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			Preface

			This book attempts to inform those who are interested in knowing more about the dark side of the United States. The purpose of writing this detailed account of U.S. crimes against millions of poor people of the world is not to vilify the American nation or American people, because achievements of the American people – their adventurous spirit, innovative nature, scientific approach and pioneering work in many fields – are highly commendable and praiseworthy.

			But there is the other side to America and most Americans and other people around the globe seem to be unaware of it. It is vitally important that more and more people find out about that other side of this super-power, so that in the future, such crimes— policies of invasions, wars, coups, and assassinations–hopefully will decrease or will altogether stop. Violence, wars, and attacks on other countries should have no place in this world if humanity dares to call itself finally civilized in this 21st century. Wars, subversions, and violence are the ways of brutes; even if erroneously carried out on the name of freedom and democracy. In today’s world, it should have no place.

			The world needs America’s positive side and its constructive contributions to humanity, but it scarcely needs its ignoble policy of violence and hegemony. Such base policy is rooted in greed, selfishness, a deep desire to dominate other peoples, and utter racism. It is hoped that perhaps this detailed account and others like it will discourage, even to a minute degree, such a policy of wars and violence from taking place in the future. The American people can and will stop their irresponsible and misguided leaders – from embarking on such policies against other poor nations – if they know what their leaders are doing in the name of democracy and freedom. Also, those on the receiving side will be better prepared to protect themselves if they know about the past history of the United States.

			I came to this country in 1966 as a young student. The Vietnam War was in full swing. It was not through the mainstream U.S. news media –TV, major newspapers, and radio– that I learned about U.S. history, but through libraries possessing quality books and progressive magazines and my thinking about the U.S. policy around the world metamorphosed. This book is an attempt to tell the world the truth as I see it based on vast historical facts.
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			Introduction

			This world of ours consists of more than one hundred and ninety countries. Each country exhibits certain attributes, good and bad. The merits of the United States are well-known around the world. They are touted often by American politicians and news-medias around the globe. Some of these praises are well earned by the American people. Their innovative spirit, adventurous nature, and pioneering work in many fields are highly commendable. Their freedom struggle from the British, which allowed the seed of democracy to sprout was revolutionary at the time; although that democracy was only for the rich and propertied populace, excluding women, slaves, and the poor masses. Yet, a foundation was laid for a future democratic nation that would set a unique example to the rest of the modern world. It is said that even the French Revolution was inspired by the American counterpart.

			But this book is not about these good aspects of the country. The world undoubtedly knows about them. It is the ignoble side, the immoral side of the United States that the world at large does not know enough about. This book is an attempt to expose that darker aspect of this superpower that most Americans and people around the globe may not be aware of. In its constant thirst for power and prosperity, the United States and its multinational corporations have crushed, crumbled upon, and exploited countless poor nations and their peoples around the world. In this avaricious quest, it has left a trail of death and destruction of millions of people; shattering their hopes, their lives, and devastating their lands. This book is a humble attempt to tell this story, a story based on insurmountable evidence and historical facts. As this account—totally based on historical evidence—is about the sinister side of this empire, what you read further might be shocking and saddening, especially to Americans. But knowing the truth of the past, no matter how painful, is the only way to ensure that such crimes are not repeated in the future. The sole purpose of this book is to inform as many people in the United States and around the world as possible. Hopefully, someday, an awakened American public might force the ruling elites in Washington to alter and change their ways and their foreign policy so that it not only ceases to be detrimental to other nations and their masses, but also becomes more humane and caring so as to be a beacon of light to humanity at large. That is the kind of benevolent behavior the world expects and seeks from this superpower…

			Throughout human history, empires have risen, flourished, and finally fallen. The Roman Empire, the Greek Empire, the ancient Aztecs & the Incas of Americas, China under the Ming dynasty, the Mogul Empire of India, the Ottoman Empire or the Persian Empire… all were thriving empires at one time. Some were small while the others had spread far and wide. Ultimately they all witnessed their nadir.

			By the fifteenth century, European countries had started exploring the world, looking for gold, spices, and other riches. In the process, they soon realized that the indigenous peoples of the “New World”, as it was known to them, were easily subjugated and conquered. In that conquest Spain, Portugal, the Dutch, the French and the British managed to each acquire several colonies. The French, the Portuguese, and the British even went to other Asian countries and colonized them. Thus, these imperialist nations were well on their way to becoming empires. The fifteenth and sixteenth centuries saw Spain rising to become a rich and powerful empire, exploiting its colonies in South and Central America. The British, although initially somewhat late to the imperialist race, soon rose to become a global power, especially after conquering the vast subcontinent of India.

			During the eighteenth century, the world saw the British Empire economically and militarily rising to an unparalleled strength. It had by now colonized vast territories of Africa, Asia, and the Middle East. At the expense of its major colonies such as the Indian subcontinent, by the early twentieth century, Britain had become rich and powerful. It was at this time, as an empire at its zenith, so widespread and unchallenged, that it controlled some 25% of the inhabitable land mass of the globe! Rightly, it was said that the sun never set on the British Empire!

			Yet, by 1925, the British Empire had started waning. Its crown colony India saw an emergence of a powerful freedom struggle led by a galaxy of great leaders… Mahatma Gandhi, Nehru, Patel and others. By 1947, Britain was forced out of the country granting India independence. Thereafter, one by one, its other colonies started falling apart. Many nations of Africa had started their own freedom struggles. The British Empire, which had overextended itself and had exploited all its colonies, was disintegrating rapidly. In less than two decades after loosing its crown colony India, the sun finally set on the British Empire. By the 1960’s, the United Kingdom had been reduced to an ordinary European nation, a far cry from its previous status of a world empire.

			But history repeats itself. A new empire, namely the United States, had emerged since the end of World War II. Until 1989, when the Soviet Union was still strong and powerful, there were checks and balances between these two superpowers. With the demise of the former Soviet Empire, however, the U.S. inherited the title of the world’s sole superpower. Since 1989, America has acted increasingly unilaterally and recklessly around the globe. One can see an abundance of arrogance and hubris in its foreign policy now. The Invasion of Panama, in 1989, and kidnapping of its president Manuel Noriega, the first Gulf War with Iraq, the imposition of a brutal sanctions regime on Iraq where half a million children have died as per the U.N. report . . .the Kosovo war and the second war with Iraq with thousands of civilian casualties . . .are just a few examples of this brazen behavior on the part of this remaining superpower. The United States has military bases in about 180 countries of the world with troops stationed all around the globe.

			America has walked away from a nuclear test ban treaty with Russia. It has refused to sign the Kyoto protocol. It has rejected the establishment of the International Criminal Court and has also refused to sign the treaty banning land mine use anywhere in the world.

			What does all this mean? One can see an obvious disregard for the rule of law in this world by a superpower. It seems to think it can do whatever it likes. But, with 18 million people protesting the Iraq war on February 20, 2003, the world seems to have noticed. The U.S. policy in the Middle East, especially its blind support of Israel in its brutal, illegal policy of occupation of Arab lands since the 1967 war, and its inhumane treatment of Palestinian people has earned hundreds of thousands of enemies in this region. The sad tragedy of September 11, 2001 in New York is a striking testimony of the ‘blowback’ that the sole superpower has suffered as a result of its policies in the Middle East. Chalmers Johnson has rightly used the term ‘blowback’ and had predicted in his famous book, Blowback, written in 2000, that there would be dire consequences of the flawed U.S. policy. Yale University historian Paul Kennedy in his 1987 book, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers-Economic Change and Military Conflict from 1500 to 2000, has concluded that like all past empires, the U.S. and Russian empires would inevitably succumb to the overstretch. Kennedy argues further that their place would soon be taken by the rising powers of China and Japan, both still unencumbered by the dead weight of imperial military commitments.

			Immanual Todd, the famous French demographer and author, in his European best seller, After the Empire (2004), predicts that there will certainly not be, in 2050, an “American Empire” because the United States simply does not have what it takes to be a true empire. Todd opines further that two types of ‘imperial’ resources are especially lacking in the American case. First, its power to constrain militarily and economically is insufficient for maintaining its current levels of exploitation of the planet and second, its ideological universalism is in decline and does not allow it, as before, to treat individuals and whole peoples equally as the leading guarantor of their peace and prosperity. He further says that the fragility of the American military is in a sense structural – a consequence of having never fought an adversary of its own size at any time in its history!

			America today is perhaps both the most feared and most hated nation in the world. Thanks to the neocon dominated George Bush-II administration and others before. Their disastrous foreign policy is designed to control the world for its own selfish interests by resorting to every means at its disposal; namely diplomatic, economic, and especially military.

			Throughout its history but especially since World War II, the U.S. foreign policy has been hegemonic, erroneous, predatory, and dangerous…dangerous not only for the rest of the civilized world but perilous for the American people themselves. From the Korean war to Vietnam and finally to Afghanistan and the illegal invasion of Iraq, the United States has brought enormous death, destruction, and devastation on the people of these countries along with unnecessary deaths of thousands of young Americans. The resources plundered and hundreds of billions of dollars squandered in these unnecessary and immoral wars are beyond measure.

			The greatest mystery is that despite being a democracy, why do the American people and the public opinion allow their government to undertake such perilous and devastating misadventures? Aren’t the people the rulers in a democracy? Yes, that is true in a genuine democracy where its citizenry are well educated and politically aware. But when the news-media is controlled by just a few powerful multinational corporations, the American people do not get truthful news. They only get to hear and see news sanctioned by a powerful media. The news media in America have their own agenda. Like Herman S. Edward and Noam Chomsky so rightly point out in their 1988 book, Manufacturing Consent-the political economy of mass media. Today the United States’ political system has been hijacked. It can best be described as oligarchy, plutocracy, or ‘corpocracy’. Giant U.S. multinational corporations rule the United States by wielding enormous political power and influence. These corporations control politicians from both parties through their huge donations to both during elections. Once elected, the politicians of either party do their (corporations’) bidding.

			Needless to say, America is headed for a decline. This book attempts to inform the readers in detail about America’s past record so that its future policies can be predicted and hopefully be altered. It is hoped that if enough Americans and people around the world know about the track record of the United States, perhaps this awareness amongst the masses could influence its future policy for the better. Dr. Martin Luther King had said that ‘America is the greatest purveyor of violence in the world.’

			The world needs a benevolent and peaceful America that it loves and respects, not a military monster, armed to the teeth that every nation fears.

		

	
		
			CHAPTER 1 
The Genocide of American Indians

			The Genocide

			The history of the conquest of the North, South and Central America bears witness to the worst crimes committed by white men against the Native Americans including the Arawaks, Aztecs, Incas, Powhatans, Pequots and many others. Starting from the arrival of Columbus, in 1492, until 1900, over a few centuries, hundreds of thousands of Native Americans were massacred, their women raped, and their land stolen by the Spaniards and the English (later the Anglo-Americans) who invaded the so called “New World” and forcefully settled there. To have just a glimpse into the enormous brutality committed by the Spaniards in the Indies, one simply has to read the sordid account by the humble Spanish priest Bartolomé de Las Casas. Las Casas was born in Seville in 1484. He had reached Santo Domingo in what is now Haiti on 15th April, 1502 via the largest Spanish fleet. There he was appalled, witnessing the horrific crimes being committed by the Spaniards against the native Indians. Later he became a priest in 1510 and devoted the rest of his life helping, defending, and protecting the Indians. A few years later, Las Casas wrote his account, The Destruction of the Indies, about the ghastly cruelty committed by the Spanish invaders against the gentle natives of the Indies. The same can be said of what Columbus did to the Arawaks of Bahamas, Cortés did to the Aztecs of Mexico, Pizarro to the Incas of Peru and what the English settlers of Virginia and Massachusetts did to the Powhatans and the Pequots.1

			When the Spanish Armada appeared at Vera Cruz and ashore came the tall, white bearded men, clad in iron with their strange beasts (horses), the naïve and God fearing Aztecs thought them to be the legendary Aztec man-God who had died some three hundred years before and had promised to return, the mysterious Quetzalcoatl. So they welcomed him with great hospitality. The captain of this Armada was Hernando Cortés, who came from Spain looking for gold and other riches financed by land owners and merchants. Montezuma, the ruler of the Aztecs sent Cortés enormous treasures of gold and silver begging him to go back. But Cortés soon realized that he could grab much more.

			He went on with his death march, from town to town, using deception and deceit turning Aztec against Aztec, killing thousands with utter ruthlessness to paralyze the will of the peaceful people. When his crusade of plunder and killings were over, he with his men was in Mexico City. Montezuma was killed and the Aztec civilization was shattered. The country passed into the hands of the Spaniards.

			The Spanish conquistador Pizarro used the same tactics in Peru. The rich bond holders and stockholders had financed his deadly expedition for similar reasons, love of gold, slavery, and other riches of the new world. These were the violent beginning of an orgy of killing, murder, deception, theft, robbery, rape and destruction of civilizations supported by the business, politics, culture and technology of their monarchical and feudal Western Europe. Thus with few hundred men, Pizarro was able to conquer Peru.

			Just like Columbus in the Islands of Bahamas, in the North American English Colonies, the pattern of deception and violence was set early. In 1585 before there was any permanent English settlement in Virginia, Richard Greenville came to the shore with seven ships. He found the Indians he met quite hospitable. When one of them stole a small silver cup, he sacked and burned the whole Indian village.

			The colony of Jamestown itself was set up inside the territory of an Indian confederacy whose chief was Powhatan. He did not attack them, though he watched them settle on his people’s land. He maintained his coolness and peace. But in the winter of 1610, the English were starving, so some of them ran off to the Indians where they knew they would be fed. By the time the summer came, the governor of the colony sent a messenger to ask Powhatan to return the runaways. According to English accounts, Powhatan replied with ‘proud and disdainful answers’. So some soldiers were sent out to ‘take revenge’. When they came upon an Indian settlement, they killed fifteen or sixteen Indians, burned many houses and cut down the corn growing around the village. Then they took the queen of the tribe and her children in boats and threw the children overboard in water. The queen was finally stabbed to death.

			Some twelve years later, the Indians were alarmed as the English settlements kept growing in numbers. So they apparently decided to try to wipe them out for good. They went on a rampage and massacred 347 men, women and children. From then on, it was total war. Not able to enslave the Indians, nor willing to live with them, the English simply decided to exterminate them! So, from that first year of 1607, when white men set foot in Virginia, it was the beginning of the end of an entire race, their culture, their customs and, in reality, their existence in the vast North American continent.

			It is a sad story indeed; a sordid account of countless wars between the innumerable tribes of Native Americans and the white settlers who had invaded their land. While the white men who had escaped religious persecution in England were lucky to find refuge in this beautiful new continent, their continual abuse and harassment of native peoples had motivated Indians to fight back.

			From 1600 onwards, ship after ship would arrive to the Atlantic shores of America bringing more and more white men, women and children. They would join other white men who had already settled. In their unending appetite and greed for more land and its plentiful bounty, the white settlers had started pushing the natives away from their own lands.

			In 300 some years, from 1600 to 1900, what took place in the North American continent is too horrific and ugly to describe. In those years in countless wars and premeditated attacks, the Anglo American invaders killed millions of indigenous people living peacefully for thousands of years on the continent except for occasional inter-tribal wars. Before the advent of the white man they had lived with nature, had respected it immensely and had done no damage to the environment.

			What has followed after the arrival of the English in the early 1600s was a continuous war of annihilation of the native Indian men, women and children. The English and later the Anglo Americans with their superior weapons and better organization killed Indians by the thousands in order to push them more and more towards the west. In these wars, hundreds of white men were killed occasionally, but by and large it was the naïve, trusting and ill-equipped Indian who was at the receiving end. The settlers in those years pursued the Indians mercilessly. Thousands upon thousands of indigenous people were massacred, shot, stabbed, their limbs cut-off, their women raped and children killed. The white men who had invaded their land were clever, ruthless, cunning, calculating, merciless, racist, better equipped and united. Against them, the Indians had no chance. They were no match.

			An account or two of such wars gives good insight of what had happened all across the North American continent.

			Ward Churchill, once a professor of American Indian studies with the department of Ethnic Studies at the University of Colorado/Boulder, a Kectoowah Cherokee Indian himself, in his well documented book A Little Matter of Genocide: Holocaust and Denial in the Americas, 1492 to the Present, writes so appropriately that “the Genocide which has been perpetrated against the indigenous peoples of this continent is an experience unparalleled in its scope, magnitude and duration (other than that of the native peoples of Ibero-America)”. Moreover, according to him, it is a process which is ongoing.

			The famous massacre of defenseless Indian men, women and children at Sand Creek, Colorado in 1861 is indicative of how the indigenous people of North America were annihilated by the English and the Anglo-Americans. The Story briefly is this:

			Under Wynkoop’s watchful eye, these Indians had been allowed to place themselves and their people some 750 in all under the protection of the military. They were required to surrender their weapons in exchange for official recognition of their non combatant status and accept de facto internment under Wynkoop’s supervision at a special site along Sand Creek, near Fort Lyon in the 1861 reservation area. By early November, Chivington’s fearless ‘Indian fighter’ had become a laughing stock as they had come across no Indians to kill earlier. At some point mid-months, prompted by a visit by Conner-both were embarrassed officers and their men agreed to serve beyond the expiration of their terms of service in order to make full-scale assault upon the peace chiefs’ immobilized and defenseless village.2 Moving under the cover of a blizzard, the regiment suddenly appeared at Fort Lyon on November 27. Chivington was determined to preserve the ‘element of surprise’ against his unarmed and woefully outnumbered opponents. He threw a cordon of pickets around the post with orders that no one would be allowed to leave under the penalty of death.

			At 8 p.m. that night, the colonel led about 900 soldiers out of the fort and headed for the village about thirty miles away. He told his troops to use any means under God’s heaven to kill (the) Indians and to be sure to kill and scalp all, big and little..3 The volunteer killers struck at dawn, despite American and white flags were seen flown over the sleeping encampment. When 75 year old White Antelope had displayed his hands open to show he bore no weapons in an attempt to stop the attacking cavalry men, he was unceremoniously shot to death.4

			The Indians fled in all directions, but the main body of them moved up the creek bed because that alone offered some protection from the soldiers’ bullets. They fled headlong until they came to a place above the camp where the river-bank was cut back by breaks. There, the fleeing Indians frantically began digging in the loose sand with their hands to make holes to hide into. Most of them were women and children.5

			The scene was later described by Robert Bent, the mixed-blood son of a local trader and a Cheyenne woman who had guided the attackers from Fort Lyon to the village:

			I saw five squaws under a bank for shelter. When the troops came up to them, they ran out and showed their persons, to let the soldiers know they were squaws and begged for mercy, but the soldiers shot them all . . . .

			There were some thirty or forty squaws collected in a hole for protection; they sent out a little girl about six years old with a white flag on a stick, she had not proceeded but a few steps when she was shot and killed. All the squaws in the hole were afterwards killed . . . . The squaws offered no resistance. Everyone I saw dead was scalped. I saw one squaw cut open with an unborn child, as I thought, lying by her side . . . . . I saw quite a number of infants in arms killed with their mothers.

			Other soldiers were running down the Indians who had fled in different directions, killing some as far as five or six miles from the village. By then, mutilation of the dead and dying had begun in earnest and the few prisoners taken were being summarily executed. Many women were first gang-raped, and then were shot dead. As a lieutenant in the New Mexico volunteers who had ridden along ‘to gain experience’, would later testify:

			Of from five to six hundred souls (who were killed), the majority of which were women and children. I did not see a body of a man, woman or child but was scalped and in many instances their bodies were mutilated in almost horrible manner – men, women and children’s privates cut out and I heard one man say that he had cut out a woman’s private parts and had them for exhibition on a stick; I heard another man say that he had cut off the fingers of an Indian to get the rings on the hand . . . . . I also hear of numerous instances in which men had cut out the private parts of females and stretched them over the saddle bows and wore them over hats while riding in the ranks . . . . . I hear one man say that he had cut a squaw’s heart out and he had it stuck up on a stick.7

			All manner of depredations were inflicted on their persons. They were scalped, their brains knocked out; the men used their knives to rip open women, clubbed little children, knocked them in the head with their guns, beat their brains out, mutilated their bodies in every sense of the word . . . . . Worst mutilated than any I ever saw before . . . . . children two or three months old, all lying there, from sucking infants up to warriors.8

			Centuries later, massacres like these will be repeated by the Americans at My Lai in Vietnam, No Gun Ri in South Korea or at Falluja and other towns in Iraq. This was but one of the countless massacres that took place all across the North American Continent. The Anglo Americans just like the British gave promises and signed treaties which were brazenly never kept and broken when convenient. The native Indians were constantly pushed away from their lands westward until there was nowhere for them to go. The English and later the Anglo Americans had decided to exterminate the natives. There were instances where the Indians attacked white civilians and killed many. But by and large, it was the unfortunate Indian who was constantly harassed and attacked. It seems, in the eyes of the white men the Indians were sub-human and a nuisance to be done away with.

			White men used every means at their disposal to kill the Indians. They soon realized that the Indians had no immunity of the infectious diseases. So they used the germ warfare against the natives. They intentionally infected the Indians with smallpox plaques by supplying the trusting Indian men, women and children with smallpox infested blankets and gifts. There are many episodes of this practice resorted to by the English. In one episode, about 30,000 Narrangansetts were inclined to join the New Amsterdam Dutch rather than with the Plymouth or Massachusetts Bay Colonies. During the negotiations, the English introduced smallpox. Soon, a smallpox epidemic broke out that killed more than 10,000 Pequots by 1635.9

			There is another horrific episode of the use of Biological warfare by England against the natives. In 1763, having fought a humiliating stalemate in the Ohio River Valley by a French-aligned indigenous military alliance that was organized by Pontiac, an Ottawa leader; the English Commander-in-Chief Lord Jeffrey Amherst wrote a letter to his subordinate Colonel Henry Bouquet. In it he suggested he should commence a peace parley and gifts should be distributed as was customery.10

			In a postscript of the letter to Bouquet, Amherst wrote that smallpox be sent among the disaffected tribes. In another postscript, Bouquet replied, I will try to (contaminate) them with some blankets that may fall into their hands and take care not to get the disease myself… To Bouquet’s post-script Amherst replied, you will do well to (infect) the Indians by means of blankets as well as to try every other method that can serve to extirpate this (execrable) race. On June 24, Captain Ecuyer of the Royal Americans noted in his journal: “We gave them two blankets and a handkerchief out of the smallpox hospital; I hope it will have the desired effect.”11

			The disease spread like wild fire among the Mingos, Ottawas, Miamis, Lenni Lenapes (Delawares) and several other peoples. Even by conservative estimates, the toll was over 100,000 dead. This effectively broke the native resistance in what the United States would later call the ‘North-West Territory’, allowing its conquest less than thirty years later.12

			This was by no means a singular incident. Eradication of Indians by deliberate infection had become common practice. Bounty offered by the government for scalping the Indians was another practice of exterminations. The earliest instance of such bounty was on September 12, 1694 when the Massachusetts General Court passed an act prohibiting unattended Indians from entering the colony without permission and offering to pay for “every Indian, great or small, which they shall kill or take and bring in prisoner”, the later to be sold by the colonial government. The payment for native Indian’s scalp was ₤50 each, regardless of age or sex if the killer were a common civilian or professional scalp hunter. A militiaman was to get ₤20 and the regular soldier would make ₤10. In 1704, these rates were increased to ₤100, ₤40 per woman’s and ₤20 for children. Men and women were defined as any Indian over ten years of age.13

			With such payments, scalping of the Indian became a lucrative enterprise rather than a duty. Over the years, countless thousands upon thousands of Indian men, women and children were murdered and scalped and the rewards were taken.

			There are horror stories of many villages burned with hundreds of native men, women and children roasted alive.

			The English and the Anglo-Americans used every means available to exterminate the natives. In order to achieve that, their main food supply of planted corn fields were burned along with the whole villages. Corn fields, sometimes many miles long were devastated. The white men knew that bisons or wild buffalos were an important part of the Indian’s lives, a vital food supply. So all across the continent these animals were killed mercilessly. It is no wonder that these magnificent animals were nearly driven to extinction in the North American continent. Some of those who later became U.S. presidents were also involved in the Indian wars. In 1779, George Washington ordered 4000 troops under Major General John Sullivan to undertake an invasion into the heart of Handeno Saunee Territory. Simultaneously, under Colonel Daniel Brodhead, a force of 600 was sent against the Mingos, Munsees, and southerly Seneca town. Washington’s orders were to obliterate their military capacity as well as to destroy the very basis of their socio-economic existence.14 By the time Brodhead was finished with the Munsees, they were totally wiped out.15 By October 15, Sullivan had destroyed forty towns, 160,000 bushes of corn and an unknown quantity of vegetables. He could not take the prisoners because most of them were mutilated and dead.16

			U.S. President Andrew Jackson was known as the ‘Indian killer’ before he became the president. Under his command at the Horseshoe Bend of the Tallapoosa River in Alabama, more than 800 Musiogel Red Sticks (Baton Rouge) were slaughtered on March 27, 1814. He additionally supervised the mutilation of some 800 or more creek Indian corpses – the bodies of men, women and children that they had massacred – cutting off their noses to count and preserve a record of the dead, slicing long strips of flesh from their bodies to tan and turn into bridlereins.17

			In 1832, Black Hawk attempted to take his people along the Rock River, a portion of their home territory. Illinois Governor John Reynolds’s response was to muster 1700 militia including future president Zachary Taylor who served as an officer on this expedition. President Abraham Lincoln served as a common soldier here as well. The expedition was to repel the ‘invasion’ by exterminating the 2000 odd Indians.18 Confronting this force, the Sac and Fox retreated leading the troops on a grueling chase that finally ended on August 3, 1833 when – utterly exhausted, subsisting on bark and roots, reduced by now to barely 500 survivors – they were trapped by a force of more than 1300 near the juncture of the Mississippi and Bad Axe Rivers.19

			The surviving Indians tried to surrender on the east bank of the Mississippi but the troops, frustrated by weeks of fruitless pursuit, stormed their position in an eight hour frenzy of clubbing, shooting (and) scalping.20 Although about 200 of Black Hawk’s followers did escape to the west bank, most were later tracked down and killed!

			Thus, the simple, trusting, naïve and technologically less advanced indigenous millions all across North America lost out to the cunning, ruthless and technologically advanced English and the Anglo-Americans.

			Rendered homeless, destitute, relentlessly pursued, harried and harassed…. starving and disease ridden, their numbers gradually decreased. Over three centuries, some 97-98% of them were wiped out.

			The destruction of the Indians of the Americas was by far the most massive act of genocide in the history of the world. That is why, as one historian has aptly said, far from the heroic and romantic heraldry that customarily is used to symbolize the European settlement of the Americas, the emblem most congruent with reality would be ‘a pyramid of skulls’.21

			The genocide perpetrated against the indigenous peoples of this continent was a catastrophic event, stretching over three centuries, unparalleled in its scope, magnitude and duration except for that suffered by the people of Ibero-America. Perhaps the extermination of indigenous people in Hispaniola (Haiti), Mexico and other South and Central American countries by the Spanish conquistadors might surpass in its barbarity, cruelty and inhumanity to the holocaust of the North American Indians.

			The killing of some six million Jews by the Nazis before the end of Second World War in 1945 was an extraordinary example of barbarity of one man to another. However this atrocity took place within a period of about ten years by a single regime in Nazi Germany, while the extermination of the Indians was carried through by successive leaders for almost 300 years all across the North American continent.

			There are various estimates of how many Native Americans actually were living in the North American continent as well as in the hemisphere. Most researchers and authors, including The Smithsonian Convention until 1980s, have come out with much smaller numbers, thus downplaying the enormity of the crime committed against the defenseless people of North America. Henry F. Dobyns, however, after years of research had concluded by 1983 that there may have been as many as 18.5 million people inhabiting pre-invasion North America and that the population of these people in the hemisphere could have reached 112 millions.22 Published in 1983, these figures were immediately put to critical analyses by Cherokee demographer Russell Thornton. In 1987, using stringent criteria, he arrived at a conservative ‘minimal’ estimate of 9 to 12.5 million with some 2 millions inhabiting what is now Canada.23 A number of scholars lately have adapted the practice of splitting the difference between Thornton’s minimum and Dobyn’s maximum estimates. That comes to some 15 millions as the most reliable approximation of the actual number of the native Indian population in North America.24

			The extent of the genocide of these defenseless people at the hands of the English and the Anglo-Americans becomes obvious when we realize that some 96 to 99 percent of these 12 to 18 millions of them were systematically exterminated in a span of few centuries.

		

	
		
			CHAPTER 2 
The Slavery of the Africans

			Slavery had been practiced in Africa centuries before the Europeans started getting involved in the trade at around the fifteenth century. In earlier times, the slaves were taken from Africa to Egypt, Rome, and Greece where they were used in the construction of large projects or as domestic servants.

			When they came to Africa, the Muslims engaged themselves deeply in the institution of slavery by seizing men for military and menial jobs and women for their harems. They either bought them or conquered them and shipped them to Persia, Arabia, and other Islamic lands. In all these pursuits, no matter how cruel, oppressive, and degrading the practice, there was neither much racial basis nor any profit motive. It was a manifestation of wealth.

			But the Europeans added a new dimension to the whole slave trade and that also on a massive scale. Their motivation towards the slave trade was profit driven. In their utterly racist outlook on the Africans and in their unquenchable greed and thirst for more profits, fifteenth and sixteenth century Europeans and Anglo-Americans practiced a form of slavery that was unparalleled in history in its scale, brutality, cruelty, and racism.

			The first Europeans to engage in the slave trade were the Portuguese around 1441. At first, they seized Africans from Africa’s west coast and took them back to Portugal. In subsequent years, more and more Africans were enslaved as workers. Although the Portuguese had started this unholy trade, they did not realize great profits. That credit would ultimately go to the British. Soon after the Portuguese, the Spanish got lured into the trade.

			The Spanish colonies in the West Indies, with their growing plantations, began to require slaves for labor as they found the native Indians unsatisfactory workers. Charles II started issuing licenses to Flemish traders to take Africans to the Spanish Colonies. Soon, however, the highest bidders started getting the monopoly of the trade. Sometimes it went to the Dutch traders, while other times, it went to the French, the Portuguese or the English. Steadily, the West Indian plantations grew bigger and bigger. The slave trade also expanded into a huge undertaking, involving millions of dollars. About 10,000 slaves were purchased annually by 1540.1

			By the seventeenth and eighteenth century, this huge business of slave trading was mainly in the hands of French, Dutch, and English companies. By then, there was a huge demand for slaves in the British colonies of the Caribbean and North America. The huge sugar, tobacco, and cotton plantations were paying quite attractive dividends with their bountiful crops for badly needed slaves. Thus, England’s slave trade came to dominate the entire world. England by now, with a powerful navy and plenty of capital, started to fulfill the growing demand for slaves not only for its own colonies but also for other colonies of the new world. England transported more than 10,000 slaves to Cuba and about 40,000 to Guadalupe during the seven years’ war. Almost two thirds of all slaves brought by England to the New World were sold in foreign countries by 1788. The slave trade by now had become an important arm of England’s economy.2

			The areas from which the slaves were taken ranged from Angola, Congo, Bights of Benin and Biafra to the Gold Coast, Sierra Leone, and Senegambia. Also, a small percentage came from South East Africa and Madagascar.3

			The slave trade was three-fold. Initially, they would load up their ships with guns, rum, and other cheap manufactured goods from Europe. The ships would reach the coast of West Africa. There, these consumer goods would be bartered for slaves. The slaves would be captured by local African chiefs, often with the help of European slavers. Once the ships were loaded with slaves, they would reach their colonies in North America, the Caribbean, Cuba, Brazil and elsewhere in South America. There, the slaves would be sold to the highest bidders. Finally, from these colonies, the ships will be loaded up again with sugar, tobacco, and cotton—the goods produced by the plantations. The ships would now sail back to Europe. Again these goods will be sold there. By this triangular system, three separate profits were taken.4

			Dr. Eric Williams (Former Prime Minister of Trinidad and Tobago) in his book, Capitalism and Slavery, written during the Second World War, has expressed a yet unchallenged view. “The commercial capitalism of the eighteenth century”, Williams wrote, “developed the wealth of Europe by means of slavery and monopoly. But in so doing it helped to create the industrial capitalism of the nineteenth century, which turned round and destroyed the power of commercial capitalism, slavery and its entire works.”

			What was popularly referred to as the ‘middle passage’, the voyage to the Americas was a veritable nightmare. More slaves per ship meant more profits, so overcrowding was very common. They were chained together by two’s, by hands and feet. There was hardly any standing, sitting, or lying room. The slaves had no room to move about and no freedom to exercise their bodies, even in the minimum. These crowded conditions greatly increased the incidence of disease and epidemics during this voyage. Smallpox was one of the dreaded diseases on the ships and took a heavy toll. Flux was another disease that proved fatal, though whites were spared from this disease. The filth and stench caused by close quarters and disease attributed further to the illness and to the increase in the mortality rate. Many slaves jumped overboard during the voyage and drowned in the sea. By the time the ships reached the new world, perhaps not more than half the slaves were left as effective workers. Many were maimed or disabled either due to diseases or due to struggling with the chains. A Spanish frigate ludicrously called ‘The Amistad’, meaning friendship, once in its voyage loaded 733 captives on the West African coast. Fifty-two days later it disembarked in Havana with only 188 slaves reaching the destination. Despite such mortality rates, the slave trade was still one of the most vital sources of European wealth in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.5

			Historians John Hope Franklin and Alfred A. Moss, Jr. offer accurate details of the estimated total number of African slaves brought into the New World in their 1994 edition of the book, From Slavery to Freedom. As per their account, in 1861, Edward E. Dunbar estimated the total number of slaves imported into the New World. His figures were widely accepted during the following century. As per his estimates, the sixteenth century brought in 88,500 slaves, the seventeenth century 2,750,000, the eighteenth century 7,000,000 and the nineteenth century 3,250,000. In 1936, R.R. Kuczynski put the number of Africans brought into the New World at 14,650,000. Philip D. Curtin challenged these figures in 1969. He based his findings on exhaustive studies of records. It consisted of slave importations of slavers, slave populations in the New World at various times, regional and ethnic origins of slaves imported into the New World, and other pertinent data. Thus, he put the number of slaves imported in the sixteenth century to 241,400, in seventeenth century to 1,341,100, between 1701 and 1810 to 6,051,700 and between 1810 and 1870 to 1,898,400. Accordingly, his estimate of the total number imported between 1451 and 1870 is 9,566,100. J.E. Inikori challenged Curtin’s estimates insisting that the evidence “very strongly suggests a substantial upward revision of the estimates that Curtin made”. Though he refused to give a total figure for the entire slave-trading period, he has pointed out that while Curtin’s estimate for British exports between 1750 and 1807 was 1,616,100; his own research forced him to conclude that the figure was at least 2,365,014. It goes without saying that Inikori would put his total estimates much higher than the 9,566,100 estimated by Curtin.6

			Great numbers of Africans must have died resisting capture. A huge number died during the middle passage. Yet, millions successfully reached the Americas. Adding all these figures, the aggregate reaches staggering proportions. Whether one believes Dunbar’s, Kuczynski’s, Curtin’s, or Inikori’s figures, fabulous profits were realized in such a sordid business. It is a testimonial to the ruthlessness with which the Europeans pursued it and to the tremendous demands made by the new world settlers. Poet Leopold Sedar Senghor, the first president of the republic of Senegal, perhaps summed it up so well when he declared that the slave trade “ravaged black Africa like a brush fire wiping out images and values in one vast carnage.” 7

			The removal of millions of Africans in less than four centuries amounted to one of the greatest social upheavals in the annals of history. The slavers chose only the best, the most able bodied, the strongest, the healthiest, the ablest, and the youngest. Removal of millions of these people from Africa had a devastating effect that is beyond any measure.

			Few had imagined that the twenty Africans who were put ashore at Jamestown in 1619 by the captain of a Dutch frigate, who were not slaves in the legal sense, would eventually transform the North American continent into a vast labor camp where millions of black men and women toiled until they met their early death.

			Throughout the New World, during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, a unique plantation system had developed which had metamorphosed into African slave labor camps. But we are mainly concerned with the practice of slavery in North America.

			In North America, the plantations had started flourishing from New York, New England, and Virginia in the north, to the Carolinas, Georgia, and Alabama in the south. Tobacco, cotton, indigo were some of the crops grown. Every colony from Virginia, Maryland to the Carolinas and Alabama had enacted stringent rules, known as slave codes, enacted to regulate and control the slaves. The slaves, without the written permission of their masters, were not allowed to leave the plantations. The slaves were returned to their masters if found wandering about. For major offenses like robbing a store or a house, they would receive sixty lashes and would be placed in a pillory. There, their ears would be cut off. Associating with whites or free blacks were counted as petty offences for which they were maimed, branded, or whipped. No one was on their side. The courts, the sheriffs, and the slaveless whites were all on the side of the white masters. The slave codes were designed to break the most irascible black in the colony. The docility of the slaves was thus achieved through the enactment of a set of comprehensive slave codes.8

			Though punishment was swift and severe, there are examples of interventions on behalf of the accused slaves by their masters, who wanted leniency just for ‘this’ time.

			The slaves were forbidden to engage in any kind of trade such as to deal in stolen goods or liquor. They were not allowed to possess guns, swords or any other lethal weapons. Patrols had authority to search blacks and to whip any slave found to be dangerous to “peace and good order”. There was a constant fear of revolt by the slaves. In 1720, several slaves were burned alive and others were brandished because they were implicated in a revolt near Charleston, South Carolina.9

			The work on the plantations was hard and grueling. Fourteen to fifteen hour work days were quite common. The slaves were counted as property of the whites. More slaves owned meant more wealth and prestige. Slave breeding was one of the most approved methods of increasing agricultural capitol and was encouraged. The breeding was so profitable that many slave girls became mothers at thirteen and fourteen years of age. By the time they were twenty, some young women had given birth to as many as five children. Bounties and gifts were offered for such great fecundity.10

			As slave trading & ownership were essentially economic activities, it was a persistent practice to divide families at the time of sale. Wives were separated from husbands and children were separated from their mothers though there were instances where the whites had shown enough compassion to avoid such separation. But there were traders who advertised that selling and buying young children was their specialty.

			A slave, even in self-defense could not strike a white person. The killing of a slave, no matter how malicious the act, was rarely regarded as murder. The rape of a female slave was regarded as a crime only if it involved trespassing.11

			In Mississippi, slaves could not blow horns or beat drums. They could not conduct themselves as free people. They could not buy or sell goods. They had to keep their relationship with whites or free blacks to a minimum. Neither could entertain their friends in their cottages nor could they visit homes of their white or free black friends. Unless a white person was present, they were never to assemble and were not to receive, possess, or distribute incendiary literature designed to incite rebellion. Conspiracy to rebel, rape of a white woman, and arson were all capital crimes in all the slave states. The slaves were not allowed to testify in court against whites, only against other slaves.12

			On the plantation, the lash was frequently used to get maximum amounts of work out of the slaves. The slaves were housed in very poor conditions. The small ugly huts were uncomfortable, inadequate, and always without windows and floors. Usually these living quarters were on the plantations or nearby. They were very small, dilapidated, and without any furnishings. The slaves were given simple foods of meal and salt pork. At times, it was supplemented with peas, rice, fruit, sweet potatoes and syrup.13

			The laws meant to protect the slaves were very few and were seldom enforced. Overseers were notoriously brutal. Masters and mistresses were at times just as cruel. In 1827, a Georgia grand jury brought in a charge of manslaughter against a slave owner who had beaten his slave to death. But he was acquitted. Several years later, from the same state a white slave owner named Thomas Sorrell was found guilty of killing one of his slaves with an axe but the jury recommended him to the mercy of the court. One Mississippi master, who had suspected his slave of a theft, dragged him from his bed and inflicted over 1000 lashes.14

			The slaves or even the free blacks were never allowed to vote. Shortly after the beginning of the nineteenth century, a campaign to reduce the free blacks’ status was under way. States, both in the north and the south, began to disenfranchise them. In 1802, President Thomas Jefferson signed a bill, disenfranchising free blacks in the nation’s newly established capital Washington D.C.15

			In 1777, Thomas Jefferson had headed a Virginia Legislative Committee. It set forth a plan of gradual emancipation and deportation of free blacks to Africa. Around 1817, plans were made to establish a colony in Africa with the aid from federal and state governments. Agents were sent out to raise funds and to interest free blacks in immigrating to Liberia, whose capital was honored with the name of President Monroe. Thousands of dollars soon flowed into the society for purchase and transport of the blacks. By 1830, the society had settled 1,420 blacks in the colony. Over a few years, not more than 15,000 blacks migrated. For several reasons, this project failed. Most important among them was economical. The cost of transporting and maintaining several hundred thousand blacks was simply enormous. Secondly, the supporters of this scheme could not develop an agreeable program for all.16

			Trying to free themselves from slavery, many slaves resorted to self-mutilation and suicide. Some slaves, in order to render themselves ineffective workers, cut off their toes and hands. There are incidents where upon being caught from running away, slaves had shot themselves in the foot or hand. Sometimes, slave mothers have killed their own children so that they would not grow up in slavery.

