrey Jansen described as "anather” in
Israel's "long list of international thuggery.” "Toaintain the maritime terrorist fiction,” he adthe Israelis
then bombed and bombarded a small island off Tiripdlich was said to be a base for PLO seaborne
operations,” a claim that he dismisses as "absurdé' Lebanese police reported that 15 were Kill@l,
wounded and 20 missing, all Lebanese, fishermerchidren at a Sunni boy scout camp which was tharst
hit" target.69

In its report on the Israeli "interception" (maecurately, hijacking) of the ferryboat, the Tinmdsserves that
prior to the 1982 war, "the Israeli Navy regulairtyercepted ships bound for or leaving the port3ye and
Sidon in the south and searched them for guertilas usual accepting Israeli claims at face vafgjan
"interception” of civilian Israeli ships on a simamilpretext might be regarded a bit differently. nhy, Israel's
hijacking of a Libyan civilian jet on February 4986 was accepted with equanimity, criticized, ialif as an
error based on faulty intelligence.70 On April 2985, several Palestinians were kidnapped fronliaivboats
operating between Lebanon and Cyprus and sentctetsdestinations in Israel, a fact that becamdipub
knowledge (in Israel) when one was interviewed sradli television, leading to an appeal to the Higlurt of
Justice for information; presumably there are athenknown.71

None of these cases, most of them known onlyutiirancidental comment, arouses any interest oceon
any more than when it is reported in passing thabAsecurity prisoners” released in an exchangle 8xria
were in fact "Druze residents of villages in theaddi-annexed portion of the strategic Golan Hadfi@ It is
considered Israel's prerogative to carry out hijaglof ships and kidnappings, at will, as well asnpardment
of what it will call "terrorist targets," with thapproval of articulate opinion in the United Statekatever the
facts may be.

We might tarry a moment over the Israeli attankitoe island off Tripoli north of Beirut, in whidbebanese
fishermen and boy scouts at a camp were killeds Téxeived scant notice, but that is the norm enciise of
such regular Israeli terrorist atrocities, of whitths is far from the most serious. Palestiniamckis fare
differently. None is remembered with more horrarthhe atrocity at Ma'alot in 1974, where 22 memmloéra
paramilitary youth group were killed in an exchawoddre after Moshe Dayan had refused, over theatmns
of General Mordechai Gur, to consider negotiationsthe terrorists’ demands for the release of Bailes
prisoners.73 One might ask why the murder of Lebari®y scouts is a lesser atrocity - in fact, nanall,
since it was perpetrated by "a country that cavesiiman life" (Washington Post) with a "high mgoakpose”
(Time) perhaps unique in history.74

Two days before the Ma'alot attack, Israeli jedsl bombed the Lebanese village of El-Kfeir, kdlifour
civilians. According to Edward Said, the Ma'alotaak was "preceded by weeks of sustained Isragalma
bombing of Palestinian refugee camps in southefpahen," with over 200 killed. At the time, Israebsv
engaged in large-scale scorched earth operatiossuthern Lebanon, with air, artillery and gunbatiacks



and commando operations using shells, bombs, andbpnel weapons and napalm, with probably thossand
killed (the West could not be troubled, so no aataifigures are available here) and hundreds afstdruds
driven north to slums around Beirut.75 Interest sigght and reporting scanty. None of this is reear in the
annals of terrorism; nor did it even happen, asafrsanitized history is concerned, though the sroruds
Palestinian terrorist attacks of the early 1970sew@ghtly of course) bitterly condemned, andl gtthnd as
proof that the Palestinians cannot be a partneegmtiations over their fate. Meanwhile the mederagularly
condemned as overly critical of Israel and eveno-BLO" - a propaganda coup of quite monumental
proportions.

We might note the interpretation of these eveffered by Israeli leaders honored as moderatesxXample
Yitzhak Rabin, who was Ambassador to Washington taed Prime Minister during the period of the worst
Israeli atrocities in Lebanon, pre-Camp David 19%8 could not ignore the plight of the civil poptibn in
southern Lebanon ... It was our humanitarian datgitl the population of the area and prevent infilzeing
wiped out by the hostile terrorists."76 ReviewefdfRkabin's memoirs found nothing amiss in these wost
effectively has an ideologically serviceable higtbeen constructed, and so profound is anti-Aralsnain the
West.

It should also be noted that Israel is not alonenjoying the right of piracy and hijacking. Aa3s report
condemning the Achille Lauro hijacking in Octob&8% accused the United States of hypocrisy because
men who hijacked a Soviet airliner, killing a stedess and wounding other crew members, were gefeige
in the U.S., which refused extradition.77

The case is not exactly well known, and the ahafghypocrisy might appear to have a certain méhie case
is also not unique. Abraham Sofaer, legal advieathe State Department, observes that "During 804,
despite America's strong opposition to aircrafa¢kings, the United States and its Western alkdssed
requests from Czechoslovakia, the U.S.S.R., Poldadoslavia and other communist regimes for therreof
persons who hijacked planes, trains and shipsdapes' Sofaer claims that the U.S. "reexaminegotgy" in
the late 1960s and early 1970s "when aircraft kijag reached epidemic proportions" and was postog "
serious a problem and too great a threat to thetysaf innocent passengers to be tolerated."7&§iih the
blanks, hijacking began to be directed againsti& and its allies and thus fell under the catggdterrorism
instead of heroic resistance to oppression.

One might also mention the first airplane hijagkin the Middle East, which is also not familfare. It was
carried out by Israel in December 1954, when aaByairways civilian jet was intercepted by Isrdghters
and forced to land at Lydda airport. Chief of Stdffishe Dayan's intent was "to get hostages in dadebtain
the release of our prisoners in Damascus,” Primeidtéir Moshe Sharett wrote in his personal diatye T
prisoners were lIsraeli soldiers who had been cagtan a spy mission inside Syria; it was Dayan regall,
who, 20 years later, ordered the rescue attemptatido the death of Israeli teenagers in Ma'alod had been
taken hostage in an effort to obtain the releageatdstinian prisoners in Israel. Sharett wrotegtely that "we
had no justification whatsoever to seize the plaar@! that he had "no reason to doubt the trutthefactual
affirmation of the U.S. State Department that ottiom was without precedent in the history of inaronal
practice." But the incident has disappeared frostolny, so that Israeli UN Ambassador Benjamin Ngdhu,
now a much-admired commentator on internationabtesm, may appear on national television and azthe
PLO of "inventing" the hijacking of airplanes angka the killing of diplomats, with no fear of coadliction.79

As for the killing of diplomats, we might onlyaa&ll the assassination of UN Mediator Folke Berndm
1948 by a terrorist group led by Netanyahu's immedsuperior, Foreign Minister Yitzhak Shamir, afiehe
three commanders who gave the orders for the asatsa (a second, now dead, was a respected cotatoen
in the Israeli press for many years, as is thelfhi close friend of David Ben-Gurion privatelyrdessed that
he was one of the assassins, but Ben-Gurion kegciet, and the Israeli government arranged f®ettape
from prison and departure from the country of thresponsible. In his eyewitness account, Zionistdnian
Jon Kimche writes that "there was no nation-widé&cuor determination to catch the perpetratorsd &mot
much moral indignation.” "The attitude of the méypmwas that another enemy of the Jews had fallethb
wayside." The assassination "was condemned, redrettd deplored because it would cast reflectians o
Israel, and make the work of her diplomats mordiatilt; not because it was wrong in itself to rdstu
assassination."80



Honoring of terrorists who took part in natioséuggles is quite standard, of course, in the @sSwell. But
in the contrived selective memory, only the actiohenemies find a place as "the evil scourge wbtesm."

After the hijacking of the Achille Lauro in reiafion for the Tunis bombing, the issue of shipabijing
became a major Western concern. A study by Reutens agency concluded that "there have been just &
handful of ship hijackings since 1961," giving avfexamples by Muslims; the Israeli hijackings weacg on
the list.81

Hijacking is not the only form of terrorism thedcapes this category when it is carried out byfreemds. UN
Ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick explained that thevinlg up of the Greenpeace anti-nuclear protest ship
Rainbow Warrior by French agents with one man nmedievas not terrorism: "I'd like to say that thereh
clearlydid not intend to attack civilians and bystars and maim, torture or kill," an appeal thaeoterrorists
could offer with ease. In its lead editorial, unttes title "Mitterrand's Finest Hour," the Asian W&t. Journal
wrote that "The Greenpeace campaign is fundamgnt@mlent and dangerous . . . That the French govent
was prepared to use force against the Rainbow Warri . suggests that the government had its ipesr
straight." In the New York Times, David Housegoiesws a book on the affair, criticizing the Frendr f
"blunders" and "a bad mistake"; "there was no néedilow up the ship and the French could haven&gihe
same objective with far less unfavorable publitityhere is no hint that some harsher words mighhhbsder.
Given these "blunders,"” Housego concludes thatdg difficult to justify not incriminating [Defenddinister]
Mr. Hernu and hard to blame the New Zealandersni@risoning the French officers."82 Housego disesss
the comparison with Watergate, missing the majaiagy: in that case too there was a great hullabalmut
"blunders" and petty criminality, and much self-goatulation on the part of the media, while botm@ess
and the media ignored as irrelevant the far momoow® crimes of the Nixon Administration and its
predecessors revealed at the same time.83 The empexempt from the charge of terrorism or ottrémes,
and his allies often share the same privilege. Treyguilty at worst of "blunders."

George Shultz may well deserve a prize for hyiggcon this score. While urging an "active" driva o
terrorism, he described as "insidious" the claiat tone man's terrorist is another man's freedgiédr":

Freedom fighters or revolutionaries don't blow wsds containing non-combatants. Terrorist murdeters
Freedom fighters don't assassinate innocent bissimersor hijack innocent men, women and children.ofist
murderers do ... The resistance fighters in Afgstami do not destroy villages or kill the helpleBse Contras
in Nicaragua do not blow up school buses or holdgmexecutions of civilians.

In fact, the terrorists Shultz commands in Nicae@s he knows, specialize precisely in murderttasks on
civilians, with torture, rape, mutilation; their iods record of terror is well documented, thoughoigd and
quickly forgotten, even denied by terrorist apostgi(see note 16). The resistance fighters in Afgt@n have
also carried out brutal atrocities of a sort thauld evoke fevered denunciations in the West ifattacking
forces (who would then be called "liberators" agtin "self-defense") were American or Israeli. Oalyfew
months before he spoke, Shultz's UNITA friends imgéla were boasting of having shot down civiliamiers
with 266 people killed and had released 26 hostageshad been held as long as nine months, inaugin
Portuguese, and Spanish and Latin American misse®ahey had also announced "a new campaignbarur
terror,” Associated Press reported, noting a bogbinLuanda in which 30 people were killed and mibran

70 injured when a jeep loaded with dynamite expdomhethe city. They had also captured Europeanheac
doctors, and others; some 140 foreigners the peggsted, including 16 British technicians "takerstage,”
Jonas Savimbi stated, and not to "be released Rnitile Minister Thatcher offered his organizatiomg kind

of recognition.” Such actions continue regularly. ethe blowing up of a hotel in April 1986 witfY foreign
civilians killed and many wounded. Savimbi "is ooé the few authentic heroes of our times,"” Jeane
Kirkpatrick declaimed at a Conservative Politicattidn convention where Savimbi "received enthusiast
applause after vowing to attack American oil irlatadns in his country,” a plan to kill Americartsat did not
prompt the U.S. to invoke the doctrine of "selfefefe against future attack” employed to justifyldbenbing

of "mad dog" Qaddafi, just as there was no bomlmhdohannesburg when South African mercenaries were
captured in May 1985 in northern Angola on a missmdestroy these facilities and kill Americanstefrorist
state must exercise subtle judgments.84 Savimbifigsaas a freedom fighter for Shultz, Kirkpatriekd other
leading terrorist commanders and advocates priyndelcause "UNITA is the most extensively backed of
South Africa’s client groups used to destabiliseritbighbouring states."85 As for Shultz's Contraies, their



prime task, as noted earlier, is to hold the ertdivédian population of Nicaragua hostage under titreat of
sadistic terror to compel the government to abaraoyn commitment to the needs of the poor majority,
preference to the "moderate” and "democratic” gadicaddressing the transcendent needs of U.Snéssiand
its local associates as in more properly behavedstinder the U.S. aegis. But in the cultural aiemn which
terrorist commanders and apologists thrive, Slaulitatements and others like them pass with barefysed
eyebrow.

Taking of hostages plainly falls under the rulmiderrorism. There is no doubt, then, that Isvaa$ guilty of
a serious act of international terrorism when moged some 1,200 prisoners, mainly Lebanese Shilite
Israel in violation of international law in the age of its retreat from Lebanon, explaining thaytlkvould be
released "on an unspecified schedule to be detethby the security situation in southern Lebanotiiat is,
making it quite clear that they were to be heldhastages, pending a demonstration of "good beHawgiothe
part of the local population kept under guard brpdd forces and their mercenaries in the "securdye" in
southern Lebanon and in surrounding areas. As Nlg@rory observed in a rare departure from general
conformity, the prisoners were "hostages in Isrgels"; "They are not criminals; they were scoopgd as
insurance against attack when the Israelis wesdlyilguitting Lebanon."” In fact, there was no irten to quit
southern Lebanon, where Israel retained its "sgcuwone,” and even the partial withdrawal was the
achievement of the Lebanese resistance. One huadcefbrty prisoners had been secretly removedrael in
November 1983 in violation of an agreement with ftexl Cross to release them in a prisoner exchafige,
the closing (temporary, as it turned out) of thes@nprison camp, the scene of brutal atrocitiesgufently
described as a "concentration camp" by Israelis sdreed or visited there and were sickened by &nbdvous
behavior of the captors. The prisoners were refiesgzh Red Cross visits until July 1984. Israeli ddskie
Ministry spokesman Nachman Shai stated that 4@8e0766 still in custody in June 1985 had beerstecefor
“"terrorist activities" - meaning resistance to theeli military occupation - while "the rest wemerested for
less violent forms of political activism or orgaimg activities designed to undermine the Israelngmpresence
in Lebanon, Mr. Shai indicated."86

Israel had promised to release 340 of the hostageJune 10, "but canceled the release at theniaste for
security reasons that were never fully explained F8ur days later, Lebanese Shi'ites, reportecetériends
and relatives of the Israeli-held hostages,88 kgdcT'WA flight 847, taking hostages in an attentpfree the
hostages held by Israel, evoking another bout df-avehestrated hysteria in the United States, vattert
racist undertones and numerous condemnations ofntédia for allowing the hijackers an occasional
opportunity to explain their position, thus inteifigy with the discipline deemed appropriate witkirfree
society. The Israeli kidnappers needed no specegss to the U.S. media, which were delighted tveate
their message for them, often as "news."

The media are commonly condemned for "supportargorism” by allowing terrorists to express their
position; the reference is not to the regular apgeae of Ronald Reagan, George Shultz, Elliott Atsrand
other leading commanders or advocates of terrorishg present their messages without any rebuttal or
comment, providing the framework of concepts arsiagptions for news reporting and commentary.

The press dismissed with ridicule the statemehthe TWA 847 hijackers that they wished to sectire
release of the Israeli-held hostages - who werehostages in U.S. parlance, since they were heltbby
side." The absurdity of the Shi'ite pretense waslyea&xposed. The distinguished commentator Flosavik
explained that "it is out of character for militeBhi‘ites, who extol martyrdom and show little itance to take
the lives of others, to be so concerned with thenty of the prisoners' return,” another versiortha useful
concept that the lower orders feel no pain. Citmggevidence, the Times editors alleged that "Ishessl
planned to appease the resentful Shi'ites last ek is, a few days prior to the TWA hijackindgut was
delayed by the kidnapping of some Finnish U.N. po Lebanon”; in a 90-word news item, the Timad h
noted the charge by Finland that during this elytitmrelated event, "Israeli officers had watchezbanese
militiamen beat up kidnapped Finnish soldiers sggwvith the United Nations in Lebanon, but had done
nothing to help them" while they "were beaten witin bars, water hoses and rifles by members oSihgth
Lebanon Army." "There are crimes aplenty here,"” Timmes thundered, denouncing the TWA hijackers, the
Greek authorities (for their laxity), and even theited States - for "having failed to punish Iram $heltering
the killers of two Americans in a hijacking lastayé (see note 77). But the Israeli hostage-takiag wot one
of these crimes.89



Princeton Middle East historian Bernard Lewiss bBcholarly reputation rendering evidence irrefgya
asserted unequivocally that "the hijackers or thwke sent them must have known perfectly well it
Israelis were already planning to release thet8laid other Lebanese captives, and that a puiditeage of
this kind could only delay, rather than accelerdieir release."” They could proceed "to challengeeAca, to
humiliate Americans" because they knew that thensumedia would "provide them with unlimited pulityc
and perhaps even some form of advocacy.” Recdllthiig is the voice of a respected scholar in peeted
journal, a fact that once again yields some insigtat the reigning intellectual culture. The eds@f the New
Republic dismissed the Shi'ite plea for releasehefIsraeli-held hostages as "perfect rubbish"jdtking,
kidnapping, murder, and massacre are the way &hiand other factions in Lebanon do their political
business,"” and "Everyone knew" that the Israeld@isoners were scheduled for release - whenllgrag
good and ready, if ever. President Reagan escallagetysteria yet another notch, explaining that 'teal
goal” of the terrorists is "to expel America frohetworld,” no less. Norman Podhoretz, noting ttsat of force
would probably have led to the death of Americasthges, denounced Reagan for failing "to risk itdelf
[namely, the lives of others] in defense of theioratl honor"; New York Mayor Edward Koch called fibre
bombing of Lebanon and Iran, and others struck@ppate heroic poses.90

Meanwhile, the careful reader could discoverduirn news reports on the hostage crisis that 2,@ddnese
Shi'ites, including 700 children, fled their homewer shelling by Israel's South Lebanon Army, \alsm shot
at jeeps of the UN peacekeeping forces, while takined force of Israeli troops and Christian-leditramen
swept into a south Lebanese village today and deiz® Shi'ite men, a United Nations spokesman
announced."91

After the hijacking, Israel began to releasehibstages according to its own timetable, perhapslaated
because the TWA hijacking had focused internati@ati@ntion on its own vastly more significant kigpang
operations. When 300 were released on July 3, AasteacPress reported their testimony that they wetared
and starved, while Thomas Friedman of the Timesdealy that "we were treated well by the Israelis
Reagan wrote a letter to Shimon Peres "sayingthigaBeirut hostage crisis has strengthened rektetween
their countries"; nothing was said about the othterstage crisis,” which has been deleted from iafic
history.92

The Israeli actions would qualify as hostagerighkivere it not that as a client of the emperor witdests the
world, Israel is exempt from this charge. But itingportant to stress, repeatedly, the nature ofQheellian
concepts of contemporary political discourse, incltsuch terms as "terrorism" and "hostage” aresttoad so
as to exclude some of the most extreme examplesn &sicaragua or southern Lebanon, where entire
populations are held hostage to ensure obediertbe foreign master.

Keeping just to the Middle East, we should retpg that at some level the matter is well undedtoy the
organizers of international terrorism. The reasamtlie savage attack on southern Lebanon througi9@0s
was explained by the Israeli diplomat Abba Ebamsatered a leading dove: "there was a rationalpgacts
ultimately fulfilled, that affected populations widuexert pressure for the cessation of hostiliti#sanslating
into plain language: the population of southerndreim was being held hostage to exert pressureemn th
compel the Palestinians to accept the status as$igmthem by the Labor government representeddan E
who had declared that the Palestinians "have ne tmlplay” in any peace settlement.93 Chief of fStaf
Mordechai Gur explained in 1978 that "For 30 year&e have been fighting against a population likias in
villages and cities." He noted such incidents asbttbmbing of the Jordanian city of Irbid and thewsgion by
bombing of tens of thousands of inhabitants of dbedan valley and a million and a half civilianerfr the
Suez Canal, among other examples, all part of tbgram of holding civilian populations hostage medfort
to prevent resistance to the political settleméat israel imposed by force, and then proceededamtain
while rejecting the possibility of political settheent, for example, Sadat's offer of a full peaeaty on the
internationally recognized Egypt-Israel border i871. Israel's regular practice of "retaliation” iaga
defenseless civilian targets unrelated to the soofcterrorist acts (themselves, often retaliation earlier
Israeli terrorism, and so on, through the familiagly cycle) also reflects the same conceptiongadure, by
the early 1950s, from Ben-Gurion's earlier dictimatt'reaction is inefficient" unless it is precisébcused: "If
we know the family - [we must] strike mercilessiypmen and children included."94



Gur's understanding of Israel's wars is widdigred among the military command. During the Irast F
operations of early 1985, Defense Minister YitzlR&bin warned that if necessary, Israel would condac
policy of scorched earth as was the case in thdadovalley during the war of attrition" with Egypt.ebanon
is a more serious source of terror than it was982]" he added, with Shi'ite terrorists now holdiMgstern
Europe in fear (they did not do so prior to theaddrinvasion of 1982, for unexplained reasons)hso Israel
must maintain a zone in the south in which "we rragrvene."” The veteran paratroop commander Dubik
Tamari, who gave the orders to level the PalesticeEmp of Ain el-Hilweh by air and artillery bombdanent
"to save lives" of troops under his command (anothercise of the fabled "purity of arms”), justdi the
action with the comment that "the State of Israa$ been killing civilians from 1947," "purposelylikig
civilians" as "one goal among others."95

Tamari cited as an example the attack on QibyEOBB, when Ariel Sharon's Unit 101 killed someAfab
villagers in their homes in alleged retaliation farterrorist attack with which they had no conreecti
whatsoever; Ben-Gurion pretended on Israeli radad the villagers were killed by Israeli civiliararaged by
Arab terror, "mostly refugees, people from Arab moes and survivors from the Nazi concentratiomps,”
dismissing the "fantastic allegation” that Isrameliitary forces were involved - a brazen lie whiétrthermore,
placed Israeli settlements under threat of retahafor this cold-blooded massacre. Less knowmésfact that
a month before the Qibya massacre, Moshe DayarsédratdUnit 101 to drive 4,000 Bedouins of the Azzazm
and Tarbin tribes across the Egyptian border, anattep in expulsions that had been proceeding 950,
shortly after the cease-fire. In March 1954, elelsgaelis were murdered in an ambush of a busearEtstern
Negev by members of the Azzazma tribe ("unprovdieebrism™), evoking an Israeli raid on the comelgt
unrelated Jordanian village of Nahaleen with niitleagers killed ("retaliation™). In August 1953, &ton's Unit
101 had killed 20 people, two-thirds of whom weremven and children, at the al-Bureig refugee camihén
Gaza Strip, in "retaliation” for infiltration.96

The cycle of "retaliation” (by Israel) and "tertrgby Palestinians) can be traced back step-by-&ie many
years, an exercise that will quickly reveal that tirminology belongs to the realm of propaganda factual
description.

Here too we might note how effectively historyshaeen reconstructed in a more serviceable formsTh
Thomas Friedman, reviewing "Israel's countertesroli strategy, writes that "the first period, fror848 to
1956, might best be described as the era of cdent@rism-through-retaliation, or negative feedhatkough
"at least one of these retaliations became higblytroversial, involving civilian casualties," theference
presumably being to Qibya. The record of scholarshi terrorism is often hardly different.97

The Iron Fist operations of the Israeli Army wughern Lebanon in early 1985 were also guidechbyldgic
outlined by Eban. The civilian population were hetikstage under the threat of terror to ensurethiggt accept
the political arrangements dictated by Israel intBern Lebanon and the occupied territories. Thenivgs
remain in effect; the population remain hostagesgh wio concern in the superpower that financesethes
operations and bars any meaningful political settlet.

While wholesale terrorism, including the holdioighostages, is exempt from censure when condunstesth
approved source, the same is true of smaller-sgadeations, as already illustrated. To mentionve d¢her
cases, in November-December 1983, Israel "madeat that it would not allow Arafat's forces to euate the
city [Tripoli, in northern Lebanon, where they weneder attack by Syrian-backed forces] as longhaddte of
the Israeli prisoners was in doubt.” Israel themfoombed what were called "guerrilla positionggventing
the departure of Greek ships that were to evaclitat loyalists. Druze spokesmen reported thabsphal
was hit during the bombing and strafing of "whatevdescribed as Palestinian bases," east of Baihile in
Tripoli, "One already-gutted cargo ship took a dirkit and sank™ and "a freighter burst into flamdsen it
was hit."98

Here too the population, as well as foreign gksssvere held hostage to ensure the releaseadlilgrisoners
captured in the course of Israel's aggression imahen. There was no comment in the U.S. on thihdur
atrocity.



In Lebanon and the Mediterranean Sea Israelesaout attacks with impunity and abandon. In mitJ
1985, Israeli warplanes bombed and strafed Palastcamps near Tripoli, killing at least 20 peoptegst of
them civilians, including six children under twelv€louds of smoke and dust engulfed the Tripolugee
camps, home to more than 25,000 Palestinians, €eeral hours after the 2:55 p.m. attack,” which was
assumed to be retaliation for two car-bomb attackew days earlier in Israel's "security zone" autbern
Lebanon by a group aligned with Syria. Two weekar|dsraeli gunboats attacked a Honduran-regidteaego
ship a mile from the port of Sidon, delivering cerhaccording to its Greek captain, setting it ablaath 30
shells and wounding civilians in subsequent shassmlmrdment when militiamen returned the fire. The
mainstream press did not even bother to reporttieafollowing day Israeli gunboats sank a fishbaat and
damaged three others, while a Sidon parliamentaadad on the UN to end U.S.-backed Israeli "pirad@ he
press did report what Israel called a "surgicaléragion against "terrorist installations” near Ba#l in the
Bekaa valley in January 1984, killing about 100 pgepmostly civilians, with 400 wounded, includidéO
children in a bombed-out schoolhouse. The "terramitallations” also included a mosque, a hotegstaurant,
stores and other buildings in the three Lebandieges and Palestinian refugee camp that werekaitiaevhile
Beirut news reported that a cattle market and audtrial park were also struck with scores of heuse
destroyed. A Reuters reporter in the bombed vilagpEd that a second round of bombing began tentesn
after the first, "adding to the number of thosdekilor wounded" since men and women had begun ohggg
dead and wounded from the wrecked buildings. He"$ats of children” in hospitals while withessepoeted
men and women rushing to schools in a frantic $eéoc their children. The leader of Lebanon's &g'i
denounced "Israeli barbarism,” describing the &#am "innocent civilians, hospitals and housesvofship”
as an attempt "to terrorize the Lebanese peoplét th# incident passed without comment, in no wiégcting
Israel's status as "a country that cares for hulifielh(Washington Post), so we may conclude aghat the
victims of this surgical bombing were less than harh

One may, again, imagine what the reaction wbelah the West, including the "pro-Arab" mediathié PLO
or Syria were to carry out a "surgical strike" agi"terrorist installations" near Tel Aviv, kilgn100 civilians
and wounding 400 others, including 150 childrenairbombed-out schoolhouse along with other civilian
victims.

While the standard version in the United Stategshat Israeli violence, perhaps excessive at tinges
"retaliation” for Arab atrocities, Israel, like thénited States, claims much broader rights: thietrig carry out
terrorist attacks to prevent potential actions @sfait, as in the justification for the Lebanon viegrthe dovish
Knesset member Amnon Rubinstein cited earlierelsteoops carry out what they call "preventativenfire”
as they patrol in Lebanon, spraying the terraimwmntchinegun fire, leading Irish peacekeeping ®toeblock
the road in protest. Quite commonly, Israeli atsagk Lebanon were described as "preventive, nottipart
for example, the bombing and strafing of Palestimafugee camps and nearby villages by 30 Isratdign
December 2, 1975, apparently in retaliation for tleeision of the UN Security Council to debate agee
proposal vetoed by the U.S., accordingly excisemmfrhistory.100 Similarly, when Israeli airborne and
amphibious forces attacked Tripoli in northern Ledrain February 1973, killing 31 people (mainlyikans)
according to the Lebanese authorities, and desigastassrooms, clinics and other buildings, Isjastified the
raid as "intended to forestall a number of plantegcbrist attacks against Israelis overseas."101

The pattern is regular, and the justifications accepted as legitimate, again reflecting theistat Israel as a
useful client-state and the subhuman status efatsns.

The last case mentioned occurred on the day Ihael shot down a Libyan civilian airliner lost a
sandstorm two minutes' flight time from Cairo, teds&which it was heading, with 110 people killetieTU.S.
officially expressed its sympathy to the familiddlmse involved, but the press spokesman "declioeliscuss
with reporters the Administration's feelings abthe incident." Israel blamed the French pilot, witle New
York Times dutifully in tow, accepting the Israelaim that the pilot knew he had been ordered nal laut
instead resorted to "highly suspicious" evasivéoactthe justification offered by the USSR for dang KAL
007102 - so that the Israeli act was "at worsh..aet of callousness that not even the savagepyevious Arab
actions can excuse."

The official Israeli reaction was given by Prifdénister Golda Meir: "the government of Israel eagses its
deep sorrow for the loss of human life and is stingt the Libyan [sic] pilot did not respond to tiarnings



given him in accordance with international practieehile Shimon Peres added that "Israel acteccaoalance
with international laws." Israel falsely claimedattthe pilot was not authorized to fly the jet @atiThe press
was forbidden to publish pictures of the destropdahe, of the dead and the wounded,” Amiram Cohen
observes in a detailed analysis of the Israelitr@agundertaken after the KAL 007 atrocity), andutnalists
were not allowed to visit the hospital in Beershabd to interview survivors," all part of a "disonmation”
effort. The international reaction was dismissedh®yIsraeli press as yet another demonstratidr‘the spirit
of anti-Semitism flourishes" in Europe, virtuallyeflex response, in the U.S. as well, when somelames to
mention or criticize an Israeli crime. The Isrgmiess insisted that "Israel is not responsible”taat "one must
blame the [French] pilot." It was "a mobilized pggsfirm in support of the justice of Israel's acts, Cohen
observes. After numerous fabrications, Israel coréd that there had been an "error of judgmentgeigg to
make ex gratia payments to the families of victiinsdeference to humanitarian considerations” wtdaying
any "guilt” or Israeli responsibility.103

The incident was passed over quickly in the Whi¢ates, with little criticism of the perpetratofsthe crime.
Prime Minister Golda Meir arrived in the U.S. falays later; she was troubled by few embarrassiegtouns
by the press and returned home with new gifts ditary aircraft. The reaction was slightly diffeteamhen the
Russians shot down KAL 007 in September 1983,104igh it was comparable when Washington's UNITA
friends claimed to have shot down two civilianiaels at the same time. It is not difficult to dise the criteria
for "international terrorism."