			By the nineteenth century, the movement for the abolition of slavery had grown stronger in North America. They came to be known as ‘the abolitionists’. They had supported Abraham Lincoln, who was finally elected president in February 1861. All the Southern states wanted to secede from the union as they wanted to keep the institution of slavery. When the Civil War engulfed the nation, President Lincoln realized that unless he abolished slavery, the nation would break up. Finally he acted, after the Union victory on September 17, 1862. On September 22nd, 1862, he declared that after January 1, 1863, all persons held as slaves would be free forever. The civil war continued until 1865. Along with it, came the end of one of the cruelest institution of human bondage in history.

			Human history can not forget the killings and cruel suppression of millions of Africans at the hands of the Europeans, Anglo-Americans, and then Americans. With the exception of perhaps native Indian people, there are no parallel in the annals of human history where a whole people were subjected to such suffering and degradation for so long and on such a huge scale. As of this writing, there are neither memorials nor any appropriate museums anywhere in North America depicting the colossal injustice and inhuman treatment that the black people of Africa suffered at the hands of the Europeans and the Americans.

		

	
		
			CHAPTER 3 
Annexing Half of Mexico

			Origin of U.S. – Mexican War

			At the time of independence in 1821, Mexico was a divided nation. Its social and racial divisions were accompanied by a distinct lack of national unity. From the Yucatan to California, individual states occasionally defied the constitution and mocked the federal government. While Mexico continued to allow its vast territories of Texas and California to be populated by American immigrants, at the same time it had left them undefended.

			Mexico’s rule in Texas was threatened by sheer weight of numbers. By 1835, there were thirty-five thousand Americans and less than eight thousand Mexicans. While the Mexicans were divided, weak and poor, the United States was strong, powerful and rich.1

			In 1836, there did exist in the United States a strong sentiment for expansion, characterized not only by hypocrisy, but also by a sincere idealism. Long before the war with Mexico, there was a movement in the United States to totally absorb Mexico! For as long as sixty years before the war, there was perennial interest in the expansion of the United States. In order to rationalize the land-grabbing tendencies of the Anglo-Americans in America, propagandists had succeeded in instilling in the minds of many people such shibbolets as “manifest destiny”, extensions of religious and political freedoms, and the checkmating of European machinations in the new world. Therefore, when the Mexican war started in 1846, there was already a widespread sentiment in the United States which asserted the necessity, desirability, and the inevitability of expansion. A large group of ruling elites in America had started believing in manifest destiny at the time. The term “manifest destiny” was coined by a New York journalist named John L. O’Sullivan in the July/August, 1845 issue of the ‘Review’. It soon became the slogan of U.S. expansionists in the period immediately before, during, and after the U.S.-Mexican war.

			President Polk, his predecessor President Tyler, and others had an intense desire to take over Texas, California, and as much territory from Mexico as possible by whatever means.

			The American as well as Mexican settlers in Texas were angry at the Mexican government due to the restoration of centralism by Santa Ana in 1835. Instead of strengthening national unity, it had further destabilized the distant provinces of Mexico and had left them highly vulnerable to external threats.

			When the Anglo-American majority led rebellion took place in Texas, Santa Ana led an army of six thousand troops across the Rio Grande to crush the uprising. This changed the terms of the dispute, from defending the state’s rights to one of independence from a “foreign enemy”. Then came the killings of 365 prisoners at the order of Santa Ana. This hardened the determination of many Texans and ruling elites in America against Mexico.

			In 1835, Texas declared independence from Mexico and a decade later in 1845, the United States annexed it. Now, Mexico had no choice but to fight and the United States finally got what it wanted—war with Mexico—because it knew it was strong and united while Mexico was weak and divided. The Polk administration and others in the U.S. ruling class knew that the war would give them a great opportunity to grab Texas and much more territory from Mexico.

			Texas Takeover

			Texas was a sparsely populated northern province of Spain throughout the colonial period. As the Spanish crown wanted to populate and colonize the territory in 1821, Moses Austin, an American pioneer was granted permission to settle some three hundred Catholic families in Texas. Mexico had gained independence by now in 1821. Meanwhile, Austin died but his son Stephen F. Austin got the concession confirmed from the Mexican Government and began the colonization.

			Thus began the influx of Americans into Texas. It gained tremendous momentum. The land was dirt cheap, only ten cents per acre compared to $1.25 an acre in the United States, even for inferior land. A male colonist was allowed to buy 640 acres, 320 acres for his wife, and 160 acres for each child and 80 acres for each slave that he brought along. In addition, the colonists were given tax exemption for seven years! By 1827, the Americans living in Texas were 12,000 while the Mexicans numbered only 7,000. The immigrant population swelled to 30,000 by 1835 while the Mexican population barely passed 7,800.2

			Slowly, political, religious, and cultural conflicts began to surface in Texas. Many in Texas had grievances against the Mexican Government, a major one being their claim that they were not adequately represented in the state legislature. Many immigrants had started entertaining the idea of Texan independence. The U.S. Congress and the press were getting deeply interested in Texas and other Mexican territories.

			Alarmed at the possibility of these problems getting out of hand, the Mexican politicians started remedial actions. To prevent weakening of control in Texas, President Guerrero in 1829 proclaimed the emancipation of slaves. This did not help much. Next, a colonization law was passed on April 6, 1830 by which all future immigration into Texas from the United States was forbidden.

			The last straw was Santa Ana’s annulment of the federal constitution of 1824 which effectively meant that the Texans would have, instead of greater representation, no voice at all in the management of local affairs. Now, not only immigrant Texans but some Mexican liberals were very angry. The latter opposed everything that Santa Ana stood for. As Santa Ana had taken all power into his own hands, Zavala, a Mexican leader in Texas, along with David Burnet and others, decided to declare Texas independent. David Burnet was chosen as the president while Zavala as the vice-president of the Lone Star Republic.3

			Battle of Alamo

			In the winter of 1835, Santa Ana marched north with six thousand troops and after an arduous and long journey reached the outskirts of San Antonio De Bexar (San Antonio). The Texans under the command of William Barrett Travis had taken refuge in the old Franciscan Mission of Alamo. Santa Ana laid siege to the Alamo for few days before March 6, 1836. The walls of the mission were high, very strong, and impregnable and the defenders were not planning to surrender to the superior Mexican army. On the afternoon of March 5, a battle call like a bugle was heard by all. The call had come from Santa Ana, signaling the battle to be to death until victory. The next morning, the Mexican commander threw waves after waves of his soldiers against the adobe fortress. Hundreds were cut down but the numerical superiority of the Mexican army began to have its effect after an hour. After several holes were inflicted into the walls, the fighting continued inside. The defenders also showed great zeal and courage but were killed to the last man. Santa Ana won a decisive victory.

			A significant episode took place a few weeks later that infuriated the U.S. Congress further.

			The Goliad Executions

			At the small town of Goliad, a force of Texans, under the command of Colonel James W. Fannin, was engaged by a Mexican General named Jose Urrea. Fannin, realizing that he was surrounded and outnumbered, surrendered hoping that he and his men will enjoy the recognized rights of the prisoners of war. General Urrea wrote to Santa Ana requesting clemency for Fanning and his men. After handing over charge of these prisoners to lieutenant colonel Nicolas de la Portilla, Urrea moved to another assignment. Santa Ana, invoking the national law of piracy, ordered Portilla to enforce the law by executing all the prisoners. Portilla also received, an hour later, a message which instructed him to treat the prisoners well! Not having enough courage to reject the illegal order from Santa Lana, Portilla decided to follow Santa Ana, the General-in-Chief’s order because he considered him to be their superior. All 365 prisoners were mercilessly executed. This execution of prisoners seems to have crystallized the opposition to Mexico in the United States. Men and supplies started pouring into Texas.

			Santa Ana Captured

			On April 21st, Sam Houston and his men caught Santa Ana’s troops off guard near a San Jacinto River. In a short time, the Mexican army was routed and Santa Ana fled. He was captured by Houston’s patrols two days later.4

			Lone Star Republic of Texas

			Under duress in order to secure his own release as a prisoner, Santa Ana, the Mexican president, signed two treaties: one public and one private with Texas president David Burnet. The public treaty concluded that he and his fellow Mexicans would not take arms against Texas, all hostilities would cease immediately, equal numbers of prisoners of war would be exchanged and the Mexican army would be withdrawn across the Rio Grande. The private treaty was even worse. In exchange for his release and safe return to Vera Cruz, Santa Ana agreed to prepare the Mexican cabinet to receive a peace mission from Texas so that its independence could be formally recognized.

			When he returned to Mexico, his cabinet colleagues and other intellectuals were furious at these treaties. They immediately rejected these treaties by passing a law stipulating that any agreement signed by a Mexican president while held prisoner should be considered null and void. No recognition was to be given to the Lone Star Republic of Texas.

			As a Lone Star Republic, Texas remained independent from 1836 to 1845. It is ironic that Mexico, despite having far superior resources and manpower, could not bring Texas back into fold as it was so racked with internal divisions during these nine years. In March 1837, the United States had recognized the independence of Texas. In 1844 James Polk won the U.S. presidency. But prior to Polk’s inauguration, President John Tyler had introduced the annexation measure in the U.S. Congress. It passed the House of Representative in January 1845 and the Senate the following month. Major conflicts between the United States and Mexico now became a certainty.5

			Before The War

			Soon after the annexation of Texas passed the U.S. Senate, the diplomatic relations between the two countries were ruptured and both countries started preparing for war. Though his motives were not noble, the U.S. President elect Polk tried one last belated effort to settle the dispute. He asked Mexican president Jose Joaquin Herrera to receive the special envoy John Slidell in Mexico City. Herrera agreed. He had come to negotiate the new boundary of Texas. Throughout the entire colonial period, the legitimate western boundary between Texas and Mexico was the Nueces River but Texas falsely had claimed the Rio Grande as the boundary. At stake were not merely the 150 miles between the Nueces and the Rio Grande where they merged with the Gulf of Mexico. The Rio Grande wandered not north but northwest. The Texans claimed it to its source. Thousands upon thousands of square miles of territory, nearly half of New Mexico and Colorado came to be part of this illegal claim. The Polk administration had decided to support this illegal claim when Texas became the twenty-eighth state.

			Polk wanted much more! Slidell had secret instructions to secure California and the rest of New Mexico. Twenty five million dollars for California and five million for New Mexico were declared fair price! President Herrera informed President Polk that he had nothing to discuss with John Slidell. A General Mariando Paredes was sent north to reinforce Mexican troops along the border. Instead he used his army to overthrow President Herrera.

			President Polk now had decided to wage a war against Mexico but he could not muster the support of the Secretary of the Navy Bancroft or of Secretary of State Buchanan unless the U.S. was attacked first. The same day the news of the attack came!

			Mexico “had invaded our territory and shed American blood upon the American soil”… that is how President Polk described the hostilities that started when he sent American troops into Mexican settlements on the left bank of the Rio Grande. The area had been claimed by the Republic of Texas but had never been under Texan control. The House of Representatives expressed its disrespect on record by voting during the Mexican war that the conflict had been “unnecessarily and unconstitutionally” begun by the president of the United States when he sent the army into the Mexican settlements.6

			Here, the U.S. president Polk told the untruth to the people of the United States. This will not be the first time that a U.S. president will lie to the American people.

			President Polk had already ordered General Zachary Taylor into the disputed territory between the Nueces and the Rio Grande. The Mexican commander asked him to withdraw but Taylor penetrated all the way to the Rio Grande. Between Taylor’s dragons and General Mariano Arista’s cavalry, a skirmish broke out. On May 9, Taylor reported to Washington that he had sixteen men killed or wounded. Polk now got what he had been looking for all along, an excuse to declare war with Mexico. The declaration of war easily passed through the U.S. Congress. While the United States was spoiling for war, Mexico was a highly divided nation.

			It is interesting to note that there were officers in Zachary Taylor’s army who were aware of the immorality of this war. A lieutenant Grant was one such officer. He said at the time, “I was bitterly opposed to….the war….as one of the most unjust ever waged by a stronger nation against a weaker nation…..we were sent to provoke a fight, but it was essential that Mexico should commence it…..Mexico showing no willingness to come to the Nueces to drive the invaders from her soil, it became necessary for the invaders to approach within a convenient distance to be struck!” Another U.S. Lieutenant Colonel Hitchcock: “As to the right of this movement, I have said from the first that the United States are the aggressors. We have outraged the Mexican Government and people by an arrogance and presumption that deserve to be punished…..My heart is not in this business; I am against it from the bottom of my soil as a most unholy and unrighteous proceeding; but as a military man, I am bound to execute orders.” To lieutenant George Deas, “the march to the banks of the Rio Grande was of itself an act of hostility.”7

			Meanwhile in divided and weak Mexico, president Paredes was over-thrown and Santa Ana again assumed all powers. It was 1846.

			The War and Its Course

			America had a three-pronged strategy. The Army of Occupation would carry the battle to Mexico City, the Army of the Center would go into northern Mexico and the Army of the West would occupy New Mexico and California. Commanding the Army of the West, General Stephen W. Kearny got started first. In June of 1846, he left Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas with fifteen hundred men and began a 900 mile trek toward Santa Fe. Governor Manuel Armijo, a venal, licentious and cowardly bully, either accepted a bribe or was just afraid to make a stand. Before the Americans arrived, he ordered his three thousand troops to evacuate the town on August 19. New Mexico had fallen without firing a shot.8

			“It is perhaps better thus to have gained a bloodless victory by the terror of our arms than to have purchased it with blood and loss of life!” Said General Kearny.9

			Kearny now divided his Army of the West into three. Under Colonel Sterling Price, one contingent continued the occupation of Santa Fe! The second one, commanded by Alexander Doniphan was sent south to Chihuahua. The third one, led by Kearny himself, marched westward to California. California turned out to be a repeat of New Mexico. California had already fallen into American hands by the time Kearny arrived there. It had fallen to Naval Commodore John D. Sloat and Colonel John C. Fremont with little opposition. But Chihuahua was different. Doniphan was forced to engage the enemy in Chihuahua. On the outskirts of Chihuahua on Sacramento River, a major battle took place consisting of an artillery duel. But due to grossly inadequate artillery pieces and insufficient supplies of powder, the Mexicans lost and Doniphan won the battle. By February 1847, Chihuahua came under American control.

			Meanwhile, the Army of the Center under Zachary Taylor had to fight its way. His force of six thousand troops moved on to Monterrey in August 1846. By September they were on the outskirts of the city but were stopped there by a seven thousand strong Mexican army under General Pedro De Ampudia. A fierce battle took place for three days. Both sides sustained heavy losses. But finally, Ampudia raised the white flag and surrendered the city. In the meantime, Santa Ana had gathered a force of some twenty thousand men. But the hard march, lack of food and water supplies, and harsh winter took its toll. Thousands had deserted along the way to Saltillo. On February 21, a fight took place between Santa Ana’s army and Taylor’s. Initially, Santa Ana forced Taylor to pull back to his perimeters. The next morning, Santa Ana brazenly demanded Taylor to surrender. Taylor refused. Later in the day, the battle of Buena Vista began. Though Santa Ana’s assaults on Taylor’s well-fortified positions did a good deal of damage, they were all repulsed. By evening, it was a stalemate. Instead of attacking the next morning, Santa Ana gathered a few flags and three canons as trophies and left for Mexico City as a proof of his decisive victory! Northeast Mexico was lost to the American invaders.

			General Winfield Scott’s Army of Occupation was about to wage a major offensive. The United States, emboldened by easy victories, had decided to carry the fight to Mexico’s heartland and to its capital. General Scott with his ten thousand men made an amphibious landing on March 9, 1847, slightly to the south of the harbor of Vera Cruz! They were unopposed as they established their beachhead. As it was always an object of foreign invasions and attack for centuries, Vera Cruz was a walled city, garrisoned by four thousand troops. An additional twelve hundred were stationed at the fortress of San Juan de Ulloa in the harbor. Scott bypassed the fortress altogether, ordered his troops to surround the city and attack from the rear, thus neutralizing the fortress as well as cutting off land supplies and all avenues of exit. The plan was to bombard the city with heavy mortar fire. This meant that hundreds of innocent citizens with no escape route available would be killed. It was a sound strategy militarily, but morally wrong.

			Scott devastated the city for the next forty-eight hours and refused requests by all foreign consuls to allow women, children, and other civilians to evacuate. Another day of intense fighting with heavy bombardment ensued.

			Hundreds of corpses were piling up in the streets. The fires were gutting the buildings. While the military and medical supplies had started diminishing, the hospitals were being destroyed. A yellow-fever epidemic had started rising. Finally, Vera Cruz surrendered on March 27. Sixty seven hundred shells had been thrown into the beleaguered city. A thousand to fifteen hundred Mexicans were killed. For every one military casualty, there were two civilians dead. Only sixty seven Americans had been killed or wounded.10

			When Vera Cruz fell, Santa Ana had reached Mexico City. He immediately prepared to block General Scotts’ expected advance on the capital. Some twenty miles east of Jalapa at the mountain pass of Cerro Gordo, the opposite armies met in the middle of April. Santa Ana had excellent position overlooking the entire road as the Americans approached. But Scotts’ scouts noted the possibility of bypassing the Mexicans on the left flank. While a small advance force feigned an attack along the road, most of the Americans skirted the left flank and attacked from the rear. A great confusion followed in the Mexican army. As a result, they broke and fled. Santa Ana himself just barely escaped and avoided capture. Santa Ana still wanted to make one more stand at Puebla but its citizens refused to cooperate. Unopposed, Scott took the city.

			Despite the fact that the American invaders were not far from Mexico City and the attack on the capital was imminent, the politicians there were as divided as ever. They just could not muster up a united front. The states refused to provide money or the men for a government they so much mistrusted. The federal government had to place the federal district under martial law and had started conscripting a civilian work force to help defend the city. Santa Ana argued and pleaded with the generals and with the National Congress. He condemned the legislature for denying him the support he needed and they chastised him for his many military failures.

			The battle for Mexico City was the most monumental of the war. The two districts, namely Contreras and Churubasco, on the outskirts saw major initial engagements. While the Mexican leadership was deeply divided, the Americans were united and simply were superior in armaments, leadership, and tactics. At Churubasco, even though they faced a larger and better-equipped fighting force, they fought bravely and refused to yield any ground. Finally it came to hand-to-hand combat. Ultimately, the Mexicans were tired and exhausted. On August 20, Scott asked for surrender. Santa Ana agreed to negotiate but in reality used the respite to shore up his defenses within the city itself.

			Scotts’ cavalry attacked positions at Molina Del Rey on the morning of September 7, moving his infantry behind. An intensely bloody battle took place here. The Mexican defenders had suffered over two thousand casualties while the invaders took in over seven hundred. After his position fell, there was only one fortified position left in the city. It was Chapultepec Castle. The Castle was located at the summit of a two-hundred-foot hill and was surrounded by a thick stone wall. About one thousand troops and the cadets of the Military Academy were defending it. A furious artillery barrage failed to dislodge the defenders. On the morning of September 13, Scott gave orders to storm the castle. Though the surrounding areas were heavily mined, the mines failed to explode. Using crowbars and prick axes, the invaders were able to breach the walls of the castle. After setting up scaling ladders, the Americans poured over the top. Bitter hand-to-hand combat ensued. The last defenders were the young cadets—the Ninos Heroes—and rather than surrendering, many died fighting bravely. The war ended with the battle of Chapultepec. Now the United States, the invader and the aggressor, got ready to ‘negotiate’ a tough treaty.11

			The Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo and the Aftermath

			On February 2, 1948, just outside of Mexico City, at the village of Guadalupe Hidalgo, the treaty ending the war was signed. The treaty was between the victor and the vanquished or between the powerful aggressor and the weak defenders. It was a treaty of great injustice and unfairness and was not negotiated but rather imposed. The treaty confirmed the United States’ title to Texas and ceded the huge territories of New Mexico and California to the United States. Mexico was to retain all territories south of Rio Grande in return! The United States agreed to make a cash payment of $15,000,000 to the Mexican government and also to assume $3,250,000 in claims that the United States citizens had against that government. Thus for a mere total of $18,250,000, a sum which was less than one year’s budget, the United States illegally and immorally grabbed half of Mexican territory!

			Mexico was left stunned and despondent. There was more to come. In 1853, after already spending the $15,000,000 received as a result of the treaty, President Santa Ana decided that the treasury could only be saved by selling some more of Mexico to the United States! He negotiated what became known as the ‘Gadsden Purchase’ in which he sold some thirty thousand square miles of Mexican territory which was known as Mesilla Valley that was wanted by the United States to build a railroad. Today, that territory is southern New Mexico and Arizona.

			The opposition politicians were so alienated by this final scandal of Santa Ana that they got rid of him for the eleventh and the last time. The liberals proclaimed this ‘The Revolution of Ayutla’. It was a new movement. Now the ideology was to be more important than the personalities. Luckily, this ushered in a new breed of politicians who would try to set the country on a new course.12

		

	
		
			CHAPTER 4 
The Stolen Kingdom

			Before Captain Cook and other white men came to Hawaii, it was a peaceful kingdom, a paradise in the Pacific ruled by the Kamehameha dynasty. The people of these Hawaiian Islands were gentle, generous, trusting, and hospitable. These were the descendants of the Polynesian sailors of the southern shores of the Marquesas Islands who had settled in the Hawaiian Islands prior to A.D. 400. The eight populated islands of Hawaii cover an area of 6,435 square miles.

			Of course there used to be wars amongst these people in different regions and in between islands. But as centuries passed, a stratified society had emerged with the chief as its head who was sacred and all powerful. He presided over a well-defined hierarchy of sub-chiefs, priests, advisers, craftsmen, and commoners.

			On his 3rd voyage, Captain James Cook, the Yorkshire born Britisher arrived on the Hawaiian Coast on January 19, 1778. His ships ‘Resolution’ and ‘Discovery’ were seen by the natives on the coast of O’ahu. At that time, the population of those eight islands was estimated to be between 250,000 to 500,000.1

			It was early in the nineteenth century when the first American missionaries arrived in Hawaii. Their intentions were to Christianize the people of Hawaii and thus, to dominate their moral and intellectual life. “The missionaries caused to do well and did well”, it has been said. The Hawaiian Kings innocently bestowed large tracts of lands on these proselytizers. Sons of these missionaries became rich plantation owners. Thurston, Bald, Wilcox, Andrews, Bond, Castle, Cooke, Alexander, and Green are all missionary names. These names are also closely connected with the rape of Hawaii by the Americans.

			A Thurston, for example, was given much of what is today the Kona Coast of the big island of Hawaii as a goodwill gesture by the King. These missionaries and their children over the years became enormously rich, wielding great influence in the islands. They ruthlessly exploited the cheap labor—paying pittance for the hard work done by the people of Hawaii. After these missionaries, came the businessmen who also thrived.

			Evenually, many of these foreigners were no longer foreign. Due to the carelessness of the monarchy, these foreigners had become Hawaiian citizens; on many occasions by marrying Hawaiian women. It was these ‘foreigners’, mainly the sons of the American missionaries—the plantation owners and the rich businessmen—who kept their American ways. They looked down upon the natives and ultimately stole their kingdom. The story is sad and depressing. These rich American ‘Hawaiians’ had come to dominate the monarchy through the church and the educational process. Slowly, they penetrated the government by becoming members of the king’s cabinet and his advisors. Finally, they staged a coup, getting the help from American marines from the U.S.S. Boston docked in the harbor. The legitimate government of Queen Liliuokalani was overthrown. The queen was shamelessly jailed. And finally, Hawaii was annexed by the United States.

			It is interesting to note that, during the whole affair there were thousands of Chinese, Portuguese, and Japanese workers, all of them were loyal to the king and later to the queen. They were all in favor of Hawaii and its people. But the Americans who were living in Hawaii—those rich descendants of the missionaries and the newspaper owners—were the ones who always wanted the United States to annex Hawaii. And finally, in 1898 the Republican administration of President McKinley obliged them.

			Beginnings

			The first American missionaries settled in Hawaii in 1820. They were New England Calvinists. Their descendants became rich plantation owners and started wielding more and more political power through their wealth, through several newspapers they owned, and through their influence on the king. The political group they headed became known as the ‘Missionary Party’ while the party of the Hawaiians and those loyal to Hawaii, became known as ‘Hawaiian’ or ‘Royalist Party’.

			Over the years, Missionary Party members had succeeded in penetrating the ruling circle of the king and had become the virtual rulers of the kingdom.

			When Kamehameha IV ascended the throne, these missionaries lost their behind-the-throne control in 1854 and were not able to regain it. The Kamehameha Dynasty was founded by Kamehameha the Great in 1795 to rule a united Hawaiian kingdom. On December 11, 1872, the great conqueror’s direct line had ended with the death of his bachelor grandson, Kamehameha V. He had refused to appoint the rightful heir Prince Lunalilo because he knew that the Prince was weak-willed and that the foreigners could control him.2

			King to Be Elected

			And so there was to take place an election between Prince Lunalilo and a thirty-six year old noble, High Chief David Kela Keoma Kalakana. The missionaries vigorously supported the candidacy of Lunalilo with lots of money and propaganda. The legislators, most of them Hawaiian, fell prey to the propaganda and elected Lunalilo to the throne.

			For years, the sugar planters were pushing for a ‘reciprocity treaty’ by which their sugar could enter U.S. markets without duty and Hawaii’s government would give the cession of the Pearl River to the United States. The planters prepared such a document and soon presented it to the king. Although the king smelled something bad, he understood little. He deferred to sign it later. Pressure, worry, frustration—all took their toll on the king. His body was further weakened by tuberculosis. He grew weaker and weaker. Shortly after his thirty-ninth birthday, the king died on February 4, 1874.

			While the king was lying in state in the throne room of Iolani Palace surrounded by grieving natives, the ‘kingmakers’ went to work swiftly to continue their control.

			New Election for the King

			Again, there was to be an election for the new ruler. There were two main candidates. On the one hand there was the Queen Dowager Emma, widow of Kamehameha IV. She was very pro-Hawaiian, anti-foreigner, and had devoted her entire life towards the welfare of the masses that were supporting her heavily. On the other hand, there was High Chief David Kalakana. Kalakana’s strength was with the nobles and among upper-class Hawaiians. This time, the missionaries forcefully supported Kalakana because, in return for their support, money and influence, Kalakana had agreed that he would permit them to name his cabinet officers and would personally go to Washington to ask for the reciprocity treaty in the name of the Hawaiian people. They promised not to seek the leasing of the Pearl River to the United States in return.

			Kalakana thus received much praise from the Gazette and the Advertiser, the missionary controlled newspapers.

			When, on February 12, balloting was to take place; many of the delegates were drunk. Four days prior to that, they were feasted at Luaus, entertained by hula dancers, given all the gin they could drink (thanks to the missionaries), but were never permitted to talk to other Hawaiians.3

			These ‘drunken’ delegates elected David Kalakana as the next king. Kalakana was thirty-eight years old.

			A century had passed since British explorer Captain James Cook came to Hawaii. At the time, Cook had estimated the native population to be around 400,000. Now, in one hundred years, it had dwindled to a mere 50,000! The cause of this tragic decline, according to impartial observers, lay not within the Hawaiians themselves. The alien civilization had brought diseases for which the Hawaiians had no immunity—a condition that was similar to Native Americans’ situation in the Americas. Newsman David Adee wrote: “Born in a land that rendered them tranquil of mind and indifferent to acquisition… They were unable to cope with aggressive, avaricious and self-assertive civilization…Calvinism broke down their spirits as European garments broke down their health….”

			Ironically, his conclusion was: “They would have been better off if their islands had been left undiscovered and unmeddled with altogether.”!

			King Kalakana appointed his new cabinet comprising of three foreigners and one Hawaiian. To placate the Hawaiian people, he announced that no cession of territory would ever be proposed on any ground to any country. He also toured all the islands of Hawaii and met its people. Throughout his tour, he spoke of his ardent desire to revive his land and its people. He emphasized the need to increase native population by praising large families.

			As promised, Kalakana sailed for America on November 17, starting with San Francisco. He visited many cities and was warmly welcomed all over the United States. Finally he met President Grant and other Congressional leaders. He urged the leaders to pass the Reciprocity Treaty, saying that Hawaiian people wanted it! In reality, it was solely the plantation owners who sought it! The U.S. Senate passed the treaty this time. Triumphantly, the king returned home to a rousing welcome.

			Now, the sugar planters stood to reap huge profits from the treaty. But soon they started attacking the King’s land policy. Before 1849, all land had belonged to the King. He rented it to the people. But due to constant pressure by the foreigners, in 1849, Kamehameha III approved the measure of dividing the crown lands, the measure being known as the great ‘Mahole’ (Division) of lands. The plan kept 1/3 of the land as the crown land for the king; 1/3 was meant for the Chiefs; and the rest, a million acres, were to be divided among commoners. Soon this 1/3 passed into the hands of foreigners. In less than thirty years, the majority of Hawaiians were rendered landless!

			Around 1878, an American named Walter Murray Gibson had risen to political power in Hawaii. He became a close adviser and confidant to the king. He was a great friend of the Hawaiian people and always worked for their causes.

			Labor Scarcity

			The lack of laborers to work on plantations had become a major problem. The plantation owners paid very poorly so native Hawaiians were reluctant to work. It was quickly considered to bring in Polynesians, East Indians, Chinese, Japanese, and Portuguese laborers. So over the years, thousands of Chinese, Japanese, and Portuguese laborers were brought in to work in the plantation. In time, the Chinese population had grown to 12,000, a number which greatly worried the plantation owners.

			Princess Regent’s Wise Rule

			During the eight months of the King’s absence for a world tour, Princess Liliuokalani ruled Hawaii very wisely. When a smallpox epidemic broke out in some regions, the Princess immediately went into action trying to contain it, isolating the infected, caring for the afflicted and burying the dead. Yet, thousands perished in the epidemic as the Hawaiians had no immunity to these diseases.

			The Chinese Threat

			The Chinese were now thought to be dangerous by the planters for a number of reasons. Many had left plantations and had started their own businesses. Their hard work, shrewd minds, and business acumen had enabled them to turn their meager savings into large fortunes. There were now more than 20,000 on the island. They were also totally loyal to the king. Joining with 45,000 Hawaiians, they had a clear advantage over the 35,000 other foreigners. Alarmed, the planters had started pressing for a change in their labor policy!

			The planters now wanted to import Japanese laborers instead.4

			The Hawaiian League and the Bayonet Constitution

			Now, the king’s enemies had formed the ‘Hawaiian League’ consisting mostly of foreign businessmen. Their total membership numbered about 400 and the ruling officers were known as ‘The Committee of Thirteen’. The League also had an armed militia called the ‘Honolulu Rifles’. The League was rumored to have been formed to overthrow the government. One day, on June 30th, the League members gathered at the armory. Honolulu Rifles had surrounded the building, carrying rifles and ammunition. Inside the building, bellicose speeches were being given by Thurston, Rice, and others. The situation was tense and dangerous as a few days prior, all the ministers had resigned. So, Charles Bishop arrived at the meeting and offered a new cabinet of their choice. But the rebellious Hawaiian League members would not accept any compromise. Finally, the Committee of Thirteen called on King Kalakana with the new constitution drawn up by them and never submitted to the people before. Under threat of violence and bloodshed, the king reluctantly signed it!

			Gibson was arrested on fraudulent charges of embezzlement. To prevent the cases coming to court, Gibson was ordered to leave the islands for good. A dejected and sorrowful man, he sailed for California soon after.

			Unfair Laws

			Now, the Reformers had come to power. The new constitution required the election of Nobles, not their appointment by the king. The number of Nobles was increased to twenty-four while that of House-Members was decreased from forty to twenty-four. A candidate for the House of Nobles must have possessed unencumbered property worth $3,000 or an annual income of $600. Those who voted for them also had to have the same requirements! Candidates for the House of Representative must have possessed unencumbered property of $500 or had an income of $250 per year. They must also have been able to read, write, and understand accounts. The franchise was extended to all aliens of European or American descent who had lived in Hawaii for three years even though they were not naturalized. The Asians were not allowed to vote, so intentionally the Chinese were disqualified. This was a constitution designed to seize control away from the king, the native Hawaiians, and their loyal Asiatics like the Chinese. The new constitution also provided further that the king could not dismiss the cabinet without the cabinet’s own approval!

			It became known as the ‘Bayonet Revolution’ and it all took place while Queen Kapiolani and Princess Liliuokalani were abroad visiting London.

			The first election under the new constitution was to take place in September. On Election Day, the Reformers brought in from the plantations five thousand Portuguese who did not know how to read or write. With the marked ballot, they all voted for the reformers along with the entire business colony. The helpless native Hawaiians, watching all this in dismay, knew that they had already been defeated.

			To no one’s surprise, the Reformers won the election with an over-whelming majority in the legislature. They carried entirely both, the House of Nobles and the House of Representatives with the exception of a single house member.

			King Kalakana was now totally under the control of the Americans. He addressed the opening session of the legislature declaring that the Treaty of Reciprocity had been extended by another seven years.

			Wilcox, a well-wisher for the Hawaiians, deeply unhappy at the conspiracy by the reformers to take full control of the kingdom, led an armed revolt at Iolani Palace but failed. He and his men were arrested and later on were tried.

			Hawaiians Win the Election

			The Portuguese laborers and others were neglected by the reformers. So when the new election took place in 1890, this time all were united. The Hawaiians won the election. The wealthy Chinese, Portuguese, and others had all joined hands with the native Hawaiians, resulting in their victory.

			Now, when the new legislature opened on May 21, the Hawaiians presented a long list of bills. That included the removal of the property qualifications for the voters and no more people from any country to be allowed to enter the kingdom so that the missionaries could not smuggle arms into the kingdom. The elected Hawaiians unanimously dismissed the cabinet. The Reform Ministers were dismissed by the king and the pro-Hawaiians became their successors.

			The King Dies

			All this turmoil had taken its toll on the health of the king. So, the king decided to get medical treatment at San Francisco. On November 25, he sailed to San Francisco—his health deteriorating. On January 20, 1891, the King Kalakana passed away.

			Queen Liliuokalani Takes Over

			On January 29, 1891, the fifty-four year old sister of the king, Princess Liliuokalani was sworn in as the new ruler Queen of Hawaii. She was shrewd, kind, and dedicated to the welfare of her people. All Hawaiians except the most prejudiced reformers praised her integrity, ability, and sharp intelligence. The Rev. Sereno Bishop, editor of ‘The Friend’ wrote: “Her whole life has been spent in working for the uplift of her people… Her gentle and gracious demeanor, her good sense and fine culture have commanded the high regard of the foreign community. We have confidence in her integrity of purpose, her benevolent patriotism.”

			A reporter for the San Francisco Chronicle wrote that she was the most able monarch the kingdom had ever had. She had none of the weaknesses of her brother. Her life was dedicated to the welfare of her people and the good of her nation.5

			In order to empower her poor subjects, she made plans to put them back on land. She opened up several thousand acres of crown lands on the island of Hawaii. All rentals were waived for several years after which the leaseholder was to pay only one dollar a year for a tenacre plot. The land was quickly taken up. Also, all income from crown lands was to be used as an endowment for the Liliuokalani Education Fund.

			The giving away of crown lands upset the Reformers very much. Their newspapers started a cry for the nationalization of all crown lands. As the legislative campaign of 1892 was approaching, rhetoric became sharper and inflammatory on all sides. Elections took place on February 4. The Royalists won a slim majority in both the Houses.

			Opening the legislature, in her speech, Queen Liliuokalani called for many reductions in government spending starting with a cut in her own privy purse by $10,000. Despite her attempts, her enemies were not placated. Liberals and Reformers kept up the constant turmoil. Reformers insisted that the Queen’s guards be abolished to save $50,000. The Hawaiians, fearing physical harm to the queen assigned their own guards day and night for the protection of the queen.

			When the Queen appointed Paul Neumann the Attorney General, Lorrin Thurston and others asked that the entire cabinet be removed, “before that wily old fox…has time to throw dirt in the eyes of the people”. Two days later the Liberals and Reformers, in an ‘adroit coup’, brought about the defeat of the cabinet.

			The queen appointed a new cabinet, which was outright rejected by some people. Another one appointed by the queen was also rejected. Meanwhile, anti-Hawaiian Reform newspapers were sending horror stories to the United States about such as “Turmoil in the Kingdom, Queen Unable to govern….Serious Rioting barely averted on the Election Da”.

			The Reformers demanded a cabinet ‘from the group in power’. Minister McFarland informed them that the queen was trying her best to form a cabinet but would ‘refuse to accept open annexationists’.

			The Queen, in order to break the stalemate, offered the Reformers two cabinet posts. They asked for all. Finally a compromise was reached.

			The floor of the assembly had become a stage for the quarrels between different factions.

			Meanwhile, America’s minister John L. Stevens, upon his arrival in Hawaii had declared himself as an ‘annexationist’ and had started working hard to fulfill his goals in the Hawaiian politics.

			Anglo-Hawaiian representative William White introduced two bills which caused great furor, one for establishing in Hawaii the Louisiana lottery, recently outlawed in the United States, the other, a bill to license opium. All the Reformers opposed the Lottery Bill which was introduced with the statement: “It will enable us to get rid of the planters and their cheap labor.” Petitions started pouring in immediately, urging its passage, from all parts of the islands signed by both the Hawaiians and the haoles.

			Then, another bill was introduced calling for a Constitutional Convention to eliminate the property qualification for voting. When the Reformers opposed this bill, again petitions bearing thousands of Hawaiian and haole names poured in at Iolani Palace requesting the queen to follow Kamehameha V’s example and promulgate a new constitution.

			In response to these petitions signed by more than two thirds of her subjects, after consulting her personal advisers, the Queen started working on a new constitution. This constitution would abolish property qualifications for voting, restore appointment of nobles to the sovereign and deny franchise to those foreigners who were neither naturalized nor married to Hawaiian women.

			The Overthrow of the Monarchy

			Many forces were working against the monarchy. Secretary of State James G. Blaine gave his thoughts on the United States’ expansion to President Harrison: “there are only three places that are of value enough to be taken that are not continental. One is Hawaii and the others are Cuba and Porto Rico … Hawaii may come up for the decision at any unexpected hour and I hope we shall be prepared to decide it in the affirmative.”6

			The Lottery Bill and the Opium Bill, minor pieces of legislation, were used by Missionary/Business interests to reactivate the ‘rifle battalions’. Also, they pleaded with the United States Minister, John Stevens, to help them overthrow the Queen. Stevens promptly responded by ordering the U.S.S. Pensacola to Hawaii “to guard the American interests in that vicinity.” He attempted to justify his gunboat diplomacy … “The English are getting a strong hold on the Hawaiian Islands and the new queen is partial to the English…the presence of a U.S. vessel not only operates strongly to preserve the good order among the many nationalities here, but it is a standing notice to the foreign nations that the United States has a special care for these islands.”

			Although the Queen stated a preference for “the absence of the U.S.S. Pensacola now stationed here”, the warship remained.7

			The legislature adjourned on Saturday, January 14. After her speech of prorogation, the Queen invited its members, those of Supreme Court and the foreign diplomats to Iolani Palace for refreshments. As she left, Representative Akina rose from his seat and, carrying a copy of the new constitution upon a velvet cushion, led the Hawaiian members of the legislature in a stately procession across King Street to the palace where they were ushered into the Throne Room. Others from the legislative hall followed. The palace grounds were now thronged with Hawaiians eagerly waiting this long-hoped-for moment when their Queen would restore their rightful heritage.

			Queen Liliuokalani had gone directly to the Palace Blue Room. There, she was in conference with her ministers. Two of them, after first agreeing with her plan for the promulgation of the new constitution, were now trying to persuade her that it would be “inappropriate and unwise to follow illegal methods of the Reformers when they imposed the ‘Bayonet Constitution’.” They argued that the changes should be made only by the legally elected constitutional convention. The Queen tried to protest that the revisions desired by the people could be made only by direct promulgation. For more than two hours, the conference continued. The Queen kept insisting upon immediate action, while the ministers standing firm for the postponement. Finally, rather than keeping people waiting longer, the Queen agreed and all of them went out on the Lanai to address the throng which had grown impatient.

			Attorney General Peterson spoke first, saying that it has been agreed that the changes should be made “only by the methods provided within the organic law”.