The record of Israeli terrorism goes back to dhigins of the state - indeed, long before - inaigdthe
massacre of 250 civilians and brutal expulsion @080 others from Lydda and Ramie in July 1948; the
massacre of hundreds of others at the undefendlagdeviof Doueimah near Hebron in October 1948 iotlaer
of the numerous "land-clearing operations” condilicihile the international propaganda apparatus was
proclaiming, as it still does, that the Arabs wéeeing at the call of their leaders; the murderseferal
hundred Palestinians by the IDF after the conqoéshe Gaza strip in 1956; the slaughters in Qiligafr
Kassem, and a string of other assassinated villadpes expulsion of thousands of Bedouins from the
demilitarized zones shortly after the 1948 war #maisands more from northeastern Sinai in the d&8H#0s,
their villages destroyed, to open the region favidk settlement; and on, and on. The victims, Hind®n, are
"PLO partisans," hence terrorists. Thus the resgeeditor of Ha'aretz, Gershom Schocken, can vt
Ariel Sharon "made a name for himself from the yyd850s as a ruthless fighter against Palestineration
Organization (PLO) partisans,"” referring to theuglater of civilians he conducted at Al-Bureig aniby@ in
1953 (long before the PLO existed). And the victimgebanon and elsewhere are also "terroristsihast be
the case, or they could not have been killed btate ghat is so devoted to "purity of arms" andhesd to a
"higher law" by the "pro-Arab” American press.

The terrorist commanders are honored. When twirlg contemporary U.S. terrorist took over thesklency
in 1981, Israel's Prime Minister and Foreign Mierstvere both notorious terrorist commanders while t
highest position in the Jewish Agency was held byiaaa who had murdered several dozen civilians he wa
holding under guard in a mosque in a Lebanese thwimg yet another land-clearing operation in 134&ye
quickly amnestied, all trace of the crime removeaht the record, and granted a lawyer's licensehen t
grounds that "no stigma" could be attached to tid8@5

Even terrorism against Americans is tolerabliee Tsraeli terrorist attacks against U.S. instalteg (also,
public places) in Egypt in 1954 in an attempt t@eetbate U.S.-Egyptian relations and abort se@ate
negotiations then in progress were ignored atithe and are barely remembered, much as in theafabe
attempt to sink the U.S. spy ship Liberty in intranal waters in 1967 by Israeli bombers and topieoats
that even shot lifeboats out of the water in aorétio ensure that no one would escape, with 3d@men killed
and 171 injured, the worst peacetime U.S. navasties of the century, but dismissed as an "erroa" -
transparent absurdity - and barely known.106 Shhygildaorture of Americans by the Israeli Army inetWest
Bank and southern Lebanon is barely noted in th@iamevith Israeli denials highlighted and verificat by the
U.S. Ambassador in Israel ignored.107 The fact thatvictims were Arab-Americans no doubt serves as
justification, by the operative standards.

What is striking about this record, which inaksdample terrorism against Jews as well from thestdays,
is that it in no way sullies Israel's reputationtlie United States for moral standards unequatiekiistory.



Each new act of terrorism, if noted at all, is diycdismissed and forgotten, or described as a oearg
deviation, to be explained by the hideous naturéhefenemy which is forcing Israel to depart, ifyofor a
moment, from its path of righteousness. Meanwlie media are regularly denounced for their "double
standard" as they ignore Arab crimes while holdisiael to impossible standards, and respected ashol
inform us soberly that "numerous public figuresthe West, even a number of Western governments
(naturally, all unnamed) have encouraged the PL@e&lroy Israel.108 Across the political spectrumthie
United States and among the educated classes @nthrkable uniformity and only the most marginal of
exceptions, the prevailing doctrine is that ithe terrorism of the Palestinians and their Arateslurged on by
the Kremlin, their unremitting commitment to kile\s and destroy Israel and their refusal to consatg
political settlement, that is the root cause of émelless Arab-Israeli conflict, of which Israeltie pathetic
victim. As for the United States, it is couragegusiruggling against "the evil scourge of terrorisimom
Central America to Lebanon and beyond.

The Jewish national movement and the state #aatldped from it have broken no new ground in thedord of terrorist atrocities,
apart from the immunity they enjoy in enlightene@&&érn opinion. For Americans, it suffices to retddat Adolf Hitler chose to
praise the United States ... for 'solving the peoblof the native races,"109 as do some of thoseliwe by Hitler's code in Central
America today, with U.S. support. But the recemnhomentary on "terrorism" in the "civilized countriegeks of hypocrisy, and can
only be an object of contempt among decent people.



Part 3. Libyain U.S. Demonology (1986)

Within the American doctrinal system, no one sota@pizes "the evil scourge of terrorism" as Muammar
Qaddafi, the "mad dog" of the Arab world; and Lihyader his leadership has become the very modal of
terrorist state.

The description of Libya under Qaddafi as a tstcstate is certainly just. Reviewing the majatsaof
terrorism plausibly attributed to Libya, the latéshnesty International (Al) Report lists the killja of 14
Libyan citizens by this terrorist state, four almpthrough 1985.1 In the course of the hysterichestrated to
serve other ends, all sorts of charges have beeie,nbait the record confirms the April 1986 statetrdra
senior U.S. intelligence official that until "a feweeks ago, [Qaddafi] had used his people primaaly
assassinate Libyan dissidents."2 "A few weeks aityis"intelligence official continues, Qaddafi "nead clear
decision to target Americans."” This alleged deaiswshich has assumed the aura of indubitable Femtigh no
credible evidence has yet been provided to subatant, followed the Gulf of Sidra incident, whanJ.S. air
and naval armada sank Libyan vessels off the addsbya with many killed. Furthermore, the allegeithyan
decision would be entirely legitimate, indeed lenldaand much belated, under the doctrines profelsgeate
U.S. executive and endorsed by respected commesitatome already cited, others to which we turaatiy.

Al reports that Libya's terrorist killings beganearly 1980, at the time when Jimmy Carter wasreseing
the escalation of the terrorist war in El Salvadoith Jose Napoleon Duarte joining as a cover &usnthat
arms would flow to the killers. While Libya was likilg 14 of its own citizens, along with a handfiilathers,
the U.S. client regime of El Salvador killed sonte®0 of its citizens in the course of what Bislitipera y
Damas, who succeeded the assassinated ArchbishoprBodescribed in October 1980, after seven manfths
terror, as "a war of extermination and genociderega defenseless civilian population."3 The siégdorces
who perform these necessary chores were hailed lart® a few weeks later, for their "valiant seevic
alongside the people against subversion” while dreeded that "the masses were with the guerrilddsn
this exercise began under the Carter-Duarte aiaDoarte expressed this praise for the mass narslas he
was sworn in as President of the Junta in an efotend it legitimacy after the murder of four Anoan
churchwomen, an act generally regarded as imprdpaugh justifications were offered even for thatme by
Jeane Kirk-patrick and Alexander Haig. Meanwhile thedia assured us that "There is no real arguthant
most of the estimated 10,000 political fatalities 1980 were victims of government forces or irregsil
associated with them" (Washington Post), thougiais later quietly conceded that at the time, dfecof the
Carter Administration were informing the media thsgcurity forces were responsible for 90 percdnthe
atrocities,"” not "uncontrollable' right-wing baridss the press had been reporting.4 From the stdegys of
the Carter-Reagan terrorist operations in El Salkaduarte's primary role had been to ensure treaetwill be
no impediment to the slaughter while denying weltdimented atrocities or justifying them on the gidsithat
the victims are "Communists.” He played this raentounting applause in the United States as thageav
assault against the civilian population had itemaed effect of destroying the threat of meaning&rhocracy
that had arisen in the 1970s with the rise of dmirased self-help groups, peasant associationspsinand
other "popular organizations." The conservative tt2@nAmerica correspondent of the London Spectator
observes that the death squads "did exactly wiegt Wwere supposed to do: they decapitated the tramms
and mass organisations" and caused the survivihef'e¢o flee the country or to join the guerriltaat which
point the U.S. war against the rural population etinto high gear, with ample terror and massdtigs.only
natural, then, that the editors of the New Repuhlico had urged Reagan to pursue the slaughter math
concern for human rights ("there are higher Ameripgorities") and "regardless of how many are neved,"
should look with pleasure at these accomplishmianEs Salvador, which is "the real model for sugpa the
push toward democracy in our sphere.” The contgténror, documented by Americas Watch, Al, an@ryv
rarely - by the media, is a matter of indifferefce.

The slaughter in El Salvador is not mere statotism on a remarkable scale, but internationabtesm,
given the organization, supply, training and dineatticipation by the ruler of the hemisphere. Shme is true
of the massacre of some 70,000 Guatemalans inatihhe gears, when U.S. arms to the murderers flowed a
close to the normal level contrary to what is comin@lleged, though it was necessary to call in.pr8xies -
neo-Nazi Argentine generals, Taiwan, and Israeb intplement the slaughter more efficiently; the U.S
government also constructed an arms pipeline imrghBelgium and other collaborators, under thegdle
direction of the Pentagon and the CIA, as a supphénMeanwhile, as the terror reached its pealacagery,



Reagan and his associates extolled the killerstartdrers for their human rights improvements atatal
dedication to democracy," dismissing the flood ofwimentation on atrocities as a "bum rap."6

U.S. international terrorism in El Salvador &léd as a substantial achievement because itHaithasis for
the preferred version of "democracy": the rule miups serving U.S. requirements with the publicuced to
occasional ratification of elite decision now tltfa¢ popular organizations, which might have progidebasis
for meaningful democracy, have been "decapitated! decimated. In 1982 and 1984 the United States
organized what Edward Herman and Frank Brodhedd'd&inonstration elections” to pacify the home fron
carried out in an atmosphere of "terror and desmpaacabre rumor and grisly reality," in the wordstle
observers of the British Parliamentary Human Rig@soup, while U.S. commentators lauded this
demonstration of commitment to democracy.7 Guatanslalso considered a success, for similar reasons
When half the population is virtually marched te tholls after it has been properly traumatized by.iacked
violence, enlightened commentators are overjoyetthiatrenewed demonstration of our love for demogra
untroubled by the rise in death squad killings #m& open recognition by the newly elected presidesit he
can do nothing given the roots of actual power he military and the oligarchy and that the civilian
government are merely "the managers of bankruptdynaisery."8

These two examples represent only a part of tige tdle in international terrorism during the 1988nd the
grisly record goes back many years.

"The striking feature of Libyan atrocities,” twswmmentators observe in reviewing the Al studystaite
terror, "is that they are the only ones whose numbee sufficiently limited that the individual esscan be
enumerated,” in striking contrast to Argentina,dnésia, or the Central American states where theesmn
molests the world.9

In short, Libya is indeed a terrorist state, inuhe world of international terrorism, it is & piayer.

Those who believe that it is possible to finaael of vulgarity and apologetics for mass slaughted terror
that will not be reached in respectable Westerdigatibns can be disabused of such illusions bysm@ration
of numerous examples during the worst years oftener in Central America,10 or by turning to theon
conservative journal The National Interest, whéeytcan read, in a critique of the Washington Rarsbeing
soft on Libya, that "There is no doubt that if, 'example, the government of Jose Napoleon Duartel in
Salvador or any recent government in Turkey hadiezhrout anywhere near the number of executions tha
Qaddafi has, the Post would have provided us witatgdetail, and would have reported the existeifce
considerable opposition."11

Not only is "terrorism" defined for ideologicagrviceability, as discussed earlier, but standafdsvidence
are also set so as to achieve the emperor's gaaldemonstrate Libya's role as a state terrohst flimsiest
evidence, or none at all, will suffice. The heaelof a New York Times editorial justifying the terist attack
that killed some 100 people in Libya (accordingtess reports from the scene at the time) readsSave the
Next Natasha Simpson." The reference is to theealgear-old American girl who was one of the vidiof
the terrorist attacks in the Rome and Vienna amimals on December 27, 1985; these victims entifeéo
bomb Libyan cities "to discourage state-supporetbtism,” the editors of the Times solemnly dezldt is
only a minor defect that no evidence has been ptedeo implicate Libya in these actions. The #aliand
Austrian governments stated that the terroristsevimined in Syrian-controlled areas of Lebanon had
come via Damascus, a conclusion reiterated by lidbedense Minister Yitzhak Rabin. Four months fate
response to U.S. claims about Libyan involvemenh@Vienna attack, the Austrian Minister of Inberstated
that "there is not the slightest evidence to ingikcLibya,” again citing Syria as the connectiod adding that
Washington had never presented the evidence ofahilwpmplicity it had promised to provide to the iz
authorities. He also added the correct but - inUtfe. - inexpressible comment that the problem etfdnese-
based terrorism lies largely in the failure to gollie Palestine problem, which has led desperatglepéo turn
to violence, the result perhaps intended by U.@elsterrorism, as discussed in chapter 2.12

A few months later, Italy's Interior Minister, W signing an agreement with the U.S. for coopenain "the
fight against terrorism,” reiterated the positidpessed by Italy "since January" that they suggkatSyrian



source for the Rome and Vienna attacks. The Timpgsrted his statement without, however, feeling aegd
to comment on the righteous blow of retaliationiagialibya that they had applauded in April.13

If an individual implicated in a terrorist aahae paid a visit to Libya, or is alleged to haveereed training
or funds from Libya in the past, that suffices famndemnation of Qaddafi as a "mad dog" who must be
eradicated. The same standards would implicateClidein the murderous exploits of Cuban exiles, amon
numerous others. Keeping just to 1985, one of tlgpects in the bombing of the Air India jumbo jetan
Ireland that was the year's worst terrorist adlinkj 329 people, was apparently trained in a tregrcamp for
mercenaries in Alabama. U.S. Attorney-General Me@séing India nine months later, made a barelyarted
statement that the U.S. was taking steps "to ptetegrorists from obtaining training or resourceghe United
States," referring to the private military trainingmps that India has charged have trained Sikieraidts; no
evidence has been produced to support Meese's ggomor has there been any investigation, to my
knowledge.14 The terrorist action that took the nliees in the Middle East was a car-bombing inrBein
March that killed 80 people and wounded severadheoh, carried out by a Lebanese intelligence uaibéd
and supported by the CIA, in an effort to kill ai'tth leader who was believed to have been involired
"terrorist attacks against U.S. installations” ieifdt;15 the term "terrorism" is commonly used loyeign
forces in reference to actions against them byldbhal population that sees them as occupiers attegifo
impose a detested political settlement institutga ioreign invasion, in this case, Israel's "Newl€." By the
standards of evidence used in the case of Libyawwould have to conclude that the U.S. was oncendbea
world's leading terrorist power in 1985, even if @eclude the wholesale terrorism ruled ineligible the
doctrinal system.

Continuing to 1986, among the most serious tistracts in the Middle East/Mediterranean regisrohthe
time of writing, apart from Israel's continuing rienism in southern Lebanon, are the U.S. bombingiloya
and the bombings in Syria which, according to thdia station of Lebanon President Amin Gemayel's
Phalangist party, killed more than 150 people irilAfpplamed by Syria on Israeli agents with no népd
evidence, but no less credibility than similar UcBarges against whoever happens to be the vdfdime day -
and, incidentally, not falling within "the evil sege of terrorism."16

The U.S., of course, disclaims responsibilitytfog actions of terrorists it has trained: Cub&ebanese, mass
murderers such as Rios Montt in Guatemala, and rausethers in Latin America and elsewhere. Incdse
of the Lebanon bombing, for example, the CIA denrealvement though this denial was "disputed bseo
Administration and Congressional officials who stidt the agency was working with the group attiime of
the bombing," a conclusion also drawn by a Wasbmd®ost inquiry, which determined that Washington
cancelled the covert operation after the bombigdacted without CIA authorization.17 Even if wecegt
the claim that the CIA did not authorize the bongbamd was no longer involved with the terroristugrat had
trained, the government's excuse is readily disdi$s/ the standards applied to official enemiesjglogists
for U.S. and Israeli terrorism, both in the goveemihand the media. Recall that "the larger morspoasibility
for atrocities ... is all Yasir Arafat's" becaudee"was, and remains, the founding father of contearg
Palestinian violence," and thus the U.S. will hal@fat "accountable for acts of international teism" quite
generally, whether he is involved or not.18 By s®me logic, we must conclude that "the larger moral
responsibility” in the cases mentioned and muck &s'all Washington's," which must be held accable
whatever the facts about direct involvement.

As noted in the preface, the Reagan campaigmstganternational terrorism” was a natural chdicethe
doctrinal system in furtherance of its basic agemd@ansion of the state sector of the economwstea of
resources from the poor to the rich, and a mor&viat' foreign policy. Such policies are facilieat if the
public can be frightened into obedience by somdblerenemy threatening to destroy us, though iteisessary
to avoid, as too dangerous, direct confrontatiaihthie Great Satan himself. International terrorignthe Evil
Empire's proxies is an obvious candidate, and tteiAistration's PR specialists turned at once éotéisk of
concocting the appropriate web of half-truths aadedt, anticipating that the charade would be taaously.

Libya fits the need perfectly. Qaddafi is eashaébe, particularly against the background of ramhpati-Arab
racism in the United States and the commitmenhefpolitical class and articulate Intellectualdt&.-Israel
rejectionism. He has created an ugly and repressigeety, and is indeed guilty of terrorism, prirhaagainst
Libyans, so it appears. Qaddafi's execution of ambgissidents, his major recorded terrorist acightrhave



been prevented according to U.S. and Israeli igeskce analysts, but with the possible consequafce
revealing that the (apparently quite transpareiiiydn codes had been broken. "An Israeli analysitpuore
bluntly: 'Why expose our sources and methods ferstike of some Libyans?"'19 Furthermore, Libyaeskv
and defenseless so that martial flourishes andnwieeded, murder of Libyans can be conducted with
impunity. The glorious military victory in Grenada, culmination of the hostility and aggressivenesshe
Carter-Reagan Administrations after the Bishop gowent threatened to consider the needs of the pool
majority, served similar ends. The point is reagi@rceived abroad. American journalist Donald Neffiting

in a British publication about the March 1986 GaflfSidra incident, comments that

this was less of a Rambo-style operation than aodstration of the bully on the block picking a fight was
typical of Reagan. In his five years in office, lies repeatedly got away with lording it over litgjeys. He did
this time too.

It is an interesting fact that this regular shaiwowardice and two-bit thuggery seems to stakesponsive
chord, sometimes abroad as well. British commentasul Johnson denounces the "distasteful whiffwk
cowardice in the air" as "the wimps" raise doulidswa the U.S. bombing of "terrorist bases" (thatisilian
targets) in Libya. He gushes with admiration fdre'tstrength of the Cowboy,"” who demonstrates hisage
by sending his bombers to murder defenselessamal20

The PR specialists of the Reagan Administratiotlenstood the utility of the Libyan enemy and wddigle
time in confronting this ominous foe. Libya wasaaice designated as a prime agent of the Sovieir@tsp
"terror network," and in July 1981, a CIA plan teeagthrow and possibly kill Qaddafi with a paranahy
campaign of terror within Libya was leaked to thegs.21

We may note parenthetically that by U.S. starglatitis plan authorized Qaddafi to carry out adttegor
against American targets in "self-defense agaunstré attack,” the words of White House spokesmaimyl
Speakes presenting the official justification foe toombing of Tripoli and Benghazi. The same jicstifon
was reiterated at the United Nations by Vernon @aland Herbert Okun. The Administration even veentar
as to argue that this stance - which if adoptedthgr violent states would tear to shreds whae li#mains of
global order and international law - is in accoiithwhe United Nations Charter. No form of legapkstry can
bridge that gap, but the Administration assumedl 'ihavould play well in Peoria” - or at least ira@bridge,
New York and Washington. At the extreme left-lideead of the permissible spectrum, Reagan was duly
acclaimed by New York Times legal specialist Antydrewis for his reliance "on a legal argument that
violence against the perpetrators of repeated mo@eés justified as an act of self-defense.”

The reason why the U.S. justified the bombing.ibfya "on the basis of pre-empting an attack, wrdohld
be seen as a form of self-defense, [rather] thaa eetaliatory action" was explained by a State ddpent
official, who noted that the UN Charter expresstybids the use of force except in self-defense remo
accurately, self-defense until the UN acts aftdoranal request to the Security Council by the coutihat
regards itself as the victim of a sudden and oveluing armed attack. While the "legal argument” was
admired at home, it was generally dismissed abradutre few could be found who would disagree with
Canada's former UN Ambassador George Ignatieffember of Canada’s first delegation to the UN and no
Chancellor of the University of Toronto, who regattthe appeal to the right of self-defense estaddisn the
UN Charter as without merit.22

In August 1981, the anti-Qaddafi message "wasaoried by the trap laid for Libya in the Gulf oid&," a
trap "elaborately planned on the U.S. side" with ititent of a confrontation in which Libyan jetsuti be shot
down, as they were, Edward Haley observes in Hiisrlyi anti-Qaddafi study of U.S. relations withblya. One
specific purpose, Haley plausibly argues, was kpltat the 'Libyan menace' in order to win support steps
[the Administration] wished to take in pursuit af@etary Haig's 'strategic consensus' againstdkietSJnion,
and as an element in the arrangements necessahgeforeation of a Rapid Deployment force," anrirgation
force targeted primarily at the Middle East.

In November, the Administration concocted an angigale about Libyan hit-men roaming the stredts o
Washington to assassinate Our Leader, elicitingriskh media commentary along with some skeptictpnte
limited at the time. When questioned about the,dR#agan stated: "We have the evidence, and [Q&ddaf



knows it."23 The story faded away when its purpuse been served, and the press was sufficienttyptiised
SO as not to report the exposure that the "assdssinthe official U.S. list, leaked in England, regorominent
members of the (passionately anti-Libyan) Lebar@sel, including its leader Nabih Berri and the elge
religious leader of the Shi‘ite community.24

Other dramatic discoveries included a Libyaralito invade the Sudan across 600 miles of désgit the
Egyptian and U.S. air forces helpless to impeds thitrage) and a plot to overthrow the governmérnhe
Sudan in February 1983, unearthed at a moment whenAdministration's reactionary constituency was
charging it with insufficient militancy - a plot subtle that Sudanese and Egyptian intelligencevkmzthing
about it, as quickly discovered by U.S. reportet®wook the trouble to go to Khartoum to invesigakhe
U.S. responded to this awesome plot with an elabataow of force, enabling Secretary of State hwho
had been denounced as too faint-hearted, to $tekac poses on television while announcing thadd@é "is
back in his box where he belongs" because Readed &guickly and decisively" against this threattorld
order, demonstrating again "the strength of thebmyw' This episode too was forgotten once its psegchad
been served. There have been a series of simifan@es. The media have generally played their appdi
role, with only occasional demurrers.25

The events of March-April 1986 fit the familiaatpern. The Gulf of Sidra operation in March waaimly
timed to stir up jingoist hysteria just prior teethrucial Senate vote on Contra aid, coincidindnaitabricated
Nicaraguan "invasion" of Honduras, an inspired PRration that succeeded brilliantly as demonstrhtethe
enraged reaction of Congressional doves and theanfi@idy generally, and the Senate vote (see @rapkL
The charade also permitted the Administration tovige $20 million of military aid to Honduras, whic
Honduras officially maintains that it did not regtieand which has no doubt been conveniently "losthe
Contra camps, yet another method by which the Esvteand in Washington evades the weak Congressione
restrictions on their thuggery.26

The Gulf of Sidra provocation was at least aipbhduccess as well, enabling U.S. forces to sevesl
Libyan boats, killing more than 50 Libyans, presbiyavith the expectation that it might incite Qaflda acts
of terror against Americans, as was subsequendiyneld. The effort is reported to have caused censiie
frustration in Washington over Qaddafi's failureige to the bait with some terrorist atrocity thatild be used
as a pretext for the next phase in the terroristpaagn against Libya.27

While U.S. forces were successful in killing mdnbyans, they were singularly unable to rescueisars.
The task was apparently not impossible; 16 surgivafrthe U.S. attack were rescued from a lifebgatb
Spanish oil tanker.28

The official purpose of the U.S. military opeoat was to establish the right of passage in thi# @Sidra.
Dispatch of a naval flotilla was hardly the necegsa appropriate means to achieve this end: aadanbn
would have sufficed. Were further steps deemed ssecg for some reason, lawful means were readily
available. If someone has a dispute with his neghdver rights to some property, there are two ways
proceed: one is to take the matter to the Couressecond is to pick up a gun and kill the neighbbe first
option was surely available in the case of the @lLBbidra. Since there is plainly no urgency, isvpmssible to
resort to legal means to establish the right obaemt passage. But a lawless and violent statenailirally
observe different priorities. Asked why the U.S1 dot take the issue to the World Court, Brian tdogirector
of the Office of Ocean Law and Policy at the S@aépartment, said that the case "would have takarsyand
years. | don't think we could live with this"29 ivgn the evident necessity for U.S. naval armadasgperate in
the Gulf of Sidra, at once, if the United State®isurvive as a nation.

The U.S. position is dubious on narrower grouridee press continually speaks of "the law of the "sbut
the United States is hardly on firm grounds in aiipg to this doctrine if only because the Reagan
Administration rejected the Law of the Sea Tre&iyrthermore, Libya shot at U.S. planes, not U.$sstand
"the law of the air" is far from well establishe8tates make various claims in this regard. The ,Uds.
example, claims a 200-mile Air Defense IdentifioatiZone within which it has the right to exercise|f-
defense" against intruding aircraft judged to bstite There is no doubt that U.S. aircraft werdl whin 200
miles of Libyan territory - 40 miles, the Pentagdaims - and that they were hostile, so that by. dt&ndards,
Libya was within its rights to intercept them. Theint was noted by the conservative legal scholdred



Rubin of the Fletcher School at Tufts Universithoaxcommented that "by sending in aircraft we wesytdmd
what we were clearly authorized to do under the bathe Sea" in "an unnecessary provocation."30fBua
gangster state, such matters are irrelevant, andxarcise was a success, among the intended domiedes
at least.

The extent and meaning of the provocation in Gudf of Sidra were made clear by Pentagon spokesmar
Robert Sims, who "said that U.S. policy is to shabany Libyan boat that enters international vgaterthe
Gulf of Sidra for as long as the U.S. naval exerdamsthat region continues - no matter how far aveeyboat
might be from U.S. ships.” "Given the 'hostile imtedisplayed by Libya when it tried to shoot dowrs.
warplanes,” Sims stated, any Libyan military vesséa threat to our forces."31 In short, the Urfaintains the
right to fire in "self-defense" at any Libyan velsget approaches its naval armada off the Libyaast but
Libya does not have a right of self-defense irspace off its own coast, even a fraction of thatated by the
U.S. for itself.

There is more to the story. British correspondeavid Blundy interviewed British engineers in Toipwho
were repairing the Russian-installed radar systberet One, who says he was monitoring the incident
throughout on the radar screens (which, contrarlpdntagon claims, were not rendered inoperatieports
that he "saw American warplanes cross not only ihéo1l2 miles of Libyan territorial waters, but ovgbyan
land as well." "T watched the planes fly approxieiaeight miles into Libyan air space,’ he saidioh't think
the Libyans had any choice but to hit back. In rpynmn they were reluctant to do so.™ The engireshed,
"American warplanes made their approach using mabcivil airline traffic route and followed in theake of
a Libyan airliner, so that its radar blip would edlsem on the Libyan radar screen."32

No hint of this information appeared in the Ungdia, to my knowledge, apart from an informatieport by
Alexander Cockburn, playing his usual role of peed@ntidote to media subservience and distoritumdy's
article was not mysteriously missed by the U.Ssgrét was cited by Joseph Lelyveld of the Times vath its
crucial contents omitted.33

One likely - and probably eagerly awaited - @mpgence of the Gulf of Sidra operation was to teéicts of
Libyan terrorism in retaliation. These would theavé the effect of inducing a state of terror in thated
States and, with some luck, in Europe as wellirgethe stage for the next escalation. The bombirthe "La
Belle" discotheque in West Berlin on April 5, witme black American soldier and one Turk killed,3dsw
immediately blamed on Libya, then used as the préte the April 14 bombing of Tripoli and Benghaxwith
many Libyans killed, apparently mostly civiliangdait 100, according to the Western press; 60 acupto
the official Libyan report). The bombing was nedilped the day before the expected House vote artr&o
aid. In case the audience missed the point, Reagpeechwriters made it explicit. Addressing theefican
Business Conference on April 15, Reagan said: "Anduld remind the House voting this week that #nish-
terrorist has sent $400 million and an arsenal @dpons and advisers into Nicaragua to bring hishoare to
the United States. He has bragged that he is letpiem Nicaraguans because they fight America onvits
ground."55

The idea that the "mad dog" is bringing his wamle to the U.S. by providing arms to a countryths. is
attacking with its terrorist proxy army was a ntoeich, which passed without notable comment, batRR
operation did not, for once, succeed in steamiatieCongress, though the bombing of Libya did en#éa
chauvinist passions, a consequence largely atifbeit perhaps, to the prevailing anti-Arab racism #e
relative absence of any sane reaction to earlisodps of manufactured hysteria over Qaddafi'saealleged
crimes.

The April 14 attack was the first bombing in bigt staged for prime time television. The bombiagis were
carefully planned so that they would begin pregise¢l7 p.m. Eastern Standard Time;36 that is, pedgiat the
moment when all three national television channmigadcast their major news programs, which were
preempted as agitated anchor men switched to Tifipodirect eyewitness reports of the exciting reige That
was no small logistical feat for a seven-hour fliflom London. As soon as the raids ended, the &/Hduse
had Larry Speakes address a press conferenceyéallby other dignitaries, ensuring total dominatidrihe
information system during the crucial early hours.



One might argue that the Administration took angke in this transparent PR operation, since jdigtsa
might have asked some obvious questions, but thieeWWHouse was confident that nothing untoward would
occur and its faith in the self-discipline of thedm proved to be warranted.

Quite apart from matters of timing and advanctecep other questions could have been raised. Tiatiore
only one, Speakes stated that the U.S. knew onl Aptihat the East Berlin Libyan "People's Bureaad h
informed Tripoli that an attack would take placeBerlin the following day, and that it then inforch@ripoli
that the "La Belle" discotheque bombing had takiexwgy as planned. Thus the U.S. knew on April 4wbth
certainty, the While House declared - that Libysswidirectly responsible for the disco bombing. Onghin
have asked, then, why the reports of U.S. and \@esitnan investigations from April 5 to the moment
attack consistently stated that there were at mospicions of Libyan involvement. In fact, everyroalist
listening to the Administration story had in his ber hands - unless we assume the most astonishin
incompetence on the part of the news rooms - aomda®d Press report from Berlin which came actbes
wires at 6:28 p.m. EST, a half-hour before the biagybstating that "the Allied military command [iWest
Berlin] reported no developments in the investigatof the disco bombing" and that "U.S. and WeshGa
officials have said Libya - possibly through its lmamsy in Communist-ruled East Berlin - is suspecdtkd
involvement in the bombing of the La Belle nighttlmy emphasis).37 Someone might have asked, then
how it is that a few minutes prior to the attadke tU.S. and West Germany still had at most suspscif
Libyan involvement - as throughout the precedinggae- while on April 4-5, ten days earlier, thegdhcertain
knowledge of it. But no embarrassing questions wasked, and the relevant facts have been largely
suppressed.

Reagan stated on the evening of April 14 that ®udence is direct, it is precise, it is irrefoi’ - just as
"We have the evidence, and [Qaddafi] knows it" he tase of the Libyan hit-men prowling the straewts
Washington, not to speak of the Sandinista invokeinin drug-peddling, their announcement of a "hetvon
without frontiers," the support of Helmut Kohl am#ttino Craxi for the Libyan attack (angrily denibg
"shocked" officials in Germany and Italy),38 andmarous other productions of an Administration thas
well surpassed the usual standards of deceit, @mihces "to commit any crime, to lie, to cheaiti the words
of the titular leadership, referring to his officnemy - to achieve its ends, confident that theasional
exposure in the small print, well after the factl] wot prevent the regular stream of lies fromtiset the terms
of debate and leaving the appropriate impressiomsyfimplanted.

Beyond the borders, discipline did not reign, beer. In Germany, a week after Washington had dctiage
certain knowledge ten days earlier (April 4-5) abyan responsibility for the disco bombing, Der &l
(April 21) reported that the famed telephone irgpts apparently do not exist and that West Benlielligence
has only suspicions about Libyan involvement, aaepecting "rival groups of drug dealers" amongoth
possibilities (including Klan or neo-Nazi groupsise suspected; the disco was frequented by blaskatd
Third World immigrants). Washington's war is "a megaf politics,” Der Spiegel continued, "insofar the
enemy is as small as Grenada and Libya - and tkersaty is as ideal a scoundrel as Qaddafi"; and no
European leader should have any illusions that fi@isoconcerns or interests will be considered af thS.
decides to escalate international violence, evethéolevel of a final World War, editor Rudolf Augs
added.39

In an interview on April 28 with a reporter fdret U.S. Army journal Stars And Stripes, Manfred Sdnow,
chief of the Berlin Staatschutz (domestic inteltige) and head of the 100-man team investigatinglibeo
bombing, stated that "I have no more evidence lthata was connected to the bombing than 1 had wioen
first called me two days after the act. Which is@08 He agreed that it was "a highly political cased hinted
at considerable skepticism about what "the paotitisl' were saying and would say about it.40

The U.S. press concealed the doubts expressédrimany by the media and the investigating tearnthmsu
discerning reader will be able to detect them anréiports of the continuing investigation, as satspalleged to
have Syrian and other connections are investigaied Washington's claims of "certain knowledge"Aqmil
4-5 were qualified with such terms as "reportedyid "alleged."41 The hesitancy, the qualificatiotie
backing off from the former confident assertiondatine indirect citation of evidence that undermines
Administration claims - these are the devices usethe media to signal that they are well awar¢ tiiere was
little merit to the case they enthusiastically enséd when called upon to rally round the flag.



In the New York Review of Books, Shaul Bakhasisemts that the Jordanian Hindawi brothers were
"responsible for the bombing of the night club ire$¥Berlin” and that "there is now persuasive aweé that
they "were recruited by Syria (not by Libya as anight have thought from some official statementshat
time)."42 Apart from the fact that he goes well tveg available evidence, this is a curious formafatit was
not a matter of "some official statements" from ethifone might have thought" that Libya was involvesther
all official statements, presented with certaintygl ao qualifications and repeated in this mannetheymedia
until the case began to unravel, confidently asselribyan responsibility and justified the bombengd killing
of Libyan civilians on this basis. Furthermore, ther the media backtracking nor this statement ditzev
immediate conclusion: if the Reagan Administratieas lying about its "direct,” "precise" and "irredble”
evidence, then the bombing was simply unprovokategerrorism (instead of state terrorism with etgsxt) -
covered up by the loyal media, which avoided theials questions at the time of their enthusiastic
endorsement of the attack while offering absurdexts (e.g., the Times editors' tale about "thet iNatasha
Simpson") in justifying their complicity in terrcm.

The PR operation was surely a success, at le#ls¢ ishort term, at home, "playing well in Peora'the press
put it, hence a successful example of "the engingef democratic consent” that should "strengtRegsident
Reagan's hand in dealing with Congress on isskes$He military budget and aid to Nicaraguan 'castt43

For much of the world, the U.S. has become geacblof considerable fear, as the "bizarre cowleader"
who so enraptures Paul Johnson and the like engagess of "madness” in organizing a "band of ttwbats"
to attack Nicaragua and playing mad bomber elsesyhierthe words of Canada's leading journal, geiyera
restrained and quite pro-U.S. in tendency.44 ThagBe Administration is cultivating these fears, leitimg
the "madman" strategy attributed to Richard Nixadt. the Tokyo Summit of the advanced industrial
democracies in May, the Administration circulateghasition paper in which it stated that one reasadry
Europe would be wise to line up in the U.S. crusadihe need to do something so that the crazy ricaes
won't take matters into their own hands again." ffireat succeeded in eliciting a statement agaamsirism
mentioning only Libya by name.45 This explicit threvas ignored as commentators exulted in the saauie
the Libya bombing in bringing European "wimps" figao take the measures required to counter thoydm
threat to Western civilization.

The reaction to the bombing of Libya was shargifferent at home and abroad. The twelve-member
European Economic Community called upon the U.Savoid "further escalation of military tension inet
region with all the inherent dangers.” A few holater, U.S. warplanes struck, as West German Horeig
Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher was on his way tastiington to explain the EEC position. His spokesma
stated that "We want to do everything we can tacakeomilitary escalation.” The bombing aroused egiee
protest throughout most of Europe, including lasgale demonstrations, and evoked editorial condgomen
much of the world. Spain’'s major newspaper El Bargdemned the raid, writing that "The military aatiof
the United States is not only an offense againistmational law and grave threat to peace in thditdganean,
but a mockery of its European allies, who did nat fmotives for economic sanctions against Libyaain
meeting Monday, despite being previously and ursssfally pressured to adopt sanctions.” The SotiiheC
Morning Post in Hong Kong wrote that "President gaes cure for the 'mad dog of the Middle East' may
prove more lethal than the disease,” and his a¢timay also have lit the fuse to a wider conflagnatiin the
region. In Mexico City, El Universal wrote that theS. "has no right to set itself up as the deferdevorld
freedom," urging recourse to legal means throughthited Nations. There were many similar reactions

The U.S. press, in contrast, was overwhelminglyofable. The New York Times wrote that "even thesim
scrupulous citizen can only approve and applaudAtimerican attacks on Libya," describing this asust |
verdict and sentence: "the United States has putesg¢Qaddafi] carefully, proportionately - andtjys The
evidence for Libyan responsibility for the discontdming has been "now laid out clearly to the publat,least
to the satisfaction of the editors, though they wiid see fit to publish it. "Then came the jurye tBuropean
governments to which the United States went outsofvay to send emissaries to share evidence agel ur
concerted action against the Libyan leader." itredevant, apparently, that the jury was hardlypwaced, and
issued a "judgment” calling on the executionerefoain from any action -just as it is unnecessargdmment
editorially on the fact, later tacitly recognizékat the evidence was of little merit.



Most governments also condemned the action, tihawg all. Britain and Canada went along, though th
public response was sharply different, and thers support from France in its current mood of Redgan
enthusiasm. The government-controlled South AfriBamadcasting Corporation said the attack "undeslithe
commitment the leader of the Western world has nbadiaking positive action against terrorism”; thé&. was
justified in attacking Qaddafi, "whose name is waity synonymous with international terrorism." Israel,
Prime Minister Shimon Peres stated that the U.%raavas clearly justified "in self-defense”: "He Libyan c
Government issues orders to murder American salareBeirut in cold blood, in the middle of the higwhat
do you expect the United States to do? Sing HgdleRiOr take action in her defense?" The ideattieat).S.
was acting in "self-defense" against an attackemfdrces in Beirut two and a half years earlieansntriguing
innovation, even putting aside the circumstancdbaifearlier act.46

In the U.S., Senator Mark Hatfield, one of tlee fpolitical figures in the country who merits thenorable
term "conservative," denounced the U.S. bombing 'fain a nearly deserted Senate floor," and intarléb the
Times. Leaders of several major Christian denonunat condemned the bombing, but Jewish leaders
generally praised it, among them Rabbi Alexanddrir&tier, president of the Union of American Hebrew
Congregations, who "said the U.S. government 'pip@ad vigorously responded’ to the 'mindlessoresm'™
of Qaddafi. Harvard international affairs profes3oseph Nye said Reagan had to respond "to theisggkn
of that Berlin thing. What else do you do aboutestupported terrorism?" - such as U.S.-suppodgorism
in Central America and southern Lebanon, for examphere the "smoking gun” is rather more cleanly i
evidence. Eugene Rostow supported the bombinghasitable and overdue™ as part of a "more activerde
against the process of Soviet expansion.” The if@aemoval of the Qaddafi regime," he explaingdould
be fully justified under the existing rules of imational law," since Qaddafi "has flagrantly arahtinually
violated these rules.”" "That being the case, egtate injured by Libya's actions has the rightpalor with
others, to use whatever force is reasonably negessgut an end to Libya's illegal behavior. Libigain the
legal position of the Barbary pirates."47 He ur@&&lTO to "issue a declaration on the responsibibtystates
for illegal acts committed from their territory."48

A fortiori, then, NATO should condemn the emperaut just the pirate, and states from Indochin&¢aotral
America to the Middle East, among others, shoulghoize to use whatever force is necessary to atteck
United States, Israel and other terrorist stat#kviing the Rostow doctrine.

For ABC correspondent Charles Glass, who repdhtedombing and aftermath from the scene, thetevas
symbolized by the handwritten letter of a severn~gd girl, dug out of the rubble of her home, wlos
American-educated family he visited. The lettedsea

Dear Mr Reagan

Why did you kill my only sister Rafa and my frieRécha, she is only nine, and my baby doll Strawbesrit
true you want to kill us all because my father &eBtinian and you want to kill Kadafi because lents to
help us go back to my father's home and land.

My name is Kinda

A facsimile of the original was submitted to fhress in the U.S. as a letter to the editor, butpnasidered fit
for publication. It was published by Alexander Cbakn, with a suggestion to President and Mrs. Redgat
since they "are fond of reading out messages froailchildren, they might care to deliver this arethe next
appropriate occasion."49

Others saw the matter differently. Michael Walsok issue with Europeans who criticized the barglnf
Libya as a case of "state terrorism." It was netdeclared, "for it was aimed at specific militéaygets, and
the pilots took some risks in their effort to Hibse targets and nothing else,” as he presumalolyskirom
secret Pentagon briefings. If night bombing oftst bappens to strike densely populated resideséetions of
Tripoli, killing Rafa and Racha and many other ks, that is just the way the cookie crumbleP?edhaps
this is what we should expect from the highly relgar moralist and theorist of just war who assurethat the
Israeli invasion of Lebanon can be defended unkisrdoncept, that Israel's military operations autkern



Lebanon were "a good example of proportionate weyfand that if civilians were "at risk" duringethsraeli
bombing of Beirut, then "the responsibility for theks lies with the PLO."51

Media complicity in this act of state terrorisnd cdhot end with the patriotic behavior at the timethe
bombing, a natural sequel to earlier endorsementhaftever tales the Administration chose to condoetas
also necessary to show that the bombing was a ssiateurbing Libyan terrorism, as proven by theesice of
terrorist actions attributed to Qaddafi after tlwanbing. To establish the thesis, it is necessasufipress the
fact that there were also no credible attributipner to the bombing apart from those mentionediezamwhich
are clearly irrelevant. No such problems interfendtth the task at hand.

The editors of the Washington Post extolled thyd bombing on the grounds that "No new acts wbtesm
have been attributed to" Colonel Qaddafi, who haw meen reduced to a "subdued policy." Still more
important is the impact on Western allies, mostvbbm "needed the shock" delivered by "the example o
decisiveness, the undeniable precision of theligégice, the subsequent demonstration of Libyakti®on
and, not least, the fall in tourism" - not to spedithe threat that the "crazy Americans" mightl feavay with
abandon somewhere else, a threat underscored loysttech of U.S. naval vessels to within a fewesibf the
Soviet coastline in the Black Sea at the same Sithapte that the editors still find it possibleréder to "the
undeniable precision of the intelligence,"” whicle fburnal had ample reason to question, and laterepded
to reject, as noted. David Ignatius writes thatlibenbing "worked surprisingly well against Liby&®ammar
Gadhafi," accomplishing "some startling - and vieeyeficial - changes in Libya, the Mideast and Rarblt
proved that Qaddafi was "weak, isolated and vubilera"so vulnerable, in fact, that American warn@a were
able to operate freely within his own, heavily defed airspace" -a glorious victory indeed, and atmo
surprising discovery about the Libyan colossus.démonstrate "the psychology that had allowed Gadbaf
intimidate much of the world," Ignatius cites ndsacfor there are no credible examples - but rastegtes that
even if "Libyans may engage in terrorism againyon't be on the scale they seemed to be embarkiready
this year,"” when "U.S. intelligence learned thabya had ordered its 'Peoples Bureaus' to mountristrr
attacks in about a dozen cities.” A highly compejearnalist, Ignatius knows that government claiatmut
what intelligence had "learned" are worthless;demonstration of the "success" of the operatioteims of
alleged plans aborted is his circumspect way ohsggihat the consequences were undetectable.53

Similarly, George Moffett noted that Libyan teisb attacks "have all but ceased"” - that is, thaye reduced
from near zero to near zero - one of the "positwelopments" that "appear to vindicate the Reagan
Administration's policy of military retaliation.” il colleague John Hughes observed triumphantly "giate
the punitive air strikes against Libya . . . theeve been no major terrorist attacks on Americarectgd by
Col. Muammar Qaddafi" - just as there were noneieefso far as is known.54

The message to the state terrorists in Washingtolear: We will follow your dictates when yourmmct a
record of enemy terrorism that you claim has indiased the world, when you carry out a major testaact to
punish the outrage you have constructed, and wharagnounce that as a result of your heroism,egaessbme
monster is subdued. Mere facts will never detdrara our obedient service.

For the record, "there have been some 18 antirisareterrorist incidents in Western Europe andihedle
East in the three months since the Libyan raid,pamed with about 15 during the 3Vz months befdrevitile
"In the world as a whole, the rate of anti-Ameri¢arrorism looks like being little different fromadt year," the
Economist observed (while lauding Reagan's acbafage); and the Rand Corporation's leading spsicai
terrorism noted that terrorist attacks after the peersisted at about the same level as before.55

Completing the record, on July 3 the FBI releagetll-page report reviewing terrorist incidentshwitthe
United States in 1985. Seven were listed, with pgople killed. In 1984, there had been 13 terr@iss. The
number has dropped each year since 1982, whenrbtigeincidents were recorded.56

The FBI report received some coverage. The Tor@lobe & Mail ran an Assoicated Press story unbder
headline: "Jewish extremists blamed in 2 deathike' [Ead paragraph reads: "Jewish extremists cosahfibiur
of the seven terrorist acts that killed two peopiethe United States in 1985, the Federal Bureau of
Investigation reported yesterday." The report gmedo provide details of the "incidents attributedJewish
extremists" which "killed two people and injurech@j the report said,” along with the other incideiihe New



York Times ran no story on the FBI report, thoubhbre is a reference to it in the lith paragrapla @blumn
several weeks later, reading: "According to the.FBannual report on terrorism, four of severtanses of
domestic terrorism in 1985 were believed to invol¥ewish terrorist groups.’ No indictments havallted
from any [of] the investigations.” The second naélbbnewspaper, the Washington Post, ran a stothekBI
report headlined "Domestic Terrorism Declined L#éstr, FBI Report Shows." It is noted within thabth
killings and nine of the injuries were attributedl four terrorist acts by Jewish extremists" (of geven
reported); this is repeated in a later story on EB¢ investigation of the murder of Alex Odeh, mgtithat
"Jewish extremist groups are suspects."57

These three sentences constitute the coveratiee inational press of the conclusions of the FRbreon
sources of domestic terrorism in 1985.1 noticeckditorials or other comments calling upon the Uhi&ates
to bomb Tel Aviv or Jerusalem to excise the "caheaed "subdue" the "mad dogs" who have brought &tie
scourge of terrorism" to our own shores. One m&ywasy not. Quite properly, Israel disclaims respbitisy
for the actions of "Jewish extremists.” It also demns the terrorist actions, as does Knesset MeRéakbi
Kahane, whose former associates of the Jewish Befeaague are suspected by the FBI of carryingheut
actions. With rather less warrant, Washington dist$ responsibility for the terrorist acts of thasdnas
trained and encouraged. But as | have already oreedi these excuses amount to naught by the stEndar
applied to Muammar Qaddafi and Yasser Arafat, weo eondemn terrorist actions and deny respontilidr
them. Recall again the doctrine that "the largerahoesponsibility for atrocities ... is all Yaskrafat's"
because "he was, and remains, the founding fafrmrmemporary Palestinian violence,” and thusutte. will
hold Arafat "accountable for acts of internatiotexkorism" quite generally, whether he is involhadnot.58
By the same logic, "the larger moral responsililityr the acts of Zionist extremists is all Israel’

The press has regularly dismissed Arafat's condéion of Palestinian terrorist actions. To mentare
critical case, on June 3,1982, the terrorist groeaded by Abu Nidal, who was at war with the PL@ had
been condemned to death by them years earliemptitel to assassinate Israeli Ambassador ShlomovArgo
London, the event that precipitated Israel's inMaf Lebanon, a "retaliation” considered legitienaly the
U.S. government, the media, and educated opiniaergdly. The Washington Post commented that thewrg
assassination attempt was an "embarrassment"ddpltild, which "claims to represent all Palestinidns, . .
tends to be selective about accepting respongilidit acts of Palestinian violence."59 If a tersbract by a
Palestinian group at war with the PLO is an "endmsment” for the PLO on these grounds, then plainly
terrorist acts by Zionist extremists in the U.Sllig two and wounding nine, are an "embarrassrhéort
Israel, which is, by law, "the State of the Jewpgwople," including those in the Diaspora (not tteesof its
citizens, one-sixth of whom are non-Jews). Hencéhleylogic of the U.S. government, noted commensato
and the media quite generally, the U.S. is cenagnltitled, if not obligated, to bomb Tel Aviv "Belf-defense
against future attacks."

One may imagine the reaction had the majorityeaforist actions in the U.S., including all fateds, been
committed by Arab-Americans associated with extstralements of the PLO or suspected of being daat o
terrorist group founded by a member of the Libyanegnment.

The U.S. bombing of Libya had nothing to do witrrorism," even in the cynical Western sensehefword.
In fact, it was clear enough that the Gulf of Sidpeeration and the bombing of Libyan cities wodldnything
incite such retail terrorism, one major reason Wi likely targets in Europe pleaded with the UdStefrain
from such action.

This is hardly the first time that violent actiohave been executed with the expectation thatwioeyd incite
retail terrorism. The U.S.-backed Israeli invasitdriebanon in 1982 is another case, as discusseldbipter 2.
The attack on Libya may also sooner or later imsperrorist acts, which will serve to mobilize dathe and
foreign opinion in support of U.S. plans at homd abroad. If Americans react by general hystenauding
fear of travelling to Europe where visitors will bar safer than in any American city, this too iset benefit,
for the same reasons.

The real reasons for the U.S. attack on Libyaeh#thing to do with self-defense against "terta@itacks" on
U.S. forces in Beirut in October 1983, as ShimoreBeavould have it, or any of the other actionsikaited
rightly or wrongly to Libya, or "self-defense agsirfuture attack” in accord with the doctrine peicied by



the Reagan Administration to much domestic accldifinya's terrorism is a minor irritant, but Qaddafas
stood in the way of U.S. plans in North Africa, tiéldle East and elsewhere. He has supported Pioliaad
groups in the Sudan that the U.S. opposes, forgedom with Morocco contrary to U.S. wishes, intamed in
Chad (following the dispatch of French Foreign loegiorces, advisors and aircraft, but French irgeton is
laudable because French forces help "keep Westafafe for French, American, and other foreigmeit”
and perform similar services elsewhere),60 andenegal interfered with U.S. efforts to forge a dsdgic
consensus” in the region and toimpose its willelsge. These are real crimes, which must be pudishe

Furthermore, the Libyan attack had the purposd,the effect, of preparing opinion at home andatfor
further acts of U.S. violence. The immediate respomight be negative, but once absorbed, the level
expectation is heightened and the U.S. executingoaceed to further escalation if the necessigear

The cynicism of the propaganda campaign abotgriational terrorism™ has been exposed to audgeticd
can be reached by dissident opinion in the UnitiedeS, but the campaign itself has been a remarlaiillic
relations achievement, and the prospects for futwecesses remain impressive, thanks to the ggneral
uncritical and loyal reaction of articulate sectdrhis service of the educated classes to inteynaliterrorism
contributes to massive suffering and brutality, amdhe longer term, carries with it dangers of espower
confrontation and terminal nuclear war. But suchsiderations count for little in comparison witletheed to
ensure that no threat to "stability” and "ordem esise, no challenge to privilege and power. Thetdtle here
to surprise any honest student of history.



Part 4. The U.S. Rolein the Middle East (November 15, 1986)

It would only be proper for me to begin by presegtmy credentials to talk to you on this topic, amkte it
would be unfair to present my own version, or etcerely on the very kind introductory remarks, he¢ read a
letter of recommendation for me that was sentdmall journal in England, Index on Censorship, ehiehad
a brief article on some aspects of our presentibpi

Dear Dan:

Forgive me for writing to you again in your cajpp as a Director and Member of the Editorial Bbaf
Index on Censorship, but | can't resist. In thedatssue which | have, July/August 1986, thereeappa truly
astonishing article, beginning on p. 2 and contiguat great length. This article is an attack om tnited
States, the United States Government, and the dJBit&tes press by Noam Chomsky.

You probably know about Chomsky: he is a fanatitefender of the PLO who has set new standards for
intellectual dishonesty and personal vindictivengs$is writings about the Middle East. There ngalin't
anyone left in the U.S. - without regard to pofittwho takes Chomsky seriously in view of his aisioing
record. | therefore find it inexplicable that hegisen fully three pages to go on with his attackame of the
freest presses in the world. Clearly giving hinstimiuch space lends a certain respectability talisreputable
efforts. Can it be that your editors simply do kwow who Chomsky is and are unfamiliar with hisorel? Can
it be that, fully familiar with him, they neverttess decided to give him this platform? If so, why?

Signed "Elliott,” that is, Elliott Abrams, AssistaBecretary of State for Inter-American Affairs|yJ29, 1986,
on official State Department stationery, and thaneefcounts, | presume, as a public document (sarsopal
remarks omitted).

| cite this letter for two reasons. One, becdusaturally treasure it, just as | treasure, faegsely the same
reasons, the efforts of Soviet advisors in thed'ktorld to have my books banned (as they have fogrears
in the USSR)2 and the rejection of my only visalaagion to Eastern Europe. The reactions of thaermoassars
often indicate that one is probably on the rightirse. But beyond that, the letter is germane totopic. It
gives a revealing (and not untypical) insight ithe mentality of the Reagan Administration and a&ohe
Israeli lobby -1 should mention that Abrams's letteas only one part of an impressive barrage laedch
against the journal for daring to publish remarkstlbe U.S. and Israel that were deemed impropethby
guardians of the faith.3 These are phenomena witichvmany of you have personal familiarity, a fatto
germane to our topic, for obvious reasons.

Let me put aside the remarkable lack of a sehs®my; recall that this is a journal devoted tensorship,
now under attack because it permitted brief exprasef fact and analysis that is not to the tastehe
commissars. What the letter reveals is the deegitarian streak in the mentality of leading figsirie the
Reagan Administration: not even the tiniest opemmgst be allowed to unacceptable thought. | dowsoit to
suggest that it is outside the spectrum of Amerpalitics. Unfortunately, it is not. But in its ptices, its style
and its commitments, the Reagan Administration depsesent an extreme position within this spectram
extreme of reactionary jingoism - which has misappated the honorable term "conservative" - markgd
dedicated lying, lawlessness, enhancement of ptater and violence, attacks on personal freedomcarild
liberties, all developments that are ominous inrati@r and important for the future of Americanifcd and
society, hence for the Middle East, and for thelyagiven the awesome scale of American power.

These features of the Reagan Administration heotegone unnoticed, and have naturally arousederanc
among genuine conservatives here - of whom thexevary few in government or the media - and abroad.
Three years ago, David Watt, Director of the Royetitute of International Affairs in London, wiiig in
Foreign Affairs, commented on

the chasm that lies between current American péorepof the world and the world's perception of éoa . .
. [W]ith the possible exceptions of the Israellse South Africans, President Marcos of the Phihppiand a
few right-wing governments in Central and South Aicg [most of the world believes] that the Reagan
administration has vastly overreacted to the Sothetat, thereby distorting the American (and hetiee



world) economy, quickening the arms race, warpisgoivn judgment about events in the Third World] an
further debasing the language of internationakaaerse with feverish rhetoric.

He adds that "it is in my experience almost ingae to convey even to the most experienced Arapsgust
how deeply rooted and widely spread the criticelwihas become" - also an important fact. As ifdoficm
this judgment, in a companion article on the curreternational scene, Foreign Affairs editor With Bundy
writes that with regard to the "degree of threanfrthe Soviet Union . . . the Reagan administraidmnoad
view seems to this observer nearer to reality thenoften excessively sanguine and parochial sgawedions
of other major nations."4

Watt in fact exaggerates the "chasm." Europedaselre not so removed from Reaganite hysteribeas
indicates, and the "exceptions" go beyond thoseémstioned, including particularly France, where ynRaris
intellectuals have adopted Reaganite fanaticismhag current fad. Furthermore, as Bundy's comment
indicates, what Watt is describing represents eltti@ion in the U.S. well beyond the Reagan Adntratson;
Bundy writes from near the opposite end of theeedppectrum. Watt is describing the extreme versioa
general elite reaction to the problems caused bkyMietnam war, including the harm caused to the. U.S
economy and the benefits to its industrial rivalsg the breakdown of discipline both in the ThirdAdl and at
home, factors that require stern state action &od tn appeal to the ever-useful Russian thregityaidy
invoked in such situations. But Watts's essentiattas accurate enough.

The isolation of the U.S. has since increasedg@saled for example by votes in the United Nation a wide
range of issues. Within just the last few weekg, @eneral Assembly voted 124 to 1 in favor of at&ou
Atlantic zone of peace and 94 to 3 calling on th8.Wo comply with the World Court ruling orderingssation
of the U.S. attack against Nicaragua; in the lattese, the U.S. was joined by two client-statesS&iador
(which is "independent” in the sense in which Pdlenindependent of the USSR) and Israel, whichchasen
to become an armed mercenary of the United Stat&s.isolation on Middle East votes is notorioust the
phenomenon is much more general. In 1980-85 alum&JtS. resorted to 27 vetoes in the Security Gouae
compared to 15 in the earlier history of the UN galce 1966) and four vetoes for the USSR in ©&0%.5

The reaction is interesting. In the early dayshef UN, when it was firmly under U.S. control azmlld be
used for Cold War purposes, the general attitudeutds the organization was highly favorable andetveas
much earnest debate over what caused the USSRalinest isolated, to be so negative; perhaps #sslted
from the use of swaddling clothes for infants, vihieinforced "negativism,” some suggested - a dwcthat a
few skeptics called "diaperology.” As U.S. globahdnance declined from its quite phenomenal pospeak
and the relative independence of members of thendi¢ased, attitudes towards the UN became maieatyi
and by now are extremely hostile. We no longer m@iaduisitions on the curious negativism of the $ass,
but rather on the equally curious fact that thelev@s out of step, as New York Times UN corresparde
Richard Bernstein thoughtfully explains.6

Opinion polls in Europe show similar results. écent classified USIA poll shows that outside cdirfee,
European opinion trusts Mikhail Gorbachev on armstiol far more than Reagan, by four to one in Bndl
and seven to one in Germany.7

The international isolation is of little concetm the Reagan Administration. They have shown avstir
understanding of the efficacy of violence and imiation. Like some of their predecessors and models
elsewhere in the world, they are well aware thagaghvictories over weak and defenseless enemiedean
manipulated to arouse jingoist sentiments and Eoperithusiasm at home, if the population can begrty
terrified by grave threats to its existence; ameadier examples that come to mind are Hitler'snwveys of the
encirclement of Germany by hostile states benttemestruction, the Czech "dagger pointed at tlest hod
Germany," the aggressiveness and terror of thelSzamd Poles, and above all, the threat of thenatenal
Jewish conspiracy. The Reaganites understand veliywliat H. L. Mencken called "the whole aim of ¢ireal
politics": "to keep the public alarmed (and henlz@rous to be led to safety) by menacing it witheadless
series of hobgoblins, all of them imaginary." As fiee rest of the world, U.S. cultural hegemongufficiently
great so that doctrines contrived for domestic pses will be adopted or taken seriously, howeveictous
they may be; and if not, the threat of escalatetewce if U.S. allies prove intransigent, and ibéemtial costs
to them, remain credible and have been effectiggpfoited.