			Queen Liliuokalani then addressed the crowd saying:

			“I have your petitions. I know your wishes and desires and I shall listen to your views, but I cannot move at this time. So return to your homes peaceably and quietly. Keep me in your love, you have mine, with sorrow I now dismiss you.”8

			Her subjects departed reluctantly. They would respect their Queen’s wishes. On Monday morning, the Queen issued a statement saying that no changes would be made in the constitution except by the legal process.

			But the ‘Annexation Club’, formed secretly in the spring of 1892, had called a meeting for that afternoon at the armory. The Hawaiians called a mass meeting at the same time, for all who opposed annexation in the Palace Square.

			At the armory, more than a thousand people attended the annexationist meeting but at Palace Square, several thousand people of all nationalities came. Chairman Antone Rosa urged all not to grow angered or aroused but to continue in the peaceable way the Hawaiians have always followed. He presented a resolution pledging loyalty to the Queen and promised to sustain her plan for seeking constitutional changes “only by legal means provided by law”.

			While the Annexation Club speakers at the armory said the meeting had been called “to protect life, liberty and property in Hawaii,” they declared that the islands were in danger of ‘bloody revolution’ and that they saw ‘evil portent’ in the fact that the Queen “is willing to overthrow the constitution she swore to maintain”. Lorrin A. Thurston cried: “There are rumors of riot and bloodshed, whose fault is it? Queen Liliuokalani’s! She has wantonly put herself in the breach. It is not her fault that the streets have not run with blood, but in spite of her wishes.”

			Some people like sugar planter Henry Baldwin urged moderation. He was quickly booed down to make way for inflammatory speakers who demanded the immediate overthrow of “this disgusting monarchy….which s a menace to our liberties.” Mr. Thurston thundered, “Gentlemen, I say now and here is the time to act!”9

			The ‘Committee of Safety’ had previously already made arrangements with American Minister Stevens that when requested, the marines from the USS Boston (which was already in port) were to be landed. Stevens, eager to get matters started, had already arranged to have marines ordered ashore at 5 p.m. of the same day. When they were seen marching up the street, the Queen’s cabinet and Governor Cleghorn of Oahu lodged a strong protest with the American consulate but to no avail.

			The same night, at the home of Henry Waterhouse, a former Australian, now a Honolulu merchant, the ‘Committee of Safety’ was completing the plans to overthrow the monarchy and set up a republic pending hoped-for annexation to the United States.

			The government agents had watched the gathering and reported to Marshal Wilson. He asked the Queen’s permission to make arrests. The Queen refused, hoping to settle the matters without bloodshed. But next morning, when they met at the office of W.O. Smith, Marshal Wilson posted a squad of policemen nearby with orders to arrest them if they started toward the palace.

			The day wore on. Nothing seemed to happen. Small groups of Hawaiians gathered quietly in Palace Square. The atmosphere was tense.

			Suddenly, a pistol shot was fired breaking the silence. So the policemen posted outside Smith’s office went to investigate followed by the crowd waiting in the Palace Square. As the way was thus cleared, the conspirators hurriedly walked to Aliiolani Hale, where American Henry A. Cooper read a proclamation abrogating the monarchy and declaring the establishment of a “provisional government… until terms of a union with the United States have been negotiated and agreed upon.” Meanwhile, most residents of Honolulu were unaware of what was happening.

			As per prearrangement, two companies of volunteers immediately thereafter occupied the grounds of Aliiolani Hale and the Palace Square. There, the committee took possession and demanded that the Queen surrender authority. United States Minister Stevens immediately recognized the ‘new government’ and so informed the Queen. The usurpers now declared martial law and issued an order that all arms must be turned in. Minister Stevens meanwhile was asked for continued United States’ marine protection. Also, it was announced that the islands would be governed by an ‘Executive Council’ headed by Samford B. Dole and other well-known planters.

			The police station and army barracks were taken. One of the first laws proclaimed provided the “death penalty for an act of treason”!

			At 5 p.m. the same day, a delegation called upon Queen Liliuokalani at Iolani Palace and demanded her abdication. Samual Damon warned her: “If you resist, there will be bloodshed and a great many will be killed. You will probably be killed.”10

			The Queen realized that resistance would be futile with rebel armed forces and United States Marines patrolling the streets. She also remembered that England had promptly repudiated a similar action when Lord George Paulet had seized the Hawaiian Government in 1843.

			So, on January 17, 1893, Queen Liliuokalani, under the pressure of loss of life, bloodshed, and a threat on her own life, abdicated the throne of Hawaii. A peaceful, beautiful kingdom had been stolen by the American oligarchy with the indirect support of the United States.

			Later on, the dethroned Queen wrote in her book, Hawaii’s Story:

			…It had not entered our hearts to believe that these friends and allies from the United States…would ever…. seize our nation by the throat and pass it over to an alien power. Perhaps there is a kind of right…known as the ‘Right of Conquest’ under which robbers and marauders may establish themselves in possession of whatsoever they are strong enough to ravish from their fellows. If we have nourished in our bosom those who have sought our ruin, it has been because they were of the people whom we believed to be our dearest friends and allies. If we did not by force resist their final outrage, it was because we could not do so without striking at the military force of the United States…. the people of the islands have no voice in determining their future, but are virtually relegated to the condition of the aborigines of the American continent. An alien element composed of men of energy and determination control all the resources of Honolulu and will employ them tirelessly to secure their ends. 11

			On January 16, 1895, Liliuokalani was arrested, charged with treason and taken by police carriage to her confinement.

			Later, Colonel Will E. Fisher would auction the Queen’s Crown Jewels.

			For nine months, the Queen remained a prisoner in that room. She occupied herself by laying out plans to present her case to the American people and by starting her memoir.

			Aftermath

			The American press was rejoicing at the voluntary overthrow of the Hawaiian monarchy and the position of the Hawaiian people for union with the United States. Though in truth, most of the Hawaiians naturally supported the Queen and Hawaiian independence.

			President Benjamin Harrison was defeated by Grover Cleveland in the election, yet he had ordered the annexation treaty drawn and presented to the Senate. The opposition of some Senators delayed the action on the treaty. When President Cleveland came into office on March 4, he immediately withdrew the treaty.

			The United States officially condemned the overthrow of the Hawaiian monarchy. President Cleveland decided to send an investigator to Hawaii to find out the facts. Commissioner Blount arrived in Honolulu on March 29. After thorough investigation and after meeting everyone involved, including the Queen, Blount returned to Washington. There, he reported to the President that Hawaiians were overwhelmingly opposed to the annexation. “They are convinced they have been the victims of a great wrong committed by American officials. They look to Washington for redress…” Blount said.

			President Cleveland, a fair and just man, appointed Congressman Albert Willis of Kentucky, as Special Commissioner to the islands. His instructions were to inform the Queen that his government would undo the flagrant wrong and bring justice to the Hawaiian people and their Queen. Additionally, Willis was told to tell the Queen that when reinstated, the President expects the Queen to pursue a magnanimous course granting full amnesty to all who participated in the movement against her…

			On November 4, United States Minister Willis invited Queen Liliuokalani to meet him at his hotel. The Queen, with Britisher James Robertson, her chamberlain, went to meet Minister Willis. Robertson waited in another room.

			Willis, after presenting the President’s ‘kindest greetings’ and his desire to undo the wrong that has been done, asked if she would be willing to sign a proclamation of general amnesty with complete protection and pardon to those who had overthrown her government. She replied: “To grant amnesty is beyond my powers as a constitutional sovereign. I could not act without the consent of my ministers. Our laws read that those who are guilty of treason should suffer the penalty of death and their property be confiscated by the government.”

			Asked if she would carry out that law, she said: “I personally would be more inclined to punish them by banishment and confiscation of their property, but the final decision can be made only by my ministers.”

			Willis terminated the interview. When he met her the second time accompanied by her advisor Joseph O. Carter, Willis read a statement which he said was made from “notes of the former interview”, and asked if it was correct. She said it was. Only later did she realize that the word ‘beheaded’ was substituted for her own ‘penalty of death’. Later, she wrote: “Had I held the document in my own hand and been permitted to read it, I would have noticed the clause ‘my opponents beheaded’. That is the form of punishment never used in the Hawaiian Islands, either before or since the coming of the foreigners.”

			After Willis had read the ‘notes’, Carter asked the Queen if she was willing “to rescind the part relating to execution of the death penalty” to which she replied, “I do in that respect.” She still insisted however upon the penalty of banishment, adding: “There will never be peace in the Islands as long as they remain here.”

			On December 18 the Queen as requested, gave her official statement to Willis. The statement said: “I agree to give full amnesty in their persons and property if they will work together with me in trying to restore peace and prosperity to our beautiful and once happy islands. I must remember only my dear people and my country. I must forget and forgive the past…”12

			The Queen tried everything she could and yet she lost everything! Republicans were bent on ‘stealing the kingdom’. Finally, due to perhaps intense political pressure, President Cleveland gave in. On August 27, word came from Washington that Cleveland had recognized the Republic of Hawaii. Though the U.S. government gave its approval for the Republic of Hawaii, many Americans did not. Letters began to pour in to Queen Liliuokalani from groups and individuals offering their help in restoring the monarchy.

			The annexation treaty, which failed to pass before, was reintroduced in the U.S. Congress in 1898. On July 6, the annexation bill passed by a partisan vote of 209 Republicans to 91 Democrats. On July 7, President McKinley signed the bill.13

			Thus, a beautiful kingdom and its ancient people, trusting, generous and simple… lost their freedom and their little country to an expansionist power. Unfortunately, the tragedy of Hawaii is now largely forgotten by mankind.

		

	
		
			CHAPTER 5 
The Spanish - American War and Philippines Quagmire

			Inventing the War

			Since 1895, the Cuban insurrection led by General Gomez was getting stronger and Spain was unable to quell it. By 1898, the Cuban forces had been fighting their Spanish conquerors to attain independence for three years. Spain, an imperialist power and an aged empire, had been involved in racist brutality against the Cuban rebels, lead by a clever Cuban leader named Gomez. The insurgency against the Spanish mis-rule was growing steadily now. This had created growing difficulties with the United States as well as a growing interest in Cuba. In certain sections of American society, there was interest in Cuban independence, but to a large measure the business elite of America were interested in expanding their business market for excess U.S. goods. All industries such as mining, banking, rail-road or sugar looked lucrative to the U.S. business circle.

			Two successive presidents, Grover Cleveland and William McKinley, were opposed to adventurism in the Cuban affair and both initially sought, through the extension of good offices, to conclude the insurrection peacefully; but neither was able to ignore the growing increase of American public interest in the Cuban struggle. This was a phenomenon that rekindled the congenital American aversion to the lingering Spanish presence in the New World and by the 1890’s, America had gained much experience in overseas probes and interventions. Amongst the politicians, the military, as well as the leading businessmen, the ideology of interventions and expansion was widespread and popular.

			A popular expansion propagandist, Captain A.T. Mahan of the U.S. Navy had greatly influenced Theodore Roosevelt and other American leaders. The countries with the largest navies would inherit the earth, he said. “Americans must now begin to look outward.” Senator Henry Cabot Lodge of Massachusetts wrote in a magazine article:

			In the interest of our commerce….we should build the Nicaragua Canal and for the protection of that canal and for the sake of our commercial supremacy in the Pacific we should control the Hawaiian Islands and maintain our influence in Samoa…..and when the Nicaraguan Canal is built, the island of Cuba….will become a necessity….. The great nations are rapidly absorbing for their future expansion and their present defense all the waste places of the earth. It is a movement which makes for the civilization and the advancement of the race. As one of the great nations of the world the United States must not fake out of the line of March.

			A Washington Post editorial on the eve of the Spanish-American war pointed out:

			A new consciousness seems to have come upon us-the consciousness of strength-and with it a new appetite, the yearning to show our strength….ambition, interest, land hunger, pride, the mere joy of fighting, whatever it may be we are animated by a new sensation. We are face to face with a strange destiny. The taste of Empire is in the mouth of the people even as the taste of blood in the jungle…

			A few years before his election to the presidency, William McKinley had said: “We want a foreign market for our products.” In early 1897, Senator Albert Beveridge of Indiana declared: “American factories are making more than the American people can use; American soil is producing more than they can consume. Fate has written our policy for us; the trade of the world must and shall be ours.”

			Theodore Roosevelt, who would assume the U.S. presidency after McKinley’s assassination, was quite contemptuous of races and nations he considered inferior. Once Roosevelt privately wrote his sister that he thought the lynching was “rather a good thing”.1

			Initially for Cuban independence, Cuban conquest was gaining ground amongst U.S. business and political establishment. By 1898, the turnabout in U.S. business attitudes on Cuba was significant. From the start of the Cuban revolution, the businessmen had been interested in the effect on commercial possibilities there. There was already substantial commercial interest in the island as summarized by President Cleveland in 1896: “It is reasonably estimated that at least from $30,000,000 to $50,000,000 of American capital are invested in the plantations and in the railroad, mining, and other business enterprises on the island. The volume of trade between the United States and Cuba, which in 1889 amounted to about $64,000,000 rose in 1893 to about $103,000,000.”

			Thus, as it observed events in Cuba, the United States government had on its mind power, profit, and expansion. But there was also a fear that the rebels might win on their own and keep the United States out. Even more abhorrent to their minds, it might become a black dominated republic as the rebels were identified as ‘negros’.

			A young and eloquent imperialist, in 1896, in an article in The Saturday Review expressed this idea. His mother was American and his father was English and his name was Winston Churchill. He wrote that while Spanish rule was bad and the rebels had the support of the people, it would be better for Spain to keep control:

			“A grave danger represents itself. Two-fifths of the insurgents in the field are Negroes. These men … would in the event of success, demand a predominant share in the government of the country… the result being, after years of fighting, another black republic.” The reference to “another” black republic meant Haiti, as its revolution against the French had led to the creation of the first nation run by blacks in 1804 in the New World.2

			Phillip Foner points out in his two-volume study, The Spanish-Cuban American war:

			“The McKinley Administration had plans for dealing with the Cuban situation but this did not include independence for the island.” He explains that the administration asked its minister to Spain, Steward Woodford, to try to settle the war because it adversely affects the functioning of the business and tends to delay the condition of prosperity. There was no mention of freedom and justice for the Cubans, Foner explains. He further explains the rush of the McKinley administration into war (its ultimatum gave Spain little time to negotiate) by the fact that “if the United States waited too long, the Cuban revolutionary forces would emerge victorious, replacing the collapsing Spanish regime.”

			In February 1898, the U.S. battleship Maine, sent by McKinley earlier in Havana harbor as a symbol of American interest in the Cuban events, was destroyed by a mysterious explosion and sank. 268 American men lost their lives. Though no evidence was produced immediately, the explosion was (ludicrously) blamed on Spain and war fever spread across the United States. McKinley now began in the direction of war. He didn’t want war, it seems, but he knew that only war could provide the solid foundation on which to resume building the new American commercial empire. McKinley and the business community now began to realize that to get Spain out of Cuba, only war was the answer. They also knew that to secure American military and economic influence in Cuba, the U.S. needed to “take over” Cuba despite what the rebels might desire.

			On April 11, 1898, McKinley asked Congress for war with Spain. On April 25, the Congress declared war on Spain.

			It is interesting to note that several years after the Cuban war, the Chief of the Bureau of Foreign Commerce of the Department of Commerce wrote about that period:

			Underlying the popular sentiment, which might have evaporated in time, which forced the United States to take up arms against Spanish rule in Cuba, were our economic relations with the West Indies and the South American republics...The Spanish-American war was but an incident of a general movement of expansion which had its roots in the changed environment of an industrial capacity far beyond our domestic powers of consumption. It was seen to be necessary for us not only to find foreign purchasers for our goods, but to provide the means of making access to foreign markets easy, economical and safe.3

			The War in Cuba

			On April 24, 1898, Spain officially declared war with the United States. A day later, McKinley ordered the blockade of Cuban ports.

			The 1st battle of this war was fought at Manila Bay. The fleet of ships, the Baltimore, the McCulloch, and the Olympia headed to Manila Bay some 600 miles away from Hong Kong where they were waiting. They were laden with ammunition and other ordinance. Quite a few of them were very modern. The squadron of ships arrived at Manila Bay on April 30. The idea was to attack the Spanish fleet at Manila Bay. Rear Admiral George Dewey was in charge of the operation. An artillery battle between the American and the Spanish ships took place. The Spanish ships were no match to the Americans. One by one, they were destroyed. Finally, they surrendered to the Americans. The battle of Manila ended with a stunning victory for the Americans. Dewey’s fleet had fired 6,000 rounds at the Spaniards with only 142 hits, an unimpressive average. But this was still enough as it sank seven of Admiral Montojo’s ships, killed 161 of his men and wounded 210 more. On the American side, no one was killed and only eight men were wounded. The damage to the vessels was minor. It seems the Spanish commanders displayed an incredible lack of tactics while their gunners were highly inaccurate. The battle at Manila Bay was short and easy for the Americans.4

			Meanwhile, war hysteria gained momentum at home. McKinley offered to raise and equip 216,500 volunteers although less than half that number were needed. The invasion of Cuba was now a certainty. The rebel army of native Cubans was headed by General Gomez. He did not want one American soldier on Cuba’s soil. All he wanted from America was supplies and munitions. He said he would drive the Spaniards out of Cuba himself with his rebel army. But America had other plans for Cuba.

			The United States undertook the largest military expedition ever, at that time, to leave its shores. On the transports were 15,058 enlisted men, 819 officers, 272 teamsters and packers, 30 civilian clerks and 107 stevedores. Also onboard were livestocks of 2,295 horses and mules with their harness, plus 114 six-mule army wagons and 81 escort wagons. There were onboard, sixteen light guns, four 7-inch howitzers, four 5-inch siege guns, a Hotchkiss revolving cannon, eight 3.6-inch field mortars, an automatic dynamite gun and four gatting machine guns.5

			Teddy Roosevelt (T.R.), who would succeed McKinley as president after he was assassinated, was in command of thousands of men who would be known as the “Rough Riders.” This was the initial invasion force. Much more was to follow as the war in Cuba proceeded.

			The flotilla of American ships headed towards the north coast of Cuba. The chosen landing place was the beach of Daiquiri. Finally, the ships reached their destination and landed at Daiquiri. The invasion of Cuba had finally begun. While thousands of American troops were disembarking, the Spaniards had abandoned the town, leaving a trail of destruction.

			When the U.S. troops moved to Siboney, they found the town also abandoned by the Spanish. Siboney was to be the base from which to assault Santiago.

			Americans were now coming across Cubans, most of them for the first time. Many who came here with the noble thoughts of freeing the oppressed people found that they didn’t like them…many asking themselves “why should we fight for these uneducated savages?”

			Las Guasimas

			The next obstacle for Americans on their way to Santiago was Las Guasimas where the Spaniards were strengthening their fortifications.

			On the morning of June 24 at 5:40 a.m., “Fighting Joe” Wheeler gave the order to throw his men at Las Guasimas in the first land battle of the war. If the Spaniards would have fought with enough skill and courage, the battle at Las Guasimas would have been a decisive battle of the war, ending in American defeat. But Wheeler was lucky. There were only 1,500 Spanish there. Throughout the war, native Cuban soldiers were helping the Americans by “scouting” for them, helping them carry their munitions as well as their artilleries. A skirmish did take place between the Spanish and the Americans. After sometime, however, the Spaniards abandoned their line of defense, then broke and ran toward their next line of defense, the hills around Santiago.

			The American soldiers by now were calling the Cubans “half-breed mongrels”, “villains” and “mango-bellied degenerates”. A lieutenant disdainfully wrote home:

			“The valiant Cuban! He strikes you first by his color. It ranges from chocolate yellow through all the shades of deepest black with kinky hair. The next thing you notice is the furtive look of the thief. Next you notice that he is dirty. He is infested with things that crawl and creep, often visibly over his half-naked body.”6

			Gomez the rebel commander believed that the American invaders simply wanted to use his men only as porters and trench diggers. “My men are soldiers, not laborers”, he growled. Few of the Americans knew that the General never wanted them on the Cuban soil in the first place.

			The Hills of Santiago: Kettle & San Juan

			Despite blunder after blunder, this invasion was succeeding for the Americans. Shafter, the U.S. commander, planned to approach Santiago along the narrow coast road from Daiquiri to Siboney, which was already done. He then aimed to strike off inland toward the village of Sevilla, a half a dozen miles from the capital. Then he would follow the jungle trail and atrocious road toward the heights around Santiago. There the entrenched Spaniards were waiting for him. Several artillery and gun battles took place. The artillery battle that took place on July 1st, at 8:00 a.m. on the road from El Pozota to Santiago was of the fiercest character. It lasted for forty five minutes – columns of U.S. troops were advancing while sniper fires erupted time and again from bushes, injuring and killing them. Black soldiers fought valiantly in this war. Their charge up the San Juan Hill against enemy fire was especially courageous. The 9th and 10th cavalry at Kettle Hill reached and destroyed the Spanish defenders, thus saving T.R. and the Rough Riders who were caught between a barbed –wire fence and a precipice. They would otherwise have been annihilated.

			Though the Spanish troops defended fiercely, Kettle Hill was finally captured by the American troops. San Juan Hill also soon fell to the American onslaught. Now the longest battle of El Caney awaited them. Many were killed and wounded on both sides after much firing; the Spaniards finally surrendered El Caney to the Americans. At El Caney, 235 Spanish were killed or wounded, and 120 taken prisoner. The American casualties were 81 killed, 360 wounded. Both sides fought bravely and fiercely at El Caney.7

			Battle for Santiago

			The Spaniards had spread barbed wires and strong fortifications to protect Santiago. Now, rain had begun to fall heavily creating mud on the trails and in the trenches. The Americans were now facing another deadly enemy, a fever epidemic. General Shafter, having some 1,600 men killed so far, was in no mood to storm the barbed wire and fortifications at Santiago. He was also receiving reinforcements from home, 2,000 from Tampa, 3,000 from Newport and 4,000 sailing from Charleston.

			On both sides, the situation was soon moving towards crisis proportions with imminent bombardment; 20,000 women and children were preparing to flee the city into the country side where there was neither food nor shelter. Thousands of these destitute refugees… women, children, old men, the weak, helpless, hungry and tired, trailed past the American lines. Their condition desperate, plight in question, the war was inflicting unbearable hardships on these innocent victims, as usual.8

			The situation of the Spaniards being desperate, the Americans had demanded that they surrender. But the Spanish General Toral had rejected so far all the demands for surrender. Meanwhile, at the gates of Santiago, fever had reached epidemic proportions in the V Corps. While the army had suffered only 345 deaths from this battle, 5,462 were victims of fever, a 1:15 ratio.9

			After intense negotiations, the Spanish agreed to a capitulation—not surrender, as the Spaniards were to be allowed to return home with their arms.

			The battle for Cuba was over. The Spanish who had ruled Cuba for 383 years were finally forced out. Cuba was at last free from one imperialist power, yet for the people of Cuba, true freedom was elusive. A new imperialist power, the United States, was already occupying them now.

			At the surrender ceremony, one group of people was conspicuous by its absence. The rebel Commander Garcia and his army of Cuban fighters, who had fought side by side with the Americans and who had helped the Americans substantially were intentionally not allowed at the surrender ceremony. Garcia, when he tried to enter, was stopped by a private pointing a pistol at his head. Garcia turned back. Garcia wrote back to his boss Gomez that he was resigning. He had had enough with the Americans. He told his officers that the war wasn’t over. They should keep on fighting against this “army of the intervention”. The question of Cuban independence was pushed aside by the Americans.

			Meanwhile, the planners, the ruling elites in Washington, were already preparing to write another ugly chapter in the continuous story of American imperialism: the invasion and occupation of the Philippines.

			But now, a brief description of the take-over of Puerto Rico…

			Take Over of Puerto Rico

			Commander Nelson Miles was very happy to leave Guantanamo, Cuba and sail for Puerto Rico on July 21 with the intent to subdue it. He was fed up with the yellow fever epidemic that had spread amongst the American troops in Cuba. His expedition consisted of 3,415 men with artillery, two companies of engineers and one from the Signal Corps. Nine transports were carrying them, convoyed by the Massachusetts and two Ivy League small vessels, the Columbia and Yale. This force was going to face 8,223 Spanish regulars and 9,107 volunteers who had no idea about the Spanish surrender.

			Miles intended to land at Fajardo, on the northeast end of Puerto Rico. On the way, he decided to land at Guanica instead, a safer harbor. Guanica is near Ponce, at the opposite end of the island from San Juan. He wanted his troops to march cross country to San Juan.

			Finally he landed at Guanica and found little resistance. That turned out to be the story of the whole of Puerto Rico. American troops found sporadic resistance from the Spaniards throughout. The local Puerto Ricans were fed up with colonial Spanish rule. They figured America had to be better as it was a “democracy” and a wealthy country. Except for occasional skirmishes with the Spanish troops who were on the retreat, the Americans found the native Puerto Ricans welcoming. When they reached Ponce, in the same manner, the natives welcomed them with open arms. The Spaniards who had held the town had retreated towards San Juan. At this time, there was a popular saying in Puerto Rico, “Better a lion’s tail than a rat’s head!”

			The town of Guana, defended by only 400 Spaniards, surrendered after a short skirmish. The enemy was entrenched at Las Marias but the American troops drove them back. The City of Mayaguez, with a population of 30,000, also surrendered. The same story was repeated at Adjuntas. The U.S. Navy captured Fajardo and when the news of the armistice arrived on August 11, the end of Spanish rule was very near, much to the relief, even, of the Spaniards. Their defense of the island was less than enthusiastic anyway. It had been only a month and the U.S. troops were ready to go home. Thus, the United States gained the control of the island of Puerto Rico from the Spaniards. It was such an easy victory, if one can call it that, the humorists back home in America called it “moonlight picnic”.10

			In the 21st century today, Puerto Rico still is under U.S. occupation. It is neither a state nor an independent nation. Its people have little voice in the destiny of their island.

			Philippine Quagmire

			Before the Spanish arrived, the Philippine Islands were settled by Malaysians and Indonesians, giving it a mixed Filipino-Chinese heritage and culture before the Spaniards arrived and complicated the matter. King Philip II of Spain had conquered the Philippines in the sixteenth century and named it after himself. Ever since, Spain had subjected this archipelago of some 7,100 islands under harsh colonial rule, all three hundred and thirty-three years of it. After winning the war in Cuba against Spain, the U.S. government had its eyes on the Philippines. Besides Cuba, Puerto Rico, and Guam, Washington also wanted to grab Philippines, first by treaty if possible, otherwise by force. But why would this budding world power want this far flung pacific real estate of 115,800 square miles of Asia? Well, there were a few reasons at work. Some of the intellectuals against the American expansion thought that the politicians in Washington desired to possess them because, like Everest, they were there. Businessmen were for acquiring it because they saw it as a vast new market in the Orient for U.S. goods as well as a great source of raw materials. The 3rd group was the church. They saw it as an opportunity to harvest vast numbers of unsaved souls. What the Protestant American Church didn’t realize was that the Catholic Spanish Church had already converted a large number of natives to Catholicism and their revolt was not against the church but against the Spanish colonial rule.

			Background

			For a few years before 1898, an insurgent war was already going on between the Filipino rebels and the Spanish authority. The Filipinos were fed up with the harsh colonial rule across their country. The leader of this resistance army was a frail small man named Emilio Aguinaldo. He was born in 1869 in Cavite Viejo, his mother being a mestiza and his father was Chinese.

			As an ambitious young man, he went to Manila and got a better education at a Jesuit school. He first worked for the Spanish government as the Captain Municipal of Cavite where he showed his leadership qualities. After his father’s death, he went back to peddling vegetables for a while to support his mother. Finally, he realized the brutality of Spanish rule and soon became the leader of the rebel army to fight them. The insurgency had grown stronger and had overran Luzon.

			Guam Takeover

			America had plans to capture the city of Manila long before the Maine blew up. On May 25, 1898, the first ships of a very large expeditionary force sailed from San Francisco. The three transports were carrying 117 officers and 2,382 men under the command of Brigadier General Thomas M. Anderson. The transports stopped at Honolulu to pick up a convoy ship, the cruiser Charleston. Clear instructions were given to its commander, Captain Henry Glass, to stop along the way and pluck Guam off of the Spanish Empire.

			Glass approached cautiously, thinking it to be heavily fortified. He fired several shots across the bow but got no return fire. Upon landing he discovered that the Spanish authorities didn’t even know that war had broken out. The fort’s guns had been taken elsewhere a long time back. The Spanish commander told Glass, “Why, Captain, we are without defenses at this port, as all our forts have been dismantled.” Thus Guam gave in without a murmur.11

			Manila Surrenders

			Glass and the transports arrived at Manila the next day and disembarked at Cavite. The captain talked to Aguinaldo who did not seem very pleased with the arrival of the Americans. On June 15, General Greene sailed in with 3,000 men and on June 27-28, Brigadier General Arthur MacArthur sailed in with 5,000 officers and men under his command. Arthur MacArthur was the father of his famous son, Douglas MacArthur of the WWII Pacific war.

			Spain and the United States both wanted to keep the rebels out of Manila. Dewey referred to the Filipinos as ‘Indians’. General Merritt, after his arrival on July 25, said he had been instructed to treat the “Indians” as non-people and not to deal with them. He said he would treat Aguinaldo the same as a boy on the street. The Spanish commander in Manila, General Fermin Jaurdenes told Merritt through an interpreter that “For himself, he was willing to surrender to white people but never to niggers”.12 Thus, racism was rampant on both sides during this war.

			The battle for Manila was mild by any standard. Greene’s troops had landed on a peanut field, a little south of Manila, well within the range of the Spaniards’ field guns. Several shots were fired by the Spaniards. Ten Americans were killed and forty-three wounded. The Spanish kept up their fire for a while. From his ship Dewey did not fire back. Finally, he gave warning to General Jaurdenes that unless he stopped, he would get a heavy load of shells in forty-eight hours’ time. That was the end of Spanish firing and the beginning of negotiations. Both sides agreed to keep Aguinaldo out of the picture. But there was the question of Spanish honor! The Spanish agreed to surrender the city in return for Dewey to keep Aguinaldo and his army out. Also, it was agreed that they will fight a battle just to show that the Spanish resisted. Of course the outcome was already decided!

			So firing started on both sides. The commanders didn’t even know that the armistice was just signed, as Dewey had cut the cable! In this so called battle, six Americans and forty-nine Spaniards were killed. Now, Juardenes could report to Madrid that he tried his best but was helpless against superior forces. The battle for Manila was practically over now.

			By December 10, the wrangling was over in Paris and both sides signed the Treaty of Paris. The United States got Puerto Rico, Guam and the Philippines. In return, the United States would pay $20 million, a great bargain!

			President McKinley told the Methodist Episcopal Church’s General Missionary Committee, an expansionist pressure group, that he walked the floor of the White House night after night until midnight, going on his knees and praying to almighty God for light and guidance. He said further that one night he (God) came (as a vision) and (told him that), there was nothing for him to do but to take them (to take Philippine) all, educate the Filipinos, uplift them, civilize them, and Christianize them! McKinley continued, and then he went to sleep soundly. The next morning, he called the chief engineer of the War Department (the map-maker) and told him to put the Philippines on the map of the United States! This is what the U.S. president thought of and about Philippines!

			The Battle for Luzon

			Though the war with Spain was over, the occupiers of the Philippines now faced another grim reality, the war with the native Filipino army of Aguinaldo. Aguinaldo tried several times to negotiate with the U.S. occupiers but to no avail. Now, the U.S. commanders received the orders from their superiors to start a shooting war with the insurgents. All out war with the insurgents began. In the spring, a dramatic change in public opinion took place. Letters from the troops were coming in complaining that they went in to fight Spain, not Filipinos. These who were volunteers consisted of 12,000 out of the 30,000 troops in the Philippines.

			The whole population of Luzon was opposed to the Americans. As a matter of fact, Filipino masses were loyal to Aguinaldo. Aguinaldo had told his followers to spread out and fight a guerilla war against the Americans. The U.S. troops’ unwritten policy was to take no prisoners. The distinction between combatants and civilians had become obscure. Prisoners were summarily executed by the occupiers. Racism was rampant, even worse than what it was in Cuba. Filipinos were looked upon by the American soldiers as inferior. They were called “monkey men”, “niggers” and “googoos”. They were believed to be dirty people.

			About the town of Titatin an artillery man wrote:

			The town……surrendered to us a few days ago and two companies occupy the same. Last night one of our boys was found shot and his stomach cut open. Immediately orders were received from (the) General…..to burn the town and kill every native in sight, which was done to a finish. About one thousand men, women and children were reported killed. I am probably growing hard-hearted, for I am in my glory when I can sight my gun on some dark-skin and pull the trigger.13

			In its editorial, the New York Times condemned Aguinaldo’s “insane attack” and his “stupendous folly”… “This only goes to show that Filipinos are undisciplined people. To give such people the power to govern themselves”, said Times, “is like giving a dynamite cartridge to a baby for a plaything.” Theodore Roosevelt (T.R.), the former Rough Rider, soon to enter the White House himself, showed his own racism by telling his audiences that “the Filipinos were just as savage and irrational as the Apaches, those other unfortunate freedom fighters we recently subdued.”

			Though most newspapers were pro-war, many black owned newspapers were anti-war. Many of the intellectuals had formed the anti-imperialist league and were working hard to end this brutal and unjust war.

			Meanwhile the killing of the Filipinos, resistance fighters, and civilians alike went on. In the United States, McKinley got reelected to the presidency. The fate of the Philippines was not a major issue of the 1900 campaign.

			Author Geoege O’Toole, in his book The Spanish War: An American Epic (W. W. Norton & Company, 1984) narrates an incident so eloquently as follows:

			As 1900 drew to a close, in December an old man in white suit, sporting flowing white moustache and the luxuriant tangle of white hair, drew his cigar, put it down and arose. Glancing at those assembled at the banquet table, he tapped a spoon against a water glass until the murmur of dinner table subsided and died down.

			The old man was Mark Twain, one of the most eloquently spoken and bitterest critics of the Philippine war. Tonight he was supposed to introduce a young Englishman who was touring the United States and lecture about his exploits in the Boer War:

			“I think that England sinned when she got herself into a war in South Africa which she could have avoided,” he began “just as we have sinned in getting into a similar war in the Philippines.”

			Around the table, there developed a ripple of nervous anticipation. The young Englishman smiled somewhat uneasily.

			“Mr. Churchill by his father is an Englishman,” Twain continued “by his mother he is American, no doubt a blend that makes the perfect man. England and America, we are kin. And now that we are also kin in sin, there is nothing more to be desired. The harmony is perfect-like Mr. Churchill himself, whom I now have the honor to present to you.”

			But Winston Churchill did not rise to the bait. He avoided commenting on the Philippines and confined himself to the safe ground of South Africa. It was a wise decision because this audience seemed to share the anti-imperialist views of the toastmaster.14

			According to Justin Kaplan, Mark Twain’s biographer, Twain by now was convinced that the war was “an unholy alliance of Christianity, cash, and colonialism going under the collective name of civilization.”

			Twain wrote several articles in leading newspapers. In the February 1901 issue of the North American Review, Twain lashed out at the brutality of the Philippine war by quoting an American soldier, “we never left one alive. If one was wounded, we would run our bayonets through him.” Twain went on, “We need a new American flag, one with white stripes painted black, with skull-and-crossbones replacing the stars.” Twain, in every line of criticism, shows his hatred of racism, slavery, cruelty, colonialism, exploitation, suffering, misery and hipocracy.15

			In one of the letters published by the Anti-Imperialist League, a captain from Kansas serving in the Philippines wrote: “Caloocan was supposed to contain 17,000 inhabitants. The Twentieth Kansas swept through it and now Caloocan contains not one living native.” A private from the same outfit said he had “with my own hand set fire to over fifty houses of Filipinos after the victory at Caloocan. Women and children were wounded by our fire.”

			A volunteer who was from the state of Washington wrote: “Our fighting blood was up, and we all wanted to kill ‘niggers’, this shooting human beings beats rabbit hunting all to pieces.”

			The United States in these times was full of intense racism. Between 1889 and 1903, every week, on average, two Negroes were lynched by mobs—hanged, burned and mutilated. To the Americans, the Filipinos were similar, brown-skinned, physically distinct, strange-looking, and strange-speaking. Thus, racism was yet another factor that was added to the intense brutality of the war.

			The Manila correspondent of the Philadelphia Ledger reported in November 1901:

			The present war is no bloodless, opera bouffe engagement; our men have been relentless, have killed to exterminate men, women, children, prisoners and captives, active insurgents and suspected people from lads of ten up, the idea prevailing that the Filipino as such was little better than a dog…..our soldiers have pumped salt water into men to make them talk and have taken prisoners people who held up their hands and peacefully surrendered and an hour later, without an atom of evidence to show that they were even insurrectos, stood them on a bridge and shot them down one by one, to drop into the water below and float down, as examples to those who found their bullet-loaded corpses.

			Retuning from southern Luzon, An American General, early in 1901, said:

			“One sixth of the natives have either been killed or have died of the dengue fever in the last few years.”

			A Major Littleton Waller, accused of shooting eleven defenseless Filipinos on the island of Samar, testified during his trial as described by other marine officers:

			The major said that General Smith instructed him to kill and burn and said that the more he killed and burned, the better pleased he would be that it was no time to take prisoners and that he was to make Samar a howling wilderness. Major Waller asked General Smith to define the age limit for killing and he replied “everything over ten.”

			In the Batangas province, the secretary of the province estimated that of the population of 300,000, one third had been killed by combat, famine, and disease.

			Mark Twain commented further on this war:

			We have pacified some thousands of the islanders and buried them; destroyed their fields; burned their villages and turned their widows and orphans out-of-doors; furnished the remaining by exile to some dozens of disagreeable patriots; subjugated the remaining ten millions by benevolent assimilation, which is pious new name of the musket…!16

			The Americans, with their superior fire power and guns, killed the Filipino insurgents as well as civilians by the thousands. They burned their villages and mercilessly destroyed their rice fields.

			While the brutal war was being waged by the U.S. troops in Luzon, the Northern Province, a startling new development occurred and this marked the turning point of the war.

			Early in March 1901, an officer in General Funston’s district in central Luzon intercepted a messenger from Aguinaldo. He was taking dispatches to General Lacuna, asking that reinforcements be sent to the leader’s head-quarters camp. So now the Americans found out where Aguinaldo’s camp was. MacArthur developed a plan to capture Aguinaldo. For that he hired scouts from the Macabebe tribe. They were fierce, pure-blooded natives of the islands who had been loyal to the Spaniards before the Americans came. They numbered only 25,000, living in Panpanga Province.

			The Macabebe were dressed as if they were ragged members of Aguinaldo’s guerrillas. They were then loaded on the Vicksburg, which slipped quietly out of Manila Bay. The Macabebe were informed that they will be in charge of five American “prisoners” they have supposedly captured, one of whom was the little redheaded General Frederick Funston of Georgia. The Vicksburg moved up stealthily near the shore to discharge the conspirators, some hundred miles up the coast from Aguinaldo’s camp so the smoke coming from the vessel was not seen. In the middle of the night, after unloading the team, the Vicksburg slid away with instructions to pick up the party eleven days later at a nearby place.

			Funston drilled the Macabebe in the little drama they were to play. On the way to Aguinaldo’s camp, when they passed through the villages, they were to tell the inquisitive villagers that the Americans were caught while drawing maps of the countryside. Aguinaldo’s camp was in the village of Palanan in the remote and mountainous northeast of Luzon. Further, the story to be told to the villagers was that after the skirmish, some were killed but these five white men were captured as prisoners of war, to be taken to Aguinaldo.

			After a long and exhausting march, the expedition stopped about eight miles from Aguinaldo’s camp. Macabebe’s leader Hilario Tal Placido sent a note to Aguinaldo saying that he was bringing in prisoners but they were exhausted and had to stop to rest. They were in urgent need of food, he said in his note—the idea being that if Aguinaldo sent food he did not suspect foul play. He sent food and all was well so far.

			As they were on their way, Aguinaldo sent a message that the Americans should be left where they were, under guard. He didn’t want them to know where his camp was. Funston told the scouts to go ahead. Later he sent Placido a forged note from Aguinaldo saying that the prisoners should be brought to the camp after all.

			So when Placido reached the headquarters with his men, the Americans were quite near but out of sight. There were fifteen men guarding Aguinaldo’s headquarters and while Placido was talking with him, his men were quietly throwing a cordon around the headquarters. Placido, while telling his story to the chief, looked around and when he thought the moment had arrived, gave the prearranged signal through the window. The guards were quickly overpowered, some were shot and killed while others were beaten and subdued. Placido, a very big and well-built man, grabbed the little 115 pound, trusting Aguinaldo. He then threw him to the floor of the hut and sat on him until Funston and the other Americans arrived. They took Aguinaldo immediately along the eight miles of trail to the waiting Vicksburg.