The propaganda campaign about internationalrismois one example of the skillful use of thesghteques,
both at home and abroad. Policy-makers of the Reaganinistration know that liberal elements in Corgp
and the media can easily be cowed by the chardelhtbyg are soft and insufficiently militant in tiiace of
whatever hobgoblin happens to be the monster ofitye and hence will line up obediently in the s&ade
against terrorism." They also understand that trervehelming resources of violence at their commalhalv
disdain for world opinion. In fact, they regulagxploit concerns over their violence, as in the yiokummit
after the Libya bombings, when the Reaganitesedhlestern elites by warning them that unless fakyn
line, there is no telling what the "crazy Americansght do next.8

The disdainful attitude towards Congress as Vgelevealed at every turn. For example, last mointtihe
military authorization bill, both houses of Congraasisted upon wording that called upon the Exeeuio
comply with SALT II, in the interest of national@eity. A few weeks later, the Administration annoad that
it was proceeding to exceed the SALT II limits. Administration spokesman explained that "Congressui
of town and the summit in Iceland is past. [Gorleahs not expected to come here for some timewBat's
holding us back?"9 In other words, the cop is lagkihe other way, so why not rob the store? Inadfct,
Congress has been out of town even when it isumt@as the Administration knows very well, and d@shot
proven too difficult for a gang of street toughsitte roughshod over the generally pathetic opfosit

The attitude towards the public is revealed byatvdne Reagan official called "a vast psychologicaifare
operation" designed to set the agenda for debaeMicaragua - a disinformation campaign calledef@gon
Truth"; Goebbels and Stalin would have been am@®eisinformation has been an Administration sgécia
since the earliest days, though the media and @saglways profess to be shocked when a new exasple
exposed, recently during the 1986 disinformatiomgaign concerning Libya (see chapter 3). In thisec#he
display of outraged surprise necessitated a sbghe of amnesia; as early as August 1981, Newswaek
reported a government "disinformation program desigto embarrass Qaddafi and his government” along
with assorted acts of U.S. terrorism within Libya tty to "demonstrate that Qaddafi was opposed by a
indigenous political force." There have also begtemsive disinformation campaigns, quite succegsiahks
to media cooperation, on the arms race and numetbes matters.11

We derive further insights from current revelag about the sophisticated program to evade Cssigreal
restrictions on military aid to the terrorist pro&ymy attacking Nicaragua - or the "resistance,it astermed
by the government and the loyal press, a "resistamtganized by the Hemispheric Enforcer to attack
Nicaragua from bases established outside its berdlee term "proxy army," in contrast, is used niternal
White House documents, and its terrorism is aldocnacealed in secret reports). To mention onatilation
of the careful planning that lies behind the tastoroperations, consider the decision of the Reagan
Administration to sell (probably quite useless) AW to Saudi Arabia in 1981. This was a politically
unpopular move, and it was not clear at the timg thle Administration was so determined to pursu8adame
likely reasons have since emerged. The Reagan griamvidently anticipated potential difficultiesfumding
their proxy army, and when Congress, respondinguiolic pressure, later sought to limit the terronsr
against Nicaragua, Saudi Arabia was called upaepay its debt and to fund shipments of arms tatmgras,
apparently Soviet arms that Israel had captureohgits Reagan-backed aggression in Lebanon.12

These are the machinations of sophisticatedrniatemal terrorists, with a global vision. Now thhey have
finally surpassed the point where they can beeasppressed, the partial exposures will elicitghetense that
the Reagan policy-makers are incompetent bundleesinvariable elite response to failure of stdeng is to
focus attention on alleged personal inadequaciesassto avert the threat that the public may come t
understand the systematic nature of policy, theeg@rsupport for it within elite circles (tacticside), and the
institutional roots of these commitments. But n@ @mould be deluded into believing that we are egising
the operations of fools and bunglers; their achiexats in organizing efficient international terson are
impressive, from the Middle East to Central Ameread beyond.

Another crucial fact should also be kept in mitlde current scandals are a great tribute to thmulpo
movements of the 1960s and since, which forcedstag to resort to clandestine operations to cdntea
terrorism and violence, operations so complexfihatly they could not be entirely kept from publiew. Had
the public been apathetic and quiescent, as ireegdars, Reagan could have emulated the praaifcéshn F.
Kennedy when he simply sent the U.S. Air Forceawycout large-scale bombing and initiated defaiaand



crop destruction missions in South Vietnam from 118@, or Lyndon Johnson when he escalated the
aggression against South Vietham by land and @ieneing it to the north as well, and sent 23,00friNkes to

the Dominican Republic to avert the threat of deraog there, all in early 1965, with very little pest at the
time. Clandestine operations carry the risk of expe, and of undermining the rhetorical pose of the
government (for example, "combating terrorism").isTmay inhibit the terrorist commanders, for a tiate
least. These facts serve to show that even in argiy depoliticized society like the United Statesth no
political parties or major media outside of theroar business-based elite consensus, significanigattion

is quite possible and may influence policy, thougtirectly, as during the Vietham years and sifideese are
important facts to bear in mind in connection wvitie Middle East as well.

One element of the U.S.-organized internatioealot network is the World Anti-Communist League, a
collection of Nazis, anti-Semites, death squad saéss, and some of the worst killers and thugs ratahe
world, mobilized by the Reagan Administration iato effective network of murderers and torturersildvaide
in scope. Last month, the League attracted sorasteth in the course of the Hasenfus affair in Kigaia. The
New York Times, as usual reporting government pgapaa as fact, claimed that the League had begegur
of its more nefarious elements when General Sitgtaok it over in the 1980s. The World Anti-Commstni
League had just then completed its annual conferencEurope (not reported in the media here to my
knowledge). The leading Nazis were present, giespectful applause when their leaders - Nazi kilfesm
the days of Hitler - mounted the podium to addriesaudience. The Latin American death squad lsader
allegedly expelled in 1984, reappeared at once9B81IB5 conferences sponsored by the U.S. affiliadax-
exempt "educational" organization. The League oomts to include Nazis, racists of various assortsnand
killers from around the world. It is supported b tU.S. and several of its client-states, partitylBaiwan and
South Korea, but also reportedly by Syria and ofkrab states; and its workings are concealed bydtaeli
lobby here. In the introduction to their recent boo the League, Scott Anderson and John Andersoment
that the Anti-Defamation League of B'nai Brith,eading component of the domestic Israeli lobbyysed to
provide them with information on this notorious lection of anti-Semites, who now serve a usefuppsae
within the Reaganite international terror netwdr&ttthey generally support.13

All of this, and much more, reveals a sophisédatnderstanding of how to conduct internationabtesm,
on a scale with few historical precedents.

The sordid record of the World Anti-Communistabeie should remind us that while Reaganite thuggery
unusual, it is not unique in U.S. history. Immediptafter World War Il, the U.S. turned to the task
suppressing the anti-fascist resistance throughouth of the world, often in favor of fascists and
collaborators. One component of this global progmaas the recruitment of Nazi gangsters such as<Klau
Barbie, "the Butcher of Lyons," who had been resgua for horrendous atrocities in France and way d
placed in charge of spying on the French for Anaridintelligence. A far more important example was
Reinhard Gehlen, in charge of Hitler's East Eurapeelligence operations and quickly assigned dame
tasks under the CIA, in West German intelligencé bfganization was responsible for U.S. support fo
military actions within the USSR and Eastern Eurapeonjunction with armies that had been encoedagy
Hitler. These operations were run out of Georgen&ers office in the State Department accordingatonJ
Loftus, who investigated these matters for the ULstice department. Later, when many of thesaulfak
could no longer be protected in Europe, the U.$haities brought them here or to Latin Americahniite aid
of the Vatican and fascist priests. They have owmeil to serve U.S. government interests, trairongiters in
methods devised by the Gestapo, helping estalhissinéo-Nazi National Security states in Latin Arceerand
the Central American death squad apparatus wittenframework of the U.S.-trained security forces] ao
on.14

We will understand very little about the worldve neglect the relevant historical context, comipamored
or suppressed in official doctrine.

The same is true when we turn directly to thededEast. Consider U.S. relations with Iran, novhi@ news,
but with the historical context largely excised,i@sisually the case when it teaches inconvenes#dns. The
Reagan Administration argues that the recentlyntedoarms shipments to Iran via an Israeli connacére
part of an effort to establish contacts with "madet elements in Iran. There is a sense in whighdlaim is
true; namely, if we enter the domain of conventidwewspeak, in which the term "moderate” is usedeter



to elements that are properly obedient to U.S.rerdad demands; it is counterpoised to "radicagduto refer
to those who do not follow orders properly. Notibat the terminology has nothing to do with the ogtment
to violence and terror of these groups, or eveir 8aial and political goals, apart from the caldaefining
feature; thus the mass murderer Suharto in Indanssa respected "moderate,” but a peasant sgfgrelip
organized by the Church in El Salvador is "radicahd must be exterminated by Pol Pot-style tezomducted
by the U.S. mercenary forces.

In Iran, the U.S. restored "moderates” to powéhw CIA coup in what the New York Times (August
6,1954) described as an "object lesson” to "undetdped countries with rich resources,"” an "objesson in
the cost that must be paid by one of their numb@chvgoes berserk with fanatical nationalism™ arelstto
take control of their own resources, thus becormiadical.” Iran remained "moderate” until the fadlthe Shah
in 1979 while compiling one of the worst human tgrecords in the world, as Amnesty Internatiomal ather
human rights groups regularly documented, not #@iffgdhe classification of the Shah as a "moderatethe
applause for him among U.S. elites. The Shah wagasted by the Carter Administration to the verg e his
bloody rule. The U.S. then apparently looked i@ possibility of a military coup, but without sess. Since
that time, a flow of arms to Iran has been maimdjnn part via Israel, which had very close relasi with the
Shah and his military.

Notice that very much the same was true in tise cd Somoza in Nicaragua, who fell at about tmeesaime.
The Carter Administration also backed him until &ma&l, with Israel providing the arms, surely witlit U.S.
backing, while he was killing tens of thousandsiilast paroxysm of fury. Carter attempted to impibgerule
of the National Guard when Somoza could no longemiaintained. Shortly after, remnants of the Gueece
reestablished in Honduras and Costa Rica with idh@falU.S. proxies such as Argentina (then underrtbo-
Nazi generals, and thus a useful "moderate” chéate), and were then taken over directly by th®. ldnd
organized as a terrorist proxy army dedicated ¢évgmting the threat of social reform in Nicaragua.

Meanwhile, U.S. elites underwent a magical cosioer, they became profoundly concerned, for tret fime,
with human rights and "democracy" in Nicaragua &ad, a sudden moral awakening that failed to tetloe
contempt it richly merits.15

Returning to Iran, according to Israel's Ambassdd the U.S. Moshe Arens, in October 1982, Issarlpply
of arms to Iran after the fall of the Shah wasiedrout "in coordination with the U.S. governmendt. almost
the highest of levels." The objective "was to dewea could not find some areas of contact with lfa@ian
military, to bring down the Khomeini regime," or lgtast "to make contact with some military officevho
some day might be in a position of power in Irardakov Nimrodi, the Israeli arms salesman and ligesice
official who was under cover as military attachdrian during the Shah's reign, described this plaa BBC
broadcast in 1982. Former Israeli de facto Ambasssm Iran Uri Lubrani of the Labor Party addedtifiar
details, in the same program:

| very strongly believe that Tehran can be takeardw a very relatively small force, determinedhtess,
cruel. | mean the men who would lead that forcé kalve to be emotionally geared to the possibiht they'd
have to kill ten thousand people.

- demonstrating that they are "moderates,” in #whrical sense. Similar ideas were expressed bydDav
Kimche, head of Israel's Foreign Office and forrdeputy director of the Mossad. Kimche and Nimrad a
now identified in the media as among those whoaitgtl the mid-1980s program of U.S. military aidiran
via Israel in connection with U.S. hostages and'slearch for moderates."

The publicized views of the Israelis concerned whigsse programs

- long before there were any hostages - are sugguiediowever. At the same time - early 1982 - tipdses
were generally endorsed, with varying degrees epskism as to their feasibility, by Richard Helrfex-
director of the CIA and former Ambassador to Irdtpert Komer (a leading candidate for war crinmedstin
the late 1960s and a high Pentagon official undetet, one of the



architects of the Rapid Deployment Force whichshggested, could be used to support "moderatest' aft
military coup), and others.16 All this too is nouppressed.

Essentially the same facts were also reportea memently, though ignored, well before the scandalipted,
for example, by Israeli senior Foreign Ministry Epsman Avi Pazner, who confirmed in an interviewat tim
1982 Israel had sent Iran military supplies witd #pproval of the U.S., including spare parts f@.bmade jet
fighters.17

The arms flow to Iran through Israel (and proabther avenues) has very likely continued at allev
sufficient to keep contacts with the proper elemearit the Iranian military, though the U.S. is opgidbgo
sending sufficient arms to enable Iran to win ttaedlrag war, which would be a disaster for the.p&icy of
support for Saddam Hussein. Thus the U.S. blockedhjar Iranian arms deal with Israel last Aprilremting
an Israeli ex-general, among others.18

None of this is a discovery of late 1986, as ¢hearlier references indicate. In 1982, a frontepsigry by
current New York Times editor Leslie Gelb reportbdt half of the arms to Iran were "being supplad
arranged by Israel” - surely with U.S. knowledgel a least tacit authorization - "and the rest t@eflance
arms merchants, some of whom may also have coonsctith Israeli intelligence,” while the CIA was
carrying out covert actions against the Khomeimgjimee from its bases in eastern Turkey.19 And Aeens'
disclosures were prominently reported in the BosBdobe on successive days, among other cases. i@ mo
recent months, well before the "scandals,” addati@amformation surfaced. Thus in May, Patrick Sealeorted
that "Israeli and European arms dealers are rushargupplies to Iran" as Israel now dispenses \tté usual
roundabout arms routes"; "for example, a ship nbgea, carrying more than 25,000 tonnes of Iseatllery,
ammunition, gun barrels, aircraft parts and othar supplies” was ordered to proceed directly ta Irstead
of transshipping through Zaire.20 It is hard toetalery seriously the current show of surprise @séhmatters.

Note again the continuing similarity between U8licy towards Iran and towards Nicaragua. Thece it is
difficult to take seriously the current show of guse over the fact that the Reagan Administrahas been
actively engaged in arranging military supportitsrproxy army, circumventing Congressional lediska not
to speak of the World Court ruling, irrelevant ttearorist state, and laws going back to the eggftie-century
Neutrality Act.

We can learn more about these matters by attgridirecent history. Notice first that the pattefrarms sales
to Iran is a classic one, another crucial fact edaich current commentary. For example, relatiortsvéen the
U.S. and Indonesia became bitterly hostile 30 yags so much so that the CIA sponsored a faildidany
rebellion in Indonesia in 1958. During the periddostility, the U.S. continued to provide armdie Sukarno
regime. In late 1965, the pro-American General 8ohzarried out a military coup, leading to theugjater of
several hundred thousand people, mostly landlessapés, and the destruction of the only mass-basiddal
organization in Indonesia, the Indonesian CommuBgty. Indonesia was thus restored to the FreddyVor
opened to robbery and exploitation by U.S., Camgdiairopean and Japanese corporations, impedecdgnly
the rapacity of the ruling generals, who imposegraupt and brutal dictatorship.

These developments were warmly welcomed by eighd opinion in the West, and regarded as a
vindication of U.S. aggression against South Vietnéalled "defense of South Vietnam" within the
propaganda system), which provided a "shield" émaburaged the generals to carry out the necepsagg of
their society. In Senate testimony after the sléaigtiDefense Secretary McNamara was asked to exfhlai
supply of arms to Indonesia during the period aémse hostility between the two countries. He wslea
whether this arms supply had "paid dividends" agied that it had - including some 700,000 corpsebat
point according to his Indonesian friends. A Cosgrenal report held that training and maintaining
communication with military officers paid "enormouwdividends" in overthrowing Sukarno. Similarly,
according to Pentagon sources, "United Statesamyjlinfluence on local commanders was widely coerad
as an element in the coup d'etat that deposed IBrégftist President Joao Goulart in 1964,"21 afistg a
National Security State complete with torture, ession, and profits for the foreign investor, ajseeted with
acclaim by Kennedy liberals. The story was reermhicte€Chile a few years later. During the Allendginee, the
U.S. continued to supply arms while doing its besbring down the regime, and was rewarded with the
Pinochet coup, which again it welcomed.



The Iranian operations conform to a familiar @att of policy planning, which is understandable and
sometimes realistic. One can understand easily itwas publicly endorsed by Richard Helms and ather
1982.

The nature of U.S.-Iran relations under the Shakt also be recalled, in this connection. Iran assgned a
central role in controlling the Middle East undiee tNixon doctrine, which was based upon the redmgnihat
the U.S. did not have the capacity to enforce itseverywhere and must therefore rely on localgsmn the
beat" (as Defense Secretary Melvin Laird put igcal proxies that would carry out their "regional
responsibilities” within the "overall framework ofder" maintained by the United States, in Henrgsifiger's
phrase at the time. A (partially tacit) tripartafliance was constructed linking Iran, Saudi Araba Israel
under the U.S. aegis, committed to "defending" W&mination of the world's major energy reserved an
protecting them from the primary enemy, the indmenpopulation, which might be infected with thadical”
idea that they should have a share in controlling resources which happen to be in their landss i
incidentally, only one example of a worldwide pait@2

It is in this context that the "special relasbip” with Israel developed as well. In 1958, tregibinal Security
Council noted that a "logical corollary" of oppadait to radical Arab nationalism (in the technicahse of the
term) "would be to support Israel as the only gjrpm-West power left in the Near East." Accordiodavid
Ben-Gurion's biographer, Michael Bar-Zohar, at ttiate Israel concluded a "periphery pact,” whichswa
"long-lasting,” with Iran, Turkey and Ethiopia, enraged by U.S. Secretary of State John FostereBull
Through the 1960s, U.S. intelligence regarded Ilsga@ barrier to "radical nationalist” pressurgaiast Saudi
Arabia, and the conception of Israel as a "stratagset" became institutionalized in U.S. polidgrathe U.S.-
backed Israeli victory in 1967, and particularlyeaflsrael's moves to block Syrian support for Btaléeans
being massacred in Jordan in 1970 at a time whenUtls. was unable to intervene directly for doneesti
reasons. The fall of the Shah enhanced Israebsa®la "strategic asset” serving as a base foroamjoU.S.
interests in the region. Meanwhile, Israel increglsi provided subsidiary services to the U.S. imtkern
Africa, Asia and Latin America.23

About 1970, a split developed among U.S. elitesy @J.S. policy in the region. This was symbolizgdthe
controversy between Secretary olState William Regetho advanced a plan for a political settlemdrthe
Arab-Israel conflict along the lines of the inteinaal consensus of the time, and Henry Kissing#ig argued
that we must maintain a "stalemate," his reasomdaking Israel's rejection of Sadat's Februaryll®fer of a
full peace settlement along the general lines fi€iaf U.S. policy. Kissinger's views prevailednge that time
his confrontationist, hard-line opposition to a gee political settlement has dominated U.S. polekich has
preferred to see an Israeli "strategic asset” ptaits role in U.S. control of the region by theetit or use of
force. This explains the continued U.S. commitnteriilock a political settlement, that would probaldad to
Israel's integration into the region.24

The U.S. has consistently sought to maintainntiléary confrontation and to ensure that Israghains a
"strategic asset."” In this conception, Israel ideéohighly militarized, technologically advancedpariah state
with little in the way of an independent economyrgrom high tech production (often in coordinatiwith
the U.S.), utterly dependent on the United Statekslence dependable, serving U.S. needs as a"tmgabn
the beat" and as a mercenary state employed for pluposes elsewhere, for example, in support af-ne
genocide in Guatemala when domestic factors predewashington from participating as fully as it Wwbu
have liked in this enterprise.25

What about U.S. relations with the Arab world®?sEithe U.S. will act to ensure that it contrdige tmajor
energy resources of the Arabian peninsula: thia tentral principle of U.S. foreign policy, as #&shbeen
throughout the post-World War Il period. The U.Sll therefore support "moderate nationalists," sashthe
ruling elites in Saudi Arabia, well known for thémoderation." Saudi Arabia too is called upon tdist in
support of U.S. international terrorism, as alreadted, and there should be little surprise atrévelation that
it is deeply involved in the supply of arms to Iralong with its tacit Israeli ally and in U.S. terist activities
in Central America, and probably elsewhere as vgellithern Africa, for example. At the same time, thS.
will consistently oppose "radical nationalists” wétand in the way of U.S. objectives. Libya is aeca point.
While the U.S. appears to have supported Qaddsffist to raise oil prices in the early 1970s "irder to
strengthen the position of the 'moderates/ suchiass Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia,"26 Libya has inciagly



been an obstacle to U.S. objectives, and was dasidras a prime target from the earliest days @fRbagan
Administration under the pretext of a "war againgtrnational terrorism."27

In this connection, we should bear in mind tiet Reagan Administration faced a rather seriooblpm,
from the outset. Contrary to many illusions, itsjongpolicies have quite generally been unpopuldre T
population continues, as before, to support soaidder than military spending and to oppose thgnam of
enhancing state power and converting the statey ;x@e than before, into a welfare state for tioh rione
major function of the Pentagon system, which presid forced public subsidy to high technology itigus
the system of public subsidy and private profilezhl'free enterprise.” The public has also gengm@tiposed
the "activist" foreign policy of subversion, int@mtion, international terrorism and aggressionduads “the
Reagan doctrine.” There is a classic means towd#dakhe problem of bringing a reluctant populatioraccept
policies to which it is opposed: induce fear, it@d with Mencken's dictum, quoted earlier. Therefave
must have confrontations with the Evil Empire bemt our destruction, "the monolithic and ruthless
conspiracy" committed to thwart our global benexokeand to destroy us, in John F. Kennedy's plthaseg
a rather similar period of U.S. history. But a desb arises: confrontations with the Evil Empire #&oe
dangerous. They might be costly to us, and theeefannot be undertaken. The solution to the dilensma
create "proxies" of the Evil Empire, which can l@eked with impunity, since they are weak and nigdééess.
Libya is perfect for the role, particularly agairike background of rampant anti-Arab racism in theted
States, and within the general context of the "cagrp against international terrorism" - that plagiethe
modern age from which the terrorist commanders iashihgton must defend us, according to various
"Operation Truths" conducted by the ideologicaltitnfions. It is quite easy to kill many Libyansthout cost
to ourselves - indeed with many cheers at homdudimy enlightened liberal opinion -as we defendselves
against the "evil scourge of terrorism."

The next two years could be dangerous. The Réagawant to leave a permanent stamp on American
politics, whatever the outcome of the next elediohhey want to prove that violence pays. They want
overcome "the sickly inhibitions against the usenditary force” (Norman Podhoretz). The propagasgstem
has constructed a series of demons: the Sandingtasare a "cancer” that must be destroyed (GeShygtz);
Qaddafi, the "mad dog of the Middle East"; Araféhe father of modern terrorism”; Castro, who tleea to
take over the Western Hemisphere in the servidhe®fUSSR; etc. If they can be destroyed by violetioe
long-term effects on American culture will be profal. There will be no more "wimps" making treataxl
entering into negotiations, no concern for politisettlement, international law and similar tomnoy. IRather,
the political system will be dominated by men lagki'sickly inhibitions” who get their kicks out sending
their client military forces and goon squads totum people who cannot fight back -what is called
"conservatism" in contemporary Newspeak.



Part 5. International Terrorism: Image and Reality (1989)

There are two ways to approach the study of temariOne may adopt a literal approach, taking tipécto
seriously, or a propagandis-tic approach, congirthie concept of terrorism as a weapon to be egolon the
service of some system of power. In each casedtemsr how to proceed. Pursuing the literal apgrpae
begin by determining what constitutes terrorism. é&n seek instances of the phenomenon - concegtiat
the major examples, if we are serious - and trgetermine causes and remedies. The propagand@isaap
dictates a different course. We begin with the ithélsat terrorism is the responsibility of somei@éily
designated enemy. We then designate terroristaact$errorist” just in case they can be attribuietether
plausibly or not) to the required source; othervifsey are to be ignored, suppressed or termedigia” or
"self-defense."

It comes as no surprise that the propagandagiizoach is adopted by governments generally, gritidir
instruments in totalitarian states. More interagtie the fact that the same is largely true of rtiedia and
scholarship on terror in the Western industrial deracies, as has been documented in extensivé. Hetai

"We must recognise,” Michael Stohl observesat'thy convention - and it must be emphasised ogly b
convention - great power use and the threat otifieeof force is normally described as coerciveatiyzicy and
not as a form of terrorism,” though it commonly ahxes "the threat and often the use of violencewhbat
would be described as terroristic purposes wemnetitgreat powers who were pursuing the very sate &
Only one qualification must be added: the term dgmowers" is restricted to favored states; in\thestern
conventions under discussion here, the Soviet Uragranted no such rhetorical license, and indmzadbe
charged and convicted on the flimsiest evidenapthiror-image of Soviet practice.

Terrorism became a major public issue in the $98bie Reagan Administration took office announdatsg
dedication to stamp out what the president calted &vil scourge of terrorism," a plague spreadd®praved
opponents of civilization itself" in "a return tatbarism in the modern age" (Secretary of StatageeBhultz).
The campaign focused on a particularly virulentfaf the plague: state-directed international t&sm. The
central thesis attributed responsibility to a Stb@&sed "worldwide terror network aimed at the dle#ization
of Western democratic society," in the words ofi@l&terling, whose highly praised book The Tenetwork
became the Bible of the Administration and the fting document of the new discipline of terrorologywas
taken to have provided "ample evidence" that tesnoroccurs "almost exclusively in democratic oatekely
democratic societies” (Walter Laqueur), leavintiditioubt about the origins of the plague. The beak soon
exposed as a worthless propaganda tract, but #®stihemained intact, dominating mainstream repmprti
commentary and scholarship.

Concern over international terrorism peaked s rhid-1980s. Mideast/Mediterranean terrorism wéecsed
by editors as the lead story of 1985 in an Assedi&tress poll, and a year later the tourism ingustEurope
collapsed as Americans stayed away in fear of Aelorists infesting European cities. The plaguenth
subsided, the monster having been tamed by "tbagitr of the cowboy," according to the approvedioer.

Shifting to the literal approach, we first defitiee concept of terrorism, and then investigateyjiplication,
letting the chips fall where they may. Let us séere this course leads.

THE CONCEPT OF TERRORISM

Concepts of political discourse are hardly moddisclarity, but there is general agreement as totwha
constitutes terrorism. As a point of departure wayrtake the official United States Code: "act erfdrism'
means an activity that -

(A) involves a violent act or an act dangerousuman life that is a violation of the criminal lawkthe United
States or any State, or that would be a criminalation if committed within the jurisdiction of thenited

States or of any State; and (B) appears to bedete(li) to intimidate or coerce a civilian poputetj (ii) to

influence the policy of a government by intimidatior coercion; or (iii) to affect the conduct ofavernment
by assassination or kidnapping."3



The concept is not precisely delimited. Firsge toundary between international terrorism and eggon is
not always clear.

On this matter, let us give the benefit of theltao the United States and its clients: if thejgct the charge
of aggression in the case of some act of internatigiolence, we will take it to fall under the $es crime of
terrorism. There is also disagreement over theindigdn between terrorism and retaliation or legdie
resistance, to which we return.

U.S. sources also provide more succinct defingiof "terrorism.” A U.S. Army manual on countering
terrorism defines it as "the calculated use ofenck or threat of violence to attain goals that poitical,
religious, or ideological in nature. This is doheough intimidation, coercion, or instilling feaStill simpler is
the characterization in a Pentagon-commissionet/dty noted terrorologist Robert Kupperman, whiefers
to the threat or use of force "to achieve politmajectives without the full-scale commitment cfoarces."4

Kupperman, however, is not discussing terrorisather, low intensity conflict (LIC), a central ddoe of the
Reagan Administration. Note that as the descriptiadicates and practice confirms, LIC - much liks i
predecessor "counterinsurgency” - is hardly moeas th euphemism for state-directed internationabtiesm,
that is, reliance on force that does not reachae of the war crime of aggression.

The point is recognized within the scholarly ¢hioe, though with the usual doctrinal twist. Oleading
Israeli specialist, Professor Yonah Alexander, olese that "state-sponsored terrorism is a form co¥-|
intensity conflict that states undertake when tfiag it convenient to engage in 'war' without beingld
accountable for their actions."5 Alexander resdrigis attention to the Kremlin conspiracy to desitab the
West with "surrogate groups,"” offering such exam@s "an extensive PLO training programme . . videsl
for Nicaragua." In this conception, "the PLO, whitlaintains a special relationship with Moscow,'vesrits
Soviet master by passing on the "specialized tnglhin terrorism it acquires in the Soviet UnionN@aragua,
which is therefore able to conduct LIC against theted States and its interests. He also suggeays \m
which "the Eastern Bloc's sincerity must be testéol’ example, "Showing willingness to stop propadm
campaigns linking the U.S. and its allies to tesmor"

As the examples illustrate, it would take a fertimagination to conjure up a thought so outlamdis to ruffle
the composure of the fraternity, as long as doakurity is preserved.

TERRORISM AND THE POLITICAL CULTURE

There are many terrorist states in the world, batWnited States is unusual in that it is offigialbmmitted to
international terrorism, and on a scale that ptgsivals to shame. Thus Iran is surely a terrosiste, as
Western governments and media rightly proclaimmiggor known contribution to international terronisvas
revealed during the Iran-Contra inquiries: naméBn's perhaps inadvertent involvement in the Pr8xy war
against Nicaragua. This fact is unacceptable, thereunnoticed, though the Iranian connection irs.U.
directed international terrorism was exposed ahe bf impassioned denunciation of Iranian terroris

The same inquiries revealed that under the ReBga&trine, the U.S. had forged new paths in inteonal
terrorism. Some states employ individual terrorestsl criminals to carry out violent acts abroadt Buthe
Reagan years, the U.S. went further, not only cooshg a semi-private international terrorist netky but
also an array of client and mercenary states - itnga (under the Generals), Taiwan, South Koreaels
Saudi Arabia, and others - to finance and implennterrorist operations. This advance in inteorsl
terrorism was revealed during the period of maximaguish over the plague, but did not enter in® th
discussion and debate.

The U.S. commitment to international terrorisnaatees to fine detail. Thus the proxy forces attagki
Nicaragua were directed by their CIA and Pentagomroanders to attack "soft targets,” that is, barely
defended civilian targets, and not to "duke it ouith the army. The State Department specificalltharized
attacks on agricultural cooperatives - exactly wivat denounce with horror when the agent is Abu Nida
Media doves expressed thoughtful approval of ttaad New Republic editor Michael Kinsley, at titeeral
extreme of mainstream commentary, argued that weldhnot be too quick to dismiss State Department



justifications for terrorist attacks on farming geoatives: a "sensible policy" must "meet the t#stost-
benefit analysis,” an analysis of "the amount obbl and misery that will be poured in, and theliil@d that
democracy will emerge at the other end."” It is ustb®d that U.S. elites have the right to condbetanalysis
and pursue the project if it passes their tests.6

When a Contra supply plane was shot down in @et@B86 with an American mercenary on board, iabee
impossible to suppress the evidence of illegal €ufply flights to the proxy forces. The Iran-Conttiesarings
ensued, focusing much attention on these topidewAdays after they ended, the Central Americasigeats
signed the Esquipulas Il peace agreement. The wh&rtook at once to subvert it. The agreementtiitksh
one factor as "an indispensable element to achgeginstable and lasting peace in the region,” namely
termination of any form of aid "to irregular forces insurgent movements” on the part of "regional o
extraregional” governments. In response, the U.8veth at once to escalate the attacks on soft &iget
Nicaragua. Congress and the media kept their eyapously averted from the rapid increase in Gidply
flights to several a day, while cooperating wite iWhite House program of dismantling the unwantabels,

a goal finally achieved in January 1988, thoughhier steps were required to subvert a follow-ugeagrent of
the Central American presidents in February 1989.7

As supply and surveillance flights for the prdryces increased, so did violence and terrom@nded. This
too passed largely unnoticed, though an occasiaf@lence can be found. The Los Angeles Times tegan
October 1987 that "Western military analysts say @ontras have been stashing tons of newly airdapp
weapons lately while trying to avoid heavy combat. Meanwhile, they have stepped up attacks on eas)
government targets like the La Patriota farm coaijpez . . . where several militiamen, an elderlynvem and
her year-old grandson died in a pre-dawn shellifig.'select virtually at random from the many cadesmed
unworthy of notice, on November 21, 150 Contraackitd two villages in the southern province of Ban
Juan with 88 mm mortars and rocket-propelled gresadilling six children and six adults and injgiB0
others. Even cooperatives of religious pacifistowdfused to bear arms were destroyed by the ©r&rist
forces. In El Salvador too, the military forces adrand trained by the U.S. attack cooperativebndilraping
and abducting members, among routine terroristies.8

The decision of the International Court of Justit June 1986 condemning the United States fofuhlawful
use of force" and illegal economic warfare was ased as an irrelevant pronouncement by a "hdstilen”
(New York Times). Little notice was taken when theS. vetoed a Security Council resolution endorsireg
ruling and calling on all states to observe intéomeal law, and voted against General Assemblylutiems to
the same effect (with Israel and El Salvador in@9&ith Israel alone in 1987). Also ignored was @eurt
ruling that all aid to the Contras is military, fraimanitarian; it continued to be designated "hutagan aid"
in the media. The guiding principle, it appearsthiat the U.S. is a lawless terrorist state ans #hright and
just, whatever the world may think, whatever inggional institutions may declare.

A corollary is the doctrine that no state hasrtgbt to defend itself from U.S. attack. The br@adjuiescence
in this remarkable doctrine was revealed as Redghninistration Agitprop floated periodic storiesath
Nicaraguan plans to obtain jet interceptors. These some criticism of the media for uncriticallyalewing
the disinformation, but a more significant fact wgsored: the general agreement that such behavidhe
part of Nicaragua would be entirely unacceptabléneWthe tale was concocted to divert attention fthe
Nicaraguan elections of 1984, Senator Paul Tsoafjdassachusetts, with the support of other leadiones,
warned that the U.S. would have to bomb Nicaragjitaobtained vintage 1950s MIGs, because "thegise
capable against the United States," hence a ttoatd security9 - as distinct, say, from U.S. maclmissiles
on alert status in countries surrounding Russiahreat to it because they are purely for defenpiuposes. It
is understood that jet interceptors might enableaNigua to protect its territory from the CIA sypflights
that keep the U.S. proxy forces in the field anel sbrveillance flights that provide them with upthe-minute
information on the disposition of Nicaraguan troogps that they can safely attack soft targets. thtded, but
scarcely mentioned.10 And it seems that no ondénnmainstream released the open secret that Nicarag
would happily accept French planes instead of MifGlse U.S. had not pressured its allies to baitamy} aid
so that we might cower in fear of "the Soviet-suggblSandinistas."

The same issue arose in August 1988, when cssigrel doves effusively supported the Byrd Amename
on "Assistance for the Nicaraguan Resistance.” &lu&ys before, the Contras had attacked the passeng



vessel Mission of Peace, killing two people and mebng 27, all civilians, including a Baptist mirestfrom
New Jersey who headed a U.S. religious delegafibe.incident was unmentioned in the Senate delmatheo
Byrd Amendment. Rather, congressional doves wattmadf the Nicaraguan Army carried out "an unprkec
military attack” or "any other hostile action" agsii the perpetrators of such terrorist atrocitieen Congress
would respond with vigor and righteousness by rengwfficial military aid to them. Media coveragac
other commentary found nothing odd or noteworththia stance.

The message is clear: no one has the right btlsétnse against U.S. terrorist attack. The Us& ferrorist
state by right. That is unchallengeable doctrireefisnly established that in responsible discoutseannot
even be discussed, only presupposed, much likddtieine that the U.S. attack against South Vietmas the
"defense of South Vietnam" against "internal aggms" perhaps unwise, the doves came to believe.

Accordingly, organization of a terrorist proxyrar to subdue some recalcitrant population is dilegie task.
On the right, Jeane Kirkpatrick explained that ¢&ful intervention in the affairs of another natias neither
"impractical” nor "immoral" - merely illegal, a onie for which people were hanged at Nuremberg arkyd o
with ringing declarations that this was not "vi¢sgustice" because, as Justice Robert Jacksaustéit certain
acts and violations of treaties are crimes, they @aimes whether the United States does them othehe
Germany does them. We are not prepared to lay @omie of criminal conduct against others whichweaild
not be willing to have invoked against us."11

Countering any such thoughts, Irving Kristol kps that "The argument from international lawkaall
credibility.” True, "a great power should not oraliity intervene in the domestic affairs of a smahation,”
but this principle is overcome if "another greatveo has previously breached this rule.” Since itbisyond
dispute” that "the Soviet Union has intervened inakagua" by providing arms and technicians "inhbibte
military and civilian spheres,” then the U.S. hias tight to send its proxy army to attack Nicaragswa the
same argument, the Soviet Union has a perfect tigattack Turkey or Denmark - far more of a sdaguhreat
to it than Nicaragua is to the United States - esiiicis "beyond dispute” that the U.S. providesntheith
assistance, and would go well beyond that, sunélthe USSR were to exercise the right of aggressio
accorded it by Kristol's logic.

Kristol might, however, counter this argument top invoking a crucial distinction that he has dmnaw
elsewhere in connection with the right of forcahtervention by the United States: "insignificamtions, like
insignificant people, can quickly experience daduasiof significance,” he explained. And when they tthese
delusions must be driven from their minds by forte:truth, the days of 'gunboat diplomacy' areerewer . .

. Gunboats are as necessary for international @sleolice cars are for domestic order.” It presalynéollows,
then, that the U.S. is entitled to use violencaregdNicaragua, an insignificant nation, though tH&SR lacks
this right in the case of Turkey or Denmark.12

The overwhelming endorsement for U.S.-directeédrimational terrorism should not be obscured bywilue
elite opposition to the Contra war. By 1986, palowed that 80 percent of "leaders" opposed aithd¢o
Contras, and there was vigorous debate in Congnegshe media about the program. But it is impartan
attend to the terms of the debate. At the dissidgtreme, Tom Wicker of the New York Times obsertieat
"Mr. Reagan's policy of supporting [the contrashislear failure,” so we should "acquiesce in soegotiated
regional arrangement that would be enforced by fdg@a’'s neighbors” - if they can take time awaynfro
slaughtering their own populations, a feature efthterror states that does not exclude them fremdle of
enforcing regional arrangements on the errant 3#tds, against whom no remotely comparable chewgkl
credibly be made. Expressing the same thoughtedliters of the Washington Post saw the Contrasaas "
imperfect instrument,” so that other means mussdugght to "fit Nicaragua back into a Central Amanc
mode" and impose "reasonable conduct by a registaaldard,” the standard of Washington's terroestat
Senate Majority Whip Alan Cranston, a leading doeepgnized that "the Contra effort is woefullydieguate
to achieve ... democracy in Nicaragua" (the U.8: lay doctrinal fiat, whatever the facts may be)irs® U.S.
must find other means to "isolate" the "reprehdrsigovernment in Managua and "leave it to festats own
juices." No such strictures hold for Washingtonigderous clients.

In short, there is little deviation from the aserms of Michael Kinsley's "sensible policy." Thaestions
have to do with efficacy, not principle. Our owatst has the right to use violence as deemed apareil



The motivation for the resort to internationar¢eism in the case of Nicaragua has been caneixihained.
High Administration officials observed that the goathe attack was "forcing [the Sandinistas] ieedt scarce
resources to the war and away from social prograiiss was the basic thrust of the 1981 CIA program
endorsed by the Administration. As outlined by fernCIA analyst David MacMichael in his testimonyfdre
the World Court, this program had as its purposeide the proxy army to "provoke cross-border kstdmy
Nicaraguan forces and thus serve to demonstratarédjoa’'s aggressive nature,” to pressure the Nicana
government to "clamp down on civil liberties withiicaragua itself, arresting its opposition, dent@&isg its
allegedly inherent totalitarian nature and thusease domestic dissent within the country,” andridermine
the shattered economy. Discussing the strategyamritaining a terrorist force within Nicaragua aftee huge
CIA supply operation was theoretically cancelled@pngress in February 1988 (and the proxy forcegela
fled), a Defense Department official explained:

Those 2000 hard-core guys could keep some pressutige Nicaraguan government, force them to use the
economic resources for the military, and preveatrtiirom solving their economic problems - and shatplus

. .. Anything that puts pressure on the Sandinisgame, calls attention to its lack of democraayd prevents
the Sandinistas from solving their economic proldesma plus.

Viron Vaky, Assistant Secretary of State for tateerican Affairs in the Carter Administration, ebged that
the principal argument for the terrorist attackthat "a longer war of attrition will so weaken thegime,
provoke such a radical hardening of repression, \aimd sufficient support from Nicaragua's discongeht
population that sooner or later the regime will derthrown by popular revolt, self-destruct by nearh
internal coups or leadership splits, or simply t#pte to salvage what it can." As a dove, Vakyardg the
conception as "flawed" but in no way wrong.14

The terrorist forces fully understand their direes, as we learn from the most important defectiothe
1980s, the head of intelligence of the main Cofdrae (FDN), Horacio Arce, whose nom de guerre was
"Mercenario”; talk of "democrats" and "freedom figis" is for home consumption. Sandinista defectoes
eagerly exploited by the White House and the methd, the Contras generally received extensive ageer
But Contra defectors are another matter, partigulahen they have unwelcome stories to relate. Aves
ignored in the U.S. when he defected in late 1988nterviews in Mexico before returning to Managioa
accept amnesty, Arce described his illegal trainimgn airforce base in the southern United Statlesitified
by name the CIA agents who provided support forGbatras under an AID cover in the Honduran Embassy
Tegucigalpa, outlined how the Honduran Army prosid#elligence and support for Contra military aities,
and discussed the immense corruption of the proxget and their sale of arms to the Honduran aamady,
where they then reach Salvadoran guerrillas. Wi8lligence on "non-military targets" was partigijauseful,
he explains, because: "We attack a lot of schdwsa)th centers, and those sort of things. We hagd to
make it so that the Nicaraguan government canrotighe social services for the peasants, cannotloleves
project. . . that's the idea." The effectivenesthefU.S. training is amply confirmed by the recb&d

The Contra war easily qualifies as "state-spabderrorism,” as former CIA director Stansfieldrier
testified before Congress in April 1985. But ongntiargue that it should be termed outright aggmesg hat
might be taken to be the import of the 1986 Worttl€ decision. Let us, however, continue to give thS.
the benefit of the doubt, thus assigning its astiagainst Nicaragua to the category of internatitareorism.

INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM IN THE 1980S

During the 1980s, the primary locus of internatiotearorism was Central America. In Nicaragua th&.U
proxy forces left a trail of murder, torture, rapsutilation, kidnapping and destruction, but wemgeded
because civilians had an army to defend them. Npeoable problems arose in the U.S. client-statbsre
the main terrorist force attacking the civilian péagion was the army and other state security forée El
Salvador, tens of thousands were slaughtered int wiea Archbishop in October 1980, shortly after the
operations moved into high gear, described as "aofa&xtermination and genocide against a defessele
civilian population.” This exercise in state tersmught "to destroy the people's organizationdifighto defend
their fundamental human rights," as Archbishop ©@$tamero warned shortly before his assassinatioilewh
vainly pleading with President Carter not to seitdta the armed forces who, he continued, "knowy dww to
repress the people and defend the interests oS#vadorean oligarchy.” The goals were largely excdul



during the Reagan Administration, which escalatexl gavagery of the assault against the populatiaretv
heights. When it seemed that the U.S. might be wranto an invasion that would be harmful to its own
interests, there was some concern and protesiténcélicles, but that abated as state terror ajplesuccessful,
with the popular organizations decimated and "diéatgal.” After elections under conditions of viodenand
repression guaranteeing victory to privileged eletm@cceptable to the U.S., the issue largely pdssiew the
threshold.

Little notice was taken of the significant inase in state terror after the Esquipulas Il accoodsf an
Amnesty International report entitled El Salvadiweath Squads" - A Government Strategy (Octobei8),98
reporting the "alarming rise" in killings by offali death squads as part of the government strabégy
intimidating any potential opposition by "killingnd mutilating victims in the most macabre way,"vieg
victims "mutilated, decapitated, dismembered, gfieshor showing marks of torture ... or rape.” 8itite goal
of the government strategy is "to intimidate orrceea civilian population" (that is, terrorism, aficially
defined in the U.S. Code), it is not enough simaykill. Rather, bodies must be left dismemberedthiy
roadside, and women must be found hanging frons tbgetheir hair with their faces painted red anelirth
breasts cut off, while domestic elites pretend twisee as they continue to fund, train, and supfiat
murderers and torturers.

In the same years, a massacre of even greatertsok place in Guatemala, also supported throwighy the
United States and its mercenary states. Here éomrtincreased after the Esquipulas Il peace aggaein
order to guard against steps towards democraciglgeform and protection of human rights called ifothe
accords. As in El Salvador, these developments werelly ignored; the assigned task was to foatiention
on Nicaragua and to express vast outrage when adjaaroccasionally approached the lesser abusearthat
regular practice in the U.S. client-states. Simgedoal is to restore Nicaragua to "the Central Acae mode"
and ensure that it observes the "regional standaatssfied by El Salvador and Guatemala, terrocliant-
states is of no real concern, unless it becomessgae as to endanger the flow of aid to the kdl&6

Notice crucially that all of this is internatidrtarrorism, supported or directly organized in \Wagton with
the assistance of its international network of rapary states.

Well after the 1984 elections that were hailedhaving brought democracy to El Salvador, the Chdrased
human rights organization Socorro Juridico, opagatinder the protection of the Archdiocese of Saln&lor,
described the results of the continuing terrofl stinducted by "the same members of the armecdefoveho
enjoy official approval and are adequately trairiedcarry out these acts of collective sufferingy”the
following terms:

Salvadoran society, affected by terror and paniesalt of the persistent violation of basic humaghts, shows
the following traits: collective intimidation andegeralized fear, on the one hand, and on the dtieer
internalized acceptance of the terror becauseeotittily and frequent use of violent means. In ganepciety
accepts the frequent appearance of tortured bodeeguse basic rights, the right to life, has alisbl no

overriding value for society.17

The same comment applies to the societies thasegehese operations, or simply look the other way.
BEFORE THE OFFICIAL PLAGUE

International terrorism is, of course, not an iri@m of the 1980s. In the previous two decadesmggor
victims were Cuba and Lebanon.

Anti-Cuban terrorism was directed by a secretcipesroup established in November 1961 under thaec
name "Mongoose," involving 400 Americans, 2,000 &hsy a private navy of fast boats, and a $50 millio
annual budget, run in part by a Miami CIA statiamdtioning in violation of the Neutrality Act and,
presumably, the law banning CIA operations in thetédl States.18 These operations included bombing o
hotels and industrial installations, sinking offisg boats, poisoning of crops and livestock, comtation of
sugar exports, etc. Not all of these actions wpeei§ically authorized by the CIA, but no such ddesations
absolve official enemies.



Several of these terrorist operations took pkatcthe time of the Cuban missile crisis of OctoNerember
1962. In the weeks before, Garthoff reports, a @ubarorist group operating from Florida with U.S.
government authorization carried out "a daring dpeat strafing attack on a Cuban seaside hoteli@zana
where Soviet military technicians were known to g@gate, killing a score of Russians and Cubansl; a
shortly after, attacked British and Cuban carg@stand again raided Cuba among other actions thed w
stepped up in early October. At a tense momertiefiissile crisis, on November 8, a terrorist tetigpatched
from the United States blew up a Cuban industaallity after the Mongoose operations had beerciatfy
suspended. Fidel Castro alleged that 400 workedsblean killed in this operation, guided by "photgurs
taken by spying planes.” This terrorist act, whioight have set off a global nuclear war, evoketelit
comment when it was revealed. Attempts to assass@astro and other terror continued immediatetgrahe
crisis terminated, and were escalated by NixorR6o119

Such operations continued after the Nixon yebrsl976, for example, two Cuban fishing vesselsewe
attacked in April by boats from Miami, the main tamof anti-Cuban terrorism worldwide. A few wed&ter,
the Cuban embassy in Portugal was bombed with tedkIn July, the Cuban mission to the UN in New
York was bombed and there were bombings aimed baCtargets in the Caribbean and Colombia, alotig wi
the attempted bombing of a pro-Cuban meeting aAtdaelemy of Music in New York. In August, two ofiads
of the Cuban embassy in Argentina were kidnappedGubana airline offices in Panama were bombed. The
Cuban embassy in Venezuela was fired upon in Octate the embassy in Madrid was bombed in November.
In October, CIA-trained Cuban exiles bombed a Calmwilian airliner, killing all 73 aboard, incluay Cuba's
gold medal-winning international fencing team. Qofethe agents of this terrorist operation, Bay afsP
veteran Luis Posada Carriles, was sprung from tleeYuelan jail where he was held for the bombireg; h
found his way to El Salvador, where he was put tokwat the llopango military airbase to help organihe
U.S. terrorist operations in Nicaragua. The ClAilatited 89 terrorist operations in the U.S. and@agibbean
area for 1969-79 to Cuban exile groups, and thenae, OMEGA 7, was identified by the FBI as thesim
dangerous terrorist group operating in the U.Singumuch of the 1970s.20

Cuba figures heavily in scholarly work on intaroaal terrorism. Walter Laqueur's standard wose(sote 1)
contains many innuendoes about possible Cuban esirig of terrorism, though little evidence. Thex@ot a
word, however, on the terrorist operations agafdsba. He writes that in "recent decades . . . tlogem
oppressive regimes are not only free from terrbeythave helped to launch it against more perngssiv
societies." The intended meaning is that the UnBéates, a "permissive society,” is one of theimistof
international terrorism, while Cuba, an "oppressiegime,” is one of the agents. To establish thelcsion it
IS necessary to suppress the fact that the U.Qurddeniably launched major terrorist attacks agaba and
is relatively free from terror itself; and if theisea case to be made against Cuba, Laqueur haallgitpiled to
present it.

Turning to the second major example of the praga period, in southern Lebanon from the early0&9fie
population was held hostage with the "rational pees, ultimately fulfilled, that affected populat® would
exert pressure for the cessation of hostilitiesl' acceptance of Israeli arrangements for the reglbba Eban,
commenting on Prime Minister Menachem Begin's antofiatrocities in Lebanon committed under the drab
government in the style "of regimes which neither. Begin nor | would dare to mention by name," Eban
observed, acknowledging the accuracy of the acg@inNotice that this justification, offered by @spected
Labor Party dove, places these actions squarelgruhé rubric of international terrorism (if notgrgssion).

Thousands were killed and hundreds of thousangerdfrom their homes in these attacks. Littlkimown
because the matter was of no interest; PLO attagisst Israel in the same years, barbaric butfat Eesser
scale, elicited great indignation and extensiveecage. ABC correspondent Charles Glass, then agbsi in
Lebanon, found "little American editorial interestthe conditions of the south Lebanese. The Isragls and
shelling of their villages, their gradual exodusnfr south Lebanon to the growing slums on the orsskif
Beirut were nothing compared to the lurid taleshef 'terrorists’ who threatened Israel, hijackedalanes and
seized embassies."” The reaction was much the senwntinues, when Israeli death squads were apgiat
southern Lebanon after the 1982 Israeli invasiome ©ould read about them in the London Times, h& U
editors were not interested. Had the media repdhedperations of "these death squads of plainetoBhin
Beth [secret police] men who assassinated suspetie villages and camps of south Lebanon .irrirgj up
the Shi'ite Muslim population and helping to make Marine presence untenable,” there mightjiave lseene



appreciation of the plight of the U.S. Marines @gpld in Lebanon. They seemed to have no idea wéy th
were there apart from "the black enlisted men: alnadl of them said, though sadly never on cantéed,they
had been sent to protect the rich against the 'pbttbne only people in Lebanon they identified witlere the
poor Shi'ite refugees who lived all around theiséat the Beirut airport; it is sad that it washaiay one of
these poor Shi'ites . . . who killed 241 of them28nOctober 1983." If any of these matters had Weparted,

it might have been possible to avert, or at thg least to comprehend, the bombing in which theiivar were
killed, victims of a policy that "the press couldtrexplain to the public and their information o#frs could not
explain to the Marines themselves."22

In 1976, Syria entered Lebanon with U.S. apprewal helped implement further massacres, the noaj@rat
the Palestinian refugee camp of Tel Al-Zaater, whitiousands were murdered by Syrian-backed Christia
forces with Israeli arms.23

Without proceeding further, it is clear that thlague of state-directed international terrorisis wampant
well before it was converted into a major issudh®y/"public diplomacy"” of the Reagan Administration

THE CANON: RETAIL TERRORISM

Wholesale terrorism of the kind reviewed here tagdly been excluded from the discussion of "thié ev
scourge of terrorism.” Let us then turn to the $enacale acts of terror that fall within the canon

Here too, the record goes back well before tH&049though the literature is too selective to bgy/wseful.
To mention a few examples not found in Laqueudsdard source, while he refers to the use of |eenbs
and "a primitive book bomb" used by approved wilfgithere is no mention of the sophisticated bomikb
used by Israeli intelligence to kill General MustafHafez in Gaza in 1956 at a time when he waresiple
for preventing Palestinian Fedayeen from infilmgtto attack Israeli targets.24 Laqueur's reviewhefuse of
letter bombs does not include the testimony of Rta/aEliav, who claims to have been the first to ledeer
bombs when he served as a commander of the tergnasp headed by the current Prime Minister ohésr
Yitzhak Shamir (Lehi, the "Stern Gang"). Workingrit Paris in 1946, he arranged to have 70 such bgsenriis
in official British government envelopes to all mieens of the British cabinet, the heads of the Tapposition,
and several military commanders. In June 1947,nteam accomplice were caught by Belgian police avhil
attempting to send these letter bombs, and all weecepted.25

The standard record of hijacking and bombingidinars also avoids some important topics, amdregn, the
U.S. refusal of requests from communist countmethe 1950s to return "persons who hijacked plainass,
and ships to escape" (State Department legal adWsoaham Sofaer, who notes that the policy was
"reexamined" from the late 1960s - when the U. 4. isallies were targeted). The first airplaneatking in
the Middle East also falls outside the canon: Isdgjacking of a Syrian airways civilian jet if®934, with the
intent "to get hostages in order to obtain theasdeof our prisoners in Damascus," who had beenrempon a
spy mission in Syria (Prime Minister Moshe SharefMso excluded is the shooting down of an unarmed
Egyptian civilian plane by the Israeli air force@ttober 1956, killing 16 people including four joalists, in a
failed attempt to assassinate Field Marshall Aliakim Amar, second to President Nasser, at a timenvthe
two countries were not in a state of war. This wgwe-planned operation, thus unlike Israel's dogmf a
Libyan civilian airliner with 110 killed as it wast in a sandstorm two minutes' flight time fronail©,
towards which it was heading. This February 1978acook place while Israeli airborne and amphiisio
forces were attacking Tripoli in northern Lebandilling 31 people (mainly civilians) and destroying
classrooms, clinics and other buildings in a ragtified as preemptive.26

Such matters were (and are) dismissed as ingigntf if even noticed. The reaction to Arab taswr is quite
different.

Turning to the 1980s, consider 1985, when medicern peaked. The major single terrorist act efyibar
was the blowing up of an Air India flight, killing29 people. The terrorists had reportedly beemedhin a
paramilitary camp in Alabama run by Frank Campenese mercenaries were trained for terrorist acts in
Central America and elsewhere. According to ex-mreacies, Camper had close ties to U.S. intelligerae
was personally involved in the Air India bombindlegedly a "sting" operation that got out of coht©On a



visit to India, Attorney-General Edwin Meese coregdn a backhanded way that the terrorist operation
originated in a U.S. terrorist training camp.27 Asonnection of a terrorist to Libya, however frailiffices to
demonstrate that Qaddafi is a "mad dog" who mustib@nated.

In the Middle East, the main center of internadiloterrorism according to the canon, the worgglsiterrorist
act of 1985 was a car bombing in Beirut on Mardha killed 80 people and wounded 256. "About 25& g
and women in flowing black chadors, pouring oufatlay prayers at the Imam Rida Mosque, took thantor
of the blast,” Nora Boustany reported three yeaier] "At least 40 of them were killed and many enasere
maimed."

The bomb also "burned babies in their beds,letkia bride buying her trousseau,” and "blew awage
children as they walked home from the mosque" ddavastated the main street of the densely poguilat
West Beirut suburb. The target was the Shi'itede&heikh Fadlallah, accused of complicity in tesm, but
he escaped. The attack was arranged by the CIlAitan8audi clients with the assistance of Lebanese
intelligence and a British specialist, and spealficauthorized by CIA director William Casey, acdimg to
Bob Woodward's account in his book on Casey an€tAe28

Even under its chosen conventions, then, it sekatdhe United States wins the prize for acts@rnational
terrorism in the peak year of the official plaglide U.S. client-state of Israel follows closely leh Its Iron
Fist operations in Lebanon were without paralleltfee year as sustained acts of international tiemin the
Middle East, and the bombing of Tunis (with taciSUsupport) wins second prize for single terroaists,
unless we take this to be a case of actual aggresss was determined by the U.N. Security Coltfil.

In 1986, the major single terrorist act was th&.Ubombing of Libya - assuming, again, that wendbassign
this attack to the category of aggression.30 FA#61fo the United States seems to place well in the
competition for the prize for international term, even apart from the wholesale terrorism it spoed in
Central America, where, in that year, Congressaireded to the World Court call for an end to thel&wriul
use of force" by voting $100 million of military daito the U.S. proxy forces in what the Administati
gleefully described as a virtual declaration of war

TERROR AND RESISTANCE
Let us turn now to several contentious questiomsitthe scope of terrorism, so far avoided.

Consider the boundary between terrorism and ithegie resistance. Sometimes, nationalist groups are
prepared to describe their actions as terrorisrd,smme respected political leaders decline to ammdacts of
terrorism in the national cause. An example paldity relevant to current discussion is the preesfaonist
movement. Israel is the source of the 1980s "temorindustry” (then transferred to the U.S. forttier
development), as an ideological weapon againststailens.31 The PLO is anathema in the United State
special act of Congress, the Anti-Terrorism Act1®87, "prohibits American citizens from receivingya
assistance, funds, or 'anything of value exceptrimétional materials' from the PLO," which is netmitted to
establish offices or other facilities to furthes iinterests.32 Palestinian violence has receiveddwile
condemnation.