			When they reached Manila, MacArthur received him with honor. Of course he was kept under close guard for three weeks. The American Generals told him that his cause was hopeless. To their surprise, he was convinced, took the oath of allegiance, and issued a proclamation recommending that all hostilities be stopped.17

			Not only did Aguinaldo’s surrender not stop the war, it seemed to get bloodier. The rebels, suspecting that Aguinaldo was coerced into giving up, intensified the resistance. The war was growing more brutal day by day.

			According to the War Department figures, before the war, the population of Luzon was 3,727,488. Because dengue fever was the result of famine caused by the war, it followed that as per General Bell’s statement in Washington, after returning from Luzon, 1/6th of the population of Luzon, meaning 661,000 people had died as a result of the war. Can one call this the “Benevolent Assimilation” of McKinley?

			Before he left Luzon, General Bell organized a force of 2,500 men in columns of fifty each. They were ordered to search for rebels in every mountain, in every valley, and in every ravine. All food found outside the town was to be destroyed. All captured Filipinos were to be killed. The commanders followed Bell’s example. As a result of this brutal policy of killings, one-sixth of the population of Luzon was wiped out. This included men, women, and children. By mid-1901, the war in Luzon was moving toward its excruciating end. Now the only major area still in active revolt was the island of Samar.18

			Samar and its Horror

			The island of Samar consists of 5,000 square miles of hilly, jungle wilderness with an annual rainfall of 100 to 170 inches. After Luzon and Mindanao, Samar is the third largest in the archipelago. Of the Viseayan group on the Veseaya Sea, it is the eastern most part. The island was devoid of any roads, had very few trails, and was totally unmapped. The rebels were in the hills away from the narrow plain on the coast. The rugged island is swept much of the year by rain, strong winds, and occasional typhoons.

			Its population was approximately 222,000 around this time, struggling to survive the harsh life. They were a mix of black with invading Moros, Spaniards, and Chinese living under hereditary chiefs. Using primitive techniques, they grew rice, tobacco, sweet potatoes and a banana type plant called ataca.

			Now, the invaders had their eyes set on conquering Samar. The army transport Liscum anchored into the harbor of Balancing, at the southern end of the island on August 11, 1901, bringing with it a force of army regulars and marines. Their commandant, Major Littleton Waller, was determined to conquer this island at any cost. Balangiga was a community of about two hundred huts on stilts surrounding a central plaza. There were two masonry buildings there, a city hall and a Catholic church with convent.

			The natives in their outrigger canoes came home there to welcome them surrounding the ship. Many more American troops were to follow this initial invasion in due time. Thus began the terrible saga of Samar… Meanwhile, in the United States, President McKinley was shot by a young immigrant Leon Czolgosz on September 6, in Buffalo believing that he was liberating humanity. McKinley died on September 14 and Theodore Roosevelt took over as president.

			Balangiga Massacre

			In one incident in Balangiga, the Presidente Pedro Abayan and their police Chief Pedro Sanchez asked Captain Thomas Connell that they wanted to bring in eighty laborers from the countryside to clean up the plaza. Captain Connell was too happy to give permission and said, “Bring in as many as you can.”

			Forty husky laborers came in the morning and forty more arrived the next day. That night, the sentries noticed an unusually large number of women hurrying to the church. They were all wearing heavy clothes. Some were carrying small coffins. A sergeant, being suspicious, stopped a woman, pried open the coffin lid with his bayonet. A dead child in the coffin stared at him, the mother telling him ‘cholera’. With so many coffins, the sergeant thought an epidemic must have spread all over the countryside. But he had not heard about it. If he had only looked underneath the body, he would have found a bunch of cane cutting bolo knives. If he would have only parted the folds of the garments these heavily swathed women were wearing, he would have found out that most of them were men!

			In the morning, the men of Company C were eating breakfast at the outdoor mess while their guns were stalked 100 feet away. The police Chief Sanchez suddenly approached the American guard, grabbed his rifle and smashed his skull with the butt and fired one shot giving a signal. At that moment, the church bell started ringing. Out of the church, rushed many bolo men. Also, the laborers in the plaza pulled out huge bolo knives hidden beneath their clothing and attacked the breakfasting Americans. Most of them were cut to pieces within a few minutes. Out of seventy-four, only thirty-six at the camp were left alive but severely wounded. All others were killed. A few escaped to tell the story.19

			Sergeant Betron who survived the attack took command. Before he took the wounded to Basey, thirty five nautical miles up the coast, he sent rifle men back into the village to shoot any native still alive and to drive the Filipinos who were looting the bodies back into the forest. These rearguard riflemen poured five gallons of gasoline and set the church ablaze. The five boats moved up the coast on the way to Basey. Some of them never reached there.

			Captain Book Miller decided to go back to Balangiga with fifty-three men to see if there was anything worth saving. When his ship Pittsburgh arrived at Balangiga, a party of half-drunk Filipinos was running to the beach, waving bolos and spears. Since the Americans left, the natives were having a party and getting drunk. Book Miller turned his Gattling gun and cannon on the crowd at the beach. Bodies flew into the air in a burst of flame, fire, and smoke. Several scores of natives were killed. The Americans then came charging through the surf with their bayonets and secured the town. To their horror, they found many mutilated bodies of their comrades, some with their stomachs cut open, some beheaded and some with deep wounds. They buried thirty-six Americans in a mass grave.

			While securing the town, twenty natives could not run away in time. The Americans shot and killed all of them. Houses still standing were burned to the ground. Balangiga was thus left a smoldering burnt out ruin.

			There was this forty-five year old Tony Waller, a ruthless man who had set up his headquarters at Basey. He was instructed by his superior, Brigadier General Jacob Smith to take no prisoners. “He must shoot and kill any native caught, ten years or older. Also he must burn down the village.” So Waller was on a search and destroy mission. He first took on the village of San Antonio, few miles away on the coast; its residents were supplying rice to the rebels. Waller burned down the village to the ground.

			Waller followed this pattern all over. His patrols went out and devastated everything they found—killing pigs, burning houses, destroying crops, boats and even piles of dried hemp. No mercy was shown. Once, patrols entered one hut where two women and a man were sitting with some evidence of army shirts, shoes and blood stained bolos. Everyone in sight was killed. Waller was still carrying out his policy of total destruction. In one village, seven men with their wives and children were found in one house. They were all killed one by one.

			All this devastation and killings was having an impact. Eventually fewer and fewer natives were seen. Captured prisoners told them that some 5,000 rebels had fallen back to the Soboton cliffs and taken refuge in this strongly defended position. Waller decided to go there to attack the rebels. On November 16, Waller’s forces reached the cliffs. The rebels saw the Americans and a fierce battle broke out. The rebels fought frantically but were no match for the marines and fled. Many rebels were killed.

			Smith sent out the new order, “The interior of Samar must be made a howling wilderness.” On the eighth, Waller moved out of Basey again in two columns, one advancing along the beach and the other headed for the interior. They were joined by another company at Balangiga. For the next six weeks, these patrols pushed the rebels eastward, killing and burning the villages along the way, this went on and on all over Samar. Many prisoners were cold bloodedly executed. The Filipinos seemed to have been treated no better than dogs in their own country!

			The war finally ended in Samar. America succeeded in subduing the Filipino resistance.

			Meanwhile, in the U.S. Senate, Senator Albert Beveridge, rose to reveal that God had been in charge of the takeover all along: “We will not renounce our part in the mission of our race, trustees under God, of the civilization of the world. God has not been preparing the English-Speaking and Teutonic peoples for a thousand years for nothing but vain and idle self admiration. NO! He has made us the master organizers of the world to establish a system where chaos reigns.”

			In the aftermath, some of the commanders were tried in U.S. courts. Later on, President Roosevelt court-martialed General Smith. A short time later, he sent a letter of congratulations to General Bell on his Batangas campaign. There, 300,000 Filipinos were sitting in concentration camps. Smith’s testimony at his court-martial was a masterpiece of perjury and betrayal. He denied that he ever gave orders to “kill and burn” or to “take no prisoners”! Waller, despite all his atrocities, was acquitted by an 11-2 vote, the court taking only half an hour to give the verdict.20

			Moros’ Massacre

			The fighting in the rest of Philippines died out slowly but it did not stop entirely until 1916 in Mindanao, the largest of the island. Captain John Pershing was attacked several times on Mindanao by the fierce Moros. The Moros were Muslim warriors, with their own traditions of polygamy and slavery. The Americans first tried to pacify them but they were hard to please. So the war went on against them. The Moros retreated to the hills and mountains and fought the invaders whenever and wherever possible.

			In 1906, a horrific event took place. Mark Twain’s anger saw no bounds just as rest of the American conscience was aroused from its usual sleep. Mark Twain gives a scathing account of it, titled “Comments on the killing of 600 Moros”:

			“These ‘dark-skinned savages’”, as Twain calls them sarcastically, “have been pursued by American troops until they take refuge in the bowl of an extinct volcano crater, near Jolo.” Twain goes on, “since they were ‘hostile’ and ‘bitter’ at us because we have been trying to take their liberties away from them, their presence in that position was a menace.”

			“General Wood, who was in charge of search and destroy force, found that Moros who numbered 600 (incorrectly) including women and children, were tucked away in the crater at an altitude of 2,200 feet. ‘Very difficult of access for Christian troops and artillery,’” Twain notes. “Wood, without much difficulty, got his men to the top and they looked down into the bowl. There at a distance of some fifty feet were the Moros. The General who had about the same number of troops with him as the men, women and children below, mounted his artillery as near the rim as possible and prepared to attack.”

			Twain describes what followed:

			The battle began—it is officially called by that name—our forces firing down into the crater with their artillery and their deadly small arms of precision; the savages furiously returning the fire, probably with brickbats—though this is merely a surmise of mine. Heretofore the Moros have used knives and clubs mainly; also-ineffectual trade-muskets when they had any. The official report stated that the battle was fought with prodigious energy on both sides during a day and half and that it ended with a complete victory for the American army. The completeness of victory is established by this fact: that of the six hundred Moros, not one was left alive. The brilliance of the victory is established by this other fact, to wit: that of our six hundred heroes, only fifteen lost their lives.

			The soldiers were,” Twain notes, “carrying out Wood’s orders to kill or capture these savages. They had in effect been told to kill or capture according to taste,” Twain says, “and their taste had remained what it has been for eight years in our army out there – the taste of Christian butchers.”

			Twain, in his essay, compares the casualty rates in conflicts like Waterloo, the Civil War, and what he calls that “pathetic comedy” of the Cuban War. He goes on:

			Contrast these things with the great statistics which have arrived from that Moro crater! There, with 600 engaged on each side, we lost fifteen killed outright and we had 37 wounded. The enemy numbered 600 (the actual number by later count was 900), including women and children and we abolished them utterly, leaving not even a baby alive to cry for its dead mother. This is incomparably the greatest victory that was ever achieved by the Christian soldiers of the United States.21

			This reminds one of the “My Lai Massacre” of Vietnam War of 1968 or “Highway of Death” during the 1st Gulf War of 1991. Nothing seems to have changed. The same brutality and same ruthlessness persists—only with more sophisticated weapons to kill with!

			The insurgents were subdued and crushed in the end, not by shooting prisoners or killing everyone over the age of ten or turning the land into a howling wilderness, although all these things had been done. It was achieved when General J. Franklin Bell, the American commander of the Balangiga province, saw that the guerillas were like fish swimming in an ocean of people; he realized that the rebels could be crushed only by cutting them off the aid and shelter given by the Filipino people. Commander Bell issued his first order on December 8, 1901, saying that boundaries will be established surrounding each town or province. People must move within these zones, along with their movable food supplies including rice, chicken, live stock etc. Those who do so would be protected against intimidations, assassinations, and depredations by armed insurgents. Those who don’t comply by December 25 will be liable to confiscation and destruction of their property.

			Bell issued a second order, which basically observed:

			Those with whom friendly relations may have been maintained must be relegated to a place subordinate to the doing of whatever may be necessary to bring a people who have not yet felt the distressing effect of war to a realizing sense of the advantages of peace.

			Once this policy was pursued, within a few weeks, the guerilla warfare ended.

			President Roosevelt, on the Fourth of July 1902, declared that the Philippine war had ended. It had, for all practical purposes. It had cost America 4,200 dead, and 2,800 wounded. On the Filipino side, 20,000 Filipino fighters and about 200,000 Filipino civilians had been killed or died of disease and famine brought on by the war. Other reports put the figures at 661,000 dead due to the dengue fever caused by the famine brought on by this war, in Luzon province alone! The water buffalo population on which the nature farmers heavily depended had been reduced by 90 percent. The cost of the brutal war was estimated to be around $170 million.22

			After the war ended, the ruling class in America did not seem to realize that, by their desire to dominate and control other people and their country, what immeasurable death, destruction, and misery they brought on hundreds of thousands of the poor inhabitants of the Philippines. Even a century later, after many more devastating interventions and misadventures, they do not seem to have yet realized the foolishness and criminality of their actions. Unfortunately, more than a hundred years later, the folly of war and conquest still continues unabated.

		

	
		
			CHAPTER 6 
The Atomic Bombing of Japan

			The Background

			On December 7, 1941, Japan carried out a premeditated and ruthless attack on U.S. ships at Pearl Harbor. At the time, America was already in World War-II on the side of Britain and Russia. But the unprovoked Japanese attack at Pearl Harbor changed things drastically. At Pearl Harbor, 350 Japanese planes in a premeditated attack on the U.S. Pacific fleet destroyed or crippled 8 battleships. 2,403 Americans were killed. The next day, President Roosevelt declared December 7, 1941 as a day of ‘infamy’ and declared war on Japan.

			Fateful Decision

			One of the most barbaric, ruthless, and criminal acts by a nation against the civilians of another nation was the use of two deadly atom bombs by the United States against the civilians of Japan during the Pacific War.

			The first bomb was dropped on the city of Hiroshima on August 6, 1945. Its population was between 320,000 to 400,000 people. As if this was not enough, three days later on August 9, 1941, a second bomb was dropped on Nagasaki, a city of 270,000 people. About 140,000 innocent men, women, and children were killed in Hiroshima. The death toll in Nagasaki was 70,000.

			The question is how and why the United States decided to employ such horrendous weapons against Japan, especially against its civilians.

			A lot of books, essays, and articles have been written about this event. Yet after some sixty years, the United States government and its compliant mass media have succeeded in hiding the truth from the rest of the world.

			The most common belief amongst the people about these horrific acts is that, the United States government used the atom bombs to save from a quarter to half a million American soldiers’ lives by forcing immediate Japanese surrender. Yet the truth of the matter is quite different.

			During the Pacific War, which lasted from December 1941 till August 1945, the United States went through two presidents. On April 12, 1944, President Franklin Roosevelt died suddenly and his vice president, an exsenator from Missouri, took over the presidency. He was especially inexperienced in foreign policy. By all accounts, Truman was an honest, hard working, and decent man.

			But yet, he was far more complex a person. Robert Griffith describes

			Truman was a complicated, not a simple man; a man at times different and aggressive, capable of both humanity and arrogance; a man who would leap to decisions quickly and perhaps impulsively, but he could also be vacillating and indecisive; a man who always seemed to know his own mind, yet he appears in retrospect to have been highly dependent on those who advised him; a man who valued honesty and plain speaking, but who was also capable of contradiction and deception, including and perhaps especially, self-deception.1

			Henry Stimson, who would become the Secretary of War during the Truman Presidency, jotted in his private journal a year before Truman became president: “Truman is a nuisance and pretty untrustworthy man. He talks smoothly but he acts meanly.”2

			President Roosevelt in early 40’s had already initiated the “Manhattan Project” to develop nuclear weapons. At the same time there were also frantic efforts undertaken by the governments of Japan and Germany to develop their own atom bombs.

			Meanwhile, in Washington D.C., an “Interim Committee”, a body set up to focus specifically on issues connected with the atom bomb was approved by the president on May 2, 1945. The Committee included distinguished people like Henry L. Stimson, the Secretary of War, Dr. James B. Conant, Chairman, National Defense Research Committee, Dr. Vannevar Bush, Director, Office of Scientific Research and Development, Dr. Karl Compton, Chief, Office of Field Service, Office of Scientific Research and Development, William L. Clayton, Assistant Secretary of State and Ralph A. Bard, under-Secretary of Navy.3

			Jimmy Byrnes, a former Senator from South Carolina, a close friend and mentor of the president, represented the president in the Interim Committee. The Committee had engaged into many deliberations regarding the new weapon and Byrnes kept the president well informed.

			By May 31/June 1, the committee had recommended that the atom bomb should be used on Japan—but in a particular way. But if this important group was a serious institutional and policy body, the actual decision to use the bombs was another and questionable matter.

			Between May 31st and August 6th when the first bomb was used, a lot had happened. The details of its deliberations reveal that, for the Interim Committee, it was never a question whether to use the bomb or not. It had already assumed that the bomb will be employed; the question remaining was how to use it!

			The committee had come to the conclusion according to its minutes of May 31 meeting as follows:

			After much discussion concerning various types of targets and the effects to be produced, the secretary expressed the conclusion on which there was general agreement that we could not give Japanese any warning, that we could not concentrate on a civilian area, but that we should seek to make a profound psychological impression on as many inhabitants as possible.4

			The minutes further record that:

			At the suggestion of Dr. Conant, the secretary agreed that the most desirable target would be a vital war plant employing a large number of workers & closely surrounded by workers’ houses.5

			The main point of course during the June meeting was that there be no revelation to Russia or anyone else until “the first bomb had been successfully laid on Japan.”6

			Sometime back, the United States had offered Japan an “unconditional surrender”! In the Japanese view the “unconditional surrender” meant the Emperor could be arrested, tried, and executed. That could also mean the total destruction of their culture and life style. Emperor Hirohito was like a God to most of the Japanese people. No Japanese would agree to their Emperor being insulted, let alone be tried, removed, or executed. The U.S. leaders knew well this feeling of the Japanese.

			Yet, on April 16 Truman gave a strong speech pounding his hand on the podium and declared: “Our demand has been and it remains-unconditional surrender!”7 James Byrnes had a major hand in writing this speech.

			Meanwhile, the brutal war was going on. Japan was being subjected to massive bombings of its cities. On March 9, 1945, 300 B-29s loaded with small incendiary bombs attacked Tokyo and set fire to its paper and wood houses. A firestorm developed that was far more deadly than the controversial one created by the allies at Dresden. In that night, perhaps 200,000 Japanese lost their lives in Tokyo. Most of the dead were women and children. American General Lemay was very happy. The raid in Tokyo was followed by a series of raids on the civilian populations of Osaka, Nagoya, and Kobe. Massive numbers of civilians were killed. It was a deliberate decision to attack the civilian population.

			Japan’s situation was getting more desperate day by day.

			On May 6, Churchill sent a cable to Truman requesting an early meeting between them and Stalin at Potsdam. But Jimmy Byrnes had some different ideas. He convinced Truman to postpone the meeting until the atomic bomb had been tested. It was a fundamental strategic decision. All other top advisors were pressing for an early meeting with Stalin. Truman informed Churchill that he was busy with “budget matters” and would prefer the meeting around mid July. Churchill was disappointed but agreed.

			It is interesting to note that before the atom bomb became a distinct possibility, the United States very much wanted Russia to enter into war with Japan. Russia had already abrogated its treaty with Japan. There was no way Japan could stand up to the United States as well as to the vast red army of Russia. Japan itself was terribly worried about Russia going to war with it. So Japan was frantically trying to placate Russia hoping to avert Russian entry into the war. The Japanese ambassador Sato was meeting Russian foreign minister Molotov trying to convince Moscow to mediate an end to the war. Japan knew that if Russia entered the war, Japan would have to surrender immediately.

			According to the U.S. thinking before, if Russia joined the war and marched into Manchuria, it would tie up millions of Japanese troops there. That meant these troops would not be used for defending the homeland against the U.S. invasion.

			But, with the atomic bomb a reality, the U.S. now did not want Russia to enter into the war against Japan. That way, in post-war Japan, only the United States would have total control. Otherwise with Russia in the war, the Unites States will have to share the kill. With Russia out of the picture, their political influence in Asia would also be limited.

			Truman’s and Byrne’s thinking was that with the atomic bomb a reality, the United States must get Japan to surrender before the Soviets entered the war. Before the reality of the bomb, the U.S. planning consisted of invading the Japanese island of Kyushu, the southernmost island first. Then, the massive invasion of Honshu was to be carried out by the spring of 1946 to end the war. The U.S. leaders expected a million U.S. casualties if the invasions became necessary. These were only estimates. There is no documentary basis for the one million figures in any event.

			James Byrnes, who was appointed the Secretary of State soon after Truman became president, had become the main advisor of the president who seemed to be so ill-prepared for the job. Though there were many other advisors to the president, James Byrnes was at the heart of the decision making process for President Truman.

			It was widely believed by many experts, military as well as civilian, that if Japan was offered a simple surrender; if the term ‘unconditional’ was removed from the surrender offer, then it would have surrendered without the use of the atom bombs. Or if the United States would have clarified the term ‘Unconditional’ or if she would have simply promised Japan that no harm would have come to their Emperor and that they would keep the Emperor’s position unchanged, then Japan certainly would have surrendered. Without the promise of the Emperor’s position & safety, millions of Japanese soldiers would have kept fighting until death.

			Yet, despite knowing that with changing the terms of the surrender, the war could be ended, Truman, with the advice of James Byrne refused to alter the terms of surrender!

			Roosevelt’s former aide, Harry Hopkins, on a presidential mission to Moscow in May 1945, reported Stalin as saying that “according to his information the Japanese would not accept unconditional surrender” and that “if we stick to unconditional surrender the Japs will not give up and we will have to destroy them as we did Germany.”8 Henry S. Stimson and George C. Marshall, the military Chief of staff, exchanged several memoranda on the subject of unconditional surrender. On May 30, Stimson wrote:

			“As you know, I have been thinking about this matter for some time. In the place of the proposed statement of the overall objective, I am inclined to favor something as follows: The complete defeat and permanent destruction of the war making power of Japan.”9

			Marshall responded on June 9: “This seems acceptable from the strictly military viewpoint” and went on to suggest that “we take action to discourage public use of the term ‘unconditional surrender’ which we all agree is difficult to define; and encourage instead more definitive public statements covering our policy and war terms. We should cease talking about ‘unconditional surrender’ of Japan and begin to define our true objective in terms of defeat and disbarment.”10

			It is difficult to know precisely what President Truman had in mind in making his decision to delay clarifying the surrender terms. Modern documentary discoveries leave no doubt that the advisor closest to the president in 1945 was James Byrnes and that in general, he consistently opposed any modification in the surrender formula.

			There were others who also expressed their view on “unconditional surrender”. They believed that “The greatest obstacle to unconditional surrender by the Japanese is their belief that this would entail the destruction or permanent removal of the Emperor and the institution of the throne. If some indication can now be given the Japanese that they themselves, when once thoroughly defeated and rendered impotent to wage the war in future, will be permitted to determine their own future political structure, they will be afforded a method of saving face, without which surrender will be highly unlikely.”

			“The President said that he was interested in what I said because his own thoughts had been following the same line.”

			-Memorandum by acting Secretary of State 
Joseph C. Grew, May 28, 1945 11

			General MacArthur’s Southwest Pacific Command prepared a “restricted background study” in the summer of 1944 which argued that “although there should be no weakening of the peace terms, to dethrone or hang the Emperor would cause a tremendous and violent reaction from all Japanese. Hanging of the Emperor to them would be comparable to the Crucifixion of Christ to us. All would fight to die like ants. The position of the gangster militarist would be strengthened immeasurably. The war would be unduly prolonged; our losses heavier than otherwise would be necessary.”12

			Even Churchill, at Yalta, in February 1945 had taken up this general line. In fact as early as this date, he had advocated some modification in the surrender terms.

			On July 16, the Joint Chiefs of Staff felt so strongly about this matter that they arranged for the British Chiefs of Staffs to persuade Churchill to approach Truman to urge a change in surrender terms. Churchill did just that on July 18.13 According to John Ray Skates’ observation, from the perspective of the Joint Chiefs, “The Emperor’s status was no small matter.”14 The Joint Chiefs argued that for military reasons alone the Emperor’s position should be protected.15

			General Marshall, the Military Chief of Staff, had cautioned against any move to oust the Emperor because it would lead to a last-ditch defense by the Japanese.

			The evidence is overwhelming that every top presidential military and civilian advisor up to this point in time except James Byrnes but including Prime Minister Churchill and the top British military leadership clearly and directly urged the clarification of the ‘unconditional surrender’ formula.

			As a matter of fact, from the records, it is possible to identify more than a dozen separate occasions on which Truman was personally approached and counseled in one way or another on this matter prior to the issuance of the Potsdam Proclamation. The people who advised him and the dates are as follows:

			
					(1)	Acting Secretary of State Grew advised on May 28, 1945

					(2)	Former President Herbert Hoover in a May 30, 1945 memorandum

					(3)	Grew advised again on June 13, 1945

					(4)	Counsel to the President Samuel I Rosenman counseled on June 17, 1945

					(5)	Grew once again advised on June 18, 1945

					(6)	Assistant Secretary of War McCloy gave advice on June 18, 1945

					(7)	Admiral Leahy counseled on June 18, 1945

					(8)	The State Department cautioned in a formal recommendation of June 30, 1945

					(9)	Under Secretary of the Navy Ralph Bard advised on July 1, 1945

					(10)	Secretary of War Stimson (with the support of Secretary of the Navy Forrestal and Grey) counseled on July 2, 1945

					(11)	Stimson again advised on July 16, 1945

					(12)	Churchill counseled on July 18, 1945 16

			

			Despite all these expert advice from various prominent people and groups, Byrnes and Truman refused to modify the surrender terms. What did they actually have in their mind? Was it that they had already decided to use the atomic bombs and force an immediate surrender? Was it that they wanted to try this new weapon, on which a lot of money was spent? Or was it because they wanted to show to the world, the Russians in particular, that America was now the Supreme Power, stronger than any other nation in the world?

			By May-June 1945, significant development had taken place. The United States had broken through the Japanese code! Now, the Americans could clearly hear what the Japanese were saying. There was overwhelming evidence that the Japanese were close to surrender except they only wanted terms which would protect their Emperor.

			A series of Japanese peace feelers were noted in Switzerland which OSS Chief William Donovan reported to Truman in May and June. This indicated even at this point that the only serious obstacle to peace was U.S. demand of ‘unconditional surrender’.

			Allen Dulles at the time chief of OSS operations in Switzerland (and later director of the CIA), in his 1966 book, The Secret Surrender, recalled that: “On July 20, 1945, under instructions from Washington, I went to the Potsdam Conference and reported there to the Secretary Stimson on what I had learned from Tokyo – they desired to surrender if they could retain the Emperor and the constitution as a basis for maintaining discipline and order in Japan after the devastating news of surrender became known to the Japanese people.”17

			Apparently, the group Dulles was in contact with in Switzerland were high-ranking Japanese navy officials. On July 13, the acting director of OSS, Charles S. Chaston, informed Byrnes that the Japanese officials Dulles was in touch with clearly “implied that the only condition on which Japan would insist with respect to surrender would be some consideration for the Japanese Imperial family.”18

			More interesting were three channels opened up in Sweden. The first channel was through the Swedish minister in Tokyo, Widar Bagge. He had close contacts with Mamoru Shigemitsu, the foreign minister in the Koiso government, and other high-ranking Japanese officials. As early as September 24, 1944, Bagge’s reports had reached the United States through British Foreign Office. One of his telegrams stated:

			I learn from a very reliable source that in important civilian circles in Japan the peace problem is being discussed with increasing anxiety. A speedy German collapse is expected and it is not believed that Japan can then continue the war.19

			The U.S. minister in Stockholm on April 6, 1945 reported that Bagge’s sources believed it “Probable that very far-reaching conditions would be accepted by the Japanese by way of negotiation.”20 “However, there is no doubt that ‘unconditional surrender’ terms would be unacceptable to the Japanese because it would mean dishonor. Application of such terms would be fatal and lead to desperate action on the part of the people…The Emperor must not be touched.” 21

			Yet another channel involved General Makoto Onodera, Japanese military attaché in Stockholm, who was put in charge of Japanese intelligence for the whole of Europe at the end of 1944. Onodera was in touch with the Swedish royal family and through Prince Carl Bernadotte, also connected with the American legion in Stockholm. On May 11, 2945, Hershel V. Johnson, the U.S. minister in Stockholm reported that Onodera had told his contact…. “It is realized that Japan cannot win and that the best possible solution would be to prevent the destruction of its cities and places of culture.”… “He stated that he was authorized to arrange for a member of the Swedish Royal Family to approach the allies for some settlements…”.22 Now, as Johnson observed in the same cable, the overwhelming obvious issue involved the ‘rigid’ formula for surrender.23

			It was also known to the U.S. Government that the Japanese were trying desperately to involve Russia as a mediator in the crisis to achieve peace. The last thing they wanted was Russia also entering the war with Japan. On April 5, 1945, the Soviets decided not to renew the neutrality pact with Japan.

			Despite all this, the decision by the Truman administration not to alter the unconditional surrender formula was clear, forceful, and unequivocal. Additionally it was a contested decision, one which went against the dominant thrust of policy development and of various specific cabinet-level and military recommendations.

			The Potsdam Conference with Stalin and Churchill was scheduled at Potsdam, Germany on or around July, 1945. This was delayed to this date because Truman wanted the results of the atomic bomb test before he met Stalin. The scientist and the director of the ‘Manhattan Project’ had promised the president that they would be able to test their first atom bomb around mid-July.

			President Truman, James Byrnes, his hawkish Secretary of State, and other high ranking officials now boarded the ship Augusta and sailed for Germany.

			On June 22, Emperor Hirohito, during a meeting with the Supreme Council for the Direction of the War had declared that although war planning had to continue, it was also “necessary to have a plan to close the war at once…”24 Now, on July 12, as the Augusta reached mid-Atlantic, an ‘extremely urgent’ intercepted cable from foreign minister Togo to Ambassador Sato in Moscow revealed that, “We are now secretly giving consideration to the termination of war because of the pressing situation which confronts Japan both at home and abroad.”25

			The following day, the United States intercepted the explosive ‘very urgent’ cable from Togo mentioned above which documented by far the most important diplomatic development of the summer. The direct intervention of Emperor Hirohito:

			“His majesty the Emperor mindful of the fact that the present war daily brings greater evil and sacrifice upon the peoples of all belligerent powers desires from his heart that it may be quickly terminated.”

			Togo’s cable went on,

			“The main obstacle to peace was that so long as England and the United Sates insist upon unconditional surrender the Japanese Empire has no alternative but to fight on with all its strength for the honor and the existence of the motherland.”

			Togo requested that Moscow receive a personal representative of the Emperor who was to bring with him proposals for Soviet help in ending the conflict:

			“It is the Emperor’s private intention to send Prince Konoye to Moscow as a special envoy with a letter from him containing the statements given above.”26

			Soto was directed to meet with foreign minister Molotov as soon as possible to make the necessary arrangements. When Soto finally met him on July 13, he particularly stressed that the special envoy was sent by the Emperor.27

			Hirohito’s move was no small development. American officials recognized the profound and momentous nature of the Emperor’s personal involvement. Unlike other ‘peace feelers’ in Sweden, Switzerland, and Portugal or through the Vatican, this was clearly an ‘official’ move - a move at the highest level.

			So now, President Truman and Byrnes are going on board the ship Augusta, having decided not to offer terms that the Japanese could accept and eagerly awaiting the outcome of a successful atomic bomb test at Alamogordo, New Mexico.

			On May 28, Stalin had reaffirmed his pledge to the U.S. and Britain that the Red Army was prepared to march by August 8 (Three months after Germany’s collapse of May 8). But he said that no troops would be committed until the final agreement on the Yalta Accord had been reached with China. So, Truman and Byrnes knew that Russia was going to attack Japan some time during August, probably after August 8. But now that the atomic bomb was a distinct reality, the American leadership, namely Truman and his main advisor Byrnes had second thoughts about Russian entry into the War. It seems they now desperately wanted to force Japan’s surrender before the Russians declared war with Japan. That way, they could keep Russia out of Japan and in post-war Japan the United States would be the only power to dictate terms. The Russian influence in Asia could thus be minimized.

			It is said that Truman was the man who started the cold war!28 As the thinking went, Truman and Byrnes wanted to impress upon Russia that they now have the most powerful weapon in their hands and the United States would not hesitate to use it to safeguard its interests… and Russia should back off its designs in Europe.

			Truman’s state of mind on the eve of the Potsdam Conference is revealed by Jonathan Daniels, a man who had worked for Truman during the 1948 campaign and who was close to him. According to his notes made after a 1949 discussion of the atom bomb, Truman explained that as the meetings were about to start he had felt: “If it explodes as I think it will, I’ll certainly have a hammer on those boys.”29 In his book, The Man of Independence, Daniels expanded on above note: The president “seemed to be referring not merely to the still unconquered Japs but to the Russians with whom he was having difficulty in shaping collaboration for lasting peace.”30

			At 5:29:45 a.m. on July 16, 1945 the first successful test of a nuclear device occurred at a site code named ‘Trinity’ in the New Mexico desert 200 miles south of Los Alamos and 60 miles northwest of Alamogordo. The first report sent to Secretary Stimson by George Harrison was cryptic:

			“Operated on this morning. Diagnosis not yet complete but results seem satisfactory and already exceed expectations…Dr. Groves pleased”.31

			This message arrived at 7:30 p.m. on July 16, 1945 and was immediately taken to the president and Byrnes in the Berlin suburb of Badelsburg by Stimson.32

			On the morning of July 18, another cable arrived and confirmed the great success. It provided more information.33

			“Doctor has returned most enthusiastic and confident that the ‘LITTLE BOY’ is as husky as his big brother. The light in his eyes discernible from here to highhold and I could have heard his screams from here to my farm.”34

			This informed code meant that the explosion could be seen for 250 miles and be heard 50 miles away.35

			Truman’s expectation came true. He would have his initial encounter with Stalin at noon on July 17 – some twenty-one hours and thirty minutes after the test.36

			The potential options for ending the war came into sharp focus now. First, the most important objective the president had in mind going to Potsdam was securing the Red Army attack. Secondly, it was such a priority because if the test failed, Russian attack was of paramount importance to end the war without the physical conquest of Japan.

			Thirdly, the president felt so pleased at Postdam because he received assurances from Stalin that Russia would attack Japan after August 8.

			The conference lasted for a few days. Churchill and Truman both now knew that the war would end very soon. Churchill and Truman met on July 18 for lunch. Stalin had told Churchill that Mikado of Japan had offered Japanese surrender if the United States clarified the terms and assured surrender with some face saving and the assurance of national existence. Churchill passed on this message to Truman. Truman said to Churchill that the Japanese had no honor left after Pearl Harbor! In short, Truman seemed to have rejected this offer by Japan!

			Truman seemed to be very forceful throughout the Potsdam Conference with Stalin. This had surprised Churchill. The ‘bomb’ had given Truman some extraordinary confidence. Regarding Poland and other Eastern European countries and post war situation in Europe, Stalin and Churchill tried to discuss many issues but Truman was not interested at this time to discuss them. When Stalin and Churchill persisted, Truman finally declared that he had already stated his view: “that was his position yesterday, that was his position today, and that would be his position tomorrow.”37

			Truman was relying heavily on the new weapon. Byrnes also regarded the bomb as very important visà-vis Eastern Europe. Truman and Byrnes it seems were simply trying to delay any final agreement on major post-war issues. Several analysts have recognized that the delaying strategy rested fundamentally on the expectation that, shortly, the new weapon would greatly strengthen the U.S. diplomacy. According to Robert Messer, Byrnes probably concluded that “the overriding significance of the atomic bomb would only sink into the remarkably obtuse Soviet consciousness after its power had been demonstrated in combat against Japan.”38

			From all this evidence, it seems that Truman and Byrnes had already made up their minds that the United States would use its new weapon on Japan very soon!

			Stalin and Truman both held their ground, so little progress was made on the Balkans or other issues. The conference basically ended in a stalemate. Before, the U.S. was very interested in working out European matters with Stalin. Now they were not interested in it at the moment. Truman and Byrnes now believed that they had a trump card in their hand and they were going to use it.

			It was decided that Stalin should be informed. So on July 24, three days after receiving Grove’s report, Truman, at the end of the day’s plenary session approached Stalin. In his memoir the subsequent report is terse:

			“I casually mentioned to Stalin that we had a new weapon of unusual destructive force. The Russian premier showed no special interest. All he said was that he was glad to hear it and hoped we would make ‘good use of it’ against the Japanese.”39

			Rather than frustration, the American leaders’ feeling of cheerfulness at the conclusion of the Potsdam meeting makes little sense unless one realizes that the top policy planners were thinking ahead, to the time when the enormous force of their new weapon would be shown. The growing reality of the new weapon gave the U.S. leaders a deepening sense of confidence that they could manage the things quite well – with or without an understanding with the Russians.

			Meanwhile, a public radio broadcast was made by Captain Ellis M. Zacharias four days after the Potsdam Conference began. The broadcast essentially told the Japanese people that they had already lost the war and the defeat was inevitable. They had two alternatives. One was the virtual destruction of Japan followed by a dictated peace. The other was unconditional surrender with its attendant benefit as laid down by the Atlantic Charter.40

			It is a mystery as to why this broadcast was made when Atlantic Charter offer was so contrary to what Truman and Byrnes would offer later in the Potsdam Declaration. Anyway, a few days later the Potsdam Conference ended in a stalemate. The Potsdam Proclamation was issued.

			But the key portion of paragraph 12, offering assurances regarding the Emperor was removed at the insistence of Byrnes and Truman. That means Japan not being sure of the safety of the Emperor could not accept the offer.

			On July 28, Premier Suzuki rejected the Potsdam Ultimatum. He announced that it was ‘unworthy of public notice’. But in reality, the Japanese were studying the proclamation before making any real response. They needed some time to respond. They had used the term ‘mokusatsu’ regarding the proclamation. The term was misunderstood by the Americans and was taken as a rejection. But in reality the term meant ‘ignore it’. It also can mean ‘to be silent’ or ‘to withhold comment’ or ‘to ignore’.

			Anyway, the Japanese were given very little time to consider the proclamation.

			It seems Churchill had judged that a combination of the Russian threat and a modification of the surrender formula would likely have ended the war. As early as 1944 he had argued that just by announcing that Russia would join the allies in the Pacific ‘might be decisive’.41 He had suggested at Yalta in February that modifying the surrender formula might save a year and a half of war.42 On July 18, he had raised the issue directly with Truman but the U.S. President would not be moved. He had already decided what he was going to do!

			A large number of prominent figures in the U.S. were arguing against using the atom bomb. But it seems plans were already underway to use the deadly weapon against the Japanese.

			Following a luncheon gathering of top military leaders at the Pentagon in 1947, as noted by James Forrestal, Eisenhower had said he ‘begged’ Truman not to give away anything to get the Russians into the war because in his opinion “there was no question but that Japan was already thoroughly beaten.”43

			There is a copy of the powerful July 16, 1945 memorandum among Eisenhower’s papers that Stimson wrote for Truman urging multiple workings before the bomb was used.44 It is unclear though when this was given to him. However, Eisenhower in his book, Crusade in Europe, includes the following brief account of his ‘personal and immediate’ reaction of hearing of plans for the atomic attack from Stimpson:

			“I expressed the hope that we would never have to use such a thing (the atomic bomb) against any enemy because I disliked seeing the United States take the lead in introducing into war something as horrible and destructive as this new weapon was described to be…”45

			It is interesting to read the conversation between LeMay and The Press:

			LeMay: The war would have been over in few weeks without the Russians entering and without the atomic bomb.

			The Press: You mean that, sir? Without the Russians and the atomic bomb?

			LeMay: Yes, with the B-29

			The Press: General, why use the atomic bomb? Why did we use it then?

			LeMay: Well, the other people were not convinced….

			The Press: Had they not surrendered because of the atom bomb?

			LeMay: The atomic bomb had nothing to do with the end of the war at all.

			-September 20, 1945 press conference 
By Major General Curtis E. LeMay 
U.S. Army- Air Forces.46

			The leaders of U.S. armed forces were also opposed to the use of this monstrous weapon. (General Douglas) MacArthur once spoke to me very eloquently about it pacing the floor of his apartment in the Waldorf… MacArthur believed that the same restrictions ought to apply to atomic weapons as to conventional weapons, that the military objective should always be limited damage to noncombatants….MacArthur, you see, was a soldier. He believed in using force only against military targets and that is why the nuclear thing turned him off, which I think speaks well of him.47

			- Former President Richard M. Nixon, July 1985

			George C. Marshall, the military Chief of Staff is also on record as feeling strongly that the atomic bomb should not be used without warning against a city.