The pre-state Zionist movement carried out extengerror, killing many civilians, mainly Arabs|sa
murdering British diplomat Lord Moyne and U.N. ma&idir Folke Bernadotte (whose killers were protected
after the state was established). In 1943, curRrimhe Minister Yitzhak Shamir wrote an article deti
"Terror" for the journal of the terrorist organimat he headed (Lehi) in which he proposed to "dssnall the
‘phobia’ and babble against terror with simple, i@y arguments.” "Neither Jewish morality nor Jéwis
tradition can be used to disallow terror as a mednsar," he wrote, and "We are very far from angrai
hesitations when concerned with the national steuggFirst and foremost, terror is for us a pafttioe
political war appropriate for the circumstancestaday, and its task is a major one: it demonstratethe
clearest language, heard throughout the world dwetuby our unfortunate brethren outside the gafethis
country, our war against the occupier.” As has beiglely observed in Israel, the British occupatwas far
less repressive than Israel's rule in the occuggiedories and faced a much more violent resisanc



Isaiah Berlin recalls that Chaim Weizmann, fpegsident of Israel and one of the most revereaar &g of the
national movement, "did not think it morally decéntdenounce either the acts [of Jewish terrorismtheir
perpetrators in public ... he did not propose tagpout against acts, criminal as he thought themch sprang
from the tormented minds of men driven to despenatand ready to give up their lives to save theathers
from what, he and they were equally convinced, avhstrayal and a destruction cynically preparedifem by
the foreign offices of the western powers."33

The archives of the mainstream Zionist resistagroelp, Haganah, contain the names of 40 JewsdKiie
Menachem Begin's Irgun and Lehi. Yitzhak Shamigsspnal assassination of a Lehi associate is auamo
incident. The official Irgun history, while recadty with admiration many acts of terror against Acablians,
also cites the murder of a Jewish member who, & f@ared, would give information to the police afptured.
Suspected collaborators were a particular targemm fthe earliest days. The official history of tHaganah,
under "special activities," describes the assassmaf the Dutch orthodox Jew Jacob de Haan byaHalh
assassins in 1924 because he was seeking "to wcinatunited front of the old Yishuv [Jewish comrityin
with the Arab Higher Committee against the new ¥ishnd the Zionist enterprise.” In later yearsHaganah
Special Actions Squads carried out "punitive adiaamgainst Jewish informers. A Haganah prison iifaHa
the 1940s contained a torture chamber for intetrogaf Jews suspected of collaboration with thgigr. In a
1988 interview, Dov Tsisis describes his work adaganah enforcer, "following orders, like the Ndzis
"eliminate” Jews interfering with the national gjgle, "particularly informers."” He also rejects ttaeniliar
charge that the murderous bombing of the King Da¥idel was carried out by the Irgun alone, ideirigy
himself as the special representative of Haganam@mnder Yitzhak Sadeh, who authorized it. He was la
recommended by Moshe Dayan to replace him as coclenaf an elite unit.34

Anti-Nazi resisters also describe the murdecalfaborators. Israel Shahak, one of Israel's fastntivil
libertarians and a survivor of the Warsaw ghettd Bergen-Belsen, recalls that "before the Warsaettgh
revolt . . . the Jewish underground, with comp]asgification, killed every Jewish collaborator thhey could
find." He recalls a vivid childhood memory from Febry 1943, "when | danced and sang together wvitibro
children around the body [of a murdered Jewishabaliator], with blood still flowing from his bodgnd to the
present | have no regrets about that; on the agntr@iting the memoirs of Yitzhak (Antek) Zuckermahe
leader of the Warsaw Ghetto uprising, Leah Enbékgithat "Nine months before the outbreak of ther3&w
Ghetto uprising the Jewish underground initiated #ystematic extermination of collaborators frone th
Judenrat and the Jewish police," sometimes withéctve killings." "It would have been impossilie fight
the Germans without first finishing with the intatntreachery,” Zuckerman recalled. The Kkilling of
collaborators was regarded as legitimate revengéhéyordinary person. German collaborators, sonestim
"Gestapo members,” had to be "destroyed to the dast” including those "whose activities were in
contradiction to Jewish interests.” It was a "histdailure” to "delay too long" in killing Jewisbtollaborators,
Zuckerman added: "Today, for example, | am certia@t, wherever there is internal treachery, the nvast
begin with elimination of the internal treachere]ay in doing this] was our great failure, ourgitece."35

These comments appeared during a wave of intariggsm of Palestinians for killing collaboratorgth the
Israeli secret police during the Intifada.

While frank avowal of terrorism of the Shamir iedly can occasionally be found, the more normaiepatis
for actions undertaken against oppressive regimdsoacupying armies to be considered resistanceéhdiy
perpetrators and terrorism by the rulers, even wihery are nonviolent. What the Western democracies
considered to be resistance in occupied Europdghahistan, the Nazis and the USSR branded teirofact,
terror inspired from abroad, therefore internatlotearorism. The U.S. took the same position towatide
South Vietnamese who bore the brunt of the U.&chit

On similar grounds, the Apartheid regime of Sofitica surely takes strong exception to the indgional
conventions on terrorism: specifically, to the mmajo.N. General Assembly resolution condemning
international terrorism and calling on all statesatt to combat the plague. The reason is thaGieral
Assembly:

Considers that nothing in the present resolutionlccan any way prejudice the right to self-deteratian,
freedom and independence, as derived from the &hairthe United Nations, of peoples forcibly depd of



that right. . . , particularly peoples under coldrand racist regimes and foreign occupation oerotbrms of
colonial domination, nor... the right of these pesgo struggle to this end and to seek and recipgort [in
accordance with the Charter and other principlastefnational law].36

While this provision was endorsed by virtuallye tentire world, South Africa was not entirely alome
opposing it. The resolution passed 153 to two (Hwoasl alone abstaining). Explaining their negatigtes, the
U.S. and Israel referred to the cited paragrapbersiood *o refer to resistance to their Southcafmially by
the African National Congress (one of the "moreonious terrorist groups” in the world, accordingofiicial
Washington), and to Israel's military occupationtted West Bank and Gaza, then entering its thichde.37
Washington's refusal to endorse the strongest dblugon condemning the "return to barbarism inrtiedern
age" at the peak of concern, and the reasons felrdited no comment.

The issue came to a head in late 1988 in cororeetith the Israel-Palestinian conflict. In Novembihe
Palestine National Council (PNC) declared an inddpat Palestinian state alongside of Israel, entpthe
UN terrorism resolution and other relevant UN ratiohs. Yasser Arafat repeated the same positions i
subsequent weeks in Europe, including a speciaige®f the UN General Assembly convened in Geneva
when he was barred from New York, in violation @&l obligations to the United Nations, on the gasithat
his presence there would pose an unacceptablé tbrdee security of the United States. The reitenaby the
PNC and Arafat of the UN terrorism resolution wanhaunced in the United States on the grounds kgt t
Palestinian leadership had failed to meet Washmgtoonditions on good behavior, including "Rej@atbdf
terrorism in all its forms™ without qualification.

The editors of the New York Times ridiculed thd@® endorsement of international conventions orotesm
as "the old Arafat hedge." Anthony Lewis, who ighe outer limits of tolerable dissent on thesetenst wrote
that Arafat was progressing, but not sufficientlyhe United States says correctly that the PLO must
unambiguously renounce all terrorism before it ke part in negotiations," and this proper condithad not
yet been met. The general reaction largely felhinithese bounds.

The reasoning is straightforward. The PLO failedoin the U.S., Israel and Apartheid South Afraflthe
spectrum of world opinion, and therefore merith@itderision (from the hardliners) or encouragenfientts
limited but insufficient progress (from the disSits).

When the U.S. became isolated diplomatically leg&@nber 1988, Washington moved to a fallback mositi
pretending that Arafat had capitulated to U.S. detsathough his position had not changed in angtantive
way - for years, in fact. With Arafat's capitulatito U.S. demands now official, by U.S. stipulatibe could
be rewarded by discussions with the U.S. Ambassaddrunis. As was underscored by Israeli Defense
Minister Yitzhak Rabin, the U.S.-PLO discussiongeveesigned to deflect diplomatic pressures fdiesaént
and to grant Israel a year or more to suppressPudestinian uprising (Intifada) by "harsh militaaynd
economic pressure” so that "they will be broken."38

The issue of terrorism versus resistance arosacd during the U.S.-PLO discussions. The protoblthe
first meeting were leaked and published in theslkam Post, which expressed its pleasure thatAherican
representative adopted the Israeli positions,ingatvo crucial conditions that the PLO must accép PLO
must call off the Intifada, and must abandon tleaidf an international conference. With regardhlntifada,
the U.S. stated its position as follows:

Undoubtedly the internal struggles that we are @ging in the occupied territories aim to underntime
security and stability of the State of Israel, areltherefore demand cessation of those riots, whiEghiew as
terrorist acts against Israel. This is especialle tas we know you are directing, from outside tdratories,
those riots which are sometimes very violent.39

Once this "terrorism" is called off and the poas conditions of repression restored, the U.8. larael can
proceed to settle matters to their satisfactionaiAgthe resistance of an oppressed population toutal
military occupation is "terror,"” from the point wlew of the occupiers and their paymaster.



The same issue arose during the operations dktheli Army in southern Lebanon. These too werneled
by the logic outlined by Abba Eban, cited earligne civilian population was held hostage undertkineat of
terror to ensure its acceptance of the politicehragements dictated by Israel for southern Lebaah the
occupied territories. The threat can be realizedlilgtand is, with extreme brutality.40 But it ddeot count as
terror, given the agent and its backer. Nor doesen merit mild reprimand. The acts fall undeitietate self-
defense, by definition.

Adopting the same concepts, it is reasonableeport, without comment, that Secretary of Stateli3!s
concern over international terrorism became "hissmm" after the suicide bombing of U.S. Marines in
Lebanon in October 1983. There was no need tougah witnesses from Nicaragua, Angola, Lebanon, the
occupied territories, and elsewhere, to testifghaltz's "passion,” either then, or when renewhegraise for
his "visceral contempt for terrorism” and "persocraisade” against it in explaining his refusal doné Arafat
to speak at the United Nations.41

Doubtless Syria too regards the Lebanese whetrigsibloody rule as "terrorists,” but such arlavould
evoke the ridicule and contempt it merits. The tieacshifts along with the cast of characters.

TERROR AND RETALIATION

The concept of retaliation is a useful device @oldgical warfare. Throughout a cycle of violentenaction,
each side typically portrays its own acts as ratiain for the terrorism of the adversary. In theltMe East, the
Israeli-Arab conflict provides many examples. I$iaeing a client-state, U.S. practice uncriticalyopts the
Israeli conventions.

To illustrate, consider the hijacking of the Algh Lauro and the murder of Leon Klinghoffer in 8%
doubtless a vile terrorist act. The hijackers, haaveregarded their action not as terror but adiegion for the
Israeli bombing of Tunis a week earlier with U.8ppgort, either an "act of armed aggression” (asSeeurity
Council determined) or only murderous internaticieatorism (giving the benefit of the doubt to tie5. and
its client). But for the perpetrators, the Tunisntiong was not terror or aggression, but rathertitegte
retaliation for the cold-blooded murder of threeaddis in Larnaca, Cyprus (with no suspected coinmedo
Tunis or the victims there). The perpetrators ef ltarnaca killings, in turn, regarded their act asterrorism,
but as retaliation in response to Israeli terrorisimnternational waters for many years. The faats not
contested, and are even occasionally reportedthayt do not constitute "terrorism" by definitiony ¢he
Larnaca crimes cannot be retaliation, as claimdgk [Eraeli operations are little discussed, anchabfall
within the canon.42

There are many similar cases. The concepts @irtem and retaliation are supple instruments, irpadapted
to the needs of the moment.

FROM LITERALISM TO DOCTRINAL NECESSITY

This review of state-directed international tersari suffers from a serious flaw: it has adhered dwen
literalism and is thus irrelevant to contemporaepate over the plague of the modern age.

The review is, furthermore, very far from compesive. It barely scratches the surface even fartr@le
America and the Middle East, and internationalaesm is by no means limited to these regions. iBdbes
suffice to raise a few questions. One stands odicp&arly: How is it possible for scholars and timedia to
maintain the thesis that the plague of the modgenisitraceable to the Soviet-based "worldwideotemetwork
aimed at the destabilization of Western democrsdiciety"? How is it possible to identify Iran, Libythe
PLO, Cuba and other official enemies as the leagmagtitioners of international terrorism?

The answer, as we have seen, is very simple. W& abandon the literal approach and recognizeehatrist
acts fall within the canon only when conducted Hicial enemies. When the U.S. and its clientstaeeagents
of terrorist atrocities, they either disappear frtme record or are transmuted to acts of retahatind self-
defense in the service of democracy and humansrigiien all becomes clear.



Turning finally to possible remedies for the plagthe standard literature offers some propo&&ksier
Laqueur urges that "the obvious way to retaliatgdiast international terrorism "is, of course, tayphe
sponsors back in their own coin," though such lexgite response may be difficult for Western soegetivhich
fail to comprehend that others do not share thamridards of democracy, freedom and humanism."r8efo
those afflicted with incurable literalism draw tkeong conclusions, however, it should be stres$ed t
legitimate response does not include bombs in Wigsbim and Tel Aviv, given the careful way in whittte
concept of terrorism has been crafted.

The New York Times called upon an expert on t&sno to offer his thoughts on how to counter thagple.
His advice, based upon long experience, was stfargfard: "The terrorists, and especially their ecoanders,
must be eliminated." He gave three examples ofemstal counterterrorist actions: the U.S. bombihgilya,
the Israeli bombing of Tunis, and Israel's invasainLebanon. He recommends more of the same "if the
civilized world is to prevail." The Times editoraxe his article the title: "It's Past Time to Crukbk Terrorist
Monster,” and they highlighted the words: "Stop #laughter of innocents." They identify the autlasr
"Israel's Minister of Trade and Industry."43

The author's name is Ariel Sharon. His terraréseer, dating back to the early 1950s, includesstaughter
of 69 villagers in Qibya and 20 at the al-Bureidugee camp in 1953; terrorist operations in Gazd an
northeastern Sinai in the early 1970s including eékpulsion of some 10,000 farmers into the desbé&ir
homes bulldozed and farm lands destroyed in prépardor Jewish settlement; the invasion of Lebanon
undertaken in an effort - as now widely concedéal evercome the threat of PLO diplomacy; the subsef
massacre at Sabra and Shatila; and others.

Some might feel that the choice of Sharon to jeVthe civilized world" with lessons on how tadp the
slaughter of innocents” may be a little odd, peshpprverse, possibly even hypocritical. But thaha$ so
clear. The choice is not inconsistent with the galexpressed in action, and in the intellectuatuosil
expressed in words, or in silence.

In support of this conclusion, we may observet tie remedy for international terrorism - at least
substantial component of it - lies within our graapd is extremely simple: stop participating inBut no
action is taken to this end, and indeed the matscarcely even discussed. Rather, one finds adeslto our
benevolent intentions and nobility of purpose, el@évated "standards of democracy, freedom and hisman
sometimes flawed in performance. Elementary faatsot be perceived and obvious thoughts are urdhlak
Simple truths, when expressed, elicit disbeliefytnwoand outrage - at the fact that they are voiced

In a moral and intellectual climate such as tiimjay well be appropriate for the world's gretteswspaper
to select Ariel Sharon as our tutor on the evilgeoforism and how to combat it.



Part 6. The World after September 11 (2001)

| am sure | am not the only one to have been readina the past months of some wise and prescierdsaaf
one of the most impressive figures of twentiethtegn America, the radical pacifist AJ. Muste. A tb.S.
entered World War 1l 60 years ago, he predictedh witnsiderable accuracy the contours of the wdréd t
would emerge after the U.S. victory, and a litdeel, observed that "the problem after a war i& Wit victor.
He thinks he has just proved that war and violggae Who will now teach him a lesson?"

Far too many people around the world were tanl¢lae bitter meaning of these words. It is onlyadlk-tales,
children’s stories, and the journals of intellettyanion that power is used wisely and well totd®gevil. The
real world teaches very different lessons, anaki¢s$ willful ignorance to fail to perceive them.

These are, unfortunately, leading themes of tystio his major study of European state-formatiGharles
Tilly observed, accurately enough, that over th& Iaillennium, "war has been the dominant activofy
European states," for an unfortunate reason: "Enéral tragic fact is simple: coercion works; thegeo apply
substantial force to their fellows get complianaad from that compliance draw the multiple advaesagf
money, goods, deference, access to pleasures denleds powerful people."l These are close tohcsl
truisms, which most of the people of the world héaaned the hard way. The deference commonly dedu
the acclaim of the educated classes. Resort tavredming means of violence to destroy defenselassees
with impunity tends to win particular admiratiomadaalso to become natural, a demonstration of omelse;
again, close to historical-cultural universals.

One normal concomitant of easy victories overedséless enemies is the entrenchment of the hfbit o

preferring force over the pursuit of peaceful me#@mther is the high priority of acting withoutthority. The
incarnation of the god who comes to Earth as tleefépt man” with the mission of eradicating evarfr the
world needs no higher authority. What is true @ thost ancient Indian epics from millennia ago bald well
for the plagiarists of today. The preference facéy and rejection of authorization, have beenbietéeatures
of the past decade of overwhelming and unchallergegder and crushing of much weaker adversaries, in
accord with policy recommendations. As the firssBilAdministration came into office, it undertookational
Security Policy Review dealing with "Third Worldrdats." Parts were leaked to the press during thevzr.
The Review concluded that "In cases where the tb8fronts much weaker enemies” - that is, the dirig
one chooses to fight - "our challenge will be noh@y to defeat them, but to defeat them decisivayl
rapidly.” Any other outcome would be "embarrassiagt might "undercut political support,” understaode
thin.2 With the collapse of the sole deterrenta faonths later, the conclusions became even mardyfi
established, not surprisingly. These are, | thstkne of the considerations that should be at tlo& baour
minds when we contemplate the world after Septerhber

Whatever one's judgment about the events of sisé weeks, if we want to reach a reasonable aseassh
what may lie ahead, we should attend carefullyetegrl crucial factors. Among them are:

1. The premises on which policy decisions have lbesed.

2. Their roots in stable institutions and doctrimes/ery recent history, to a large extent invotyithe same
decision-makers.

3. The ways these have been translated to spaciians.
| would like to say a few words about each ofsth®opics.

The new millennium quickly produced two terrilolew crimes, added to the gloomy record of pergstimes.
The first was the terrorist attacks of Septembertiid second, the response to them, surely takiag greater
toll of innocent lives, Afghan civilians who wereeimselves victims of the suspected perpetratotiseofrimes
of September 11.1 will assume these to be Osambaoien and his al-Qaeda network. There has beema p
facie case from the outset, though little crediéedence has been produced despite what must bedke
intensive investigations ever by the coordinatadlligence services of the major powers.3 Suchdéeass
resistance” networks, as they are called, areamyt ruts to crack.



An inauspicious sign is that in both cases thmes are considered right and just, even nobldimvithe
doctrinal framework of the perpetrators; and irt &e justified in almost the same words. Bin Lagesctlaims
that violence is justified in self-defense agait& infidels who invade and occupy Muslim lands agdinst
the brutal and corrupt governments they sustairethavords that have considerable resonance imethien
even among those who despise and fear him. BusiBlamdproclaim, in almost identical words, thablance
is justified to drive evil from our lands. The plamations of the antagonists are not entirely idahtWhen
bin Laden speaks of "our lands," he is referringvioslim lands: Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Chechnya, Basni
Kashmir, and others; the radical Islamists who weabilized and nurtured by the CIA and its assesiat
through the 1980s despise Russia, but ceasedt#nmrist operations in Russia from Afghan basésrahe
Russians withdrew. When Bush and Blair speak of lauds" they are, in contrast, referring to theld:ioThe
distinction reflects the power that the adversagemmand. That either side can speak without shaime
eradicating evil in the light of their records -athshould leave us open-mouthed in astonishmetgssinve
adopt the easy course of effacing even very reustury.

Another fact with grim portent is that, in botases, the perpetrators insist on underscoringrthenality of
their acts. In the case of bin Laden, no discussoneeded. The U.S. pointedly rejected the franmkevad
legitimacy that resides in the UN Charter. There baen much debate over whether the ambiguousi§ecur
Council declarations, or Article 51 of the UN Claaytprovide authorization for the resort to forltas, in my
opinion, beside the point.

To resolve the debate would have been simplegimdwad there been any wish to do so. There isalyaany
doubt that Washington could have obtained entioelgmbiguous Security Council authorization, evenof
for attractive reasons. Russia is eager to join"tmalition against terror" to gain U.S. support fts own
massive terrorist crimes. China hopes to be addnttiethe coalition of the just for the same reasamsl in
fact, states throughout the world recognized ateotinat they could now enlist the support of thebglo
superpower for their own violence and repressiofgsgaon not lost on the global managers eithetisBri
support is reflexive; France would have raised Ipjeations. There would, in brief, have been no veto

But Washington preferred to reject Security Caluaathorization and to insist on its unique rigbt act
unilaterally in violation of international law arsblemn treaty obligations, a right proclaimed bg @linton
Administration and its predecessors in clear amliek words - warnings that we and others may d®oto
ignore, but at our peril. Similarly, Washington temptuously dismissed the tentative offers to aersi
extradition of bin Laden and his associates; haal sech possibilities were we cannot know, becaigbe
righteous refusal even to consider them. This stadderes to a leading principle of statecraft, echll
"establishing credibility” in the rhetoric of dipftacy and scholarship. And it is understandabla.Nfafia Don
plans to collect protection money, he does not ik for a Court order, even if he could obtailMtch the
same is true of international affairs. Subjects tnouslerstand their place, and must recognize teapowerful
need no higher authority.

Thucydides remarked that "large nations do whey tvish, while small nations accept what they miudte
world has changed a great deal over several thdugzars, but some things stay much the same.

The atrocities of September 11 are regardedhest@ic event, which is true, though not, regtaitabecause
of their scale. In its civilian toll, the crime m®t unusual in the annals of violence short of warmention only
one example, so minor in context as to be a memdbe, a Panamanian journalist, condemning theexiof
September 11, observed that for Panamanians théstési times” are not unfamiliar, recalling the U.S
bombing of the barrio Chorrillo during "Operations Cause" with perhaps thousands killed; our @jnse
there is no serious accounting.4 The atrocitieSegitember 11 are indeed a historic event, but secafutheir
target. For the U.S., it is the first time since tBritish burned down Washington in 1814 that tagamal
territory has been under serious attack, even tikmed. There is no need to review what has beep tion
others in the two centuries since. For Europeréliersal is even more dramatic. While conqueringhmaf the
world, leaving a trail of terror and devastationr&peans were safe from attack by their victimshware and
limited exceptions. It is not surprising, then,ttEarope and its offshoots should be shocked byctimes of
September 11, a dramatic breach of the norms @jpaable behavior for hundreds of years.



It is also not surprising that they should remeamplacent, perhaps mildly regretful, about thenemore
terrible suffering that followed. The victims, aftall, are miserable Afghans - "uncivilized trideas Winston
Churchill described them with contempt when he medethe use of poison gas to "spread a lively térro
among them 80 years ago, denouncing the "squeaesishof the softhearted ninnies who failed to usiderd
that chemical weapons were just "the applicatiomotiern science to modern warfare" and must be 'tised
procure a speedy termination of the disorder whigvails on the frontier."5

Similar thoughts are heard today. The editorthefNew Republic, who not long ago were callingrfwre
military aid for "Latin-style fascists ... regardte of how many are murdered” because "there aieehig
American priorities than Salvadoran human rightetv explain that "Operation Enduring Freedom is aot
humanitarian intervention." From that accurate oleén they conclude that "If we leave behind ardoy in
chaos that can no longer serve as a base of apesatgainst us, then we will have accomplishedcassary
objective,” and should "lose the obsession withionabuilding” to try to repair what we have done to
Afghanistan for 20 years, which is no concern akdu

While few are willing to sink to that level, #mains true that atrocities committed against Afighearry little
moral stigma, for one reason, because such pradi@ee been so familiar throughout history evennathere
has been no pretext other than greed and domin&rmhretribution knows no bounds. For that therample
historical precedent, not to speak of authoritthie holiest texts we are taught to revere.

Another aspect of the complacent acceptanceadiies was described by Alexis de Tocquevilléig report
of one of the great crimes of ethnic cleansing e tontinent, the expulsion of the Cherokees. He wa
particularly intrigued to see how Americans weréaint only "to exterminate the Indian race" afwholly
depriving it of its rights,” but to do so "with gular felicity, tranquilly, legally, philanthropilg, without
shedding blood, and without violating a single grpanciple of morality in the eyes of the world'lt is
impossible to destroy people with more respectiferlaws of humanity,” he observed with wonder.7

That is a fair enough description of what hasnbeefolding before our eyes. For example, in tHegee
camp of Maslakh near Herat, where hundreds of @il of people are reported to be starving, dodging
every night from cold and starvation. They werénvon the edge of survival even before the bombivigch
deprived them of desperately needed aid. It remairiforgotten camp” as we meet, three months after
September 11. Veteran correspondent Christina Leepbrts scenes more "harrowing” than anything in he
memory, after having "seen death and misery ingefucamps in many parts of Asia and Africa." A rhont
later, the reported death toll had doubled to 1@@yand aid officials warned that the camp is tlmbrink of
an Ethiopian-style humanitarian disaster" as thghtfl of refugees to the camp continued to increase,
estimated three-quarters of its population sinqeeseber.8

The destruction of lives is silent and mostlyigiivle, and can easily remain forgotten, by chokse.even
sorrier sight is denial -or worse, even ridiculef the efforts to bring these tragedies to lighttsat pressures
can be mounted to relieve them. The easy tolerahttee "vivid awfulness" that Lamb recounts menadflects
the fact that this is how the powerful deal witk theak and defenseless, hence in no way remarkable.

We have no right to harbor any illusions aboet phemises of the planning for the war in Afghaamstand of
the accompanying commentary. These were basedeamtthallenged assumption that the threat of bognbin
then its realization, would considerably increale humber of Afghans at risk of death from staorati
disease, and exposure. The press blandly repdréedhte numbers were expected to increase by B@merto
about 7.5 million: an additional 2.5 million peo@eNo comment was elicited by the report that Wagtan
had "demanded [from Pakistan] the elimination ofickr convoys that provide much of the food and other
supplies to Afghanistan’'s civilian population,"1@lions of them already on the brink of starvatidtieas to
stop the bombing to allow delivery of food and othil were rebuffed without comment, mostly witheuen
report. These came from high UN officials, majoliefeand aid agencies, and others in a good posiiio
know. Afghan specialists concurred, warning that withdrawal of aid workers and severe reductiofood
supplies left "millions of Afghans... at grave riskstarvation." By late September, the Food andoidural
Organization (FAO) had warned that more than sewéiion people would face starvation if the thresd
military action were undertaken, and after the bimmbbegan, advised that the threat of "humanitarian



catastrophe"” was "grave," and that the bombingdisdipted the planting of 80 percent of the graippdies,
so that the effects next year could be even morereel 1

What will happen we cannot know. But we know veglbugh the assumptions on which plans were baskd a
executed, and commentary produced. As a simpleemaitiogic, it is these assumptions that informabsut
the shape of the world that lies ahead, whatewepthicomes might be in the present case. The taatgchave
been casually reported, including the fact thdelis being done to bring food and other aid toynaf those
dying in refugee camps and the countryside, thawgiplies have long been available and the primactof
hampering delivery is lack of interest and will.

Furthermore, the longer-term effects will remamknown, if history is any guide. Reporting is dyaioday,
and the consequences will not be investigated tamorlt is acceptable to report the "collateral daei' by
bombing error, the inadvertent and inevitable adsivar, but not the conscious and deliberate destm of
Afghans who will die in silence, invisibly - not l@esign, but because it doesn't matter, a deepelrdé moral
depravity; if we step on an ant while walking, wavé not purposely killed it.

People do not die of starvation instantly. Thag survive on roots and grass, and if malnourisiéddren die
of disease, who will seek to determine what fact@rsn the background? In the future, the topioisthe
agenda by virtue of a crucial principle: We mustate enormous energy to meticulous accountingiofes of
official enemies, quite properly including not ontiiose literally killed, but also those who die as
consequence of their policies; and we must takalBgscrupulous care to avoid this practice in¢hse of our
own crimes, adopting the stance that so impressed@iodqueville. There are hundreds of pages of ldetai
documentation of the application of these prinaplé will be a welcome surprise if the currenteasrns out
differently.

And we should remember that we are not obseraihgf this from Mars, or describing the crimesAttila
the Hun. There is a great deal that we can do right, if we choose.

To explore what is likely to lie ahead from afeliEnt perspective, let's ask whether there weesraltives to
the resort to devastating force at a distanceyveceléhat comes naturally to those with overwhefninight at
their command, no external deterrent, and confidemt¢he obedience of articulate opinion.

Alternatives were prominently suggested. By thatidan, for example, which called for reliance twe t
measures appropriate to crimes, whatever theiesdaomeone robs my house and | think | know tubit, |
am not entitled to go after him with an assaulerimeanwhile killing people randomly in his neighibood. Or
by the eminent military historian Michael Howardhaevdelivered a "scathing attack” on the bombardnoént
Afghanistan on October 30, not on grounds of sucaesfailure, but its design: what is needed istigped
operations of police and intelligence forces,"” @ige operation conducted under the auspices ofJikeon
behalf of the international community as a wholgaiast a criminal conspiracy, whose members shbald
hunted down and brought before an internationaltcdi2 There certainly are precedents, includints ad
international terrorism even more extreme thandhasSeptember 11: the U.S. terrorist war againsafdgua,
to take an uncontroversial example - uncontrovkrbi@ecause of the judgment of the highest inteomaii
authorities, the International Court of Justice dmel Security Council. Nicaragua's efforts to persawful
means failed, in a world ruled by force; but no @rmild impede the U.S. if it chose to follow a laivEourse.

Could the goals of apprehending and punishingpérpetrators have been attained without violerarhaps.
We have no way of knowing whether the Taliban effer discuss extradition were serious, since thegew
dismissed for the reasons already mentioned. The s& true of the war aim added as an afterthougtit
after the bombing began: overthrowing the Talibegime.13 That would doubtless have been a highifyrio
for many Afghans, just as the same is true for mexable others throughout the world who suffer urtlatal
regimes and miserable oppression. Keeping justiéstipns of tactics and efficacy, were there pedfier ways
to achieve this later goal?

Evidently, the inquiry should begin with the p&opf Afghanistan: what are their attitudes anchapis? To
determine their views is a difficult task, no dquimit not entirely impossible. There are some nealsie ways
to proceed.



We might begin with the gathering of 1,000 Afgheaders in Peshawar at the end of October, sortteeof
exiles, some who trekked across the border frohimihfghanistan, all committed to overthrowing thaliban
regime. It was "a rare display of unity among tribllers, Islamic scholars, fractious politiciaasd former
guerrilla commanders,"” the New York Times reporfHtey unanimously "urged the U.S. to stop theauls,"
appealed to the international media to call foread to the "bombing of innocent people,” and "deeanan
end to the U.S. bombing of Afghanistan.” They urdgleat other means be adopted to overthrow the hatec
Taliban regime, a goal they believed could be adudevithout slaughter and destruction.14

A similar message was conveyed by Afghan opmositeader Abdul Hag, who was highly regarded in
Washington. Just before he entered Afghanistanarepgly without U.S. support, and was then captuaned
killed, he condemned the bombing and criticizedWh®. for refusing to support his efforts and thotethers
"to create a revolt within the Taliban.” The bonmbinas "a big setback for these efforts,” he saml réported
contacts with second-level Taliban commanders anM@ahiddin tribal elders, and discussed how such
efforts could proceed, calling on Washington toisisthem with funding and other support instead of
undermining them with bombs.

The U.S., Abdul Hag said, is trying to show its mlasscore a victory and scare everyone in thedvdrhey
don't care about the suffering of the Afghans ax Immany people we will lose. And we don't like thBécause
Afghans are now being made to suffer for these Asaatatics, but we all know who brought these Arebs
Afghanistan in the 1980s, armed them and gave thdmase. It was the Americans and the CIA. And the
Americans who did this all got medals and good eaewhile all these years Afghans suffered froeséh
Arabs and their allies. Now, when America is at&tkinstead of punishing the Americans who did, this
punishes the Afghans.15

For what it's worth, | think there is considembierit in his remarks.

We can also look elsewhere for enlightenment alddghan opinions. There has, at last, been soneduk
concern about the fate of women in Afghanistarevign reached the First Lady. Maybe it will be foléxl
some day by concern for the plight of women elsew/ie Central and South Asia, which, unfortunatedynot
all that different in many places from life undketTaliban, including the most vibrant democracidsere are
plenty of highly reliable and expert sources orsthmatters, if we choose to look. And such a radieparture
from past practice would lend at least some crégilio the professed outrage over Taliban prasticst at the
moment when it served U.S. propaganda purposesoOfse, no sane person advocates foreign military
intervention by the U.S. or other states to redtfifgse and other terrible crimes in countries #hatU.S. allies
and clients. The problems are severe, but shouttehk with from within, with assistance from odtsis if it is
constructive and honest, not merely hypocritical self-serving.

But since the harsh treatment of women in Afgsi@m has at last gained some well-deserved atteritio
would seem that attitudes of Afghan women towarolécy options should be a primary concern. These no
doubt vary considerably, and are not easy to iny&st. Nevertheless, it should not be impossibléetermine
whether mothers in Maslakh praise the bombing, ighmrather, agree with those who fled from the@mes
to miserable refugee camps under the threat of bagréind expressed the bitter hope that "even thel cr
Americans must feel some pity for our ruined coylhtand refrain from the threatened bombing that was
already bringing death and disaster.16 And Afghamen are by no means voiceless everywhere. Thame is
organization of courageous women who have beeeifidrefront of the struggle to defend women'stagbr
25 years, RAWA (Revolutionary Association of the M&n of Afghanistan), doing remarkable work. Their
leader was assassinated by Afghan collaboratotts thi# Russians in 1987, but they continued theirkwo
within Afghanistan at risk of death, and in exileanby. They have been quite outspoken. A week #iter
bombing began, for example, they issued a pubditestent that would have been front-page news wherev
concern for Afghan women was real, not a matteneffe expediency.

The RAWA statement of October 11 was entitlecali@an should be overthrown by the uprising of Afgh
nation," and continued as follows:

Again, due to the treason of fundamentalist hangraenpeople have been caught in the claws of thester
of a vast war and destruction. America, by formamginternational coalition against Osama and highaia-



collaborators and in retaliation for the lith Sepber terrorist attacks, has launched a vast aggress our
country . . . [What] we have witnessed for the &sten days leaves no doubt that this invasionshigid the
blood of numerous women, men, children, young ddabour country.

The statement went on to call for "the eradicatid the plague of Taliban and Al Qieda" by "an @le
uprising” of the Afghan people themselves, whicbnal "can prevent the repetition and recurrencehef t
catastrophe that has befallen our country ..."

In another declaration on November 25, at a detnation of women's organizations in Islamabad lon t
International Day for the Elimination of Violencganst Women, RAWA condemned the U.S./Russian-twhcke
Northern Alliance for a "record of human rights leittons as bad as that of the Taliban," and calledhe UN
to "help Afghanistan, not the Northern Alliance,amings reiterated at the national conference efAh India
Democratic Women's Association on the same days.17

Perhaps Afghans who have been struggling fadiven and women's rights for many years don't utetes
much about their country, and should cede respiitgifor its future to foreigners who couldn't haplaced
the country on a map a few months ago, along witers who had helped destroy it in the past. Maphejt
is not obvious.

The situation is reminiscent of the Irag war, wilee Iragi opposition was barred from media anarjals of
opinion, apart from dissident journals at the masgiThey forcefully opposed the U.S. bombing cagpai
against Irag and accused the U.S. of preferringlitang dictatorship to overthrow of Saddam by imal revolt
- as was conceded publicly, when Bush (No. 1) netdrto collaboration with his former friend andyall
Saddam Hussein in carrying out major atrocitiesSaddam brutally crushed a southern Shi'ite retalt
might well have overthrown the murderous dictatmdler the watchful eyes of the U.S. military that hotal
control over the region, while Washington refusedreto allow rebelling Iragi generals access totueaol
Iragi arms. The Bush Administration confirmed titatvould have no dealings with Iraqgi oppositiondees:
"We felt that political meetings with them . . . wd not be appropriate for our policy at this tilm8tate
Department spokesman Richard Boucher announced amthM14, 1991, while Saddam was massacring
southern rebels.18 That had been long-standingrgoent policy. The same is true of preference tocd
over pursuit of possibly feasible diplomatic opspmolicies that continued in the decade that vadid, until
today, and are quite natural, for basically thesoea that Abdul Hag enunciated.

Another sensible way to assess the prospectshéorfuture would be to review the actions of today'
commanders when they launched the first war omriem 20 years ago: there is ample evidence of Wieat
achieved in Central America, Southern Africa, theldfe East and Southeast Asia, all accompanied tghm
the same lofty rhetoric and passion that we hedaytoThere should be no need to review that shdmestard.
Evidently, it carries important lessons about titkely future, as does the fact that the topic isigalously
ignored in the laudatory chorus for the current furtdre projects, although - or perhaps becaubkat-record is
so obviously relevant.

At the end of the terrible decade of the 1980, dxternal deterrent to the use of force disaedfor its
victims, the collapse of Soviet tyranny was a reédahle triumph and liberation, though the victoryswsoon
tainted by new horrors. For others, the consequewese more complex. The basic character of the okl
War era was revealed very quickly: more of the samith revised pretexts and tactics. A few weeklsrahe
fall of the Berlin Wall, the U.S. invaded Panamadliig hundreds or even thousands of people, vetdwo
Security Council resolutions, and kidnapping a ting was jailed in the U.S. for crimes that he haabtly
committed while on the CIA payroll before commigithe only one that mattered: disobedience. Thepabdf
events was familiar enough, but there were sonferdrices. One was pointed out by Elliott Abramspwh
pleaded guilty to crimes committed when he wasateIDepartment official during the Reagan yeard, laas
now been appointed Human Rights specialist at thagoNal Security Council. At the time of the invasj he
commented that for the first time in many years th8. could resort to force with no concern abous$tan
reactions. There were also new pretexts: the iatgion was in defense against Hispanic narcotiadfi, not
the Russians who were mobilizing in Managua, twgsdaarch from Harlingen, Texas.



A few months later, the Bush Administration prase its new Pentagon budget, an event of particula
significance because this was the first submissi@t could not rely on the plea that the Russiams a
coming.19 The Administration requested a huge amjitboudget, as before, and in part for the samgorea
Thus it would be necessary to bolster "the defemsestrial base" (aka high-tech industry), and &ntain the
intervention forces that are aimed primarily at Mieldle East because of "the free world's reliaoneenergy
supplies from this pivotal region." But there washange: in that pivotal region the "threats to ioberests"
that had required direct military engagement "caubd be laid at the Kremlin's door," contrary tacaaes of
propaganda. Nor could the threats be laid at Saddaoor: the Butcher of Baghdad was still a valfrezhd
and ally, not yet having committed his crime ofatiedience. Rather, the threat was indigenous redisom, as
it had always been.

The clouds lifted on the larger threat as wdllisinot the Russians, but rather the "growing nebbgical
sophistication” of third world powers that requitbat we maintain complete military dominance wuilde,
even without "the backdrop of superpower competitiorThe Cold War confrontation was always in the
background no doubt, but served more as a preext & reason, just as the Russians appealed 1d.8he
threat to justify their crimes within their own dams. The real enemy is independent (called "r#iflica
nationalism in the South, as now tacitly acknowtatigthe traditional pretexts having lost theiritytil The
documentary and historical record provides ampidesnce to support that conclusion. Another consecgi®f
the collapse of the junior partner in world contn@s the elimination of any space for non-alignmeant the
limited measure of independence it allowed. Onécattn is the immediate sharp reduction in foreayd,
most radically in the U.S., where the categoryuallly disappeared, even if we count the largestpmmant,
which goes to a rich country for strategic reasarg] to Egypt because of its collaboration in thene
enterprise. The decline of options was fully redegd. President Mahathir of Malaysia spoke for mamgen
he said that:

Paradoxically, the greatest catastrophe for us, Wwhd always been anti-communist, is the defeat of
communism. The end of the Cold War has deprivedf e only leverage we had - the option to deficiw
we can turn to no one.20

Not really a paradox, but the natural course afweald history.

Similar fears were widely expressed. The Gulf was bitterly condemned throughout the South asealless
show of force, evading diplomatic options; thereswansiderable evidence for such an interpretadiotie
time, more since. Many perceived what Abdul Haqgcdbss today: the U.S. "is trying to show its mescl
score a victory and scare everyone in the worlstdldishing "credibility.” The resort to overwhehgimilitary
force is designed to demonstrate that "What We Gags," in George Bush's proud words as bombs anc
missiles rained on Iraq. Those who did not gragpritessage then should have had no problem in doing
when he instantly returned to support for Saddamisderous violence in order to ensure "stabiligy,tode
word for subordination to U.S. power interests. glkaeral mood in the South was captured by Caréiaalo
Evarista Arns of Sao Paulo: In the Arab countriessaid, "the rich sided with the U.S. governmehiievthe
millions of poor condemned this military aggressionhhroughout the Third World, he continued, "thése
hatred and fear: When will they decide to invadé asd on what pretext?21

The general reaction to the bombing of Serbia siaslar, and again, there is considerable evidahe¢
peaceful options might have been pursued, avoigingh misery. In this case, it was officially angeatedly
proclaimed that the motives were to establish 'ibigty" and ensure "stability.” It is difficult taake seriously
the claim that a subsidiary goal was to preventethaic cleansing and atrocities that followed whendrawal
of monitors (over unreported Serbian objectiong) #re bombing immediately afterwards - a "predigab
consequence, as the commanding general informeg@rédss as the bombing began, later reiterating Hbat
knew of no such war aims. The rich documentary nedoom the State Department, OSCE, the British
government, and other Western sources substanteiliyorces these conclusions. Perhaps that is tivay
illuminating record is so consistently ignored ire textensive literature on the topic. Even in thestroyal
client-states the bombing was condemned as a remdostraditional gunboat diplomacy "cloaked innalcstic
righteousness” in the traditional fashion (the eesgd Israeli military analyst Amos Gilboa, by neans an
isolated voice).22



Americans are carefully protected from world epmand critical discussion of such matters, but dee
ourselves no favors by keeping to these restristion

We also do ourselves no favors by ignoring putibcuments that lucidly explain the thinking of nplars.
They understand very well that the world may bedlar in economic terms - with roughly comparable
economic power in North America, Europe and Asiat that it is radically unipolar in the capacityresort to
violence and to destroy. And it should be no ssetio discover that these facts of life enter allycinto
planning.

Even before September 11, the U.S. outspenteke b countries for "defense"23 - which, as usoedans
"offense." And it is far ahead in sophisticateditaly technology. The military budget was increasedrply
after September 11, as the Administration explottezlfear and anguish of the population to ramughoa
wide array of measures that they knew would arquegmilar opposition without the appeal to "patrimtis-
which the powerful are free to ignore; it is thatrevho must be passive and submissive. These iedtlad
variety of means to strengthen the authority of ibey powerful state to which "conservatives" aesepuly
committed, among them, sharp increases in milispgnding designed to enhance the enormous disparit)
between the U.S. and the rest of the world. Induale the plans to extend the "arms race" intoespatrace”
with one competitor only - undermining the Outera&p Treaty of 1967 and other international oblayegi
Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) is only a small cponent, and even that is understood to be an afens
weapon: "not simply a shield but an enabler ofaagtithe RAND corporation explained, echoing noltydhe
thoughts but even the words of Chinese authoritig®m, realistically, regard it as a weapon direcgdinst
them. Strategic analysts realistically describe ghegram as a means to establish U.S. global "heggrh
which is what the world needs, they explain, echairany distinguished predecessors.

The far broader programs of militarization of gpare explained in high level public documentthasatural
next step in expanding state power. Armies andeasawere created to protect commercial interests anc
investment, Clinton's Space Command observed, lmndbgical next frontier is space, in pursuit of tame
goals. But this time there will be a difference.eTBritish Navy could be countered by Germany, with
consequences we need not discuss. But the U.Sb&ilo awesomely powerful that there will be noneou
terforce, so it is claimed.

Overwhelming dominance is necessary for wellvkmoechnical reasons. Even BMD requires nullificatof
the anti-satellite weapons of a potential advers@ing U.S. must therefore achieve "full spectrummuhance,”
ensuring that even this much simpler technology mat be available. An iron fist is needed for atheasons.
U.S. military planners share the assessment ointtedligence community and outside experts that twha
misleadingly called "globalization" will lead towaidening divide between the "haves" and the "havts'h-
contrary to doctrine, but in accord with realitynd\it will be necessary to control unruly elemeiiginspiring
fear, or perhaps by actual use of highly destreckMing machines launched from space, probablgiear-
powered and on hair-trigger alert with automatewti@d systems, thus increasing the likelihood ofatvim the
trade are called "normal accidents": the unprebietarrors to which all complex systems are subject

It is recognized that these programs signifigaimttrease the danger of uncontrollable catastropbethat
too is entirely rational within the framework ofemailing institutions and ideology, which ranks aemny
well above survival. Again, there are ample preagdlthroughout the history of the Cold War, andjlbefore.

The difference today is that the stakes are nhigher. It is no exaggeration to say that the saivof the
species is at risk.

These seem to me some of the realistic prosgesisrent tendencies persist. But there is noaeder that to
happen. The good news is that the reigning systéraathority are fragile, and they know it. Theseai major
effort to exploit the current window of opportunity institute harsh and regressive programs amgbtralize
the mass popular movements that have been fornir@ughout the world in unprecedented and highly
encouraging ways. There is no reason to succurabdo efforts, and every reason not to. Plenty ofaas and
options are available. What is needed, as alwaybhgi will and dedication to pursue them.



Part 7. U.S. /lsrael-Palestine (May 2001)

The latest phase of the Israel-Palestine confpetn@d on September 29, 2000, the Muslim day ofgprayhen
Prime Minister Ehud Barak dispatched a massiveimtnaidating police and military presence to theXdsa
compound. Predictably, that led to clashes as Hmssof people streamed out of the mosque, leaangral
Palestinians dead and 200 wounded.1 Whatever Baagkhave intended, there could hardly have beenora m
effective way to set the stage for the shockingisegarticularly after the visit of Ariel Sharondhhis military
entourage to the compound the day before, whiclhigve passed without such serious consequences.

The opening events established the pattern faat vidllowed. "During these crucial days there was n
evidence of Palestinian gunfire,” an important Uiguiry found.2 In the following months, as far & t
investigators could determine, "the IDF [Israelim®, operating behind fortifications with superiwweaponry,
endured not a single serious casualty as a relsBHlestinian demonstrations and, further, thduiscs seemed
to be in no life-threatening danger during the seunf these events,” as they killed hundreds oéd8ialans
and imposed an even more brutal regime than besalgecting the population to harsh collective pament
and humiliation, the hallmark of the occupation rimany years.3 The UN report found that

the majority of Israeli casualties resulted frontidents on settlements roads and at relativelyaisdl
checkpoints ... as a consequence of the settlejrarddrritations resulting indirectly therefronm. this regard,
account must be taken of settler violence agaiasfinian civilians in areas adjoining settlemeatsd of IDF
complicity in such violence.

The current practices, along with earlier onesiehbeen reviewed in extensive detail and bitteolydemned
by international Human Rights organizations. Like treport of the UN inquiry, these studies havenbee
virtually ignored in the United States.

Reports of Human Rights organizations receivelewattention when they are doctrinally useful, not
otherwise; the Al-Agsa Intifada breaks no new gbumthat regard. To cite only the most recensitlation as
| write, in April 2001 Human Rights Watch publishadletailed study devoted primarily to Israeli etties in
the Hebron district, where tens of thousands oéfalians have been virtually imprisoned for montide a
few hundred settlers are free to abuse and humillegm and destroy their property under militargt@ction,
the pattern for many years. The study was immegiagported on wire services. The first (and peghaply)
mention in the U.S. was in paragraph 15 of a WagbmPost article five days later.4

The pattern of events underscores a fact of arirniportance. It is highly misleading to use tiegse "Israel-
Palestine conflict,” as | did at the outset: it wldobe termed the "U.S./Israel-Palestine" confliedr similar
reasons, it is misleading - and particularly in thé&., improper - to condemn "Israeli atrocitigsi$t as such
practice would have been inappropriate in the cddRussian-backed crimes in Eastern Europe, U.&dih
crimes in Central America (where it was the pragtiand innumerable other such examples.

These conclusions are illustrated graphicallytly events in the first days of the Al-Agsa IntdadDn
September 30, the IDF killed twelve-year-old MuhaaanAl-Dirra in response to rock throwing (in whibk
was not involved) near the small Israeli settlensritietzarim, which is hardly more than an excusefmajor
military base and road system that cut the Gazp Bttwo, one of several barriers separating Gaitga from
the south (and Egypt). "IDF soldiers in a heavilptpcted bunker fired repeatedly upon Palestiniad R
Crescent Society (PRCS) ambulances attempting douawe” the severely wounded boy and other cassalti
Human Rights Watch reported. "The firing from tH2FI outpost continued for at least forty-five mimjte
although during this time there was no apparengrmefire from Palestinian demonstrators or police."
Ambulances sought in vain to "evacuate large numbéiPalestinians wounded by heavy IDF fire frora th
bunker and possibly from sniper towers in the N#tzasettlement”; earthern berms were constructed "t
provide people with some protection from snipee firom the Netzarim settlement.” Amnesty Internadio
found that the IDF "apparently even targeted pedbplping to remove the wounded," reporting thatRCB
ambulance driver "died after Israeli troops shat i the chest” as he sought to evacuate casuélties

All of this proceeds thanks to direct U.S. suppmierance and evasion.



The next day, October 1, "Israeli special forGaag from and around a well-protected rooftop ipios"
killed two Palestinians, facing no apparent thitb@imselves. On the same day, Israel escalateceviet of
violence when "an IDF helicopter gunship fired deskly and repeatedly on areas immediately adjaoethie
[PRCS] field hospital at Netzarim, disrupting ogeras there," at least 400 meters from any clastéwes;on the
Egypt-Gaza border, helicopters fired missiles thid two Palestinians and wounded dozens. The day,
October 2, helicopters firing missiles at buildingsd cars in the Netzarim area killed ten Palestsiand
wounded 35.6

IDF helicopters are U.S. helicopters with Isrgelots. U.S. supply is critical because "it isgmactical to
think that we can manufacture helicopters or majeapons systems of this type in Israel," the Miyisif
Defense reported.7

On October 3, the defense correspondent ofl'snamst prestigious newspaper reported the sigafngn
agreement with the Clinton Administration for "tlagest purchase of military helicopters by theaédir Air
Force in a decade," along with spare parts for Apaattack helicopters for which an agreement hash be
signed in mid-September. Also in mid-September,l¢naeli press reported, U.S. Marines carried ojdira
exercise with the IDF in the Negev aimed at recestjwf the territories that had been transferreth&
Palestinian Authority. The Marines provided traminith weapons that the IDF still lacked, and imidrican
fighting techniques."8

On October 4, the world's leading military jourmeported that Washington had approved a requast f
Apache helicopters along with more advanced ateapkpment. The same day, the U.S. press reportad th
Apaches were attacking apartment complexes witketscat Netzarim. In response to queries from Eeaop
journalists, U.S. officials said that "U.S. weapaages do not carry a stipulation that the weapam4 be used
against civilians. We cannot second-guess an Iscaehmander who calls in helicopter gunships.” Whit
House national security spokesman PJ. Crowley atligtd'We are not in a position to pass judgement o
decisions made on either side,” calling on botresitb exercise restraint. A few weeks later, theallo
Palestinian leader Hussein Abayat was killed byissibe launched from an Apache helicopter (alontiwivo
women standing nearby), as the assassination cgmagainst the indigenous leadership was initited.

Rushing new military helicopters to Israel untlegse circumstances and with such authorizatioruseris
surely newsworthy. There was no news report oroadltcomment. The sole mention in the U.S. wasarnn
opinion piece in Raleigh, North Carolina.10 An Arstye International condemnation of the sale of U.S.
helicopters also passed in silence. That remained ih the months that followed, including a shipina
February 2001, a $.5 billion deal for Boeing Apadtengbow helicopters, the most advanced in the U.S.
arsenal, noted marginally in the U.S. as businessnin a similar style, a major news story (May teports
the reluctance of President Bush to become morectlly involved” in the Israel-Palestine conflieind his
Administration's inability to support the Mitchedbmmittee report by asking Israel for a settlemes¢ze
because Prime Minister Sharon is "philosophicalppased to such a proposal.” On the same day, unde
"World Briefing" a few lines report that the U.Srmy Corps of Engineers began construction of a $266
million Israeli military base (paid for by the U)Sin the Negev, a symbol "of America's continuing
commitment to Israel's security,” Ambassador Mariolyk declared.11

Well reported, however, are stern U.S. admondtiton Palestinians to end their terror, because davaot
believe in rewarding violence" (Ambassador IndyR)dnd regular official statements deploring viokernd
expressing tempered disapproval of Israel's agssgsn program. Washington's actual attitudes evealed
by its actions; the coverage speaks for itself.

None of this is unusual. With regard to IsradeBtne specifically, the pattern has been routomeover 30
years, ever since the U.S. separated itself fragirtternational consensus on the conflict. Thoughrmost
significant facts are missing from mainstream comtaw, and often ignored or misrepresented even in
scholarly work, they are not controversial. Theyve the indispensable background for any serious
understanding of what is happening now.

U.S.-Israel relations improved dramatically afterael's military victory in 1967. In the backgrmlj as
always with regard to this region, lie its incomgdale energy resources. Emerging from World Warsltre



overwhelmingly dominant global power, the U.S. uhalgk careful and sophisticated planning to organie
world system in its interests. That included effextontrol over the region's oil, previously stthréath France
and Britain. France was removed, and the Britiskdgally declined to the status of a "junior parther the
rueful words of a British Foreign Office officiallhough there was much talk about the Russianstleré is
no doubt that the possibility of global war was thajor element in strategic planning, the immedpteblem
throughout was the threat of independent natiomalisa fact now largely conceded, even in official
documents.13

In essentials, the U.S. took over the framewalricontrol of the Middle East established by Bntafter
World War I. The states of the region were to beniadstered by what Britain called an "Arab Facadegak
and pliable; Britain's "absorption" of the colonigsuld be "veiled by constitutional fictions asratectorate, a
sphere of influence, a buffer State, and so orgédce more cost-effective than direct rule. Wheeded,
British muscle would be available. The U.S. modiftae system by incorporating a second tier ofdla@ops
on the beat,” as the Nixon Administration callednth local gendarmes to ensure order, preferablyArab,
with police HQ in Washington, and U.S.-UK forcereserve.

Throughout this period, Turkey has been consitfler base for U.S. power in the region. Iran wanthesm,
after the effort by its conservative nationalisvgamment to gain control over Iran's resources thasrted by
a UK-U.S. military coup in 1953. By 1948, the UJsint Chief of Staffs were already impressed wétaél's
military prowess, describing the new state as thgnregional military power after Turkey. Isra@utd offer
the U.S. means to "gain strategic advantage irMidelle East that would offset the effects of theldwe of
British power in that area," the JCS concluded.

In 1958, the CIA advised that "a logical coroflaof opposition to Arab nationalism "would be topport
Israel as the only reliable pro-Western power ilefthe Middle East." The reasoning was implemertdely
after 1967, when Israel performed a highly valuedise to the U.S. by destroying Nasser, the symbdlrab
nationalism, feared and detested as a "virus" wighiiinfect others,"” a "rotten apple” who mighptsl the
barrel,” in the conventional terminology of plamsiecommonly reshaped for public purposes as thaitum
theory."

By the early 1970s, a tacit tripartite alliandé'local cops” had taken shape under the U.S. a&gis, Saudi
Arabia, Israel (Turkey is taken for granted; Palisivas an associate for a time). With by far thgest
petroleum reserves, Saudi Arabia is the centralpooment of the Facade; any serious departure fraediebce
would doubtless bring harsh penalties. The arraegesnwere publicly explained by U.S. intelligence
specialists, and also by political figures, notaHgnry Jackson, the Senate's leading specialish@mMiddle
East and oil. He observed that thanks to the "gtreand Western orientation" of Israel and Iraesthtwo
“reliable friends of the United States,” along wilaudi Arabia, "have served to inhibit and conthiose
irresponsible and radical elements in certain As#édites . . . who, were they free to do so, woukkp grave
threat indeed to our principal sources of petrolenrthe Persian Gulf" (meaning primarily profit Woand a
lever of world control; the U.S. was not dependeniMiddle East oil for its own use).

U.S. domination of the Gulf region had alreadyne under threat in 1958, when the Iragi militavemhrew
the main British client regime. Internal U.S.-UKcoeds provide a revealing account of their concemnd
plans, essential background for understanding thdf @ar in 1991.14 Nasser's Egypt, as noted, was
considered the major threat until Israel's 1967on; U.S. aid to Israel increased rapidly, everrergp in 1970
when Israel performed another important servicechkihg potential Syrian support for Palestiniansnge
massacred in Jordan. The fall of the Shah in 1989 avserious blow. President Carter at once sBITO
general to try to instigate a military coup. Whhis ffailed, the two remaining pillars - Saudi Aralind Israel -
joined the U.S. in an effort to overthrow the regibyy providing military aid; that is the conventibmlevice to
overthrow a civilian government, employed with dgreaiccess in Indonesia and Chile not long before.
Exploiting its intimate relations with the Shahé&gime, Israel reestablished military contacts aswmt $J.S.
arms, funded by Saudi Arabia. The goals of the atpmr were explained clearly and publicly at onbehiit
largely ignored in the U.S.; later, they were rafeal in the more acceptable terms of an "arms fstage"
deal, though that could not have been the initiativation, since there were no hostages. The Wi&eli-
Saudi project was an entirely natural reactionh® downfall of the Shah, given the basic structifréhe
system of control. When Washington's friend ang 8thddam Hussein fell out of favor for disobeyindess



(his huge crimes and programs to develop weaponsae$ destruction were of little consequence, esetord
of U.S.-UK support for him demonstrates), the Uugned to the "dual containment policy,” aimedranland
Iraq.

It is within this general context that U.S.-Idraelations have evolved over the years, thoughelsalso
became a valued contributor to Washington's omeratin Latin America and elsewhere.16 The Cold Was
always in the background, primarily because ofawer-present threat of major war. But as has beenrather
generally, it was a secondary factor, so the histband documentary record reveal. The disappearahthe
Russian deterrent led to important tactical modtfans, but no essential change in basic polioeshe U.S.-
Israel relationship. An assessment that seems teealistic was given in April 1992 by General (y&&hlomo
Gazit, former head of Israeli military intelligendater a high official of the Jewish Agency an@gdent of
Ben-Gurion University, and a highly respected sgat analyst and planner. With the collapse of Sogiet
Union, he wrote,

Israel's main task has not changed at all, anenitains of crucial importance. Its location at tlkeater of the
Arab Muslim Middle East predestines Israel to belevoted guardian of stability in all the countries
surrounding it. Its [role] is to protect the exngjiregimes: to prevent or halt the processes atabgation and
to block the expansion of fundamentalist religiaaalotry.17

Though welcomed in Washington as a major victtsgael's military success in 1967 posed seriousath.
Then-Defense Secretary Robert McNamara later repdtiat "we damn near had war" when the U.S. fleet
"turned around a [Soviet] carrier in the Meditegan"; he gave no details, but it may have been visrael
conquered the Golan Heights after the cease-fitimy severe warnings from the USSR, includingioous
hot-line communications. Recognizing that militagnfrontation is too dangerous, the great powespgsed a
diplomatic settlement, formalized as UN Securityu@dl resolution 242, November 1967. The resolution
called for Israeli withdrawal from the territories had conquered and for a full peace treaty thatld
recognize every state's right to live in peace sexlrity within recognized boundaries: in brief] fueace in
return for full withdrawal, with at most marginahé mutual adjustments, straightening a crooked dryord
perhaps.18 It is important to bear in mind that 222 was strictly rejectionist -using the term hiera neutral
sense to refer to rejection of the national righit®ne or the other of the contending national geoin the
former Palestine, not just rejection of the rightdews, as in the conventional racist usage. UNc2dled for a
settlement among existing states: Palestinians waraentioned, apart from oblique reference to "& ju
settlement of the refugee problem."