			Brigadier General Carter W. Clarke, the army officer in charge of preparing the MAGIC summaries in 1945, stated something very interesting in 1959 interview:

			We brought them (the Japanese) down to an abject surrender through the accelerated sinking of their merchant marine and hunger alone, and when we didn’t need to do it and we knew we didn’t need to do it and they knew that we didn’t need to do it and we used them as an experiment for two atomic bombs.48

			Many military leaders had felt that the bomb was not a military necessity. U.S. Strategic Bombing Survey’s study (after-the-fact official studies) conducted closest to the actual events concluded that Japan in all probability would have surrendered by November and the War Department’s Military Intelligence Division judged that it was “almost a certainty that the Japanese would have capitulated upon the entry of Russia into the War.”

			Fleet admiral Chester W. Nimitz, the Commander in Chief of the Pacific Fleet, as reported by the New York Times on September 22, 1945 at a press conference at Pearl Harbor, took the opportunity of adding his voice to those insisting that Japan had already been defeated before the atomic bombings and Russia’s entry into the war.49

			Nimitz considered the atomic bomb somehow indecent, not a legitimate form of warfare. Rear Admiral E.B. Fluckey, a submarine commander during the war and later personal aid to Nimitz, recalled that Admiral Nimitz did not think it saved many lives to blow up the Japanese like that.

			Some sixty-nine scientists who were working on the development of the bomb at the Chicago Metallurgical Laboratory signed a petition headed by the leading scientist Leo Szilard. The petition basically said that the atom bomb should not be used unless the terms to be imposed upon Japan were made public in detail and that after knowing those terms Japan refused to surrender.50

			They were against the use of the bomb, without considering the moral issue as well as without changing the surrender terms, and without letting the public and Japanese know the details of these terms, and without giving the Japanese proper opportunity to surrender.

			Fleet admiral William D. Leahy, the man who chaired the meetings of the Joint Chiefs of Staff felt very strongly against using the bomb and advised the President not to. Leahy’s secretary, Dorothy Ringquist remembered vividly that on the day Hiroshima was bombed, Leahy said: “Dorothy, we will regret this day. The United States will suffer, for war is not to be waged on women and children.”51

			As the testimony of top military leaders is considered, the evidence clearly confirms that not only was their advice not seriously sought but also (perhaps with one possible ambiguous exception) none of them believed the use of the atomic bomb was dictated by overwhelming military considerations. Several of them even expressed profound revulsion at the idea of targeting a city.

			The highly respected scientist Albert Einstein was vehemently opposed to the use of the bomb. August 10, 1946 headline in the New York Times announced:

			“Einstein Deplores Use of Atom Bomb”.

			The story in the Times reported Einstein’s view that “a great majority of the scientists were opposed to the sudden employment of the bomb.” Einstein felt that political-diplomatic rather than military motives had been major factors. “I suspect that the affair was precipitated by a desire to end (the) war in the Pacific by any means before Russia’s participation.”52

			The U.S. religious leaders were also very much opposed to the use of this terrible weapon.

			In the last week of July 1945, Truman and Byrnes by now had decided to use the new weapon on Japan. From Stalin they had found out that Russia was going to attack Japan on or around mid-August. But they didn’t want Russia to join the war now. They wanted Japan’s surrender and an end to this war before Russia came in. So the fateful order to atom bomb the Japanese cities was likely given on July 25th, a day before the Potsdam Proclamation was issued which was July 26th. The proclamation was supposedly the warning to the Japanese to surrender or face total destruction. Yet the order to atom bomb them was issued two days before Suzuki’s rejection of the proclamation of 28th July!

			At the end of the Potsdam Conference, Truman, Byrnes, and their party were on their way back onboard the ship to the United States. Truman had already given his ‘go ahead’ on the bomb at the earliest possible date after August 3, 1945. The order was dated July 25, 1945…

			On the fateful morning of August 6, 1945 at 8:15 a.m., a powerful atom bomb that the world had never experienced before exploded in the midst of highly civilian populated area of Hiroshima. The city was destroyed instantaneously. Thousands of innocent Japanese women, children, and men were incinerated in seconds.

			Two days later, at 5:00 p.m. Moscow time, Russia declared war on Japan.53 Units of the Red Army crossed the Manchurian border at 12:10 a.m. local Manchurian time, on the morning of 9th August.54

			Late the same morning, shortly after 11:00 a.m. Nagasaki was bombed.

			Commerce Secretary Henry Wallace’s diary notes show that at an afternoon meeting on August 10, “Truman said he had given orders to stop atomic bombing. He said the thought of wiping out another 100,000 people was too horrible. He didn’t like the idea of killing as he said, ‘all those kids’.”55

			On the morning of August 10, the foreign ministry of Japan sent a surrender offer to its representatives in Stockholm and Berne. With tears rolling down his eyes during the meeting of top six Japanese leaders the Emperor gave his approval to surrender.

			The offer accepted the Potsdam Proclamation with one condition – that the Emperor be protected.

			“The Japanese Government are ready to accept the terms enumerated in the Joint Declaration which was issued at Potsdam on July 26….with the understanding that the said Declaration does not comprise any demand which prejudices the prerogatives of His Majesty as a Sovereign Ruler.”56 With some changes in the surrender terms, the Truman government accepted the surrender offer assuring the well-being and the position of the Emperor. If President Truman had changed the surrender terms before, like he did afterwards, the Japanese would certainly have surrendered without the atom bomb!

			After the war was over, the U.S. media and the government pronouncements had falsely convinced the American people that the dropping of the atom bombs was absolutely essential to ending the war. Polls taken in August 1945 showed that an amazing 85 percent of Americans approved the use of the atomic bomb. Many believed that no matter how dreadful and destructive the new weapon was, the Japanese got what they deserved.57

			Unfortunately, for more than half a century, a lie has been perpetrated in the United States that the bomb was necessary to end the Pacific War and that the atomic bombing of Japan saved, depending on who one believes, a quarter to half or even a million American lives!

			The false propaganda and lies started just after the deadly bombing…right from the President onwards.

			On April 28, 1959, Truman told students at Columbia University simply that “the dropping of the bombs stopped the war, saved millions of lives.”58

			The actual estimate of casualties from the invasion was 31,000. It was presented to Truman directly on June 18 by General Marshall.59 On the basis of ratios then common in the Pacific Campaign, this in turn would translate into 7000-8000 deaths. But Marshall also had been telling Truman and others that the invasion would cost a ¼ to 1 million American lives, a highly exaggerated figure.60

			On August 6, 1945, Truman made a public statement calling Hiroshima “an important Japanese army base”, implying that, that was the main reason why it was bombed.61

			On August 9, three days later, in his report on the Potsdam Conference, the President offered a similar explanation:

			“The world will note that the first atomic bomb was dropped on Hiroshima, a military base. That was because we wished in this first attack to avoid in so far as possible the killing of civilians.”62

			The following exchange took place at his Columbia University lecture in 1959:

			Student: it seems to me the second bomb came pretty soon after the first one, two or three days.

			President Truman: That is right. We were destroying the centers, the factories that were making more munitions. Just a military maneuver that is all.63

			Further untruths uttered by the President…Another encounter with students:

			Student: Mr. President would you be willing to explain to us what led you to believe that the first atomic bomb had failed to achieve peace with Japan and made it necessary to drop the second one?

			President Truman: It was a military procedure under which the armed forces decided that it would be necessary to destroy both towns, the manufacturing towns for raw materials which were being sent to the Japanese in China and the objective was, as early as we possibly could determine, to shut off the supplies to the Japanese.64

			In this case, the president simply avoided the direct question and at the same time, offered information which is not supported by the records.

			Thus, false information and lies upon lies were perpetrated by many top government leaders, including the president, after the deadly bombings. The news media, as always, just carried on these lies to the average Americans. As a result, generations after generations of Americans seem to believe that the atom bombing of Japan was necessary to end the war and save ¼ to 1 million American lives!

			Underlying Reasons and Aftermath

			The readiness to use nuclear weapons against other human beings-against people whom we do not know, who we have never seen and for whose guilt or innocence it is not for us to establish – and in doing so, to place in jeopardy the natural structure upon which all civilization rests…..this is nothing less than a presumption, a blasphemy, an indignity – an indignity of monstrous dimensions to offer to God!

			-George F. Kennan, 
“A Christian’s view of the Arms Race”

			No doubt, Japan had committed some horrible atrocities against the Chinese in Manchuria and against the Koreans during their occupation of Korea for several decades. Their atrocities included the Pearl Harbor, the rape of Nanking, the bombings of Shanghai, the forced prostitution of Korean women, the human experiments of the notorious Unit 731, the horror of the Bataan death march and the systematic torture and murder of prisoners of war. But the account of those crimes is beyond the scope of this book. Our concern here is with America’s crimes. Intentionally targeting civilians and that also with deadly atom bombs—two bombs, three days apart—is a crime that is unpardonable.

			According to Gar Alperovitz’s detailed book, The Decision to Use the Atomic Bomb, (Alfred A. Knopf, 1995), it is worth examining the underlying reasons behind this horrible crime:

			
					(1)	President Truman and Byrnes, the two main actors in the decision to bomb, knew very well that Japan was badly beaten and close to capitulating, if only their Emperor was protected by the surrender terms. But they refused to alter those terms.

					(2)	The Potsdam Conference was intentionally delayed so that the bomb would be ready before the conference.

					(3)	All the peace initiatives by the Japanese were ignored, including the one by the Emperor himself.

					(4)	First they tried to encourage Russia to join the war against Japan.

					(5)	Once the atom bomb test was successful, they had second thoughts. Then they wanted to discourage Russia from joining the war against Japan.

					(6)	To atom bomb Japan was already decided by them.

					(7)	But once they knew from Stalin that Russia will declare war on Japan around Mid-August, they decided to speed up and give orders to throw the first atom bomb on August 6, 1945 before Russia had chance to attack Japan.

					(8)	They in their decision, not to alter the surrender terms or to use the deadly weapon against Japan, ignored the opinions of overwhelming number of experts in the United States and Britain.

					(9)	The Japanese leaders were not given enough time to study the Potsdam Proclamation.

					(10)	They had decided to use the atom bombs well in advance before the Potsdam Proclamation.

					(11)	Decision to bomb was not a military necessity.

					(12)	U.S. military leaders were not seriously consulted. It was strictly a civilian decision.

					(13)	Intentionally, major urban centers such as Hiroshima and Nagasaki and their civilian population were targeted to have maximum impact!

					(14)	Though one bomb, a uranium bomb would have produced the surrender, second bomb, a plutonium device was used three days later.

					(15)	After the ghastly killings of civilians, a campaign of lies and misinformation was carried out by Truman and his administration with the support of U.S. news media. So average American has been kept in dark about the actual reasons of such criminal act by a U.S. president……even today.

			

				Two more reasons can be added to these,

			
					(16)	The bombs were used to force Japan to surrender before Russia entered the war so as to keep Russia out of post-war Japan governance.

					(17)	Also, the bombs were used to impress upon the USSR and the rest of the world that America had this powerful weapon and it would not hesitate to use it to pursue its global interests and agenda.

			

			The claim by President Truman and some of his aids that ¼ to 1 million American lives were saved if invasion was necessary is highly exaggerated at best. But, as per most experts at the time, no invasion was even necessary.

			The intentional targeting of civilian women and children in a highly populated urban area was intended to create the maximum psychological impact on the minds of the Japanese, the Russians, and the world.

			The instant deaths of thousands of Hiroshima and Nagasaki residents had profound impacts on the minds of people around the globe.

			More than 140,000 of Hiroshima’s 350,000 people and 70,000 of the 270,000 people of Nagasaki perished within five months as a result of the atomic blasts.65

			There is hardly any logical dissent from the conclusion reached by the members of the U.S. Strategic Bombing Survey…“that surely Japan would have surrendered prior to December 31, 1945 and in all likelihood prior to November 1, 1945. Japan would have surrendered even if atomic bombs had not been dropped, even if Russia had not entered the war and even if no invasion had been planned or contemplated.”66

			The U.S. leaders must have known this before they decided to use the bombs. Then why did they commit such a crime?

			Well, more than anything, they wanted to show Russia the new weapon the United States possessed. They not only wanted to show Russia, but also to proclaim to the world that the United States would not hesitate to use any means to protect and guard its interests!

			They also wanted to curb Russia from exerting its influence in Europe, especially Eastern Europe, and Asia. Also, the atom bomb would produce both Japanese surrender and subordination to the United States in the post-war period for years to come. It forestalled a possible Russian invasion of Japan, leaving the U.S. free to shape, unilaterally under the occupation, Japan’s postwar course. Also, the bombs as intended sent powerful and electrifying signal to the world and especially to the Soviet leadership of the new powerful weapon and American readiness to deploy it ruthlessly in the pursuit of its global interests.

			Only the utter inhumanity and brutal ruthlessness of man can commit such crimes against civilians of any country!

			The Bombing of Hiroshima

			The uranium weapon, America’s prized new toy as Truman and Byrnes saw it was called the “Little Boy”! The ‘Little Boy’, weighing 9,000 lbs., was transported to the island of Tinian in separate components and was re-assembled there by 2nd August 1945 and was put into the hands of the 509th composite group.

			U.S. air force headquarters at Guam on August 2 sent the directive to the 509th Composite Group on Tinian. It gave August 6, the date of ‘special attack’. Weather permitting; the first target was to be Hiroshima. If not, Kokura was the second target. Nagasaki was the third. Sight-bombing from the familiar high altitude was to be the method of attack. Planes which were not involved in the actual attack were not to enter within fifty miles of the target area either four hours before or six hours after the attack.

			By August 5, on Tinian the crews of the three planes, the B-29’s which were to fly the ‘Little Boy’ to Hiroshima had been briefed by Captain William Parsons and Colonel Paul Tibbets. The same day, the ‘Little Boy’, now completely assembled, was carefully packed into the plane named ‘Enola Gay’ for the delivery to Hiroshima. The pilots of these planes well understood the lethal nature of their fateful mission.

			‘Enola Gay’ was to carry the bomb. Chuck Sweeney, with a crew of 15, three scientists, and many instruments was to fly nearby; the third plane, commanded by George Marquardt was to carry a number of cameras to take pictures of the after-effect.

			Colonel Tibbets, at 2:27 a.m. taxied the ‘Enola Gay’ (named after his mother), onto runaway A, turned the nose of the plane in the direction of Japan and took off exactly on time at 2:45 a.m. Two other planes followed him. They were to rendezvous over Guam and head in formation for Hiroshima.67

			August 6, 1945 was a clear Monday morning. The people of the city of Hiroshima with a population of close to 400,000 were up as usual and getting ready to go to work while many were already at work. Some were having breakfast. Many school children had already gone to school.

			As described in their book, The Day Man Lost (Pacific War Research Society), it is interesting to see what average people of Hiroshima were doing and how they felt the first atom bomb:

			“Mrs. Hizume, after saying goodbye first to her two daughters, bid goodbye to her husband, Tadayoshi. After ten minutes to eight he closed the front door behind him. Mrs. Hizume was now alone in the house… She cleared away the breakfast things and then put some soy beans in a pot to soak in preparation for their family’s evening meal. That finished, she went upstairs to hang out the laundry that she had done the previous evening. It was not a clear day, with a slight breeze; the clothes, she thought as she stepped onto the wooden balcony, would not take long to dry.

			The next thing she was aware of was a sudden blinding flash that seemed to sear her eyeball; at the same time, her whole body felt as though a silvery current was flowing through it, and she heard a slight rushing sound as of falling sand.

			Within a split second, the current that she had felt passing through her body became a sensation of intense heat. Then she heard the crackle of burning hair. As she put her hands to her head, it became clear to her that every part of her hair was on fire. Without conscious thought, she ran inside and began to roll on the tatami, the straw mats that covered the floor, in an attempt to put out the flames that she felt were devouring her.

			Then the whole house began to quiver. Rising from the floor she now saw that countless bits of jagged glass had pierced her body, her arms and legs were bleeding; she could even feel the sharp fragments of glass in her face. Hardly knowing what she was doing, she crept downstairs, where the family kept emergency kit. There she saw that the walls of her house had caved in; the doors had been blown off. The house no longer had a roof. Outside, it was as dark as if the city had been enveloped in a heavy dust storm. What had happened?” 68

			At eight seconds past 8:16 in the morning, a huge explosion over Hiroshima took place. The ‘Little Boy’ had exploded after a fall of fifty-one seconds from the bomb bay of the ‘Enola Gay’ at a height of about six miles. The three B-29’s – the bomb carrying one and the other two observation planes – had turned sharply as their pilots were trained to do and had fled the scene of imminent disaster. The huge explosion took place at a height of 1,850 feet and less than two hundred yards from its target, the T-Shaped Aioi Bridge that spanned the widest of seven streams.69 Pinpricks of purplishred light expanded to a glowing fireball hundreds of feet wide. The temperature at its core was 50,000,000 degrees.

			At ground zero, the point on the ground directly below the detonation, at the Shima clinic, the temperature reached several thousand degrees centigrade.

			The flash heat caused fires a mile away and burn skin two miles distant. To many people who saw it, the fireball looked like a huge bluish white flash that blazed for about three seconds. The equivalent of 13,500 tons of TNT was released by the ‘Little Boy’ over the center of the city.

			The point of explosion in the air is known as the epicenter. The point directly below it on the ground is called the hypocenter. The hypocenter was the courtyard of Shima Hospital in Saiku-Machi. Within the radius of five hundred yards of the hypocenter, the intense heat instantly incinerated almost everything. The heat waves traveled at a speed of around twelve hundred feet a second within a three-hundred-yard radius. Many buildings were set ablaze, as far away as two miles or more from the hypocenter. A thick cloud of dense smoke mushroomed into the sky at the height of some forty thousand feet. The shock wave was felt over a mile away from the hypocenter. Within half a mile of the hypocenter, the radioactivity was so intense that everyone who managed to survive both the blast and the heat was doomed to ultimate death from the horrific effects of the radiation. For some, the death was so sudden and swift that they did not even have time to cry out in pain and shock, many not even realizing what had happened! For others who were badly burned or injured in other ways, more painful and agonizing deaths awaited them in a matter of minutes, hours, or days. For others who were affected by the radiation internally, death was a lingering affair. Many were still suffering some twenty-five or thirty years later from the effects of radiation.70

			From the estimated 320,000 people, some 80,000 were instantly killed or mortally wounded. About one third of the casualties were soldiers.

			The stone columns at the entrance to the Shima clinic were rammed straight down into the ground. The whole building had collapsed. All its occupants were instantly vaporized. Out of a total of ninety thousands, sixty-two thousand other buildings were destroyed. The city’s utility and transportation services were wrecked. The water main suffered over 70,000 breaks. One hundred and eighty of the city’s two hundred doctors had been killed; 1,654 nurses out of 1,780 were also similarly afflicted. From the total of fifty-five hospitals and first-aid centers, only three remained operational.

			The largest single group of casualties occurred at Hiroshima castle some 900 yards from the hypocenter. There, out in the open, several thousand soldiers and one American POW were exposed directly to the spreading blast. They were instantly incinerated. Their charred bodies were burnt into the parade ground. Similar fates befell thousands of others in the surrounding areas. Hiroshima castle was totally destroyed. Ninety percent of its occupants were killed. Amongst the casualties were the school-girls who were on duty in the communications center.

			The radiant heat set alight Radio Hiroshima. It burnt out trucks, tram cars, and railway rolling stock. Stone walls, steel doors, and asphalt pavements; all glowed red hot. The blast transferred clothing on to the skin. Men had their caps etched on their scalps, women their Kimono patterns imprinted on their bodies and children had their socks burned on to their legs. All this happened within seconds from the explosion! 71

			In both Hiroshima and Nagasaki, 50 percent of all who were within three-quarters of a mile of the hypocenter died on the day of the explosion and 80-100 percent of those exposed at this distance eventually succumbed to their wounds. The atomic bomb claimed the lives of 140,000 of Hiroshima’s 350,000 people and 70,000 of 270,000 people of Nagasaki.

			According to Richard Rhodes’ estimates, within five years, Hiroshima’s atomic bomb-related deaths numbered nearly 200,000 and Nagasaki’s 74,000. In the annals of warfare, no single attack extracted so heavy a toll in human lives as the atomic bombing of Hiroshima. Victims included not only those who felt the direct effect of the deadly blast but tens of thousands of others including fetuses in the uterus who were exposed to the radiation days after the bombing. Hundreds of thousands have suffered ghastly effects of radiation, ‘death in life’ in subsequent years down to present.

			One measure of the destruction of the fire bombing and atomic bombing is the comparison with U.S. war-time casualties. In all theatres of World War II, the U.S. Armed Forces lost 292,000 troops and very few civilians. This is just a fraction of the non-combatants killed in the fire-bombing of Japanese cities in the spring and summer of 1945.72

			Thus, Hiroshima was destroyed by a single atom bomb. Most of the buildings were flattened out. Thousands of them burned and gutted. Besides the estimated 80,000 who were instantly killed, thousands received lethal dosages of radiation. Thousands were badly burned or injured. Most of them with their clothes torn and burned, their skin peeling from their face, hands and legs, and their hair burned. Many looked like ghosts, moving around aimlessly, frightened, zombie like, groaning and asking for help and water. A vast majority of them were children and women who would ultimately die a painful death.

			How many really died in Hiroshima? The official figures – 78,150 dead, 37,425 injured and 13,983 missing – are not accurate figures. They are far below the real numbers.

			Shimzo Hamai, the famous postwar mayor of Hiroshima gave perhaps more realistic figures! 200,000 to 250,000 dead. The Japanese Red Cross advanced the numbers at 250,000 dead and 150,000 injured, these representing survivors gravely sickened by the bomb.73

			President Truman learned about the historic explosion while he was finishing lunch with the crew of the ship Augusta as it was sailing through calm waters towards home.

			A map room officer handed him the message which read:

			“Hiroshima was bombed visually…at seven fifteen p.m. Washington time, August five …Fifteen minutes after drop”, Captain Parson reported “Condition normal in airplane following delivery. Results clear cut successful in all respects. Visible effects greater than in any test.”

			Truman looked up, his face alight. “Captain”, he exclaimed to the officer, “this is the greatest thing in history!”

			The Destruction of Nagasaki

			At midnight on 8 August 1945, Russia declared war on Japan and invaded Manchuria. The order for a second atomic bomb attack on Japan had already been issued long before that.

			At Japanese time 1:56 a.m., a B-29 SUPERFORTRESS No. 77, nicknamed “Bock’s Car”, took off from Tinian for its 2,000 mile trip to Kyushu. It carried a plutonium bomb more powerful than the one thrown on Hiroshima. The last minute problem with its fuel pump which meant the plane was unable to use its reserve fuel supply almost caused the cancellation of the trip. But the mission was ordered to continue anyway. Two other B-29s were to follow the Bock’s Car. They would act as observer planes, one containing the cameras and the other instruments measuring the effects of the explosion. They were to rendezvous over the tiny island of Yakoshima, south of Kyushu.

			The leading B-29 was named after its customary pilot Fred Bock. A winged boxcar was painted on its fuselage. As Fred Bock, on this occasion happened to be flying the instrument plane, called the ‘Great Artistic’, Bock’s Car was piloted by Major Chuck Sweeney, a genial Irish-American from Boston. The second pilot was twenty-five year old Captain Don Albury. A young Texan named Captain Kermit Beahan was the bombardier who sat in the Plexiglas nose of the plane. It was his twenty-seventh birthday today. There were twelve men on board Bock’s Car, two technical experts, and a ten-man crew.

			The plutonium bomb carried by the plane was known as ‘Fat Man’ because of its cheerful rotundity and consequent association with Churchill. It weighed 4 ½ tons and was 3 ½ meters long. It had an explosive potential of 22 kilotons of TNT. Their target was Kokura, on the north coast of Kyushu.

			But heavy industrial haze and smoke from a large fire hid its target in Kokura from view. The plane made three attempts but could not sight its target of arsenal in Kokura. The city of Kokura must have been lucky. The plane’s fuel was also running low. Sweeney finally abandoned their mission’s primary target and turned towards their alternative target – the city of Nagasaki.

			The deteriorating fuel situation meant that the plane only had one run over the next target and could not make it back to Tinian or even to Okinawa. The plane flew southward, approaching the city from the sea, flying at 29,000 feet up the harbor approaches. Puffy white clouds obscured his view again. The plane approached and passed the cloud-hidden target at the head of the harbor but immediately a rift appeared in the clouds below and an outline of a stadium became visible. Kermit Beahan made some last minute adjustments and aligned the cross-bars of his bomb-sight on the stadium beneath. He pressed the button.

			‘Bombs away’… he said, ‘Bombs away’! Bock’s Car, feeling lighter, groaned and veered to the left, roared high above Urakami hospital and headed for an emergency landing at Okinawa.

			One and half mile away from its target, the Fat Man fell silently and slowly under its parachute. It fell for forty seconds. For people below in those forty seconds, every move they made or didn’t make became of vital importance, a choice between life and death, between degrees of pain and grief. The bomb exploded at 11:02 a.m., some five hundred meters above the city of Nagasaki.74

			Thursday, August 9, 1945, in Nagasaki it was a nice, somewhat hot, sunny, and sultry day. The day was relatively clear by noon, got hazy, and overcast.

			At first, few people in Nagasaki saw the small, white and shining fish like object in the sky. It was a B-29 plane which kept disappearing behind the patch of clouds. People estimated the plane to be a reconnaissance plane.

			Then they saw a parachute blossom open far up in the sky and as it was falling, they saw something dangling from it. The plane had banked sharply making 180-degree turn, a strange maneuver it seemed.

			Since morning, the people of Nagasaki not knowing that a catastrophe of epic proportion was about to befall on them, were going about their business as usual. Young girls and boys had gone to school. Adults, especially women and some men had gone to work. The Mitsubishi plant was busy with its workers producing arms for the army. Hospitals were busy with patients, doctors, and nurses.

			There were many Catholics in the Urakami Cathedral, only 400 yards away from the hypocenter above which the plutonium bomb was about to explode.

			A little distance away from the Urakami Cathedral, at a small frame building, today at 11:00 a.m., a Shinto ceremony had already been conducted inside its hall. The groom was going away to the front, so he would only have one night to spend with his bride. The wedding party had moved into the courtyard, away from the hot and stuffy hall. People were chatting in small clusters. Someone in the party, though these were austere times, had managed a bottle of sake. People toasted the bride and groom with small China cups. The bride and groom toasted each other while the onlookers smiled and cheered loudly.

			It was around 11:02 a.m. No one had noticed the approaching plane in the sky. Everyone was busy enjoying the event to the fullest. It was an event that came only once in the lives of the couple. No one heard the approaching plane or paid any attention to it if any one saw it. The wedding party was a mere 300 yards away from ground zero. Suddenly at 11:02 a.m. a powerful white and blue flash blinded them all. In an instant, their bodies had turned into hot ashes! There were no cries, screams, or moans. The sake bottle had burst and the rice wine evaporated instantly in the superheated air.75

			Some distance away from the Cathedral, there was a natural small pool full of water near upper Urakami River. A group of ten boys were playing in their loincloths, a game called “find the bell”. Koichi Nakajima, one of the boys, eleven years old, had a small gilded bell. He would throw the bell into the water; count to three and all the boys would dive into the pool. The first one to find it would win the game.

			Koichi held up the little bell and shouted, “Here we go! One, two and three.” All ten boys dived into the water to look for the bell. But the water had become turbid, so no one found it. Koichi started getting worried because he had taken the bell from his sister’s workbox without telling her. If he lost it, what would he tell her? All other boys had given up and were out on the bank But Koichi, after surfacing, took a deep breath and dived deeper to look for the bell. Nine seconds after Koichi had dived, at 11:02 a.m. the bomb had exploded outside. When Koichi came out of water, he heard two other boys screaming in pain. He looked around frightened. Most of his friends were dead lying on the river bank. Beyond them, he saw that all the houses were destroyed. It was a beautiful city few moments ago and now had turned into a wasteland. A big black cloud was rising above it.76

			The plutonium bomb, upon exploding above ground, had released enormous energy in the form of light, heat, gamma radiation and pressure. Within 1,000 yards, nearly all living organisms—insects, birds, cats, dogs, chickens and horses—had perished instantly.

			Also, all plants, flowers, grass, and trees wrinkled and died. Wood started burning. Galvanized iron roofs and metal beams started bubbling and the resultant soft gooey masses twisted and formed grotesque shapes. Stones had pulverized. Every cubic inch of air was burned away for a second. Those exposed within this parameter neither knew nor felt anything. Their scorched, blackened, and unrecognizable forms dropped quietly where they stood.

			The heat rays, though very intense, lasted only a few seconds. Then came the blast. Within 800 yards, due to the tremendous pressure created, a hundred times stronger than the strongest typhoon, all the buildings were totally destroyed. Three miles away, the blast effect, traveling outward at a speed of 9,000 miles per hour, blew off the walls and roofs of the houses.

			Of the estimated 55,000 buildings in existence at the time, some 20,000 were destroyed either by fire or by blast. Thousands of people, those who escaped radiation were hurt badly by flying glass, wood, beams, and other objects.77

			About 30,000 people were killed in the first few minutes of the explosion. Three times this number would die in the days, months, and years to come. Urakami branch of Nagasaki prison, some 100 meters north of the epicenter was annihilated along with 134 prisoners and wardens. Urakami Church, 500 meters to the east had collapsed—killing all 200 people and twenty priests inside. At Shiroyama Primary School, 500 meters west of the epicenter, out of about 1,500 children and teachers, about 1,310 died. Also, as many as 1,300 were killed at Yamazato Primary School. At Josei Girls’ School, 212 pupils and nuns perished. Other schools were near the epicenter, each lost between 140 and 220 children and the staff. Over 1000 doctors, nurses, patients and students were killed in and around the burning structures of Nagasaki College Hospital and the Medical College. Out of 1,800 that were there, over 200 patients and 530 medical students died.78

			The death and destruction was heart-wrenching.

			In the aftermath, after a few hours and during the next several days, thousands of people, most of them civilians who were terribly burned, were seen slowly crawling, walking or simply lying down on the streets. Their faces were burned, blackened, the hair on their heads and eyebrows burned, the skin from their faces and limbs peeling and their upper body naked as their clothes were burned, they were groaning and moaning in extreme pain. They looked like ghosts with pink color of the inside of their skin showing from some areas of their face, hands, and legs. A terrible calamity that was man-made had befallen on their unfortunate city. 79

			America had succeeded in targeting the civilians to create maximum casualties and have the greatest impact. Of those who died in this explosion, 3 percent were military personnel, 13 percent worked in the war industry. But a vast majority of them, comprising of 84 percent, were ordinary people. They were mainly women, girls, children, students, and the elderly.

			General Farrell, while on Tinian, sent a coded top secret message to General Groves in Washington:

			“Strike and accompanying planes have returned to Tinian…After listening to accounts, one gets the impression of a supremely tough job carried out with determination, sound judgment and great skill…weaker men could not have done this job….”

			Firebombing of Tokyo and Other Cities

			In January 1945, General Curtis LeMay was transferred to Guam from Chengtu, China. He was one of America’s most gifted veteran pilots. He had figured out, after about two months, how to dramatically improve the effectiveness of B-29s in destroying Japanese war production (and also in bringing the islands and its people to a state of despair, chaos, and submission). He was ready staking his career on his decision.

			He had decided that the planes would fly at night at low altitudes and they would carry little or no armor. They were to drop only incendiary bombs. Also, to avoid the need for rendezvous, they were to fly singly. Low altitude meant less fuel, no armor meant less weight. That meant a far greater bomb load. The low altitude meant less stress on the plane too. Since most Japanese war production was now carried on within private dwellings now, incendiary bombs dropped on a thickly populated area could produce a catastrophic effect on the production as well as on the people who were engaged in that production. His plan was imaginative, bold, and revolutionary. He had decided to test it on the night of 9th March, 1945. He had not consulted General Hap Arnold, the Chief of Staff of the United States Air Corps. If his plan failed, he surely would be relieved of his command. He was counting on two factors, the unreliability of Japanese radar and the lack of experience of Japanese pilots with night fighting.

			Japan, however, knew some raids were to come at night. The morning newspapers on March 6 had reported that the number of enemy planes taking off and landing had increased and that the enemy might bomb some cities at night.

			Tokyo was the best defended city in Japan. Yet LeMay was ready to take a chance and risk his career on this bold plan. He had figured that Tokyo’s defenses would be inadequate against low-flying planes. His decision turned out to be right. Tokyo had never been subjected to such horrific destruction. It had never before experienced such hell. The sky was clear that night, but there was a northerly wind blowing at about thirty miles an hour. Because of this wind, Japan’s air raid detection apparatus was not functioning properly. As a result, the Tenth Air Division, which was in charge of the defense of Tokyo, was not aware of large number of B-29s approaching the city. Their target was a highly concentrated urban area between the Imperial Palace and Nakagawa. Large numbers of flimsy wooden houses occupied the area. They were highly susceptible to incendiary bombing. The raid was code named ‘Meetinghouse’.

			Some three hundred B-29 planes took part in the raid. Three wings of the U.S. Air Force were involved. The first twelve planes of each wing were to act as trail blazers. They were to mark the targets with an enormous fiery cross by dropping extremely inflammable canisters of magnesium and phosphorus.

			Moonlight was shining over the bay of Tokyo and over the waters of Sumida River.

			At 12:08 a.m. the first canisters fell. The air raid alarm sounded seven minutes later. There was nothing anyone could do now. Planes after planes started coming in, flying low and dropping tons and tons of incendiary bombs over the defenseless city. In half an hour, the fires were completely out of control. Flames shot up hundreds of feet into the air, producing smoke and heat so high that other on-coming pilots found it difficult to keep their planes under control. Many of the crew had to use oxygen masks.

			There was indescribable chaos, death, and destruction on the ground. No oxygen masks, no air to breathe…just fire everywhere. Thousands upon thousands of women, children, and men were being roasted alive by the massive inferno. Those who did not perish in the fire, choked to death or were trampled and crushed under the feet of mobs trying to escape the fiery hell. It seemed that the bridges crossing the Sumida River were the only exits. Thousands of panic stricken people went for them. In the ensuing stampede, many were pushed into the river and drowned while other were crushed to death.80

			A cameraman named Koyo Ishikawa, attached to the Tokyo Metropolitan Police Department had photographed the raid. He described it as follows: “Huge pillars of orangered flame spurted high into the sky, while the fires leapt unchecked from house to house. The very streets were rivers of fire. Everywhere one could see flaming pieces of furniture exploding in the heat, while the people themselves blazed like match sticks.”81

			One report describes Dr. Shinegori Kubota, head of a military unit of nine physicians and eleven nurses going into the burned areas. His team, dodging charred remains of people, telephone poles and strands of wire, drove through the streets and arrived at the Ryogoku Bridge at dawn. An appalling scene awaited them:

			“In the black Sumida River,” he later wrote, “countless bodies were floating, clothed bodies, naked bodies, all as black as charcoal. It was unreal. These were dead people, but you couldn’t even tell if the objects floating by were arms and legs or pieces of burnt wood.”

			The team crossed the bridge and came to the Houjo ward where they encountered grim reminders of the horrific events of the previous night. Countless bodies of men, women, and children were lying in the streets and sidewalks in the positions in which they had died. Mothers were clutching their babies in a last embrace. Whole families were found huddled together. Many corpses reclined peacefully while others lay in grotesque positions. Like those in the Sumida, many bodies were charred beyond recognition. Others bore no mark or injury on them. They seemed to have died of suffocation or heat prostration and the flames, by chance, had bypassed them. Bodies were found virtually everywhere. They were lying in the ashes of dwellings, canals, rivers, basements, streets, parks, temples and theatres.82

			Masao Nomura was another witness. He was a reporter for the Asahi Newspaper who visited the scene after the worst was over: “Corpses without number” he wrote, “lay everywhere in the streets: naked bloated bodies, bodies of policemen still in uniform, bodies of women beside their children…Here and there smoke still smoldered from ruined streetcars. Long lines of ragged, ash-covered people straggled along, dazed and silent, like columns of ants. They had no idea where they were going; all they knew was that they were still alive. I wanted to interview some of them but I lacked the courage. My only interview was with this vast desolation.”83

			Eastern Tokyo, sixteen square miles of it, was totally destroyed leaving 88,793 people dead and 130,000 injured. Some estimates put the number of dead at 120,000 while some Japanese records estimated the dead and missing at 197,000. Most of the dead were children and women. A total of 268,000 dwellings were burnt down. Almost a million people were left homeless.84

			In that night, during the midnight and around 3 a.m., 700,000 bombs fell on Tokyo. Their total weight was ten times that of total bombs dropped on London by the Luftwaffe during the “Great Fire of London” in September 1940 and the area razed on March 9-10 in Tokyo was fifteen times larger than that flattened in the 1940 bombings of London.85

			General LeMay was happy and satisfied. So were his superiors in Washington. His strategy had surpassed all expectations. So it was decided to repeat it elsewhere. About thirty six hours after returning to their base, the B-29s took off again. This time, the target was Nagoya, located in the central Japan. Osaka came next on 13th March. Four nights later, it was Kobe. In eight days, these four cities were bombed with eleven thousand tons of incendiary bombs. Delighted by LeMay’s successful campaign, Washington designated thirty-three more cities as future targets.86

			By now, the authorities in Washington had reached the decision that if the atomic bomb was to be used, the target should be the ones which had military as well as strategic importance. Especially, it should destroy the already crumbling Japanese morale. That means, they thought, the target should have a radius of one mile with a dense population. Hiroshima and Nagasaki fulfilled all these requirements—as did a number of other cities.

			Overall, in this barbaric bombing campaign, 67 Japanese cities were destroyed, from Amagasaki, 18.9% to Toyama, 98.60% destroyed. On Tokyo alone, between 29th November, 1944 and 26th May, 1945, seven bombing raids were carried out mercilessly.

			As a result of the destruction of millions of houses, a dislocation of Japanese people took place in a massive scale. Over 8.5 million Japanese left the cities on their own, fleeing the cities or by the order of the government. Tokyo alone suffered a loss of some 3.9 million people from February 1944 to November 1945, an exodus of 58 percent of its February population.87

			LeMay’s B-29s were bombing smaller cities at the rate of eight a week. By the time of the Potsdam Declaration, on 26th July, 1945, 42 cities and towns had been severely damaged by incendiaries. Prime Minister Suzuki mumbled his reply under pressure from the war faction, to turn down the offer. Privately he was heavily inclined to accept the allied terms. He admitted after the war, “It seemed to me unavoidable that in the long run Japan would be almost destroyed by air attack, so that merely on the basis of the B-29s alone I was convinced that Japan should sue for peace.”

			By 6 August, the incendiary campaign of LeMay’s B-29s had set fire to all but 4 of the 60 cities on his list.88

			General LeMay, to his delight and to the delight of many leaders in Washington, had succeeded, as per their intentions, in killing huge civilian populations in Tokyo, Nagoya, Osaka, Kobe and many other cities of Japan. Altogether perhaps, half a million people were killed and as many as 10 million were made homeless.89

			Conclusion

			Imperial Japan had committed many crimes against humanity in its imperial past—in Manchuria, China, Korea, Bataan March in the Philippines, and during its infamous experiments with Chinese patients as guinea pigs with germs and virus; its sudden attack on Pearl Harbor against the United States was also a terrible crime.

			But the intentional targeting of civilians in the firebombing of many Japanese cities, destroying their houses, livelihoods, mercilessly killing children, women, etc. was a criminal act that is unpardonable. In addition, Japan was ready to surrender at any moment, especially if the surrender terms were altered to protect the being and the institution of the Emperor of Japan—a reasonable condition—or if Russia entered the war. Despite knowing all this and despite Japan’s many attempts to sue for peace, Truman dropped not one but two atom bombs and that also upon the civilian populations of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. That crime against humanity will go down in history as one of the most barbaric and brutal acts by the United States against the country which was desperately seeking to surrender with honor.

			Also, the intentionally targeting of civilian populations of mostly women and children with firebombing, in the cities of Tokyo, Nagoya, Osaka, Kobe and others, was yet another crime against humanity. For generations, the civilian victims of atomic bombs have suffered from the horrific effects of radioactivity where thousands of babies have been born with birth defects attributable to the radiation that hundreds of thousands of people in Hiroshima and Nagasaki were subjected to. These radiation victims suffered for years and finally succumbed to their agonizing wounds. There is no parallel in history when hundreds of thousands of innocent civilians were subjected to such a tragic fate on such a massive scale. The crime crosses all the limits of barbarity when one realizes that the whole tragedy was avoidable!

		

	
		
			CHAPTER 7 
The Korean Disaster

			The American President, Harry S. Truman, stubbornly insisted it was nothing more than a “police action” and stuck to the infuriating euphemism even while the American casualties kept mounting past 50,000 mark. W. Averill Harriman, that ageless old crocodile of American politics called it “A sour little war”, while the Republicans called it “the foreign policy blunder of the century” and used it to end the sixteen years of Democratic control of the White House. But perhaps the most appropriate description was that of General Omar Bradley, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff: “Frankly, a great military disaster, the wrong war, in the wrong place, at the wrong time, with the wrong enemy”.1

			The Origin

			On February 8, 1945, holding informal discussions with Stalin during the Yalta Conference, Roosevelt told Stalin proudly that as Philippines required fifty years of tutelage, Korea should have a trusteeship of twenty to thirty years. Stalin replied that the shorter the period of trusteeship, the better.2 W. Averill Harriman, the American ambassador to the Soviet Union, was present at this meeting and later quoted Stalin as asking why a trusteeship was necessary if the Koreans could produce their own government which Harriman assumed to mean a Soviet-style government.3 The official transcript of the meeting does not show this. Anyway, both the United States and the Soviet Union could not reach any firm agreement on postwar trusteeship for Korea.

			It seems Roosevelt was an internationalist, non territorial, and opposed to unilateral control of any country or region. He wanted a trusteeship in Korea for several years under a joint command of the United States, Russia, and Great Britain. That way, he thought he would also contain communism by getting the Soviets involved.

			Some scholars believe that after Roosevelt’s death in April 1945, the Truman administration subverted his sincere commitment to anticolonialism. Truman, who succeeded Roosevelt to the presidency in April 1945, was grossly inexperienced in foreign affairs and was “temperamentally” a nationalist. He sent FDR’s close advisor Harry Hopkins to Moscow and suggested a four-power (China, the 4th power) trusteeship for Korea, maybe for five to ten years. Stalin replied that he “fully agreed” with the proposal.4

			Following the U.S. dropping of two atom bombs on Japan, Japan had formally surrendered. A few days before, however, the Soviets had already moved into North Korea with a massive force, fought the weak Japanese forces there, and finally occupied it. In the meantime, at about midnight, August 10-11 1945, Colonel Charles G. Bonesteel and Major Dean Rusk began defining zones to be occupied in Korea by American and Russian forces. Thus, the initial decision to draw a line at the thirty-eight parallel was wholly an American action, taken during this night-long session of the state-war-navy coordinating committee. Bonesteel and Rusk arbitrarily came up with a boundary which divided the country into half. That boundary became known as the famous 38th parallel.5

			Immediately, the decision about the 38th parallel was conveyed to the Russians. If they agreed, fine, otherwise the American troops would have to be rushed into Pusan, to establish a foothold. Luckily for the Americans, the Russians agreed with this dividing line.

			The Soviet forces entered Korea a full month before the American forces. They could have taken the whole of Korea, yet they honored the agreement and stopped at the 38th parallel.6 American troops were later able to occupy the part of Korea, south of 38th parallel, that included its capitol, two-thirds of its population, the greater part of its agricultural land and most of its light industry. Stalin out of a desire to maintain good relations with the U.S. probably refrained from taking over all of Korea. Secondly, North Korea served the basic Soviet need for security at little cost.

			For the Americans, the sudden collapse of Japan provided an unexpected opportunity for the American forces to move into a country that only days earlier, at Potsdam, had been conceded to the Russians. During that short time, the ambiguities inherent in two years of American planning for post war Korea were resolved. Occupation was a surer method so American forces were rushed into South Korea immediately. On December 16, MacArthur’s headquarters in Tokyo received a candid report from General Hodge on the “Condition in Korea”. After painting a gloomy picture, he ended his report as follows:

			“Under present conditions with corrective action forthcoming, I would go so far as to recommend we give serious consideration to an agreement with Russia that both the U.S. and Russia withdraw forces from Korea simultaneously and leave Korea to its own devices and inevitable, internal upheaval for its self purification.”

			How much misery to millions of Koreans, Chinese, and U.S. forces would have avoided if General Hodge’s advice was heeded in 1945 by the United States!

			On December 16, 1945, foreign ministers of Great Britain, the Soviet Union and the United States met in Moscow to discuss unresolved post-war issues, Korea being an important part of it. America was a prime proponent of trusteeship there. The Moscow conference ended on December 27 with apparent success. The Moscow accords included provisions for a four-power trusteeship for Korea of up to five years.

			But the record of wartime discussions showed that the Russians were more inclined toward quick independence for Korea than toward trusteeship. Ambassador Harriman reported in November 1945 that the Soviets were silent about trusteeship but had advocated Korean independence in several forms. He noted, “Soviet predominance (in Korea) is more likely to be realized through establishment of independent friendly Korean regime than through any system of international tutelage.” Harriman thus believed that the trusteeship idea was therefore important, because, “far from assuring Soviet paramountcy, a trusteeship would probably mean the USSR having but one of three or four equal votes.7 In January 1946 George Kennan Stated:

			“USSR has since San Francisco (U.N. conference) made it plain that in general it did not go along with either American or British conception of trusteeship. With regard to Korea in particular USSR has indicated that it favored prompt independence for that former Jap colony.”8

			Thus it is obvious that throughout, the Soviets believed that their interests will be better served in Korea through an independent government than through a multilateral body that the Americans had the capacity to dominate. Yet, a final draft was adopted at the Moscow conference.

			Unfortunately, mainly because of American and Korean actions in the south, the accord foundered overnight. The leaders of the American occupation urged Washington to abandon or bypass trusteeship because all elements of the political spectrum in South Korea opposed the trusteeship. They linked the plan to similar Japanese policies, thinking it to be tutelage now under the Americans. The occupation command urged all South Koreans to unite behind the occupation so that trusteeship could be avoided.

			Throughout these occupation years, U.S. policy seems to be based on the premise that freedom from Russian domination was more important than complete independence for Korea.

			There took place a conference between the Americans and the Russians on limited economic and administrative matters but it was dead-locked because of the U.S. inability to supply rice to the North. General Terenti Shtikov, representing the Soviet command in North Korea, due to catastrophic food situation in three northern provinces, had asked the Americans to supply surplus rice from the south in exchange for northern products, especially coal. But due to the institution of “free market” policy, the rice surplus had disappeared in the south. Despite the Soviet offer of 89 million yen in goods for exchange, the Americans were able to offer goods worth only 10.35 million yen, without the badly needed rice.9

			A joint commission opened on March 20 in Seoul consisting of five members each from the U.S. and Russia. After five weeks of detailed discussion, it failed to reach any agreement on which group of Koreans should be consulted in pursuance of Moscow’s agreement to form a provisional Korean Government.10

			From the records, it is obvious that the Soviets ran their North Korean administration much better than their American counterparts in the south. In the south, most of those in power were rightist politicians—a majority of whom worked under the Japanese occupiers. Naturally, they were highly unpopular. The left was brutally suppressed with thousands of them arrested and executed by the Syngman Rhee government under the tacit approval and watchful eye of the U.S. occupiers. There were a large number of leftist thinking people in the south. The Syngman Rhee government and their masters, the Americans, were quite unpopular.

			On the other hand, the Soviets ran the North Korean administration quite efficiently. They took pains to prevent abuses of the Korean people. Their administration was 100% Korean, lands of Japanese and native land-lords were distributed free to tenant farmers and landless refugees, former Japanese factories were run by organized workers and officials instead of the industrialists and people were very much left to their own devices. Though the rich, the landlords, and the industrialists did not like the new Soviet administration, a large percentage of the population loved their new deal including a new class of officials and committee men with central and local executive and administrative powers.

			Meanwhile, in the south, no such positive developments, only “a policy of drift” existed. No editorial on the anniversary of the liberation featured “note of joy or optimism”. One journal asked, “Should we celebrate this day with joy or tears?” 11

			A South Korean educator who had lived in the north commented, “the best thing the communists did…was to make it possible for the children of lower class families to go to school.” It was agreed within the informants that the condition of the laborers was vastly improved and “for the first time laborers had a chance to rise to the upper ranks in politics.” Women were also quite better off: “it was the custom to appoint at least one woman to every people’s committee.”12

			The Americans faced a dismal situation created by them one year after the liberation. According to the Hangdon memorandum of August 23, 1946, “there existed widening sectional and ideological cleavages in Korean Society; diminishing popularity of the U.S. among Koreans generally; apathy from the right; non-cooperation or opposition from the left; entrenchment of Soviet influence and system in North Korea.”13

			While Kim Il Sung, the nationalist leader brought to power by the Russians, had become quite popular among the North Korean masses, Syngman Rhee, the right wing leader installed by the Americans had become very ruthless, repressive, and highly unpopular amongst the South Korean people.

			Until the beginning of January 1946, when the trusteeship crisis took place, the Russians had made no plans yet to create a separate northern state. The bureaucracy was functioning on a provincial capitol people’s committee administration; this was quite in line with keeping the temporary states of the division of the peninsula.14 The police force was made up of peace preservation units that had emerged with the peoples committees. No reported or recorded moves existed at the time toward the creation of a separate, northern military apparatus. Even the political bodies, whether, the committees or different parties still continued to recognize Seoul as the center of the country.

			However, in the aftermath of the trusteeship crisis, this decentralized pattern ended. In early February, the rudiments of a separate northern administration emerged. Soon afterwards, northern military bodies appeared and fundamental societal reforms were pushed through.

			On the other hand, under the U.S. occupation, early and preemptive action toward the creation of separate regimes occurred in the south, during the last three months of 1945. Only in the aftermath of the results of southern policies that the north started doing likewise, thus it becomes obvious that while the Russians were acting in good faith in the north, the Americans were already making preparations to divide the country.15

			Thus, as 1946 came to an end, the two separate Koreas had taken form. With that, came the termination of an opportunity to create a truly independent country that all the Koreans aspired for. Despite strong U.S. occupation in the south, the right remained brittle, lacked popular support and effective legitimacy and continued to need American legitimating. Even after a year, the right had failed to formulate a forward-looking convincing ideology. On the other hand the left, in the first year had demonstrated far superior powers of organization. If there had been no foreign occupation in 1945, the left’s People’s Republic and its committees would have won the control of the peninsula in a matter of months.

			While in the north, under Soviet occupation, the revolution came swiftly and comparatively bloodlessly. Overnight, working conditions, fundamental reforms of land relations and social relations were accomplished by the year’s end after liberation, under the aegis of Kim Il Sung and Kim Tubong, the regionalization of politics which the people’s committees spawned was arrested and strong center had emerged. It also should be noted that there is no evidence that the Soviets moved as quickly as did the Americans to set up separate police, judicial, executive and military organs.16

			From the onset, the U.S. policy was afflicted with contradictions within and without. By the time the Americans put the trusteeship proposal on the table before the Russians in December 1945, the U.S. occupation had done so much of its own policy making that the Moscow agreements could not be implemented.

			Bruce Cummings ends his authoritative book, The Origins of the Korean War with the paragraph: “But American policies, in their conception and their consequence, took no heed of Korean needs and demands for a full restructuring of colonial legacies; the best of intention were no substitute. This was not a matter of ignorance and mistakes but was the essence of the American failure in Korea. The first year after liberation thus provided a crucible for Americans as well as Koreans, in which a new imperium worked out the logic of its own interest.”

			American belligerency and catastrophic failure in diplomacy could also be reasons for the Chinese involvement in Korea. Edgar Snow, in his book, Red China Today: the Other Side of the River, published in 1962, describes a conversation he had with Chou En-lai in China. It took place on 30 August 1960. Chou En-lai said that after the Korean War broke out and American troops entered South Korea, the United States adopted a policy of aggression towards communist China. It sent the seventh fleet to the Taiwan Strait and exercised military control over Taiwan and the waters separating it from the mainland. China deeply resented this presence. When the U.S. showed its intention of crossing the 38th parallel and pushing on up to the Chinese border at the Yalu River, China issued its warning through the Indian ambassador.

			According to Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev as per his memoirs, Khrushchev Remembers, North Korean Premier Kim Il Sung originated the idea of attacking the south. He went to Moscow and met Stalin for his approval. Stalin asked Mao Tse-tung who approved the plan along with Stalin. When U.N. forces crossed the 38th parallel, the Chinese and the Soviets were really surprised. Then, China decided to enter the war.17

			Some believe that the United States invited North Korean aggression when, very early in 1950, speaking to the National Press Club of Washington, U.S. Secretary of State Dean Acheson noted that the American defense perimeter included Japan. He failed to mention Korea. He could not have chosen an audience better suited to send a signal to the Soviet Union and North Korea. The message in essence was: If you attack South Korea, the United States will not defend it. All the tass correspondents had to do was to read the New York Times the next day.

			General MacArthur in 1950-51 had charged that Soviet agents had penetrated the U.S. and British intelligence agencies. So the Soviets and the Chinese knew in advance the U.S. policy of not attacking China but keeping the war confined to Korea only. So the Chinese knew that even if they entered the war there would be no reprisals against them on the mainland beyond Yalu River. This knowledge, if true, would have affected the course of their actions and the war.18

			President Rhee of South Korea, earlier in that summer, had boasted that he would not be bound by any settlement of the Korean issue that left Korea divided. Earlier, two principal far eastern advisors to the Secretary of State Acheson, John M. Allison and John Foster Dulles, both had advocated the use of military force to settle the Korean question because diplomacy had failed since 1945. Even the U.S. State Department’s professional planning staff suggested that it was potentially dangerous for U.S. forces to cross the 38th Parallel. Such action might bring in the Chinese communists and even Russia into the war; they warned and thus start World War III. But the leader of the Republican Party which controlled the Congress at the time said this attitude represented “appeasement”!

			A “military superiority complex” was at work, a leading historian of the war, Clay Blair later commented. The glory of global victory in World War II, the seemingly unlimited economic capacity of postwar America, the ultimate power of the nuclear bomb, all of these combined to make any perceived challenge look surmountable.

			“To back away from this challenge, in view of our capacity for meeting it, would be highly destructive of the power and prestige of the United States”, Secretary of State Acheson, patrician son of a bishop, wrote later, of the hasty days of decision in 1950.

			The War

			From 1945 onwards, the Americans and the Soviets had occupied Korea. The Americans in South Korea below the so called 38th Parallel, to the southern tip of Pusan and the Soviets above the 38th parallel, to the Yalu River that borders Manchuria, China.

			At the conference in 1945 at Yalta, both the Americans and the Soviets outwardly had agreed to bring to Korea an independent government as the Japanese after their defeat by the United States in the Pacific War had withdrawn from Korea in 1945. But in reality, each of them had their own agenda. The Soviets wanted a pro-Soviet government. They had never deviated from that goal. To be pro-Soviet meant to be communist. That had been proven by the examples of Hungary and Czechoslovakia. The Soviets had a clear policy from the beginning.

			The Americans were not quite sure. But the Americans had the atom bomb. So the Soviets had to go slow, taking advantage of opportunities and the errors of the Americans. When the Russians came to Korea, the Korean people greeted them as liberators. After all, Soviet planning and preparations for the campaign in Korea and Manchuria were elaborate. The offensive was mounted on large scale, with over 1½ million men, 5½ thousand tanks and self-propelled guns.19

			Units of the Soviet 25th army attacked the North Korean cities of Unggi and Najin, on August 10, meeting only light Japanese resistance. The American atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki and the quick successes of the Soviet army in Manchurian battles forced an abrupt Japanese surrender and it left a vacuum on the Korean peninsula. Thus the Soviets were well poised to fill and they took full advantage of it. The Soviets established themselves in North Korea overcoming little Japanese resistance.

			Militarily, the Soviets were in a position to march down the peninsula to Pusan. Politically, they won Korean population’s gratitude, as they fought the Japanese occupiers and helped free Korea. These were two reasons for Soviet moderation in not taking over the whole of Korea. 1) A desire not to upset the United States needlessly. 2) The rapidity of the Japanese collapse must have upset the Soviet calculation on the ending of the pacific war. Instead of a costly war, they had half of the peninsula at little cost. Also the rapid collapse and withdrawal of the Japanese forces left the Soviet policies toward Korea relatively unformed and reactive to the U.S. policies in the South. Additionally, they had to cope with an awesome material and human destruction at home in 1945/46 as a result of the war with Germany.20

			After the Soviet-American talks on Korea failed in the spring of 1946, the Soviets established a “People’s Republic” in the North. Kim Il Sung, a Korean patriot who had fought the Japanese with the Chinese communist armies in North China, was selected by the Soviets as the president. It was understood that Kim’s government would make the way for the final government when established for all of Korea.

			The Americans came later, in September 1945 in South Korea, at the time of Japanese surrender. They were greeted by a People’s Republic, led by a group of idealistic leftists, mostly socialist in outlook. Major General John R. Hodge brushed them aside. His orders were to establish a military government and then negotiate a real Korean government with the Russians.

			No progress at all had been achieved by 1948, towards establishing a popularly elected government for all Korea. The Americans wanted a government that was friendly to the United States or by 1949 one might say an ‘anti-communist’ government.

			The South Koreans were very unsatisfied and restless. At this time, there was a strong leftist current prevalent there. So, the United States finally agreed to permit the establishment of a civilian government in South Korea. They called it Republic of Korea, hoping that the North Koreans would join them. The Americans chose Dr. Syngman Rhee, a very old Korean patriot who had conspired against the Japanese for years and had lived in Hawaii and Washington.

			The Soviets simultaneously canonized the Kim Il Sung government by calling it the Democratic People’s Republic. Each government now laid a claim to represent the Korean people. Each side now faced the problem of getting rid of the other regime and the dividing line at the 38th parallel. America saw its Korean problems multiplying now.

			The Americans had not armed the South Koreans as they did not trust Dr. Rhee’s judgment. He had often spoken about the unification of Korea. Also, it was believed that if he had the capacity, he would attack the North. So, the South Koreans got a police-force type army from the Americans along with 37 mm antitank guns which were highly inadequate to destroy T-34 tanks. Similar disparities existed in all the other areas of armament between the north and the south.

			The Soviets were more practical. They immediately had begun building the North Korean army. It was second in power in Asia only to the Soviet army itself by 1949. The major force was the armored corps, with its soviet T-34 tanks armed with 85-mm guns. With only ten army divisions and only two marine divisions, all under strength, General Hodge had observed wryly that, if attacked from the North, he could defend “for about fifteen minutes”.

			American’s major consideration was Europe. China had been written off. Korea was the problem. Many in Pentagon wanted to write it off as indefensible.

			Similar to Dean Acheson’s speech at the National Press Club in 1950, a comparable diplomatic blunder some four decades later would again be committed by the American ambassador meeting Saddam Hussein of Iraq, in which she would tell the Iraqi dictator that what he does with Kuwait is not United States’ business! Perhaps this one was intentional! This would give a false (but intended) signal to the Iraqi dictator, prompting him to invade Kuwait!

			Coming back to Korea, the word spread to Moscow and Pyongyang rapidly. For the absorption of South Korea by the North, the green light was now on.

			North Koreans, early in June 1950, announced elections to be held to choose a parliament throughout Korea. The new parliament would meet on August 15 in Seoul and would take over the government of a United Korea. President Rhee flatly rejected this “National Front” call. Two days later, after the meeting of North Korean defense minister and the military men, the invasion of South Korea was decided upon.

			The invasion of South Korea began at 4:00 a.m. on 25th June. The North Korean tanks rolled across the 38th parallel and began speeding south. Three days later the North Koreans occupied Seoul.

			Before the onslaught of the powerful North Korean army, the South Korean army virtually disintegrated. They did not have weapons to defend properly and they became quickly demoralized. In Japan, General MacArthur did not have a single division of troops ready for combat. The Americans were established as occupation forces. Most troops lived a pleasant and lazy life, many with their mama-sans (Japanese mistresses). MacArthur shipped the U.S. army 24 Division to Korea to try to stop the North Korean tide. The Americans started fighting but fell back. They were also poorly armed compared to the Russian armed lean and agile North Korean troops. So for two weeks the war went very badly for the Americans.

			President Truman and the U.S. military leaders met and the president said Korea had to be defended. The matter was taken up with the United Nations. The Soviet representative on the Security Council was absent at the time. The Americans rushed the motion through the Security Council, condemning the North Korean invasion as aggression. It authorized the United Nations troops to stop it. That meant the United States had the official backing of the whole world body, thus putting pressure on American allies and on neutral nations such as India to help in the general effort.

			The North Koreans kept driving south. They had their timetable. They wanted to force the Americans out, clean up all of South Korea and force the South Korean army to surrender. They wanted to hold those Korean elections and commence the parliament on August 15, the fifth anniversary of the Japanese surrender.

			The North Koreans were a little ahead of their schedule in their invasion of the south by July 10. On July 13, General Walton Walker came to Korea to take over command and set up his headquarters at Taegu in the southeast sector of South Korea. It was just few miles south of the line the Americans had chosen for defense, the line came to be known as the Pusan Perimeter. American troops started arriving in the southern part of South Korea: the 25th Division, the 1st cavalry and various smaller units including the 1st provision marine brigade. In the early days, the United States had difficulty mounting a naval force as the defense expenditure had been cut so drastically in the last four years.

			Fortunately for the Americans, the North Koreans were not versed in air warfare. In a short time, the United Nations established its air superiority, provided by the British, Australian, and American air force. It was not easy for the Americans to hold on to the Pusan Perimeter. Despite the North Korean onslaught, the Americans held on to the Pusan Perimeter. U.S. troops coming from Japan were growing stronger. More troops and newer weapons started coming in. By August 3, the Americans were getting more confident and hopeful. A major North Korean assault was stopped at the Pusan Perimeters. They were being driven back now.

			The battle started looking less desperate. A new spirit, a new hope started emerging within the UN forces. The marine M-26 tanks proved equal to the T-345. The new guns, 75mm and 105mm, and the newer and better bazookas started having an impact on the U.S. performance for the better. The North Koreans had slowed down and were looking tired. Their field commanders mounted a new offensive, on three sides of the Pusan Perimeter and came close to breaking through. But the South Koreans, helped by air power and by a sealift, fought back hard and held on. As of September 15, 1950, the Pusan Perimeter was not broken. The major offensive by the North Koreans at Naktong had failed.

			General MacArthur was planning a surprise for the North Koreans. He planned to make an amphibious landing behind the North Korean troops and General Walton’s troops in the South were to join the landing forces, thus cutting off major North Korean forces in South Korea.

			On September 15, 1950 marine and navy planes bombarded military installations in the harbor of Inchon, a port city west of Seoul, the South Korean capital held by North Koreans since June 28. Then the U.S. marines landed on the little island of Wolmi Do. Now the amphibious invasion of the Northern offensive had begun. General MacArthur surprised the North Koreans totally and when they heard of this move, they started an immediate withdrawal.

			The U.S. marines were established in and around Inchon by September 15. No North Koreans were there to oppose them as they did not expect this. General Edward M. Almond was put in charge of these northern invasion land forces, came to be known as the X corps. General Walker’s army, down south, was expected to break through the North Korean lines and link up with the Inchon landing, thus cutting off the North Korean route of withdrawal. Walker had 157,000 men, compared to around 100,000 North Korean troops. But of the total UN forces, there were 73,000 South Koreans. The Americans did not have too much trust in them. The U.S.

			8th Army, thus, took several days to get going. The North Koreans began to withdraw fast by that time, using every road available, so as to avoid being cut off from their supply lines. There was no more Pusan Perimeter by September 23. The 8th army was now ready to move north to join the Inchon land forces.21

			The marines moved toward Seoul from Inchon. Kimpo airfields were captured two days later and then, Yongdungpo. The North Korean resistance hardened as the marines came closer to Seoul. As desired by MacArthur, the marines could not capture Seoul by September 25; though it was falsely announced that Seoul was in UN hands. By September 27, General Walker’s forces from the South finally were able to fight their way up to join the troops landed at Inchon. MacArthur flew from Tokyo to hand over Seoul to Syngman Rhee on September 29. In a ceremony, MacArthur took all the credit for this triumph and spoke loftily. It was all a grandstand play.

			General MacArthur was a brilliant tactician but failed as a strategist. This was obvious in the fall of 1950. A major blunder was committed by President Truman to allow General MacArthur to direct the strategy of the war far beyond the original aims of the United States and the other members of the United Nations.

			To stop the North Korean aggression was the original aim. But MacArthur entertained a far greater ambition. He wanted to destroy North Korea and possibly red China too. It was a policy of disaster. The whole Korean War could not have happened if the United States did not side with the wrong side in 1946 in China’s Civil War and aggravated the error by refusing to recognize the fact that Mao Tse-tung had won that war in 1949.

			The original aim of the Truman administration was to repel the North Korean aggression and drive them back behind the 38th parallel. This was already accomplished by October 1950; a little over three months after the war began.

			Just after the start of the war, the South Korean army was fleeing from one refuge to another. President Syngman Rhee declared that once the North Koreans were defeated, they must be totally put out of action so as they could never threaten again. Further, he said, the 38th parallel was no longer a boundary. The South Koreans and the U.S. were relieved of Yalta obligations as a result of North Korean aggression. He wanted to unify the country under his Republic of Korea banner.

			Though people like John Foster Dulles, then a Truman associate or John Allison, a civil servant, a Director of State Department Northeast Affairs Office, were in favor, people like George Kennan, an expert on Soviet Union, a director of policy planning staff and the CIA were opposed to the crossing of the 38th parallel. They believed it will be ‘explosive’ and could bring Chinese communists into the war.

			MacArthur’s attitude was highly jingoistic. He felt that the United States having started the job of cleaning up Asia must finish the job even if that required going right into communist China. As per the 38th parallel, he intended to cross it and occupy North Korea right up to Yalu River, bordering Manchuria, China. MacArthur, from this time on, was determined to force his own policy of carrying out war against North Korean communists and if possible, to move against Chinese communists. MacArthur had no respect for the Chinese communist military apparatus so he did not worry about them. But he hardly understood them.

			Back in Washington, the political establishment was all in favor of crossing the 38th parallel. Dean Acheson, Dean Rusk, John K. Emmerson, Dwight D. Eisenhower and George Marshall, the Secretary of Defense were all leaning towards crossing the 38th parallel, Truman was convinced. General MacArthur was finally authorized to destroy the North Korean army. But he was to be warned to not involve the Chinese or the Russians by violating their territory.

			But the day this directive was sent, the Americans had their first warning: If the Americans crossed the 38th parallel, the Chinese would enter the war on the side of the North Koreans. There was no contact between the U.S. and China. So the warning came through the Indians, who were neutral though were involved in the U.N. effort symbolically with an ambulance unit in Korea. The Indian ambassador was informed by Chou En-lai, the Chinese Prime Minister, that through Delhi, the Americans should be informed that if the 38th parallel was crossed, China would not stand by idly. The same day, the U.S. was notified about this by India. Washington also received similar messages from the American ambassador to the Soviet Union, warning that the Chinese would join the North Koreans in the war.

			But the Washington hawks refused to believe. Two days later, Chou En-lai publicly warned about their intentions. But the Washington rulers believed it was a bluff!

			So, the United Nation’s forces, in October 1950, started moving north of the 38th Parallel. General Walker was told to move on to the North Korean Capital Pyongyang, to capture it, and then to drive to the Yalu River. General Almond’s X corps were to land on the east and drive to the Manchurian border. MacArthur’s move was suicidal as he had split his forces. He had left a fifty-mile gap between General Walker’s army and General Almond’s.

			While they were warning Washington, the Chinese were moving more than half a million troops to the borders of Korea. Concerned, Truman met MacArthur at Wake Island. There, he was assured by the General that it was most unlikely for the Chinese to enter the war and if they did, not to worry; he would handle them.

			The U.N. forces had moved swiftly. Pyongyang was in U.N. hands by October 20. While on the east, the U.S. marines had landed at the port of Wonsan on October 26. No Chinese were seen anywhere. The North Koreans were in total retreat and their political leader had fled into Manchuria.22

			Meanwhile, in Beijing, on October 24, Mao Tse-tung had presided over the meeting of the government ruling committee where it was decided that China had to enter the war as the Americans had ignored their warning. Mao dispatched twenty army units to Korea.

			Mao Tse-tung had approved Kim-Il Sung’s idea of invading South Korea. The date of approval or the date of final approval by both China or Russia is unknown but one can figure out the date by the fact that in June, before the invasion by the North Koreans started on 25th June, elements of China’s best army, namely Lin Piao’s Fourth Field Army, suddenly left its positions facing Taiwan and marched on to Canton. From there, they were dispatched by train to Autung, Manchuria on the Yalu River bordering Korea. From different parts of China, other segments of Fourth Field Army also had moved to the Korean Border.

			As the military situation worsened for the North Koreans, in late summer and early autumn of 1950, the Chinese Third Field Army also began moving from South China to Manchuria, thus building up the Chinese strength significantly. By the middle of October, the CCF forces of third and fourth field armies had 400,000 troops massed in Manchuria just across the Yalu River from North Korea.23

			On 25th October, 1950, ROK 1st Division captured three Chinese prisoners near Unsan in North Korea. On the other side of the peninsula, in the X Corp’s zone, ROK 3rd Division captured 26 Chinese troops on 29th October. By 20th October, four CCF armies of three divisions each had crossed into Korea. The Americans until now, despite having total control of the skies over the terrain, had failed to notice the Chinese troop movements.

			During this period, the Chinese troops moved nocturnally, so as to avoid aerial observation. Before dawn and during the day, these troops were carefully hidden and camouflaged. Also, they were highly disciplined.

			On the night of October 26, a Chinese unit launched its first attack on Onjong. The next day, a small unit of the U.N. 8th Army reached the Yalu. That was the ROK 7th Regiments reconnaissance platoon and it was the only part of the 8th Army to reach the river. “There are no indications of open Chinese intervention in Korea”, a communiqué from MacArthur’s headquarters said.

			But that day, thousands of Chinese troops were coming into Korea; mostly by night or during snowstorms, going from one forested area to another. They had few vehicles and their tracks were carefully wiped clean by rear guards. Observers from air could see great smoke clouds in the Onjong and Unsan areas. They were forest fires. MacArthur’s people could not figure out. They were old methods of making smoke screens. Hundreds of thousands of Chinese troops had crossed the border under the cover of these screens by the end of October.

			The Chinese struck in small units, here and there, confounding American intelligence men. The Chinese, on November 1, attacked ROK II Corps in the West and totally destroyed it. The 8th army’s right flank was opened up making the way for the Chinese troops to come down the middle. On November 2nd, MacArthur finally acknowledged that the Chinese now posed a serious threat to the UN forces. On the same day, the 8th Army was in retreat south of Unsan, pursued and partially cut off by Chinese forces.

			MacArthur now demanded reinforcement from Washington as he realized that the overwhelming numbers of Chinese forces threatened his whole command.

			By November 4, the Chinese were moving a million men into Korea. Unsan was already captured by them and they were mopping up the UN forces in the area. The American tank and artillery losses were heavy at Unsan.

			The Chinese gave up all concealment on November 6 and started sending troops across all the six bridges on the Yalu River. The UN pilots flying in the Yalu area saw as far as their eye could see, a steady stream of Chinese troops coming. But the front was quiet. The captured prisoners were released and were told to tell the Americans that the Chinese did not want to fight.

			Of course, MacArthur would not listen to the last message being sent by Peking to Washington. The Americans continued to misjudge the Chinese. They would believe nothing that the Chinese were saying. The Americans, it seems, were bent on expanding the war.

			So the war went on. But now the Chinese took the offensive. They had already poured hundreds of thousands of troops into Korea. They were ill-equipped and poorly armed. But their moral was very high. American artillery cut them down by the thousands. The U.S. bombing and naval gunfire decimated many of them and yet they kept coming. The Chinese military philosophy seemed to be the superiority of numbers, sacrifice of man power. They were suffering enormous casualties. But they were undeterred. Again the United Nations’ forces were forced to retreat.

			The American’s and their allies’, mostly fellow Anglo-Saxons, situation was getting worst. MacArthur’s strategy of splitting UN forces turned out to be disastrous. Only sheer guts enabled the U.S. marines to fight their way out of the trap in the northeast and evacuate Wonsan.

			Up to November 24, 1950 and through the 1st phase offensive, American battle casualties in this war had been 27,827-21,529 in the Eighth Army and 6,298 in X Corps. Of the 8th Army casualties, 4,157 had been killed in action, 391 had succumbed to their wounds and 4,834 were missing in action.24

			The Chinese kept advancing south. The Americans tried to encourage a move in the United Nations to bring the war to an end—they were not ready to take the casualties like the Chinese. The Chinese, sensing victory, became tougher and arrogant now. No, they said, the war would go on, unless the United States withdrew completely from Korea as well as from Taiwan.

			Peking said, the Chinese forces would drive the Americans into the sea and reestablish the People’s Republic of Korea under a united Korea. They started a new offensive in January and on January 4, 1951, they recaptured Seoul.

			Though transport and communication were primitive within the Chinese forces, yet their prowess as fast-moving light infantry, their superior numbers and their use of classic tactics of combining frontal attack to fix the enemy and following it up by sending equal or stronger forces in enveloping moves to attack the enemy flanks and then to cut off the route for retreat were formidable. These tactics were very effective against the South Koreans first and then against the American forces.

			The fear amongst the Americans that a nation of 450 million people was ready to throw into battle a huge number of readily available light infantry, though poorly armed and supplied, worried them and influenced the war in Korea tremendously. The Chinese peasant, used to being politically indoctrinated, accepted death as a simple matter. Though he was usually illiterate, his main strengths were excellent capacity as a night fighter, possessive of raw courage to do as ordered, immense physical endurance while marching, and tenacity in attack.

			The arrogance shown by the Chinese after the capture of Seoul created a new stubbornness for the war. MacArthur got everything that he asked for. By March, under the new field commander, General Mathew B. Ridgeway, a veteran of Latin American wars, Seoul was recaptured by the UN forces. But now, there was no big rhetoric on the U.S. side. The American political leaders were now trying hard to find a political solution to the war and the future of Korea.

			The Chinese, it seems, had not suffered enough yet, despite enormous casualties. They were still exhibiting a stubborn arrogance. They still thought that they would drive the Americans into the sea. So again, in April 1951, they tried a new spring offensive. As it failed, General MacArthur, in the middle of the offensive, was suddenly relieved of command by President Truman.

			MacArthur, throughout the war, had exhibited complete intransigence. He wanted not only to defeat the Chinese, but to destroy them and even attack Russia if necessary. This attitude was very much at odds with the opinion shaping up in America. The difficulties of the war in recent months had taught the U.S. leaders that there were limitations to economic and technological power. MacArthur had taken it upon himself to threaten China with air and naval attack which would have complicated the negotiations further. Truman had had enough. He consulted his Joint Chiefs of Staff who was also persuaded to change his views due to grim reality. They all agreed. MacArthur had to go. So, on April 10, 1951, Truman fired MacArthur.25

			The Chinese communists, encouraged by the confusion and the change of command of UN forces, launched a new spring offensive. They brought in 1000 aircraft, secured from the Soviet Union. But those aircrafts were destroyed by the UN forces. Another offensive also failed. The Chinese were learning the hard way that manpower alone had its limitations as well.

			The war dragged on for months. The political establishment in Washington, with the departure of MacArthur, was realistically now seeking a political solution rather than a military one for the war. But the Chinese still had much learning to do and they were slow in doing it. Therefore, several months passed and thousands of troops died on both sides though the Chinese casualties were ten times more than the UN side. Finally, the war became static—where troops fought and died, like the European war of 1914-18 in France.

			In the end, the Chinese realized that they could not win the war, nor the Americans would quit. As a result, Panmunjom negotiations became more meaningful. The Chinese-North Korean side was as difficult and demanding as possible but the Americans, as a necessity, were patient. Finally, the Korean War ended where it had started, at the 38th parallel. The fighting ended at ten o’clock on the night of July 27, 1953.

			Throughout the World, there was no rejoicing; only relief. There was neither joy nor sorrow in either camp, for there was neither victory nor defeat. “The war is over and I hope my son is going to come home soon”, said President Eisenhower. But many sons were not coming home, for Korean War was not a small brush fire war. An estimated total of nearly 1,820,000 men were killed and wounded in Korea of which the communists suffered about 1,420,000.26

			Amongst the fifteen nations who had joined the U.S. in military assistance in the Korean War under the United Nations, there were some 14,000 casualties. For the Koreans, the war resulted in an estimated 843,572 southern and 520,000 northern military dead and wounded along with at least 1.4 million civilian deaths. It is estimated that casualties on the Chinese side were appalling. The Chinese suffered an estimated 1.5 to 2 million casualties. But the U.S. defense department put the estimate of Chinese communist at 900,000 dead and wounded.27 The American tragedy of Korea is attested by the American casualties figures –142,091 people with 33,629 of them killed.28

			The cost of war went beyond dead and wounded. South Korea was shattered, the North Korean countryside was laid to waste and Seoul suffered the same ruin befalling any great city which was conquered and liberated twice. South Korea witnessed 3,700,000 people made fugitive by the war 400,000 of whom had fled North Korea. About 400,000 homes were destroyed all over the Korean peninsula.29

			The Atrocities

			The atrocities committed by the Americans during the Korean War on civilians were cruel and heart wrenching. So were the atrocities carried out by the Syngman Rhee government in South Korea under the U.S. occupation and with its tacit approval.

			The U.S. forces during the occupation and the war also exhibited racism against the Korean people in their own country.

			Additionally, there are confirmed reports that the United States experimented with biological weapons in Korea.

			As there was a strong sentiment and sympathy towards the socialists and communists during the U.S. occupation and as the socialist movement in South Korea was strong initially, Dr. Syngman Rhee’s right wing government brutally suppressed the communists and their sympathizers. Summary executions of the “communists” were routine and common. As a warning to others, bodies were dumped on doorsteps. The brutal and dictatorial Rhee regime by the spring of 1950, held an estimated 100,000 political prisoners in jam-packed jails, warehouses, and any space they could find. According to later estimates, tens of thousands of South Koreans, perhaps up to 100,000 were killed in the guerrilla war and the repression under Rhee’s regime and U.S. occupation.30

			The South Korean officers were shunned and looked down upon by top U.S. officers as racism was rampant during the U.S. occupation and the war. The Republic of Korea (South) had lost some admiration for the Americans since U.S. Army advisers pulled out from frontline Korean units just after the invasion, when the Koreans needed them the most.

			American soldiers universally called all Koreans “gooks” whether they were soldiers, civilians, enemy, or allied. This reminds one of the Philippines where the Americans showed their highly racist attitude towards native Filipinos and called them “gooks” too! Walter Sullivan of the New York Times reported the U.S. troops’ contempt alienated the local population from the beginning. Also the Americans did not realize that the South Koreans hated the government they were defending. The racism against Koreans was widespread among Americans. Also, only a handful of Americans really took interest in the affairs of Koreans. On the other hand, the Russians did not exhibit any racist attitudes against the North Koreans during their occupation. As a result, the Russian-Korean relations were generally cordial while Korean villagers were aloof, gloomily morose, and surly toward Americans.31

			American and Australian war planes dropped hundreds of tons of bombs mistakenly on ROK army troops in early July, 1950. The Australians ever eager to join the Americans in any invasion had been enlisted by Washington to fight in Korea under the allied “U.N. Command”. Hundreds of South Korean soldiers as well as civilians were killed south of Seoul on July 3 by confused and reckless pilots. But all this killing was not accidental. MacArthur’s headquarters, in late June, ordered indiscriminate bombing behind North Korean lines by the U.S. Air Force, including areas where many South Koreans, civilians still lived. The U.S. military then in July ordered the strafing of refugee columns coming down roads towards U.N. Army units. This was all in violation of all international laws related to wars.

			In mid-July, the Air Force’s 35th Fighter Bomber Squadron in their F-80 jets were not only attacking enemy trucks, tanks and army units, they were also strafing people in white clothes (refugees). Well, they were “ordered” to do just that. The Fifth Air Force’s operations chief had sent a memo to its acting commander. It went right to the point.

			“Subject: Policy on strafing civilian refugees” it was headed. “The army has requested that we strafe all civilian refugee parties that are noted approaching our positions.” It seems they suspected that the North Korean enemies were infiltrating the columns of white clothed refugees, so the refugees were bombed and killed! Col. Turner C. Rogers wrote, “To date we have complied with the Army request in this respect.”

			The same day Rogers wrote his memo, U.S. planes, after ordering thousands of civilians to collect on a broad field, attacked this huge gathering of refugees just because they had heard the rumor that North Koreans had infiltrated the area.32

			Meanwhile all across South Korea, villagers were disappearing from their home as the Rhee regime rounded up real or imagined “enemies”. The political terror, bloodier, and more ruthless than ever before, was continuing. The killings in the south were carried out secretly but were too widespread to escape attention completely. An associated press correspondent, O.H.P. King reported that the national police chief in Suwon said police firing squads executed summarily sixty alleged “communists” or “communist sympathizers” in the two days after MacArthur’s much publicized visit to the town.