UN 242 remains a cornerstone of internationplodnacy on the Israel-Arab conflict, but with twoajor
changes. The first was a crucial shift in the iné&ional consensus, which, by the mid-1970s, hash@dned
the rejectionist principles of the resolution amdled for a Palestinian state in the occupiedttigs; the U.S.
retained its rejectionist stand, but now in intéiorzal isolation. The second change had to do wWith U.S.
interpretation of UN 242. That change dates fromr&ary 1971, when newly-elected President Sadaggpt
accepted Washington's official policy, in fact weetyond it by offering a full peace treaty in retdor Israeli
withdrawal only from Egyptian territory. Israel affally welcomed this as a genuine peace offenvats a
"famous . . . milestone"” on the path to peace,kzRabin, then Ambassador to Washington, recaartss
memoirs. But while officially welcoming Egypt's engssion "of its readiness to enter into a peaceeagent
with Israel," Israel rejected the offer, statingttit "will not withdraw to the pre-June 5, 196i#ds," a position
that it maintains to the present.

The United States faced a dilemma: Should itnta@ its official position, thus joining Egypt ia
confrontation with Israel? Or should it change theerpretation of 242, opting for Kissinger's cé#dir
"stalemate": no negotiations, only force? Kissingevailed. Since then the United States has irdeeg 242
to mean withdrawal only insofar as the United Stated Israel determine. The earlier interpretatiomtinued
to be reiterated officially until the Clinton Admstration, which argued at the December 1993 UNisaghat
past UN resolutions are "obsolete and anachrohistithe light of the September 1993 Israel-PLOeagnent,
to which we return.19

The official endorsement of 242 was meaninglégsyever, because Washington continued to provide
military, diplomatic, and financial support for d&l's gradual integration of the territories. Rtest Carter, for



example, forcefully reiterated the official positi@0 while increasing U.S. aid to Israel to aboaif bf total
U.S. foreign aid, as part of the Camp David settietnThe events of 1971 have been excised fromrgene
commentary and review.21

After the 1971 rebuff, Sadat warned that if Hfers to reach peace continued to be rejected diddvhave to
go to war. He was dismissed with contempt; retalt this was a period of tri-umphalist and racisbgance in
both Israel and the U.S., later bitterly denounicetsrael. The Labor government proceeded witlpitggrams
to settle northeastern Sinai, including the alli3bwcity of Yamit established after some 10,000nkns and
Bedouins were expelled with extreme brutality bycés commanded by General Ariel Sharon (who was
reprimanded by a military commission of inquiryadat warned that "Yamit means war,"” but was ign@2d
The 1973 war turned out to be a near-disastersi@el - and the world; there was again a threatuofear
confrontation. Even Kissinger understood that foat@ne is not enough. He turned to the natural fogck
strategy: since Egypt could not be ignored, theomAyab deterrent must be removed from the conflitte
result, achieved by Carter at Camp David, freedelsfto sustain military operations against the PibO
Lebanon as well as settlement activity on the ViB=stk" (Israeli strategic analyst Avner Yaniv),23lasael
proceeded to do at once with massive support flarCarter Administration and its successors.

Sadat became a greatly admired "man of peac&977, though his heroic stance was far less fortihag
than in 1971; by 1977 he had joined the internaficmonsensus calling for Palestinian rights. Thecied
difference is that by 1977 the U.S. had reluctaatlgpted Sadat's 1971 proposal, in the wake of 978 war
("Kissinger's war," it might be called). All of #htoo has been excised from sanitized history.

U.S. isolation became still more extreme asitternational consensus abandoned its rejectionidatters
came to a head in January 1976, when the Secudtn€l debated a resolution, supported by the Arab
"confrontation states" (Egypt, Jordan, Syria) anbligly backed by the PLO, calling for a two-statgtlement
incorporating UN 242 but now supplemented with seaian state in the occupied territories. Israélised
to attend the session, instead bombing Lebanohingib0 civilians, with no pretext other than rédébn
against the UN. The resolution was supported byjiirRussia (which was in the mainstream of dipgma
throughout the period), the non-aligned countriasfact near-unanimously. The U.S. vetoed the regmi,
again in 1980.24 At the General Assembly, the e§ularly voted alone (with Israel, occasionallyngoother
client-state) against resolutions with a similau#t. Technically, there are no vetoes at the Gemesembly,
but a U.S. vote against, even in isolation (a®mmon, on a wide range of issues), is effectivelg@. In fact,
a double veto, since such occasions are typicallyad from commentary and even from history, asettents
just reviewed have been. The U.S. also blockediassef other diplomatic initiatives: from Europgbe Arab
states and the PLO. The press commonly did not enation them.

The record is instructive. To select one exangme®ng many, on December 10, 1986, New York Times
Israel correspondent Thomas Friedman wrote thatlIsha@eli group Peace Now has "never been more
distressed" because of "the absence of any Arabtiagg partner.” A few months later, he quotedn&mn
Peres as deploring the lack of a "peace movemeahgrihe Arab people [such as] we have among thesew
people,” and saying that there can be no PLO [jation in negotiations "as long as it is remaininghooting
organization and refuses to negotiate." He waskspgalmost three years after Israel had rejectedheer one
of Arafat's offers for negotiations leading to malteecognition, which the Times had refused to repgote:
refused. Six days before Friedman's article ondis&ess of Peace Now, a headline in the masskatron
Israeli journal Ma'ariv read: "Arafat indicates Igyael that he is ready to enter into direct negans.” The
offer was made during Peres's tenure as prime teinBeres's press advisor confirmed the repamoenting
that "there is a principled objection to any contaith the PLO, which flows from the doctrine titae PLO
cannot be a partner to negotiations.” Yossi Bedinthe dovish extreme of Peres's Labor coalitadserved
that "the proposal... was dismissed because itaapgddo be a tricky attempt to establish directt@ois when
we are not prepared for any negotiations with an® Ractor.” Other high officials took a much harsktance.
None of this was reported in the mainstream U.Slimj¢hough Friedman was alone in using the ocoatio
issue one of his periodic laments over the bite bf the only peace forces in the Middle Easiclwhack any
Arab negotiating partner. Soon after, he receiv&lil#zer Prize for "balanced and informed covetagfethe
Middle East, of which this is a representative si@nmnd was appointed Times chief diplomatic
correspondent.25



There is a conventional term for Washington'scess in blocking diplomatic settlement, in inteiowal
isolation: it is "the peace process," a choiceeofinology that would not have surprised OrwelleTgeace
process in this sense has been bipartisan. Thar ilkision that the (first) Bush Administratioook a harsh
line towards Israel.26 The truth is closer to tippasite. An illustration is the official Administian position
of December 1989 (the Baker Plan), which endorsi#lagowt reservations the May 1989 plan of IsraefgeB-
Shamir coalition government. That plan in turn deatl that there can be no "additional Palestiniates.."
(Jordan already being a "Palestinian state"), &atl'tThere will be no change in the status of Ju&eanaria
and Gaza [the occupied territories] other than acoedance with the basic guidelines of the [Istaeli
Government.” Israel would conduct no negotiatiomth the PLO. But Israel would permit "free electsghto
be conducted under Israeli military rule, with muhthe Palestinian leadership in prison withoudrge or
expelled. The plan was unreported in the U.S. afrarh the last provision, praised as a positive and
forthcoming offer. What one does read is that Batengly reiterated U.S. support for "total withdal from
territory in exchange for peaceful relations" - lghlhe was quietly lending decisive support to paogs to
ensure that nothing of the sort would happen.27

Through the first months (1988) of the first fatla, Washington's increasingly desperate effartgrétend
that Arafat was not willing to consider a diploneasiettiement were beginning to elicit internationdicule.
The Reagan Administration therefore agreed to dcéepfat's long-standing offers and to enter into
negotiations; the standard interpretation was #hatfat had at last capitulated to Washington's cftest
advocacy of peace and diplomacy. Washington's laotaation, unreported in the U.S., was made epfic
the first session of the negotiations: U.S. Ambdss#&obert Pelletreau informed Arafat that he nalsstndon
any thought of an international conference - unpiad#e, because of the international consensud calh off
the "riots" in the occupied territories (the Intdég, "which we view as terrorist acts against listde short, the
PLO must ensure a return to the pre-Intifada stqturs so that Israel would be able to continuexgansion
and repression in the territories with U.S. suppbinat was well understood in Israel. In Febru@84d, Prime
Minister Rabin assured a Peace Now delegation ttieategotiations are only "low-level discussionsatt
avoid any serious issue and grant Israel "at rgstar" to resolve the problem by force. "The intzads of the
territories are subject to harsh military and ecoimopressure,” Rabin explained, and "in the eney thill be
broken," and will accept Israel's terms. The versar the U.S. public was quite different.28

The last of the regular UN General Assembly nesmhs supplementing UN 242 with an affirmation of

Palestinian national rights was in December 199@-2A. A few weeks later, the U.S. went to war witq,

and George Bush triumphantly announced the New d\VOrter in four simple words: "What We Say Goes,"
surely in the Middle East. The world understood] athdrew. The U.S. was finally in a position topose its
own unilateral rejectionist stand, and did so,tfas Madrid in late 1991, then in the successivadlsPLO
agreements from 1993. With these measures, theépmacess” has advanced towards the Bantustan-styl
arrangements that the U.S. and Israel intendets, @sar in the documentary record and, more ingmbrtthe
record on the ground.

Surely it was clear on September 13,1993, whehirRand Arafat formally accepted the Declaratién o
Principles (OOP) in Washington with much fanfardaeTOOP outlines what was to come with little
ambiguity.29 There have been few surprises since.

The OOP states that the "permanent status Ultimeate settlement down the road, is to be basedd 242
alone. The suppressed historical record makesytalear what that means. First, the operative nmgaof UN
242 is the U.S. version: partial withdrawal, as th&. and Israel determine. Second, the primanyeiss
diplomacy since the mid-1970s had been whetheplardatic settlement should be based on UN 242 alame
the U.S. insisted, or UN 242 supplemented withrés®lutions that the U.S. had blocked calling @aragnition
of Palestinian national rights, the position of tiest of the world. The DOP kept explicitly to Wasjton's
unilateral rejectionism. One could choose to beidied - many did so. But that was a choice, andravise
one, particularly for the victims.

Arafat was compelled to "renounce terror,” ongaia The sole purpose was humiliation - not offara
personally, but of the Palestinian people, for whaams a symbol of nationalism.30



As Secretary of State George Shultz informedgBean December 1988, Arafat had said "Unc, unc;' un
and "cle, cle, cle,” but he had not yet said "Uhateproperly servile tones. The importance of thigther
renunciation of the right to resist was unnotidegicause no such right exists in the U.S. doctfraahework.
That was made clear in the (unreported) U.S.-PL@bti@tions of 1989, as just reviewed; and befoe, thn
December 1987, when the UN General Assembly debidgedhajor resolution condemning international
terrorism, opposed by the U.S. and Israel alonaumethe resolution supports "the right to selédeination,
freedom and independence, as derived from the &hafrthe United Nations, of peoples forcibly depd of
that right. . . , particularly peoples under coldnand racist regimes [meaning South Africa] anceifm
occupation or other forms of colonial dominationepming the Israeli-occupied territories]."31 Wagjtam's
success in effectively vetoing the resolution, fromporting and history as well, had significanteeté for
Lebanon and the occupied territories, though th®. did belatedly abandon its support for the Apadh
regime.

In return for Arafat's capitulation, the U.S. derhel conceded nothing.

The OOP incorporates the U.S. version of the @@aocess in all essential respects. One cannitt eeguse
Israel of violating the Oslo agreements, excepdetail.32 Without violating the wording of the D@é& the
carefully constructed subsequent resolutions)elstantinued to settle and integrate the occupsedtaries
with U.S. support and assistance. Intentions wetecancealed. They were announced openly by Ratiin a
Peres and implemented by them and their succe33ors.

The exact scale of the U.S.-Israel settlemengnaras is not entirely clear because of the devitatsare used
to conceal them. Settler leaders allege that ttteespopulation doubled to 210,000 since Oslo @minting
180,000 in Arab East Jerusalem, effectively annenedblation of Security Council orders, but wiidcit U.S.
support). They report further that 10 percent ef sbttlers keep addresses within Israel, henceatreounted.
Construction in the settlements for the year 20@8 weported to be more than three times as high @sl
Aviv, more than ten times as high as in Jerusabamd, in general far higher relative to populatioanthvithin
the Green Line (Israel proper). Population growtld @ublic expenditures have also been much higbr:
percent of the construction in the territoriestates-funded, compared to 25 percent within Israet all the
governments have employed a variety of inducentergscourage settlement.34

The Rabin-Peres formula, adopted by their suotesand Washington, has been that settlement will b
limited to "natural growth," under a policy of "&eing settlements.” But "there is freezing anddhgmeality,"
the Israeli press reports, adding that the fartrigh"happy to adopt the Rabin formula,” gratefal the
"massive increase in building authorization” unBarak, initiated under Rabin shortly after he hadepted
the DOP. Israel's most prominent diplomatic coroesient, Akiva Eldar, writes that "According to cffil
statistics, full compliance with the [Israel-U.$}fmula would mean that Israel announces a to&sze - plus
demolishes 500 apartments. Right now, there a#49@w (and empty) apartments either finished, nateu
construction . . . Thus the Israelis made a mockétite American deal, and the Americans stayehsil and
forked up the cash. He adds that plans of religieMgemists (mostly American) for Hebron include
construction on valuable archaeological sites, dkerstrong protest of the Archaeological CounthHirty-
eight senior Israeli archaeologists called on Balcancel the construction plans (which proceddhie
Council chairman condemned the plans as "in graslation of the law and custom that enables arcloggcal
digging and research to be conducted in the ansitgd in our land," destroying "the Hebron of tarefathers
and King David, and the historical and archaeolalgiofrastructure of the Land of Israel and the temf
Israel's past in our land." And, of course, conhguhe dispossession and torture of the Paleasnithe vast
majority.35

In late 2000, as Barak's term was drawing tdoae¢ his Ministry of Construction announced th@f0D0
units were under construction in the occupied ttmigs, two-thirds in urban settlements; the Miryisof
Housing announced $25 million to subsidize consimacand infrastructure for 2001, in addition te thimilar
sum announced in April for 25 "bypass roads" - semsive highway system designed to integrate ¢ites
population within Israel, while leaving the Palagh population invisible and isolated. "The Barak
government is leaving Sharon's government a sumgriegacy,” the press reported as the transibok place
a few months later: "the highest number of housitagts in the territories since the time when ABélaron
was Minister of Construction and Settlement in 198%ore the Oslo agreements." Figures of the Barak



Ministry reveal that the rate of new constructioereased steadily from 1993 to 2000, when it reddhe
times the level of 1993, 3J/2 times 1994, to begased further under the Sharon-Peres government. B8y
2000, contracts were awarded for 522 new dwellingsrael's Har Homa, a project on land expropddtem

an Arab enclave in southeast Jerusalem that ha9@percent of its land since Israel's takeoveldl %67
through "town planning" (a euphemism for replaciagabs by Jews, reminiscent of some uses of "urban
planning” in the U.S.).

The Har Homa project, on Jabal Abu Ghneim, cotepldsrael's encirclement of the vastly expanded
"Jerusalem" region. The project was initiated ia thst months of Shimon Peres's Labor governmentop
hold after strong domestic and international prothsring Benjamin Netanyahu's Likud Administration,
resumed energetically (and without protest) undmaB. For the Israeli far right, however, Laborar HHoma
project was much less significant than its E-l paog, which received much less publicity. This irved new
housing and road construction to extend Greateisdérm to the city of Ma'aleh Adumim to the eastually
splitting the West Bank in two. Knesset member MahKleiner, the head of the expansionist "Landsodel
Front" ("Hazit Eretz Yisrael"), greeted the annoement of the project with much appreciation, obisgrthat
this plan, which "was the initiative of the fornj@eres] Housing Minister Benjamin Ben-Eliezer [nBlinister
of Defense in the Sharon-Peres government] withatitborization of Yitzhak Rabin," is "the most inmfzmt"
of the Front's demands, more so than Har Homa.37

In the Sharon-Peres government, the task of @bngethe ongoing programs and rejecting intermetio
protests is assigned to Foreign Minister Peresepomt on the government programs for more extensive
settlement is headlined "Peres rejects interndtiobgections to settlements.” Peres repeated tlaturtal
growth" formula designed to quiet protest, a tiadal contribution of the doves.38

The basic principle was described in 1996, dutimg last months of Peres's Administration, by Hogis
Minister Ben-Eliezer, as he announced the plansHar Homa and for carrying further the Rabin-Peres
programs to expand Greater Jerusalem in all doestito include Ma'aleh Adumim (east), Givat Zdleorth),
Beitar (south), and beyond. Labor "does everythingetly," Ben-Eliezer explained, with "the complete
protection of the Prime Minister [Peres],” usinglsderms as "natural growth" instead of "new setésts."
Labor dove Yossi Beilin censured the incoming Ngtdou government for its inflammatory rhetoric. The
Rabin government, he wrote, "increased settlemieyntsO percent” in "Judea and Samaria" (the WeskBan
after Oslo, but "we did it quietly and with wisddnwhereas you foolishly "proclaim your intentiongeey
morning, frighten the Palestinians and transforenttpic of Jerusalem as the unified capital ofdkraa matter
which all Israelis agree upon - into a subject ofld-wide debate."

Beilin's statement is only partially accuratee thquiet wisdom" extends well beyond Jerusalem.B@ T
differences of style can presumably be traced éocthnstituencies of the two political groupingsbag the
party of educated professionals and westernizéglselis more attuned to Western norms and undelstiuat
the sponsors prefer "not to see" what they aregddiikud’'s crude methods of achieving basically shene
results are an embarrassment to Western humaarsissometimes lead to conflict and annoyance (sé& n
26).

Ma'aleh Adumim is described as one of the "neaghoods of Jerusalem” in U.S. reporting. Accorting
Clinton's final offer could not have been more oeeble and generous when he said that "what issbewi
should be Israeli" - "failing to mention," the fagya press observed, "that this would entail Isr@@hexing
settlements it built in occupied east Jerusalemfact far beyond in all directions. But that is iarelevance.
The great virtue of Clinton's "creative compromises that at least we now know what the onlyistial final
deal looks like," Thomas Friedman explained. ThesRient has spoken. What more can there be to@ay?4

Those who stubbornly remain unsatisfied willcdiger that Ma'aleh Adumim uses 1/16 of the 50,00@adhs
allotted to it in Israeli planning, a standard @etage, designed to permit "natural growth." Tharysof
Ma'aleh Adumim is recounted by B'Tselem (see n@g43 The town was established under the Labor
government in the mid-1970s, and grew rapidly "wille help of a massive flow of resources from the
government,” the town website reports. The offidftropolitan Jerusalem Plan anticipates expansjo285
percent from 1994 to 2010, to 60,000 residentsldigls too were expropriated from several Palestini
villages, including Abu Dis, which according to thkans of the doves, is to become the Palestinia@uals



(that is, Jerusalem) by linguistic sleight-of-haihdit deprived of its lands, in contrast to Isrd@krusalem,"
which will occupy a fair chunk of the West Bank.eThtate authorities found that there had been ‘spicad
illegal building” by Jewish settlers. The "solutiomas simple, as in other settlements: "to proveleoactive
permits rather than to demolish the structures.8 $hlution is demolition, often brutal, when Ardsild

illegally, as they must to survive because of thi@gent conditions imposed on Arab construction.

The expulsion of the Jahalin Bedouin from 199&ltow further expansion of Ma'aleh Adumim was Eair
out in a particularly cruel fashion. They souglat &vert their terrible fate" - and terrible it wasyy visibly so -
"by petitioning the High Court of Justice," whidkdd up to its tradition of meekly obeying statehauities,
though it did express the hope that the IDF woulsleethe expulsion "as an act of grace.” In Noverbég,
the High Court rejected another Palestinian petitmpposing further expansion of Ma'aleh Adumim,
suggesting that "some good for the residents ofhiEiring [Palestinian villages] might spring froinet
economic and cultural development” of the all-Jévasy.

The end result, B'Tselem concludes, is that herhroughout the territories, "the helpless I@madulation is
totally subject to regulations set by the militdorce of the occupation in order to promote itsitpzll
interests," increasingly so during the Oslo peaocegss.

The Ma'aleh Adumim Municipality explains that '@tpolitical objective in establishing the town was
settlement of the area east of Israel's capitalgatbe Jerusalem-Jericho route,” thus separatimgalRah and
the northern Palestinian enclave from Bethlehemthadsouthern one. Every U.S.-Israeli peace plaludes
some version of this condition, along with expansib "Jerusalem” to the north and south. As beftbre final
Clinton-Barak proposals of January 2001 includetlagro salient to the north, effectively partitionirige
northern sector. The three enclaves are separated the former Jerusalem, the traditional center of
Palestinian life.42 They are hemmed in by extensifrastructure construction, including "a vastadaystem,
running for some 400 km which bypasses Palestipggulation centres and enables settlers and mnyilitaces
protecting them to move speedily and safely throtighWest Bank."43 Constructed on 160,000 dunams of
expropriated land, the bypass road system alseptgexpansion and development of Palestiniangeiaand
impedes flow of commerce and people, though Araos tcavel on what are officially called "Palestmia
roads,"” many quite hazardous; the Bethlehem-Ramatiad, for example (perhaps to be closed entife¢he
Clinton-Barak formula, or something like it, is ilemented). In addition, "access roads" lead to skewi
settlements, with their swimming pools and well-evatl gardens (Palestinian villages and towns hiéle |
water, often none during the dry season). If alsisgttler passes on an access road, all Palestiafiic is
stopped, "causing long delays and much resentm@egular Israeli closures imprison the populatioritfer,
"often preventing or greatly detaining even emecgemaffic, such as ambulances."44 The Israeli piess
reported many examples of the kind of brutality aadposeful humiliation one expects of an occupyangy
that can act without restraint.

Every step of the way, this proceeds with U.Shatization and subsidy, funneled through varioannels,
along with critical military and diplomatic suppofthe U.S. has also taken pains to ensure thaggbalating
state terror during the current confrontations Wwél free even from observation, with its inhibitiefject. On
March 27, 2001, the U.S. vetoed a Security Couesiblution calling for international observers. Ating to
European sources cited in the Israeli press, tbpgsal was "scuttled" by Washington's "four notstiich
"shocked the representatives of the four Europeamtces that put together the resolution - Ire|aButain,
Norway and France." The U.S. rejected any mentiothe word "siege"” or the principle of land-for-pea of
settlements, or of international law and the Gern@gavention. Arabs and their allies had alreadyndbaed
their own resolution, hoping that Europe could 'oiegge with the Americans over the formula." A U.S.
diplomat explained that "the United States belietesUN should stay out of the settlement debate!’ that
"the Geneva Convention issue" should be resolvéddsn Israel and the Palestinians, without "prejueigt"
through UN involvement.45

The matter of the Geneva Conventions is partibukignificant.46 These were adopted in the aftahrof
World War 1l to bar the practices of the Nazis,liming transfer of population of the conqueror twupied
territory or any actions that harm the civilian ptgiion.47 Responsibility for monitoring observarafethe
Conventions was assigned to the International RemksC which has determined that Israel's settlement
programs violate the Fourth Convention. The ICRGigmn has been endorsed by numerous resolutiottseof



UN Security Council and General Assembly. Applitigpof the Convention to the Israeli-occupied iemes

has been affirmed by the U.S. as well: by UN Ambdes George Bush (September 1971), and by joiming i
unanimous adoption of Security Council resolutiodb 41980), which condemned Israeli settlements as
"flagrant violations" of the Convention. Even Cbntwas unwilling to take a public stand in blateittation

of a central part of international humanitarian ;ldhae U.S. therefore abstained when the Securityn€Cib in
October 2000 called on Israel "to abide scrupulousy its responsibilities under the Fourth Geneva
Convention," which it was again violating flagranftesolution 1323, passed 14-0).

Under the Conventions, it is the responsibilityhee High Contracting Parties, including the Ewrap powers
and the U.S., "to respect and to ensure respecthé& Conventions "in all circumstances." They ‘iddodo
everything in their power to ensure that the humaaian principles underlying the Conventions areliagd
universally," the ICRC has determined. It is therefWashington's responsibility to prevent settleimend
expropriation, along with collective punishment aalli other measures of intimidation, repressiond an
violence. The ICRC has also determined (Februa@i pthat Israel's closures and blockades are iatiom of
its Convention obligations, not to speak of theesstive and unlawful use of force repeatedly coneehby
every significant human rights organization in &ydahe U.S., and elsewhere, and again the UNnikd-
sponsored resolution, passed unanimously apartthert.S.48

It follows that the U.S. is in express violatiohits obligations as a High Contracting Party. Moty is it not
acting to ensure respect for the Conventions, as dbligated to do, but it has been actively ergam
violating them. All significant U.S.-Israel actiigs in the territory are in flat violation of inteational law. The
concessions offered by Clinton and Barak, whichdaned as the only "realistic" plan and have gdisuch
acclaim for their magnanimity and generous spitit,not exist, any more than Russia could make 'fgpeise
concessions"” when it withdrew from AfghanistanGarmany when it was driven from occupied Frances It
hardly necessary even to discuss the specific geraents, repugnant as they are on elementary igranahds.

There is a good reason why Washington wants afieyence to the Geneva Conventions suppresseaytand
the media cooperate so fully - even to the extdninforming readers that the "disputed territorie’e
considered to be occupied territories by the Paiesits, which is true enough: the Palestinians exetyone
else apart from Israel and its superpower patron.

There are substantial forces in Israel that Hamg been in favor of some kind of Palestinianestat the
occupied territories. Prominent among them areelsradustrialists, who were calling for a Palesm state
even before the Oslo agreements. The presidenhefldraeli Industrialists’ Association, Dov Lautman
recommended the NAFTA model that was then undeotie@n - "a transition from colonialism to neo-
colonialism," the labor correspondent of the joliofathe Labor Party commented, "a situation simitathe
relations between France and many of its formeorgek in Africa.” The Israeli coordinator of opeoat in
the territories explained that the goal of his wirko "integrate the economy of the territoriemithe Israeli
economy."49 A Bantustan-style statelet would allsvaeli firms to place assembly plants on the Riaies
side of the border, providing cheap labor with eechfor concern about environmental or other caimgs on
profit making, also relieving concerns that somettuise derided as "beautiful souls” might see tlagy w
workers are treated and call for minimally deceariditions and wages.

Again on the NAFTA model, a separate state wqulavide a useful weapon against the Israeli waykin
class, offering ways to limit their wages and béesefind to undermine unions; much as in the UrBegre
manufacturers develop excess capacity abroad Hratbe used to break strikes, and threaten "transfer
Mexico to disrupt union organizing, a significarnsequence of NAFTA that has probably impressexktlisr
manufacturers.50 Poor Israeli workers in "developimewns” and the Arab sector would be particularly
affected, as has already happened. During thebezalionslaught of the 1990s, Israeli port worlstraggled
against privatization of the ports and dismantlfgollective-bargaining agreements endorsing sghey had
won. Employer associations tried to break strikgslierting cargo ships to Egypt and Cyprus, bat ttarries
heavy transportation costs. A port in Gaza woulddsal. With the collaboration of local authoritiesthe
standard neocolonial fashion, port operations cdwddtransferred there, strikes broken, and Isrpelis
transferred to unaccountable private hands.51



It is not surprising that Israel is coming teemble the U.S., with very high inequality and Iewe poverty,
stagnating wages and deteriorating working conaiticand erosion of its formerly well-functioningcgal
systems. As in the U.S., the economy is based lyeavithe dynamic state sector, sometimes conceaiddr
the rubric of military industry. It is also not guising that the U.S. should favor arrangements itiake its
outpost look pretty much like the sponsor itself.

There are also nationalist reasons to opposiéotal expansion. One growing concern is the "dgnaphic
crisis" resulting from the differential Jewish awdab birth rates (and among the Jewish populatibs,
difference between the secular and religious pajums). Demographic projections indicate that beftyo
long Israeli Arabs and ultra-religious Jews, maoy-Zionist, will become a major part of the popigdat A
conference of prominent figures on the problem srdh 2001 received considerable media attentiodjcha
call from the respected analyst Shlomo Gazit féatdshment of a temporary dictatorship to implet&ern
internal measures to deal with "the demographiayegh which he regards as "the most serious thiesit
Israel faces.”" For the same reason, he issuedagstall for total withdrawal from the occupiedritaries,
unlike the Clinton-Barak or other plans.52

The essential meaning of the Oslo peace prosessli understood by prominent Israeli doves. basbre he
joined the Barak government as Minister of InterBacurity, historian Shlomo Ben-Ami observed in an
academic study that "in practice, the Oslo agreésnesrere founded on a neocolonialist basis, on e dif
dependence of one on the other forever." With tlyesgds, the Clinton-Rabin-Peres agreements weligros
to impose on the Palestinians "almost total depecwl®n Israel,” creating "an extended colonialasitun,”
which is expected to be the "permanent basis"daituation of dependence." Ben-Ami went on to bezthe
chief negotiator and architect of the Barak projmSa

Step by step, the U.S. and Israel have labore®Q@oyears to construct a system of permanent hewieb
dependency. The project took new forms as the "Pséxe process” was put in place, along lines gtexjein
the OOP and spelled out in close detail in therimteagreements. The plans have been implementdein
settlement and construction programs carried @drddess of who is in office, often most effectivahder the
Labor doves, who tend to be more immune from asitic Throughout, the plans and implementation have
relied crucially on the military, diplomatic andhéincial support of the U.S., and not least, thelatgcal
support of articulate educated opinion.
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