			Taejon Blood Bath

			A British communist journalist traveling with North Korean troops after they had captured Taejon on July 20, 1950, reported in the London Daily Worker that they had discovered that the South Koreans had killed thousands of political prisoners in the Taejon area before retreating. This report initially denounced, was proven authentic by a U.S. military report and photographs.

			The South Korean military police had trucked hundreds of political prisoners to a spot outside Taejon, shot them, and dumped their bodies in long trenches. U.S. army officers had photographed the killings. Lt. Col. Bob E. Edwards, a U.S. Embassy’s military attaché in a report to the army intelligence staff in Washington, told the story briefly: “Execution of 1800 political prisoners at Taejon, requiring three days, took place during first week in July 1950.” The Taejon bloodbath, according to Edwards, was just one of many. He further wrote that he believed that “thousands of political prisoners were executed within (a) few weeks after fall of Seoul to prevent their possible release by the advance enemy troops. Orders for execution undoubtedly came from top level”.33

			Now the U.S. bombs were raining all over Korea, North and South, affecting millions of people, destroying their homes, their fields, uprooting them and killing them.

			Within a week of the invasion, President Syngman Rhee had escaped by car and special train all the way to the southern tip of the Korean peninsula. He had moved into the island beach home under Korean naval protection. Ordinary South Koreans were unaware how far their president had run away from the front lines.

			No Gun Ri Massacre

			In the summer of 1950, the U.S. soldiers, by orders of their superiors, opened fire on a group of South Korean refugees. The area was at a railroad trestle, near the village of No Gun Ri. According to the survivors, who were few, hundreds were killed, mostly women and children. The retreating American commanders had ordered the soldiers to shoot approaching civilians as a precaution against North Korean infiltrators among the refugee column.

			Author Charles J. Hanley, Sang-Hun Choe, and Martha Mendoza were awarded the 2000 Pulitzer price for breaking the sad story of this massacre by the U.S. troops. After extensive investigation they wrote the book, The Bridge at No Gun Ri, which tells the story vividly as it happened.

			Hundreds of villagers, now war refugees, frantically running away from the war were barely three miles away from their homes. They were fearful, exhausted and had set down where the steep slopes of 1,750 feet White Horse Mountain came down to meet a gentle bend in the main line road. A little further, several yards away, near the small hamlet of No Gun Ri, empty tracks crossed over the double arched concrete trestle and then stretched on to Hwanggan. This town was beyond the 600 feet high ridge on the right front.

			Most of the refugees had gathered around the track where a brook trickled down the slopes to run beneath the tracks via a five feet high culvert that was cutting crosswise through the railroad embankment.

			The group of these refugees consisted mainly of women, some pregnant, some breast-feeding their babies, many children, the elderly and some adults. It was quite hot as it was the summer. Here and there, on the hill-sides, green-uniformed Americans popped in and out of sight, sometimes looking through the binoculars. There were others near the track, keeping a watchful eye on the Koreans.

			A light plane was flying overhead, its engine drowning and circling low over the refugees. The poor villagers mused “they must be counting us to decide how many trucks they need to take us to South”.

			Restless children were shouting, some playing, hungry babies were crying, men were fanning themselves through opened shirts to cool themselves.

			Some refugees heard a distinctive sound of soldiers blowing whistles. The next moment all sounds were drowned out. The whine from horizon from the direction of Hwanggan grew menacingly into a roar. Many refugees looked up and saw in between broken clouds American planes coming low towards them.

			Suddenly hell broke loose. The ground shook wildly and everything went up in the air with deafening thunder, gravel from the railbed, dirt, bushes, bags and white clothing all went up in the air along with people and their body parts! Again and again the earth rocked, big dust clouds covered the day light and the leaves were falling. The planes were roaring in again and again dropping bombs, rockets, and firing machine guns.

			The people were frantically running in every direction, helter-skelter, panic-stricken, helpless, not knowing what was happening. Adults were dragging children by arms, children crying uncontrollably; some trying to hide. Others lay silent, bloody, dismembered, strewn about. Those injured crying pitifully for help. Cows were screaming. The limbs and other body parts of people and animals rained down. Teenager Chung Koo-Shik, as he lay on the ground, suddenly felt something hot land on his back. It was the head of a baby.

			Choon-Ja, ten year old girl, said later, “it looked like heaven crashed on us!” “I threw away the water and ran to my mother; I found her moaning, breathing her last gasps. Part of her head was gone.”

			The South Korean refugees were being bombed by the Americans. It was Wednesday, July 26, 1950. Now, the ground soldiers, untested American GIs were shooting them from the hillside and everywhere around many refugees that were at the underpass. The vaulted ceilings of the two underpasses were forty feet high.

			Many refugees tried to escape the carnage but were shot down. Many lay dead or wounded in the tunnel. For three days and nights, up to the third night of July 28, the Americans kept shooting.

			By Saturday, July 29, it was all over. The Americans had killed all these South Korean refugees based merely on the “suspicion” that the North Korean enemies might have infiltrated these refugees!

			Precise numbers may never be known. But decades later a list was compiled by the survivors, consisting of 200 dead or missing. Their estimate put the total to 400 killed, 100 in the bombing and 300 under and around trestle, by shooting. Possibly 200 escaped. Under those walls, amid flesh and blood, perhaps two dozen remained alive, silent and some unconscious.34

			The No Gun Ri massacre was not reported anywhere in U.S. Army reports or by any U.S. or South Korean newspapers at the time or later. After years of rejection of the villagers’ allegations, the U.S. Defense Dept. and the South Korean Defense Ministry, on January 11, 2001, issued reports on their investigations of the No Gun Ri Massacre and affirmed that U.S. military killed and wounded an “unknown number” of South Korean refugees at No Gun Ri. President Clinton issued a statement expressing deep regret but gave no apology or offer of compensation to the survivors.

			During the war, while retreating, the Americans were leaving behind a trail of civilian dead and the landscape badly charred, scores of villages and towns were burned down by rockets and napalm bombs of U.S. warplanes. One jet pilot reported a controller telling him, at the mission’s end to set a South Korean village afire with his rockets “rather than carry them home.” A classified report of the air forces airborne controllers read, “Effectively worked over, particularly after the 25th, were 48 villages and towns.”

			On August 16, the U.S. Air Force sent 98 heavy bombers to carpet bomb a 27 square-mile area across the Naktong, dropping 960 tons of bombs in hopes of randomly hitting enemy concentrations. In one village alone, Sachang, northwest of Wacgwan, some 130 civilians were killed that afternoon in the bombing. Elsewhere in the zone, an unknown number of other villagers and stranded refugees were killed. A few days earlier, during the 25th Infantry Division’s daylong siege on August 11, American troops fired on villagers taking refuge in a local Confucian shrine, killing about eighty.

			The retreating Eighth Army, against the vast numbers of Chinese troops, had resorted to a “Scorched Earth” policy, burning houses in the broad swath of its path, wrecking machinery and destroying livestock and food. “We burned everything”, said F. Company’s Ralph Bernotas.

			Some 90 miles Southeast of Seoul, in January 1951, an observer aircraft circled over a cave. Then four planes streaked in and dropped incendiary bombs, burning to death or suffocating the 300 refugees sheltering there. That bombing was one of dozens of U.S. air attacks on refugee columns in South Korea in 1950-51, survivors reported decades later.

			American Journalists saw long lines of bullet-riddled refugee bodies along the roadside in South Korea but no reporter ever reported this in American newspapers. Military censorship was very strict, even with threats of court-martial for reporters who “bring our forces into disrepute.”35

			The losses to the people of South Korea were enormous. In the first year alone, some 400,000 homes had been destroyed. Reports of rapes of South Korean women by the Americans were wide spread.

			Bridge at Tuksong-Dong

			On August 2, 1950, refugees, by their thousands, a shuffling stream of white 60 feet above water, children barefoot, women clutching babies and frightened old men riding piggy back were crossing the bridge at Tuksong-Dong, joining South Korean soldiers and men of the U.S. 24th Infantry Division pulling back over the Naktong, at a spot just 55 miles from the peninsula’s southeastern corner at Pusan. Some refugees led oxcarts hastily loaded with their lives’ belongings.

			Rumors had spread about enemy infiltrators among these refugees. Carole F. Kinsman, a sergeant with the 14th Combat Engineer Battalion and his men were posted on the bridge to screen the fleeing civilians. They had stayed up all night searching the refugees and had found nothing.

			Trucks, loaded with the men of the 21st infantry, shortly after midnight, rumbled across the bridge to head south, downriver to take positions behind the new Naktong line. The last defending unit, the ROK army’s 17th regiment also withdrew over the river just before the sunrise at 6:32 a.m.

			Orders had been issued by the Eighth Army headquarters that all units must withdraw behind the river by Thursday, August 3, and to blow up the Naktong bridge behind them, so that the enemy is denied crossing. It had taken two days to wire the Tuksong-Dong Bridge with 7,000 pounds of TNT. The Eighth Army deadline was now close.

			The engineers were notified by Stephens, the 21st Infantry’s commander that the last of his forces had cleared the 650-foot span. They now could go ahead. But the stream of refugees still continued crossing. An engineer officer ran onto the bridge, fired his pistol in the air to warn the refugees to clear the bridge and then dashed back. The throng of refugees, not realizing, kept going, seeking safety of the other side.

			A declassified record shows that North Korean forces had not yet been sighted near the river at Tuksong-Dong. So there was no extreme hurry yet. But the young soldiers there sensed something terrible about to happen. “They wouldn’t stop. They were abutment to abutment…They were average folks, ladies, children and old men, carrying their baggage on their head”, recalled Pfc. Leon L. Denis. “There are people!” Pfc. Joseph Ipock said to someone.

			“We are told to scatter,” Kinsman said. “Next thing I know they revved up the generator and threw the switch and the bridge went”, Driver Gianelli recalled, “It lifted up and turned it sideways and it was full of refugees end to end….You saw the spans of steel flying and you knew they were killed.”

			The charges had been set all over, below, on the bridge supports as well as along the roadway itself. The deafening blast pulverized bodies and showered them along with their shredded white clothing, bit of luggage, oxen and wood into the fast flowing river below. The Americans drove off in their vehicles, not taking trouble to look back. They realized that hundreds had died, said Kinsman, Denis and Gianelli. An adjutant later noted in the 14th Engineers war diary, “The Tuksong Bridge was blown off 0701 hours. Results excellent.”36

			There are reports that later on many refugees were shot while crossing the Naktong in low water level areas.

			Many Koreans were utterly disgusted with the corrupt, autocratic Rhee Government. The opposition grew when they witnessed bloodbaths of executions carried out by the retreating government through the summer, when military police and other agents shot thousands of leftist political prisoners. Their bodies were dumped in mass graves outside Taekjon and Taegu and elsewhere in the south.

			Biological Warfare in Korea

			As for the allegation that the U.S. used germ warfare in the Korean War, I can only say with dismay and some shame that what I dismissed as incredible then seems altogether credible to me now.

			- George Wald, Nobel Prize laureate 
Letter of 15 March 1979

			By 1949, the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff had biological warfare built into emergency war plans and in case the Berlin Blockade crisis led to war, they intended to use it. After detailed discussions, by 1951, a mature policy for first use if militarily advantageous was in place. The Joint Chiefs had placed biological warfare in strategic category number one, with the same priority as atomic warfare.

			As far as the Joint Chiefs were concerned, biological weapons could be employed from the outset of war at the discretion of the president.

			Regarding the use of biological warfare during the Korean War, much of the U.S. documentation is destroyed, lost, still classified or has been painstakingly and more or less successfully laundered before being provided for public viewing. The details are being treated with a secrecy one might expect with such inhuman activity. The cover-up is evident from the fact that the U.S. Far East command twice repeated a request that its records and documents on biological warfare be kept secret after the Korean War.

			Clear and identifiable direct evidence that the United States experimented with biological weapons in the Korean War is not available in the U.S. archives as they presently exist for public scrutiny. However, a wealth of materials recently declassified provided strong corroboration of material released by the Chinese army and Chinese public health authorities. It shows that the United States was using insect vectors and other means of conducting biological warfare.37

			The Chinese historian of the Korean War, Colonel Qi Dexue says the Chinese military documents indicate that the early skepticism of Mao Tse-tung and Chou En-lai about rumors of bacteriological warfare turned to alarm with increasing medical evidence from the Chinese 42nd army in Korea.38

			The 60 page report by the International Scientific Commission, headed by Dr. Joseph Neeham of Cambridge University, consists of 605 pages of appendixes. It is a plausible recreation of equally plausible data from Chinese and North Korean sources that the United States experimented with insect and other vectors of biological warfare during the Korean War.

			Dr. G. B. Reed is a member of government’s biological warfare panel and head of the Defense Research Boards biological weapons research laboratory at Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario. Professor Reed, a scientist of impeccable reputation, was very much involved in joint U.S., Canadian and British biological warfare programs. Reed was asked to comment on the summaries of laboratory reports prepared by the North Korean Army’s Medical Corps serving with the Chinese Army. These reports indicated that U.S. aircraft were using insect vectors to spread the disease. Reed concluded that although there were some anomalies, the evidence was feasible. Reed’s account is stamped as having been seen by external affairs minister Lester Pearson.39

			The U.S. Army had learned about dissemination of germs from its connection with General I Shii of Japan.

			There is a strong circumstantial tract of corroborative evidence that: The U.S. experimented with biological weapons in Korea, the evidence of existence of an elaborate U.S. covert operation for conducting biological warfare; the production of disease-bearing insects (United States) and their discovery in China and North Korea, preparation of infected foul feathers (United States) and their presence near exploded bombs in China, the overlap between bacteria and Viruses cultivated in the U.S. and diagnosed in China, etc.

			Also the U.S. prisoners of war in China had confessed to taking part in biological warfare.

			Finally there were people in the U.S. like John Foster Dulles and many others who believed that a total war could break out with China; a war without any humanitarian limits where the U.S. Army’s possession of technology and know-how which minimized the threat of retaliation in kind (including biological weapons, Napalm, atomic weapons and overwhelming superiority in delivery and communications) could give it (the U.S.) tremendous advantage. It also fostered a willingness to engage in total war.

		

	
		
			CHAPTER 8 
Meddling In - Iran, Congo, Indonesia And E. Timor

			Overthrow of Democracy in Iran

			Background

			In 1907, Britain and Russia divided Iran between them by signing a treaty. Russia took the north while Britain assumed control of the southern provinces. A strip between these two zones was declared neutral where Iranians could rule there as long as they did not infringe on the interests of these powerful guests. The treaty was signed in St. Petersburg and Iran, without being consulted, was simply informed after the treaty was signed. Informal foreign control of Iran became an explicit partition with the full backing of Russian and British troops. When the treaty came before the British parliament for ratification, one of the few dissenting members lamented that it left Iran, “lying between life and death, parceled out almost dismembered, helpless and friendless at our feet.”

			Russian influence in Iran waned as it was consumed by civil war and revolution. The Bolsheviks, after they seized power in 1917, renounced most of their rights in Iran and to their credit, canceled all debts that Iran owed to the Czarist Russia. The British moved in quickly to fill the vacuum, being at the zenith of their imperial power. Oil had become the new focus of their interests. The newly formed Anglo-Iranian Oil Company (AIOC), which had grown out of the D’Arcy concession, had begun drilling huge quantities of oil from beneath the Iranian soil. Winston Churchill dubbed it “a prize from fairyland beyond our wild dreams.”

			Ahmad Shah, a corrupt impotent ruler, ruled Iran at the time. Realizing the tremendous value of this new resource, the British imposed the harsh Anglo-Iranian Agreement on Ahmad Shah’s regime. Its approval was assured as the British bribed the negotiators in advance. Under its provisions, the British gained control over Iran’s army, its treasury, its communications network and its transport system. To solidify their new power, they imposed martial law and ruled by fiat. Lord Curzon, as foreign secretary, was one of the architects of this agreement.

			The Anglo-Iranian Agreement started infusing the nationalist movement in Iran with strong passion. The freedom movements in other British colonies such as India had inspired the Iranian patriots. Radicals in northern provinces established a communist party. Millions of Iranians were living in appalling conditions in much of the country— conditions they had not experienced before. Several provinces had started separatist movements now. Iran seemed on the brink of extinction. Conditions were ripe for the emergence of a strong charismatic leader. In 1921, that leader appeared on the consciousness of the nation, a rough and tough man on horseback by the name of Reza.

			As a teenager, he had joined the military service by enlisting in the Cossack Brigade, founded by Russian officers, and served principally as a private guard for the interest of the foreigners and the Qajar Kings who served them. He rose quickly through their ranks and was soon known as Reza Khan. He was a tough and brave soldier, six feet four inches tall, cutting a rugged and fearsome figure. During his years as a soldier, Reza had the opportunity to travel through Iran and see the miserable conditions through which most of its people lived. Soon, he came to share his people’s hatred and disgust with their Qajar rulers. That made him a logical tool of the British who were tired of dealing with the temperamental tribal leaders and desired a stronger central government. The Cossack Brigade seemed like a logical means to impose it. The British wanted to seize control of the brigade and oust its Russian officers. So, they resolved to stage a coup and replace the Shah’s prime minister with their own. They had settled on an ex-journalist Sayyed Zia Tabatabai. To provide Zia with the military support he needed, they approached Reza. He was willing.

			Reza, along with few of his fellow officers led two thousand men to the outskirts of Tehran on the evening of February 20, 1921. The British, through Zia, had paid 2000 tumans to Reza Khan and had distributed 20,000 among his 2000 men. Reza aroused his soldiers with a passionate speech. The fervor in the camp was intense. Reza seized on it. Before dawn his soldiers entered Tehran and arrested the prime minister and every member of his cabinet. Reza made two demands to Ahmad Shah: Sayyed Zia must be named prime minister and he himself commander of Cossack Brigade. The Shah was helpless. With no resistance, the British inspired coup had succeeded.1

			It was a testament to the British power, the weakness of decaying Qajar dynasty and the self-confidence of Reza Khan.

			Cossack regiments immediately started pacifying the country and suppressing the tribal armies. Power flowed into Reza’s hands. Just three months after the coup, he dismissed Sayyed Zia and forced him to leave the country. Soon after, he persuaded the Shah also to leave the country, ostensibly on a temporary trip for health reasons. Now, Reza Khan was prime minister, army commander, and effectively head of the Iranian state.

			Four years later, the Qajar dynasty was dead and Reza Khan was offered the Peacock throne. On April 25, 1926, he proclaimed himself the Reza Shah. His new dynasty, he declared, would be known as the Pahlavi dynasty, after the language spoken by Persians before the Muslim conquest.

			Reza Shah ruled Iran with brutal decisiveness. He was ruthless against any dissent. Yet his achievements were many. He embarked on a huge construction program building plazas, highways, factories, parks, avenues, hospitals, railroad lines and schools. But he was also corrupt. He confiscated so much land that at the peak of his power, he was the country’s largest land owner.

			He was fascinated by Mussolini, Franco, and Hitler, partly because he needed a foreign friend who shared his enmity towards the British and the Russians, so naturally he developed a great sympathy for the German cause. Upon the start of World War II, he declared Iran to be neutral but in reality had tilted clearly towards Germany. Hundreds of German agents were allowed by him to operate in Iran. Western leaders feared that Nazis were trying to use Iran as a platform to attack across Russia’s southern border. To prevent that, Russian and the British troops entered Iran on August 25, 1941. The allies demanded that he sever all ties with the Germans. Reza Shah did not wish to work for the allies and they had no use for him either. He abdicated his throne on September 16, 1941. The next day, his eldest son, twenty-one years old Mohammad Reza was sworn in to succeed. Reza Shah died in Johannesburg three years later.2

			Since 1908, when William Knox D’Arcy found oil in Iran, the British were getting rich off the Iranian oil. In the same year, the British leaders absorbed the D’Arcy concession, founded the Anglo-Persian Oil Company and took control of the oil exploration and development in Iran. Five years later, at the urging of First Lord of the Admiralty Winston Churchill, the British government spent 2 million pounds to buy 51 percent of the company. Now onwards, the interests of Britain and the Anglo-Persian Oil Company became one and inseparable.

			During just the first few years of its existence, Anglo-Persian drilled scores of wells, laid out pipeline more than a hundred miles and extracted millions of barrels of oil. Not only did it distribute oil throughout Britain but also sold oil to countries all across Europe and all the way to Australia. In addition, Britain began construction on what would for half a century be the world’s largest oil refinery on the desert island of Abadan.

			Qajar Kings could have become rich and powerful with this immense wealth if they had the foresight of striking a better deal with the British. Instead, they sold their oil resource for a pittance. Iran’s royalty payments in 1920, at 16 percent of net profit as per the concession agreement, were merely 47,000 pounds. Ahmad Shah considered it as Allah’s generous gift but it was peanuts compared to what the British were pouring into their coffers.3

			While the British were enjoying windfall profits, the Iranians lived in dire poverty. The Anglo-Persian Oil Co.’s books were not available to Persians for scrutiny. Workers at the Abadan refinery and elsewhere lived in appalling conditions.

			After the fall of the Qajar Dynasty next year, Reza Shah came to power. Years later, looking at poor conditions of his people while Britain was exploiting them brazenly, he in November 1932 notified Anglo-Persian that he had cancelled the D’Arcy concession. The British were shocked, outraged, and desperate. They once again negotiated the D’Arcy Concession in 1933. Under its new terms, Iran was guaranteed payments of at least 975,000 pounds annually, the area covered by D’Arcy concession was reduced by three-quarters and the company agreed to improve the living conditions of workers at Abadan. Reza Shah, in return, extended the concession to last till 1961. Also, the name was changed to Anglo-Iranian Oil Company (AIOC).4

			The British did not keep their promise of improving the living conditions of the workers.

			Dr. Mossadegh

			Dr. Mohammed Mossadegh was born on May 19, 1882 to a prominent family in Iran. His mother was a Qajar princess whose family members were governors, cabinet ministers, and ambassadors. His father died when he was still a child.

			At sixteen he held his first job as chief tax auditor for Khorasan, his home province. By all accounts, he performed brilliantly, pointing out corruption in the administration. He went to Paris to study at I’Ecole de Sciences Politiques but, due to some illness, had to come back after a year there.

			Mossadegh had returned to a country that was ablaze with conflict and uncertainty. The Iranians, due to the constitutional Revolution had tested the forbidden fruit of democracy. He was extremely honest and principled man from a young age. Within a year of his return to Iran, his uncle Farman Farma who was the prime minister, asked him to join the cabinet as minister of finance. Mossadegh not to take advantage of the family connection, declined. In 1917, he received another offer to become deputy finance minister. This time, he accepted it at his mother’s urging as his uncle was no longer the prime minister. During his tenure in office, many of his colleagues were upset as he unearthed a series of corrupt schemes and insisted that the corrupt officials be punished. In less than two years, he was dismissed.

			He retuned to Neuchatel. But soon, he received the news about the infamous 1919 Anglo-Persian Agreement that effectively reduced Iran to the status of a British protectorate. Mossadegh was furious and outraged. He did all he could by expressing his protests.

			In 1924, he ran for a seat in the Majlis (Iran’s parliament) and got elected easily. Soon he became Reza Shah’s sharpest opponent. By now he had become a thoroughly political man who had total grasp of his country, its political system as well as its backwardness and poverty. Much of it he blamed on the foreign overlords. In the Majlis, he towered over most others due to his interest and education. He had earned his degree, a doctorate of law, at the Swiss town of Neuchatel.

			In Majlis, Mossadegh was a vigorous advocate of reform and modernization. But the country’s main dilemma centered on its relationship with Anglo-Iranian Oil Company and Britain. Many Iranians resigned themselves to the exploitation by outside powers but Mossadegh never did.

			Often, he gave fiery speeches in the Majlis emphasizing on democracy and self-reliance.

			“If bringing in prosperity to the country through the work of other nations were of benefit to the people,” he asserted in one of his speeches, “every nation would have invited foreigners into its home. If subjugation were beneficial, no subjugated country would have tried to liberate itself through bloody wars and heavy losses.”5

			On October 29, 1925, Majlis were surprised to receive a stunning proposal. Supporters of Reza demanded that Qatar Dynasty be dissolved and Reza be named Shah. Mossadegh was horrified. In a fiery speech, he praised Reza’s achievements but requested him to become the Prime Minister, not Shah. But Reza was a rising power and was coronated the Shah anyway.

			As Mossadegh had a strong base of popular support and excellent nationalist credentials, Reza directed his prime minister to offer Mossadegh the post of the foreign minister. To no one’s surprise however, Mossadegh declined the offer. Again, over the months that followed, Reza Shah offered Mossadegh high positions including those of the prime minister and chief justice. Mossadegh rejected all of them.

			With Reza Shah’s autocratic rule, soon the Majlis were reduced to an impotent body, playing the role of a rubber stamp assembly for Reza Shah. He not only outlawed all opposition parties but also banned their leaders from public life. He rigged the 1928 election by ordering votes to be counted in such a way that no one opposed to him would win. Mossadegh lost the election. He was forty-five and it seemed he was at the end of his political career.

			He decided to go back to his home province of Ahmad Abad and retire there doing experimental farming. In 1940, Reza Shah who still feared Mossadegh put him in jail. A Swiss friend of the Shah intervened and had him released to Ahmad Abad under house arrest.

			Mossadegh, in and out of politics for twenty years, watched Reza Shah with utter disdain. Suddenly, Reza Shah was gone. For the first time in many years, the elections were held in 1943. Mossadegh came out from his home town, ran for his old seat in the Majlis and was elected—winning more votes than any other candidate. Now, Mossadegh set his eyes on the more powerful enemy of Iran, the British government and their Anglo-Iranian Oil Company.

			After the abdication of the Peacock throne by Reza Shah in 1941, his young son Mohammed Reza Shah was crowned the new Shah of Iran.

			The British, after forcing his strongman father to abdicate, had decided to allow his son to take the throne. Right after the coronation, they directed the young Shah to appoint a pro-British prime minister named Mohammad Ali Furughi. Through him, they practically ruled over Iran.

			Due to appalling conditions of workers in Abadan, there were many riots. Manucher Farman Farmanian, who in 1949 became director of Iran’s petroleum institute, was shocked at what he found at Abadan.

			“Wages were fifty cents a day. There was no vacation pay, no sick leave and no disability compensation. The workers lived in a Shanty town called Kaghazabad, or paper city, without running water or electricity, let alone such luxuries as iceboxes or fans. In winter the earth flooded and became a perspiring lake. The mud in town was knee-deep…”6

			The Shah, with the British directions, had ordered the Tudeh, the communist party in the Northern Province banned. The Iranians were very frustrated with the British who had refused to offer them a better deal regarding the oil concession. They had been offered a slightly better deal which became known as the Supplemental Agreement. The Majlis denounced it even before the Shah’s cabinet’s acceptance of it. Majlis’ term was expiring and the new elections were coming. The angered Majlis, who were supposed to vote on the Agreement, filibustered it. The time ran out. The Supplemental Agreement was left to the next Majlis.

			During the next elections, the Shah used various tactics including bribery, election fraud, and recruitment of royalist candidates. He managed to secure the election of pliable candidates. Highly popular Mossadegh and others were declared losers. Several cities saw huge protests taking place.

			Mossadegh invited all who believed in fair election to his home on October 13. Thousands turned up. They together marched to the Shah’s palace. For three days and nights he and others sat on the palace lawn. Finally Shah gave in to their demand and ordered new elections.

			In the new election, Mossadegh and six other founders of the National Front were elected to the Majlis. Now the Majlis had an organized and powerful opposition block, something new. The Shah appointed prime ministers were weak and unwilling to fight for the Supplemental Agreement in the Majlis as per British desire to have it approved. After two prime ministers, a General named Ali Razmara was appointed the prime minister.

			Mossadegh rigorously worked against the Agreement. On November 25, Mossadegh brought the Supplemental Agreement to a vote in his parliamentary committee. The committee unanimously voted to reject the agreement.

			Now, Iranians led by Mossadegh and his supporters were calling for the nationalization of the oil industry. At a mass rally on March 7, the calls which were for nationalization were now for “Death to the British”. Prime Minister Razmara’s days were numbered. He had begun quietly asking politicians of various stripes who would they prefer as the prime minister. Each one gave the same answer: Mossadegh.

			One day, thousands of Iranians had gathered in Tehran to express their hatred of Britain. The same day, Razmara and a friend of Shah drove to a mosque for the funeral of a religious leader. There, Razmara was shot dead.

			Now the nationalization fever had reached its climax. The British had lost the opportunity to compromise on the Supplemental Agreement. Before, a 50/50 partnership would have been fine. Now, it was too late. The Iranian masses had demanded total nationalization of the oil industry.

			On March 15, the Majlis met to cast the historic vote. Ninety-six deputies turned up. Even those who had promised the Shah they would stay away also came. Everyone voted for the nationalization. Five days later, the largely ceremonial senate also voted its unanimous approval.

			Mossadegh was now the most popular leader and the hero in Iran. He had been fighting all his life for the nationalization. He could not venture out in the streets now without being mobbed by admiring crowds.

			Finally, the Majlis met again. There, a motion was passed that the hero of the hour, Mossadegh be named the new prime minister. The speaker of the parliament called for an immediate vote. It passed by a margin of seventy-nine to twelve.

			Knowing that now he had the power in his hands, Mossadegh told the Majlis that he would accept the prime ministership only if they also voted to approve an act he had drawn up to implement the nationalization of Anglo-Iranian. Under its provision, its books were to be audited by a parliamentary committee, weigh both sides’ claims for compensation, and start sending Iranians abroad to learn the skills for running an oil industry and draw up articles of incorporation for a new National Iranian Oil Company. That very afternoon the Majlis approved it unanimously. Mossadegh, the symbol of the Iranian nationalism and resistance to Royal power and the British, was now Iran’s new prime minister.

			Pre-Coup Activities

			With Mossadegh their ‘enemy’ in power, riding popularity wave and with Iran’s oil nationalized, the British were furious and desperate. MI-6, their infamous spy agency which is still active today, became very active with many of their agents recruiting local Iranians to rise against Mossadegh. Now, the British doubled up their efforts to overthrow Mossadegh.

			Mossadegh’s decision to confront the Anglo Iranian Oil Company drew a huge segment of the Iranian population to him. Many Iranians were also drawn to him for his commitment to social reform. Mossadegh freed many peasants doing forced labor on their landlord’s farms. He ordered factory owners to pay benefits to injured and sick workers and established an unemployment compensation system. Some twenty percent of the landlord’s rental income was placed in a fund to pay for development projects such as rural housing, public baths and pest control. He defended religious freedom, encouraged women’s rights and allowed courts above all to function freely; even his enemies agreed that he was brutally honest and incorruptible in Iranian politics where corruption was rampant.

			Mossadegh, since assuming power, was trying to reach an honorable compromise for compensation for the AIOC with the British but the British were becoming more and more rigid and intransigent in their attitude toward Iran.

			While corresponding with Mossadegh, the British agents were actively seeking the support of key Iranian political and other leaders for the coup. Anthony Eden, the British Foreign Secretary was receiving good news in London that General Zahedi had proven highly responsive to their overtures.

			Tehran was alive with rumors that a coup was imminent. Mossadegh had had enough of the British. He had only one option left to get rid of the British who he knew were plotting his overthrow. On October 17 he announced that Iran was breaking off diplomatic relations with Britain.

			On October 17, 1952, Mossadegh broke off diplomatic relations with the British and forced out all British personnel from Iran.

			By the end of the month all British diplomats, personnel, and all British agents were forced out of Iran. It was a sudden, heavy, and a fateful blow. Britain’s hopes of staging a coup were dashed with one blow. Now their only hope to stage a coup was through the Americans.

			So, the British started requesting the Truman administration to undertake a coup to overthrow Mossadegh. Churchill and Foreign Secretary Eden worked hard to convince Truman and Secretary of State Dean Acheson, but both of them refused the British request. Dean Acheson was very right when he said his famous quote, “Never had so few lost so much so stupidly and so fast.” 7 Truman liked Mossadegh.

			The British realized that the American presidential election of November 1952 was just on the horizon. Truman was not running for reelection. Dwight Eisenhower, the World War-II hero and the Republican candidate was running on a vigorous anticommunist platform. They knew that they had better chance with the new administration if Ike won the election.

			The British already had drawn up the coup plans, called ‘Operation Boot’. While Kermit Roosevelt, head of CIA operations in the Middle East was passing through London from Tehran, they met him and showed him the plans.

			Soon after the Eisenhower administration took office in Washington, Anthony Eden, the British Foreign Secretary and other MI-6 officials went to Washington to convince the new American administration of the coup in Iran.

			By now, the Dulles brothers, Foster and Allie, as they were known-John Foster Dulles, the Secretary of State and his younger bother Allen Dulles, the new Director of CIA- were convinced of the usefulness of the coup in Iran. The British were very smart. With the Eisenhower administration and the Dulles brothers, this time they had invoked the idea of ‘Communist Threat’ in Iran with Mossadegh in power. They had projected Mossadegh as a pro-communist sympathizer. Being right wing staunch anti-communists themselves, the Dulles brothers soon agreed for the need to overthrow Mossadegh and to bring in an anti-communist pro-western leader into power.

			By March 1953, Eisenhower had given his tacit approval to the coup plan. But they needed more than tacit approval. On June 14, Allen Dulles went to the White House to brief him of the coup plan. Sensing Ikes’s desire not to know the details, Dulles gave him Kermit Roosevelt’s outline of what was proposed about the coup. That was all Ike needed. He gave his blessings.

			The Coup

			Kermit Roosevelt was the prototype of the gentleman spy. He was born in Buenos Aires and was brought up near his grandfather Theodore Roosevelt’s (former president) estate near Long Island and was educated at Harvard. Now he was running the CIA operations in the Middle East. He had been to Iran and other areas of the Middle East many times and had cultivated many contacts. That is why the British thought him to be an ideal man to execute the coup in Iran. They were the ones who recommended his name to the Dulles brothers to be in charge of the coup plot.

			Kermit Roosevelt and other CIA agents had found the British coup plan too rigid. They changed it to their liking and it was named ‘Operation Ajax’.

			Operation Ajax, the American coup plot, consisted of four components: Mossadegh was to be portrayed as a crypto-communist by starting a political and propaganda campaign against him; to encourage the opposition to create disturbances; to press the Shah to dismiss Mossadegh and appoint Zahedi as his replacement; and to get the support of the military officers for Zahedi’s appointment. All these activities were to be conducted by the CIA in cooperation with MI-6, both of whom had already had Iranian agents working within Iran. Donald Wilbur, a former agent of the Office of Strategic Studies (OSS) who had operated undercover in Iran during World War-II and Roosevelt prepared propaganda material against Mossadegh, got it translated into Persian and passed it on to the CIA. It poured off the agency’s press and was rushed by air to Tehran.8

			Meanwhile, the British continued to harass Mossadegh by every means. MI-6 Iranian agents late in April 1953 kidnapped Major General M. Afshartus, Chief of Iran’s Police and murdered him. Their intentions were to prove that Mossadegh’s government was unstable and at the same time to eliminate an able and loyal officer who they felt would effectively oppose any coup attempt.

			To manipulate public opinion against Mossadegh, the Americans had budgeted $150,000. To enable General Zahedi to bribe as many of his fellow officers as possible to stand ready to carry out whatever military action might be needed, he was to be given $60,000, later to be increased to $135,000 to “win additional friends”. To suborn the Majlis for a similar effort, $11,000 per week were budgeted.9 In those days of 1953, these were not small amounts especially for a poor country like Iran.

			Iran was aflame by the time Kermit Roosevelt entered Iran on July 19 on a fictitious name of James Lockridge. Mossadegh’s supporters in the Majlis had voted to remove Ayatollah Kashami from his position as a speaker. As a result, more than half the deputies resigned. An additional 25 from other caucuses followed suit. This left Majlis with just over twenty deputies and it could not function anymore.

			Vast demonstrations took place in Tehran on July 22, urging the dissolution of the Majlis. On July 27, Mossadegh addressed the nation stating that some foreign powers were bent on overthrowing him to install their own supporters and a group of Majlis had supported their schemes. He then declared that he planned to ask people for a referendum whether or not they wanted continuation of current term of Majlis and if they did then he would resign. In the referendum that followed, the majority of people voted to dissolve the Majlis. Thus, the ground was fertile for Operation Ajax to be launched but the Shah was yet not informed of the planned American Coup. His cooperation was vital for the success of the coup. Roosevelt decided to win the Shah’s support through his twin sister Princess Ashraf whom he trusted and who lived in France. To tell her to convince the Shah, Roosevelt sent an American officer who was known as the lady-killer. Ashraf, after being told, agreed to persuade her brother to cooperate in the execution of the Anglo-American coup plot, but on one condition that if the plot failed, the United States would support her financially to maintain her current life-style abroad. On July 25, 1953, she went to Tehran and told her brother about the plot. But the Shah could not decide yet what to do. Meanwhile the princess, under the suspicion of scheming against the government, was told to leave the country.

			Then, the CIA director chose General H. Norman Schwarzkopf who had served in Iran before as an adviser to the Iranian Gendarmerie, the rural police force. He knew the Shah well. Schwarzkopf, by the way, was the father of the General who commanded U.S. forces during the first Gulf War, the ‘Desert Storm’. Sr. Schwarzkopf arrived in Tehran on August 1, along with a couple of large bags containing millions of Dollars. He assured the Shah that if he cooperated with the coup, America would give him full support. He also conferred with Zahedi who was in hiding as well as several old Iranian and American friends he knew in the military.

			These meetings now paved the way for the execution of the coup which was to overthrow Mossadegh, reestablish the Shah as the Supreme Ruler and in turn secure Western control over Iran’s oil.10

			Schwarzkopf had urged Roosevelt to meet the Shah personally and work out the execution of the coup plan. By arrangements made through the Rashidians, Roosevelt met the Shah in secret and discussed the plans. The Shah was told to issue two ‘Firmans’ dismissing Mossadegh as prime minister and appointing Zahedi as his replacement. He also told the Shah he had his safe jam-packed with stocks of Rial notes, equivalent to $1 million U.S. Dollars.

			The Shah promised to sign the two firmans on August 9, after which he said he would leave for his Caspian resort so that he would be away from Tehran during the operation. Instead, in panic, he flew away to the Caspian resort with his wife Soraya before signing the firmans. Roosevelt had to send an Iranian agent to the Caspian to obtain the required firmans. The agent came back with two sheets, blank, bearing the crown emblem signed by the Shah. As per Roosevelt’s instructions the sheets were filled in with appropriate details.

			In the midnight of August 15, Colonel N. Nasiri, Commander of the Imperial Guards, escorted by three truckloads full of soldiers and four armored cars, rushed to Mossadegh’s house to deliver the firmans dismissing him. Their plan was to arrest Mossadegh while other officials of the imperial guards would arrest cabinet ministers and the Chief of the Army Staff. But things did not work out as planned. Mossadegh, feeling it odd that some should call on him at midnight did ask the colonel in and the officers in charge of guarding his house overpowered Nasiri’s forces and arrested them without a shot being fired. The other plotters managed to arrest only low cabinet ministers and a National Front leader, who were released the next morning. The Imperial Guards were disarmed, fourteen officers suspected as co-conspirators with Zahedi were arrested, and the government offered a reward to anyone who could find Zahedi himself.11

			The Shah, upon hearing the news about the abortive coup, panicked and fled with his wife on their private plane to Baghdad. The CIA drew contingency plans thinking of flying Roosevelt, Zahedi, and their Iranian collaborators out of the country on the U.S. military attack plane.

			The press in Tehran berated the Shah saying that he had abdicated. The Tudeh party demanded the proclamation of a republic. But Mossadegh’s government announced that there was no intention of changing the regime. On August 16, there were huge anti-Shah demonstrations during which, Fatemi, the foreign minister released by the plotters earlier, addressed the Crowds. The Shah, Fatemi declared, had fled to Baghdad “to reach the nearest British Embassy.”12

			Besides General Fazlollah Zahedi, the British had established close contacts with Rashidian brothers in Iran. They were wealthy businessmen with wide contacts among people of their own profession as well as old fashioned politicians who were used to working with the British.

			While the Shah with his wife flew to Rome, the next day, assisted by Zahedi’s men, CIA and MI-6 local agents distributed vast numbers of copies of the Shah’s firmans appointing Zahedi prime minister. With that news, opponents of Mossadegh got more united and confident. They consisted of some active officers who were loyal to the Shah, old-guard politicians who had lost their clout and power under Mossadegh, retired army officers, and a number of big businessmen whose profits had plummeted as a result of oil-embargo which the British had put on Iran right after the oil industry nationalization. The CIA and MI-6 agents also contacted leaders of the Qashqai tribes offering them $4 million if they revolted against Mossadegh and recognized Zahedi as prime minister. The tribal leaders rejected the offer saying that they were not prepared to stab Mossadegh in the back.

			Mossadegh’s wide popularity was a big obstacle for Roosevelt and he knew that so to discredit Mossadegh, Roosevelt’s agents flooded Tehran with clandestine papers which carried articles that branded Mossadegh as a communist collaborator and a fanatic.

			Additionally, with the help from Rashidian brothers, he hired, at a cost of $50,000, a large crowd of people and told them to act as if they were Tudeh members. The hired crowd, on August 17, shouting slogans, threw rocks at Moslem clergymen and also at Mosques. The crowd joined by other Tudeh members who happened to pass by, tore down statues of the Shah and his father and denounced both of them.13 Roosevelt knew what he was doing. The more the crowd shouted against the Shah, the more the army and the people recognized them as the enemy.14

			Roosevelt and his agents knew, this crowd was more than provocateurs, they were the shock troops. They inspired fear of a communist takeover and created an atmosphere that forced people to choose between Mossadegh, the communist ally and the monarchy, an established institution. As a result Mossadegh’s popularity waned while the hostility towards the Shah turned into neutral indifference.

			Mossadegh instructed the police to suppress the Tudeh, thinking that they were real instigators. Mossadegh was aware of the coup plot, as well as those Iranians who were widely known as British agents and who were working to overthrow him. The Tudeh party leader Nur ed-Din Kianuri who had learned about the impending coup through the party’s intelligence network, urged Mossadegh to take countermeasures by appealing to the people and by providing arms to the Tudeh to stand against the plotters; but Mossadegh refused. He simply did not want people to risk their lives to keep him in power, nor did he want to depend on Tudeh.

			This made things easier for Roosevelt and his agents. General Robert McClure, Chief of U.S. Military mission to Iran, tried to keep Brigadier General Taqi Riahi, Iran’s Chief of Staff, away from Tehran while the second coup was tried. McClure invited Riahi for a few days of leisure and fishing. Riahi declined the invitation. McClure contacted army commanders personally urging them to support the Shah, not Mossadegh. They too refused his advice. But McClure and his men succeeded in bringing retired army commanders to their side with cash and a promise of promotion that brought in a number of active officers to the Shah’s side. These included commanders of a tank battalion and two infantry regiments. Also, to prevent the police from opposing planned riots by hired mobs, Brigadier General Daftari, an officer close to Zahedi, talked Mossadegh into giving him command of the police force, with the promise that he would serve him faithfully.

			With all the preparation done by CIA and MI-6 agents, Kermit Roosevelt settled on August 19, 1953 as the date for the second coup. In case the coup failed, precautionary measures were taken in Washington, including military action if communists were seizing power. The exigency plans were also drawn for the deployment of “ground, air and naval forces to Iran.”15 Groups of paid thugs appeared in various sections of Tehran on the morning of August 19. All cars were stopped by them, giving drivers pictures of the Shah to stick in their windows and insisting they put on their lights. Soon everywhere in the center of Tehran, cars with the picture of Shah flooded the streets. Crowds surging out of Tehran’s southern slums filled the air with chants of “Death to Mossadegh!” and “Long live the Shah!” Hundreds of soldiers joined in the chant, some of them in trucks or atop tanks. Also came tribesmen from outside the city, mobilized by chiefs who had been paid by Roosevelt’s agents. Rioters attacked and burned eight government buildings and the offices of three pro-government newspapers. Others attacked the foreign ministry, the central police station and the general staff headquarters. All buildings were showered with gunfire and were met with volleys of bullets in return. Dozens of men fell.

			From the city center, a large mob of wrestlers, weight lifters, and others equipped with clubs, sticks, knives and chains headed by Sha’ban Ja’fari known as ‘Sha’ban the brainless’, marched towards Mossadegh’s house shouting “Long live the Shah”. All these men were paid by Kermit Roosevelt, heading the group were jugglers, tumblers, and bazaar barkers. The leaders had generously used the CIA money to provide this ‘entertainment’, so as to entice the passersby to join the mob.16

			Two days earlier, the same mob pretending to be communists demanding the Shah’s overthrow was asking Mossadegh’s overthrow now! It was simply a mercenary mob, devoid of any ideology and paid for by the Americans, according to Richard Cottam, an expert on Iran advising the CIA in Tehran during the Coup. The mob was protected by truckloads of policemen and soldiers whose commanders were promised money and promotions to join the Shah’s supporters.

			When faithful General Riahi sent his column to control and suppress the mob, police Chief Daftari, who was in reality Zahedi’s man, told the officers of the army column: “We are colleagues and brothers, all faithful to the Shah and should not fire at each other.” Pro-Mossadegh crowds had begun to move in but soon found that they were no match for such armed mobs protected by the military.17

			A group of hired mobs moved in and occupied the radio station. Zahedi came out of hiding and was driven on a tank to the radio station. There, a man according to Roosevelt shouted with authority and an emotional tone, “well-intended lies, or pre-truths”…on the radio.

			“The government of Mossadegh has been defeated!” The man cried. “The new prime minister, Fazlollah Zahedi is now in office. And His Imperial Majesty is on his way home!”18

			When corps of the Shah’s Imperial Guards attacked Mossadegh’s house with artillery, tanks and bazookas, a colonel named E. Momtaz who was in charge of the forces protecting the house, moved Mossadegh and his aides out over the back wall. Then, his forces counter-attacked. A long bitter battle ensued where some 300 people were killed. Among them were found some people of the hired mob in whose pockets were found 500 rial banknotes paid to them by the CIA men. Mossadegh’s house was ransacked and burned.19

			The following day, Mossadegh and his colleagues gave themselves up. Zahedi and Roosevelt right away sent the Shah a cable in Rome, telling him to return. On a chartered Dutch plane, he flew back on August 23 with many correspondents accompanying him.

			Thus, perhaps with only $7 million, the CIA overthrew a democratically elected popular nationalist prime minister of Iran and with it a budding democracy. The Americans thus carried out the immoral task that the British had been desperately trying to perform for more than two years.20 Mossadegh was tried for treason by a military trial. To their credit, the U.S. ambassador Henderson speaking for the State Department made it clear to Zahedi that Mossadegh’s life should be spared. The Shah had personally appointed General Nasrollah Mogbeli as chief judge and Major General Hossein Azmudeh as military prosecutor. Well before the trial, the Shah had told Kermit Roosevelt that, Mossadegh should be sentenced to three years imprisonment. That is what he was sentenced to at the end of his trial! Foreign minister Hossein Fatemi was sentenced to death and was executed along with several others of Mossadegh’s aides.

			After serving three years in jail, Mossadegh, as per his sentence, spent the rest of his life under house arrest in his ancestral home at Ahmad Abad. At the age of eighty-five, he died on March 5, 1967. He was buried in the dining room of his house in Ahmad Abad, outside Tehran.

			After the coup, the fate of Iran’s oil industry was decided after marathon negotiations. A consortium of American, British, and French companies took over the oil industry where Iran had little say in its management. Iran was to receive 50 percent of the net profits under a complicated formula designed to make it appear the division of profits more favorable to the Iranians.

			Final Comments

			It is obvious from Kermit Roosevelt’s book, Countercoup, (1979) that he believed that the people and armed forces of Iran when forced to choose, chose the Shah over the USSR supported Mossadegh. He believed that “We were proven right” (p. 210), in Iran. However, the facts were different. In reality, Mossadegh was the most popular leader in Iran. What Roosevelt did was to create a propaganda campaign where people started believing those lies against Mossadegh. Roosevelt stopped in London from Tehran, after the coup. After he finished giving a private briefing to Churchill, Churchill said to him, “Young man, if I had been but a few years younger, I would have loved nothing better than to have served under your command in this great venture.”21 Roosevelt, when he came to the United States, went to the White House to report on the coup on Friday, September 4, 1953. According to him President Eisenhower, the two Dulles brothers, Secretary of Defense Wilson and Loy Henderson were present. He closed his presentation with following warning:

			“Gentlemen, there is one thing I want to make very clear. We were successful in this venture because our assessment of the situation in Iran was correct. We believed and we were proven right – that if the people of the armed forces were shown that they must choose, that Mossadegh was forcing them to choose between their monarch and a revolutionary figure backed by the Soviet Union, they could and would make only one choice . . . the people and the army came overwhelmingly to the support of the Shah.” Of course this does not seem to be true. He went further . . .

			“If our analysis had been wrong, we would have fallen on our, er, faces. But it was right. If we, the CIA are ever going to try something like this, we must be absolutely sure that people and army want what we want.” . . . . Further, he wrote in his book: “But Foster Dulles did not want to hear what I was saying. He was still leaning back in his chair with a catlike grin on his face. Within weeks I was offered the command of Guatemalan undertaking already in preparation. A quick check suggested my requirements were not met. I declined the offer. Later, I resigned from the CIA – The Bay of Pigs disaster underlined the validity of my warning.” This statement by Roosevelt reveals the kind of thinking amongst the rulers in Washington who were already planning another overthrow of a president in another country, Guatemala.22

			What did the United States gain from the coup? Yes, the American oil companies received a 40 percent share in Iran’s oil industry and for a quarter of a century, made billions in profits. Also, the American defense industry sold billions of dollars worth of arms to the Shah. But for sharing oil profits, they did not need to have staged a coup. Mossadegh himself had invited the U.S. oil companies to come to Iran and run her oil industry replacing AIOC, (the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company), but within the framework of nationalization.

			Britain also had better and more ‘civilized’ options than the coup. Iran would have been happy to keep the British if they were more considerate and offered better terms to Iran.

			The United States, by its immoral and ill-advised coup, simply subverted and destroyed a budding democracy, which would have set a great example to the other dictatorial regimes in the Middle East. By removing a popularly elected leader of Iran, the United States paved the way for what followed there. More than a quarter century of Shah’s rule was marked by many of his opponents being jailed and tortured by his feared secret service ‘SAVAK’. Also, he opened up Iran’s oil industry to the Western powers for total exploitation while spending billions of dollars on western arms. Ultimately the United States was thrown out along with the Shah when popular revolt broke out after 26 years of his rule in 1979. The Shah was forced to flee Iran and an oligarchy of religious mullahs led by Ayatollah Khomeiny seized power.

			After more than 25 years of rule by the mullahs, Iran is slowly getting democratic.

			But the fact remains that by subverting the infant democracy in Iran in 1953, Britain and the United States, by their myopic policy, damaged their own long-term interests.

			Murder of Patrice Lumumba of Congo

			Perhaps no political life of a newly elected prime minister, so full of promise and with so much at stake, ended in such a tragedy as that of Patrice Lumumba of Congo—thanks to the Western powers, especially Belgium and the United States. Even the United Nations perhaps contributed to the tragedy wittingly or unwittingly by its actions and inactions.

			Patrice Lumumba was elected the first Prime Minister of Congo. A few months later, by a military coup, he was deposed and jailed. Later on, he was transferred to Katanga, a rich province of Congo where he was brutally murdered by the local government of Moise Tshombe.

			According to Ludo De Witte in his 1996 book, Crisis in Congo, the intervention in Congo and Lumumba’s overthrow was engineered from the outset. In that sordid affair, the main international players were Gaston Eyskens government of Belgium, U.S. Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy and the United Nations’ senior officials headed by Dag Hammerskjold, the Secretary General.

			Ludo De Witte’s 2nd book, The Assassination of Lumumba, (Verso, 2001), describes in details the horrific torture and murder of the then world’s most famous prisoner. De Witte, after much research, reveals that the violation of Congolese democracy was expressed in Lumumba’s imprisonment. UN complicity was demonstrated by the help given to Mobutu’s soldiers in capturing Lumumba; ‘The Barracuda’ plot proved the Belgian attack on Congolese sovereignty and the white officers’ actions in Katanga in Lumumba’s murder demonstrates the essence of the Congo crisis – a crisis which Lumumba’s comrade Antoine Gizenga said, was in essence a colonial reconquest.23

			Belgium’s deep involvement in Lumumba’s murder is beyond the scope of this book. Here, we will only touch briefly on the complicity of the United States in this sad affair.

			Since World War-II, millions of people around the globe had freed themselves from the yoke of colonialism through the nationalist movements of protests, civil disobedience and in some cases, open-wars. India led the way in 1947, China in 1949, Vietnam in 1954 and Cuba in 1959. In 1953, four African countries were members of the UN. By the end of 1960, that membership rose to twenty-six. The United Nations declared 1960 the year of Africa. That year, sixteen African states gained independence. Congo was the largest and the richest. The independence in Congo, however, presented a dilemma to the Western powers. Their vast investments and income especially from the rich countries like Congo were suddenly threatened, especially by fiercely nationalist leaders like Patrice Lumumba. The West now had to change its policy from one of overt domination to the one of covert control. The new leaders were to be taught to respect the new-colonial order.

			Lumumba was an obstacle to this goal as he advocated the total decolonization that would benefit the population as a whole. The West knew that with Lumumba at the helm of the Congolese government, they would no longer be able to exploit the vast resources of the country like before. He had to be stopped at any cost. So, the nationalists headed by Lumumba had to be destroyed in the name of protecting Africa from Soviet imperialism.

			The actual and potential wealth of the country was enormous. From the end of 19th century, the resources of Congo were harnessed by King Leopold of Belgium and his governments and developed by a small group of business concerns from there. During their time, Congo had become one of the wealthiest colonies on the African continent, second only to South Africa. By 1960s-1970s Zaire produced 75 percent of the world’s cobalt, 70 percent of its industrial diamonds, more than half of world’s uranium, 9 percent of its tin, and 7 percent of its copper. The total export of metal in 1960 before the independence was valued at 100 million pounds, a large sum at the time—especially for Africa. Additionally, Zaire had vast resources of cotton, coffee, rubber, timber and palm oil, and an immense potential of hydro-electric power.

			Congo, with an area of nearly a million square miles, with some 14 million inhabitants, did not have one Congolese judge or a magistrate, not one engineer or a doctor and only one lawyer at the time of its independence in 1960.24

			When the United Nations entered Congo, its southernmost province Katanga had declared its secession just three days earlier in 1960.

			Katanga was Congo’s richest province in mineral and other resources. In 1960, it accounted for 75 percent of the Congo’s mining production estimated at 11.8 billion Belgian francs. (Then 50 francs were equal to one U.S. Dollar). Its contribution towards the total resources of Congo amounted to 50 percent of the budget. It contributed to 75 percent of Congo’s total foreign exchange earnings. The production of copper approximated 300,000 tons, valued at over eight billion Belgian francs. Besides that, it also produced cobalt, zinc, silver, platinum, radium, uranium, and palladium. Katanga was so rich in the mineral resources that it was called a geological scandal. Congo would have gone bankrupt if it lost Katanga.25

			Belgium was deeply involved in mining industries of Katanga, especially copper. Belgium and the West had much to gain by letting Katanga secede from Congo. Then they could continue exploiting its vast resources for many more years. So, the United States, Belgium and other Western powers were in favor of Katanga’s secession. The Soviet Union and its allies, the other African and Asian countries, were all opposed to Katanga’s secession. The Western powers held that Katanga was entitled to its own political destiny!

			Congo, in the short span of seventy-five years, from 1885 to 1960 – passed from a feudal fiefdom of Leopold II to that of a colony of Belgium and then to total independence. It seems incredible that those whom Belgium regarded as savages, fit only to labor and serve their white Belgian masters were able to wrest in such a short period, freedom from their Belgian masters and to demand and assert their rights and dignity as free human beings.

			On the independence day in Congo, 30th June 1960, at the Palais de la Nation in Leopoldville, the solemn handover of sovereignty went smoothly at first for Belgium. In a heavily paternalistic speech, King Baudouin painted a glowing picture of colonization and equally promising neo-colonial future. After his speech, it was the turn of Congo’s first president Joseph Kasa Vubu to speak. He gave a perfectly innocuous speech, a speech what the former masters expected from the new African elite. Right after Kasa Vubu’s speech the president of the House of Representatives Joseph Kasongo invited Prime Minister Patrice Lumumba to speak.

			Lumumba gave a speech that rather than addressing the former masters, addressed only to the people of Congo. Talking directly to his people over the heads of assembled diplomats and king Baudouin, Lumumba said that granting of independence is not a generous gift offered by Brussels as King maintains. Independence had been proclaimed in agreement with Belgium, but: “no Congolese worthy of the name can ever forget that it is by struggle waged each and every day, a passionate idealistic struggle, a struggle in which no effort, privation, suffering or drop of our blood was spared.” In frankest terms, in contrast to Baudouin’s glorification of the colonial system, Lumumba condemned it as “the humiliating slavery that was imposed on us by force.”

			Lumumba’s speech was interrupted eight times by sustained applause from all the Congolese present.26 But the king and his party were not amused. From this event and the days that followed, Belgium realized that Lumumba was not going to allow Belgium and the West to exploit Congo any longer. Lumumba was going to make sure that Congo’s vast mineral and other resources were here onwards going to help the poor masses of his own Congolese people.

			Patrice Lumumba was born on July 2, 1925, in a small village of Katako-Kombe in the Sankuru district of Kasai province. He was from Batetela tribe. His neighboring tribe was Baluba. He received his formal education at the local school run by a Catholic religious order. There, he learned to read and write French. He left his house in 1943 in search of a livelihood.

			At age eighteen he moved to Kindu, a provincial city in Kivu where he got a job as a clerk with a European mining syndicate. Hard working and honest, he soon established himself there and was considered among the black elite of Congo. Soon he got married to Pauline and had four children.

			After more than six years in Kindu he moved to Leopoldville where he found work as a postal clerk. After having done well there, he was promoted to the position of clerk in the postal money-order section of the Stanleyville Post Office. Soon he was offered the more prestigious job as a Director of the National Institute for Agricultural Study of the Congo, (INEAC), at Yangambi near Stanleyville. Here, his ideas and personality were crystallized further. He also realized his skill as an orator and his ability to captivate an audience. He became a popular lecturer and realized that he enjoyed speaking before crowds, thus acquiring self-confidence in his own abilities.

			In 1953, Patrice Lumumba came back to Stanleyville and started participating in cultural, professional, and academic societies. He was by now an accomplished organizer and became director or secretary of seven organizations. He soon started speaking for his people and their plight. By 1955, he had become the most prominent Congolese in Stanleyville.

			By 1958, he was deeply involved in Leopoldville politics. In October 1958, Lumumba, along with other prominent Congolese Ileo, Adoula, and Joseph Ngalula founded the M.N.C. (Movement National Congolais). Lumumba’s organizational skill became a major factor for the widespread and rapid growth of the party. Many important Congolese politicians joined M.N.C. including Mobutu, Okito, Mpolo, Kalonji, Gbenye, Nendaka and Sougolo. M.N.C. stood for an independent Congo based on a strong central government. Lumumba became the most dominating and popular figure in M.N.C. by the spring of 1959 and the M.N.C. became the most well known party in Congo. Lumumba visited the First Pan-African Conference called by President Nkrumah of Ghana, held in Accra in December 1958. He had started establishing friendly contacts with other African leaders by now. He was arrested several times by the Belgian government. His third imprisonment made him the political hero and he emerged as the most popular leader among the Congolese. When the national elections were held in 1960, Lumumba was popularly elected to the prime ministership in the newly independent nation of Congo. Kasa Vubu became the president, the titular head of the government.

			Lumumba, the fiery orator with mass appeal had some weaknesses too. He was suspicious natured and many times took decisions without consulting his colleagues. During his brief life, he made close friends and created bitter enemies. Kasa Vubu, conversely, was an aloof, slow-moving, deliberate, and inarticulate recluse whose appeal was confined only to his own tribe. According to Rajeshwar Dayal (Mission for Hammarskjöld, 1979) both men were incapable of team-work, Kasa Vubu because of his secretiveness, Lumumba because of his personal idiosyncrasies. Also Dayal mentions that Lumumba’s suspicious nature and blind unjustified prejudice against the United Nations cost him dearly…According to Dayal, “The rift with Dag Hammarskjöld was a long step in Lumumba’s downfall.”27

			From day one of Lumumba becoming independent Congo’s Prime Minister, Belgium, the United States and other Western powers had started working to bring about his downfall. They had their own vested interests in vast mineral resources of Congo; especially its province of Katanga that had proclaimed its own secession from Congo with lot of encouragement and support from the Belgian government. The Belgian government wanted to continue its neo-colonial policy, so that it could exploit Katanga and greater Congo’s resources and labor. With Lumumba in power, Belgium, the United States and other Western powers could not do that as Lumumba was determined not to allow Katanga’s secession and would soon nationalize its key industries. To them, Lumumba was a communist, a dangerous man to be removed from the political scene by any means—including his liquidation.

			In reality, Lumuba was not a communist but a staunch nationalist just like Fidel Castro of Cuba was initially when he seized power in 1959. Lumumba was ready to accept help from any quarter, provided it was unconditional and would not compromise Congo’s sovereignty.

			To the West, Lumumba was an obstacle. In 1956, President Nasser had thrown out the French and the British from the Suez Canal. By 1960, Fidel Castro had overthrown the Western Stooge Batista in Cuba. According to the United States and the West, Cuba was lost to the communists. So now, Lumumba was seen as a mortal enemy by the Belgians, the Americans, and the British.

			Lumumba’s assassination was on the table as early as August 18, 1960. During a National Security Council meeting, President Eisenhower had made it clear, without explicitly saying so, that he favored Lumumba’s elimination. With the support of the CIA Chief Dulles, an assassination operation was planned. But, a few months later, as soon as Lumumba fell into Mobutu’s hands at the beginning of December, the risky plot against the Congolese Prime Minister was called off. According to Madeleine Kalb, “There was no longer any point in surrounding his residence (the army camp at Thysville) with hired assassins armed with poisoned toothpaste; he could simply be left to the tender mercies of his enemies.”28

			John Stockwell, a former CIA operative and former Chief – CIA Angola Task Force who had spent many years in Congo and Angola describes the CIA plot to assassinate Lumumba a month before his actual murder by Tshombe’s agents along with Belgian army officers on January 17, 1961. His description in his 1978 book, In Search of Enemies: a CIA Story, (W.W. Norton and Company), is as follows:

			In the Lumumba assassination plot the CIA was particularly diligent in its planning. Sidney Gottllieb, Chief of Technical Services Division and courier of the poison, had no sooner reached Kinshasa than headquarters had followed him with cables urging that the poison be given to Lumumba promptly, before its power diminished. An agent was located who agreed to administer the fatal dose. A CIA staff officer on the one hand refused to do the killing, but on the other did agree to lure Lumumba into a situation where he could be poisoned. The poison was not used, apparently because of difficulties in staging the killing, but a month later, on January 17, 1961, Lumumba was beaten to death by the henchmen of Congolese politicians who had close relationships with the CIA.

			What is important about above quote is that it comes from a CIA insider who was there in Congo for years and reveals how the CIA operated.

			Sydney Gottlieb was supposedly the head of the CIA’s Technical Services Division in 1961. According to his testimony before the Senate Intelligence Committee in October 1975, “the agency prepared and sent to Zaire a dose of lethal poison intended for use in an assassination attempt against former Premier Patrice Lumumba in 1961.”29 These extraordinary disclosures certainly reveal a great deal about Washington’s attitude towards Lumumba and what could have been CIA’s role had Lumumba not been liquidated by other means. But this reveals little and could be the tip of the iceburg. Gottlieb’s testimony does not reveal anything about CIA’s relationship with Belgium’s Intelligence Network. Nor does it tell us what part the CIA played in transferring Lumumba to Katanga. According to Rene Lemarchand, he had heard the allegations in Kinshasa in 1960 that the CIA had provided Mobutu with the money he needed to pay his troops in exchange for shipping Lumumba to his executioners.30

			Shortly after independence on June 30, 1960, Lawrence Devlin arrived in Leopoldville and assumed his duties as Chief of the CIA station in the American Embassy. Within a few weeks, he was deeply involved in an effort to overthrow the government and assassinate some of its top officials.31

			Soon after independence, the Congolese army mutinied. The Belgian troops reoccupied the country, helping in the secession of the Katanga province. Prime Minister Lumumba and President Kasa Vubu requested the United Nations’ forces to help remove the Belgians, reorganize the army and help in maintaining the law and order. The UN somehow delayed the replacing of Belgian troops. Additionally it refused to move against the Belgian supported Katanga secession.

			On the 14th and 15th of August, a furious exchange of correspondence occurred between Hammerskjold and Lumumba. Hammarskjöld had made separate agreement with Moishe Tshombe without consulting the Congolese government. Lumumba protested. Lumumba told the UN that according to the 14th July resolution, it was not to act as a neutral organization but rather it was to place all its resources at the disposal of Lumumba’s government. Relations between Lumumba and Hammariskjold had deteriorated considerably. After the breakdown in these relations, the United States came on the scene. Allen Dulles, the CIA head, on 26th August sent a telegram to Lawrence Devlin, the CIA Station Chief in Leopoldville:

			In high quarters here, it is the clear-cut conclusion that if (Lumumba) continues to hold high office, the inevitable result will at best be chaos and at worst will pave the way to communist takeover of the Congo with disastrous consequences for the prestige of the UN and for the interests of the free world generally. Consequently we concluded that his removal must be an urgent and prime objective and that under existing conditions this should be a high priority of our covert action.

			This coming from the CIA chief leaves no doubt about the U.S. involvement in the elimination of Lumumba. With a telegram from his boss, can there be any doubt that Devlin did not do something significant about the Lumumba problem?

			The CIA Deputy Director for plans and its need of clandestine operations, Richard Bissell, said later: “The agency had put a top priority, probably on a range of different methods of getting rid of Lumumba in the sense of either destroying him physically, incapacitating him or eliminating his political influence.” At about the same time Sydney Gottlieb, a CIA scientist was ordered to collect biological material with a view to assassinating an unidentified African leader. Now the US ambassador became active in the matter. Around mid-August, he made it known in a telegram that “Kasa Vubu will continue to be a political zero as long as Lumumba is active.” He praised Joseph Ileo, the president of the senate and Bombeko, the foreign minister, but acknowledged that they lacked political self-assurance compared to Lumumba. Timberlake tried to alert Kasa Vubu but could not succeed…Yet, according to Madeleine Kalb, Timberlake tried to persuade Kasa Vubu that Lumumba was an extremely dangerous man, but Kasa Vubu would say nothing…In a cable to Washington, Timberlake told: “I confess I have not yet learned the secret of spurring Kasa Vubu to action.”32

			It seems the UN leaders were now interested in eliminating Lumumba politically. According to a telegram of 26th August, from the US permanent mission to the UN, Hammerskjold was convinced that “Lumumba must be broken.”33

			Lumumba had made it obvious that he would not stand for the division of his country. This was enough reason for his elimination in the eyes of the US and the Belgium.

			Kasa Vubu, the president of Congo, was being advised and supported now by the CIA and Belgian officials. Also, by now, the rift between Lumumba and Kasa Vubu had widened considerably.

			According to Stephan Weisman, (Dirty Work-2, Lyle Stuart Inc., 1979), there is strong circumstantial evidence of a U.S. role in the Kasa Vubu coup of September 5 against Lumumba. He further says, “there is direct testimony of a U.S. diplomat on the scene as well as two former U.S. officials that the CIA was involved in the decisive Mobutu Coup of September 14.”34

			A declassified State Department Chronology of the Congo Crisis seems to confirm this:

			Planning of an operational nature dealt with covert activities to bring about the overthrow of Lumumba and install a pro-western Government . . . Operations under this plan were gradually put into effect by CIA.35 Two reliable U.S. diplomatic sources have confirmed that shortly before his coup, the Special Group authorized payments to Kasa Vubu. This certainly strengthens the Assassinations Report’s observation that, on the day following Kasa Vubu’s initiative, two CIA officers approached “a high level Congolese politician to warn him of the Lumumba danger,” offer assistance “in preparation of a new government program,” and provide assurances that the U.S. “would supply technicians”.36

			The first coup against Lumumba took place on the 5th of September 1960. On a radio address, Kasa Vubu, the president declared that he was dismissing Prime Minister Lumumba and six of his ministers. The president got his Belgian advisor Jef Van Bilsen to ask the United Nations to immediately close the radio station and all airports.

			United Nations’ Blue Berets placed a security cordon around the president’s residence to protect him while Lumumba was left unprotected. Closing the radio station and the airport undeniably hurt Lumumba as he could not address the people on the radio. So he could not mobilize his supporters in Leopoldville while Kasa Vubu was able to use an anti-nationalist station broadcast outside of the Congo-Brazzaville. The cabinet and the Congolese Senate were supporting Lumumba while Kasa Vubu was supported by the CIA, the Belgians, and the United Nations.

			For the next few days, there was lot of tension and confusion in the capital.

			Now, another coup de’tat took place. On the evening of September 14, Colonel Mobutu announced on the radio that he was ‘neutralizing’ the politicians until 31st December, 1960.

			Mobutu, Kasa Vubu, and others were afraid that Lumumba would gather enough forces and people and would make a comeback. His freedom was becoming dangerous in the eyes of the conspirators. The CIA and the Belgians were very active during this critical time. Lumumba it seems had many enemies, including the governments of Belgium and the United States. Even the United Nations was working against him and his supporters.

			On 9th September, Lumumba went out for the last time, addressing enthusiastic crowds. The next day, Mobutu ordered his troops to surround Lumumba’s house. Lumumba was now under house arrest, with an inner cordon of Blue Berets (UN troops) and outer cordon of ANC soldiers under Mobutu’s command.

			Belgium and the West were deeply interested in Katanga and its secession from Congo. Belgium controlled about 70 percent of the economy of Belgian Congo. Katanga was basically run by Union Miniere, a Belgian mining company. The company totally controlled the extraction of copper, tin, cobalt, uranium and zinc in mines which were some of the richest in the world. There were 21,000 African workers and 2,200 European administrators at Union Miniere. Almost 66 percent of the colony’s revenue came from Union Miniere. With all these riches at stake, it is no surprise that shortly after independence, Belgium sent troops to its colony to protect its colonial treasure house. After independence, there were large number of Belgian troops in Katanga and local commanders took his orders from his former masters. When Katanga seceded, Union Miniere funneled 1.25 billion Belgian francs into Tshombe’s bank account. This was an advance on the 1960 taxes which it should have paid to Lumumba’s central government.37

			With his powerful oratory, deeply entrenched nationalism, principles and mass following of hundreds of thousands of Congolese, Lumumba had become a symbol of Africa’s defiance of the White-man’s colonial rule. This had struck a cord of fear and hatred towards him in the minds of Western powers especially Belgium and the U.S. The United States saw in him a friend of the communists, a man who would let the Soviet Union make headway into Congo. The Belgian government and the United States were working hard to eliminate Lumumba now.

			Colonel Marliere of the Belgian forces was given the task to get Congolese soldiers to support Mobutu. The Belgian government had made 20 million francs available to him to pay the soldiers.38

			It should be noted that though the United Nations was invited by Lumumba to protect his government and keep law and order, the UN miserably failed to protect Lumumba, the prime minister. The UN failed to protect and have him released under the immunity to high government officials when he was arrested and kept under house arrest. Also, when Lumumba was on the run from Mobutu’s forces, again the UN failed to extend him any protection.

			On the evening of November 27 around eight o’clock it was raining heavily. A Chevrolet drove out through the cordon of soldiers surrounding Lumumba’s residence. It was taking his servants home, as often it had done before. But tonight, in that car was Lumumba, lying under the feet of passengers in the back. Because of the rain, the ANC guard was not very careful to check the car as it left. For safety reasons, Lumumba changed the car at the Astoria Hotel and got into a Ghanaian Embassy car driven by an official. A little further on, two more cars joined. In them were Lumumba, his wife, his son, Akunda, the head of Mpolo’s cabinet and Wingudi, Lumumba’s secretary. They headed for Equateur, Stanleyville some 2000 kilometers to the North. Once there, Lumumba would be safe and would surely be able to mount a counterattack and take back his country. The major part of Stanleyville’s people and their provincial leaders were all admirers and followers of Lumumba.

			Meanwhile Mobutu and his soldiers were frantically looking for Lumumba all over. If they had gone straight, Lumumba would have easily made it safely to Stanlyeville. Unwisely, on the way, he met many Congolese and addressed them, thus wasting precious time. Mobutu meanwhile asked for technical assistance from a European airline in search of Lumumba. He was provided with a European aircraft and a pilot, an expert in low altitude reconnaissance flights.

			On the evening of 1st December, Lumumba’s party reached Lodi, on the left bank of Sankuru River. This river, about 600 meters wide, was the last obstacle for Lumumba’s party to safely reach Stanleyville, 1000 kilometers away. On the other side of the river, a strongly nationalist population was to welcome them and the road to Stanleyville would be safe and straight forward. Lumumba, Mulele, Mathias Kamishanga and Valentin Lubuma crossed the Sankuru in a canoe while his wife, son and other waited on this side for the boat to return. When Lumumba came back to fetch his family, Mobutu’s soldiers had arrived and he was captured. Some say he did not know the soldiers were there on the bank. Others say he went back precisely to convince them to release the other members of his party.

			Once again here, the UN failed to protect Lumumba. Nearby the bank, there was a camp of Ghanaian soldiers of the UN Congo Force. In a version given by Lumumba’s driver:

			Taking advantage of a lapse in the vigilance of the ANC guards, Lumumba’s driver dashed off to a camp of Ghanaian soldiers of the UN Congo Force. According to the driver, a Ghanaian lieutenant . . . explained to Lumumba that it was not his mission to offer him protection. Congolese soldiers then arrived, found Lumumba leaning on the back of the Peugeot, beat him with rifle butts and took him away. Rebelling against their officer, the Ghanaian soldiers freed the other fugitives who were taken prisoner and threatened in the center of Mweka, but they intervened too late to save the Congolese premier.

			A coded telegram from Dayal and an internal UN document confirm the driver’s version. The UN forces were given instructions to be neutral. The UN protection force of Ghanaians had received clear instructions that on no account they were to take any action in respect of Lumumba. These instructions were rigidly followed.39

			These documents are in contradiction of Hammarskjöld’s assertions that it was not within the UN’s mandate to protect Lumumba, and would contradict the principle of the (active) none-use of force, because protecting Lumumba would imply a military initiative. On the morning of December 2, Lumumba was free again and when he was rearrested, they were present. On the orders of their superiors, they stopped the brutality but allowed him to be rearrested. Additionally, these documents show that Hammarskjöld’s explanations given to the Security Council after Lumumba’s murder were not truthful:

			Mr. Lumumba escaped from his residence in a way unknown to the United Nations and traveled east, without any possibility for the organization to give him protection. He was arrested out in the country without any possibility for the UN to stop this action, as it was not in control of the situation.40

			After his arrest, Lumumba was handed over to Gilbert Pongo (assistant to Victor Nendaka, Mobutu’s Intelligence Services Chief) in Port-Francqui on 2nd December. Ultimately, Lumumba was transferred to Leopoldville in an Air Congo DC-3.

			If Lumumba had made it to Stanleyville, the whole of Congo would have gone up in flames and its history would have turned out to be very different. Mobutu, the self-proclaimed dictator for life, with the help and support of the United States would ruthlessly rule Congo for thirty-two more years and would bring this rich country and its people to the highest limits of poverty and disaster while making billions of dollars for himself.

			On December 3, 1960, Lumumba was transferred by a military convoy to Camp Hardy, in Thysville. He had been physically abused.

			UN representative Rajeshwar Dayal in an interview with the New York Times had clearly implied that he knew the U.S. was financing Mobutu.41 The U.S. was now advising and subsidizing the top Congolese leadership which decided to transfer Lumumba. Belgium and Washington were very active behind the scenes to have Lumumba transferred to the Katanga province where he was certain to be killed by Moishe Tshombe’s government.

			On the early morning of 17 January, 1961, Lumumba was taken near Lukala by a convoy. There he was forced to board a Dragon Rapide. On board were French pilot Francois Beaumont and seven other people, Nendaka (Mobutu’s man), three ANC soldiers, Lumumba, and his colleagues Mpolo and Okito. They landed at Moanda at 9:30 a.m. From there, they were taken aboard a DC-4 for a long journey to Elizabethville, Katanga.

			On the way in the plane, all three prisoners were badly tortured and beaten up. When the plane landed at 4:50 p.m. at Luano, Elizabethville’s airport, there was enough fuel left in the plane for only ten minutes more!

			Upon arrival at the airport, the prisoners were again beaten and terribly treated. From there, they were taken to an abandoned house called ‘Brouwez House’ named after its owner. It was not too far from the airport and was in a remote area. Once there, all three prisoners were continuously tortured and abused. Every one, including Katangan ministers as well as the guards tortured the prisoners. Belgian Colonel Vandevalle admitted that the torturers were either Belgians or men under the command of Belgian officers.

			The head of the UN in Katanga, New Zealander Ian Berendsen, made no attempt to put any pressure on Tshombe or the Gendarmerie’s commander.

			By 9:15 p.m. on the fateful night of 17th January, the decision to assassinate the prisoners was already taken by Tshombe, Munongo, Kibwe, and others. Everybody had agreed to kill the prisoners the same evening. The green light to liquidate Lumumba already had come from their white masters from Belgium. Belgian Police Commissioner Frans Verscheure explains rather crudely in his secret report that killing Lumumba was the only solution:

			The execution had to take place, since none of the crimes committed by Lumumba could, without proof, and especially without any legal basis, serve as a pretext for a regular conviction. Lumumba had to disappear . . . Lumumba alive, even in jail, represented too serious a danger. He had the ears of the masses, except in upper Katanga and would have continued to have a real majority in the parliament.

			On the evening of 17th January, after giving it some thought, Vandevalle and Company decided not to reprieve Lumumba, thus giving a green light for his execution while hoping that the storm that would follow would quickly dissipate.42

			At about 10 p.m., the three prisoners were pushed inside a car in a convoy consisting of four cars and two jeeps. President Tshombe, Ministers Kitenge, Munongo and Kibwe, Commissioner Sapwe and perhaps Minister Kimba were in the first three cars. Captain Gat was in the fourth car, which was driven by Commissioner Vercheure. The handcuffed prisoners were in the back. Michel’s son and Muke, (two Belgian brothers) and the driver were in one jeep while Sakela and five military policemen were in the second jeep.

			The convoy went for six kilometers, turned right towards an area of swampland. Three hundred meters further, the convoy arrived at a clearing in the wooded Savannah. It was 10:45 p.m.

			All the preparations were already made. The spot was illuminated by Verscheure’s and Sapwe’s police cars. Under a tree, first Okito, the former vice-president was shot. Then Mpolo was shot. Finally Lumumba with an enormous hail of bullets was shot and killed. Immediately, their bodies were thrown into the prepared graves and were buried.43

			The great nationalist, who fought for the freedom and uplifting of his poor country and its people, was thus brutally killed. He was not even thirty-six years old yet.

			Next day, Tshombe and his cronies declared that Lumumba and the other two prisoners had escaped at night. While passing through a village, the villagers recognized them and out of anger, killed all three of them.

			Shortly before nightfall on 18th January, a convoy left for the scene of the execution. It was quite dark by now. One by one, the corpses of three men were exhumed and put into the back of a lorry. They drove 220 kilometers north east of Elizabethville, towards Kasanga. Not far from Kasanga they stopped. There, the bodies were once again buried in hastily dug graves.

			Early in the afternoon of 21st January, two Europeans and few black assistants left Kasanga in a lorry with hacksaw, two demijohns filled with sulphuric acid and an empty 200 litre petrol barrel. Not until the evening of the next day, did they find the graves. There, they cut up the corpses with knives and hacksaw, and then threw the pieces into the barrel of sulphuric acid. The operation lasted the whole night. The two Belgians wore masks to counter terrible stench. Occasionally they drank whisky. While doing all this, they realized that they did not have sufficient acid. Parts of the bodies were left unburnt or undissolved. So, according to Verscheure, the sculls were ground up and the teeth and bones were scattered on the way back. Same thing was done with the ashes. Nothing was left of these three nationalist leaders. Not even a small part of their bodies could be found now.44

			Over the years, finally, Mobutu usurped all power and became a ruthless dictator of Zaire (Congo). Receiving military and economic assistance from the United States, the International Monetary Funds and the World Bank, he ruled Zaire for some thirty-two years. His rule was brutally repressive, corrupt to the core, and marked by unpardonable self indulgence. President George Bush Sr., a former CIA chief himself, was a long-standing supporter of Mobutu. The first African leader to be invited to stroll the lawns of George Bush Sr.’s White House was Mobutu. During his long rule, Mobutu bilked his country of its coffers and amassed a fortune for himself worth billions of dollars while his own people became desperately poor and the country came down to economic bankruptcy.

			Though the U.S. role in the overthrow and murder of Lumumba was behind the scenes, the fact remains that Washington played a major role in his overthrow and execution. Additionally, Mobutu could not have survived in power for so long without major U.S. support.

			Overthrow of Nkrumah of Ghana

			Seymour Hersh, the veteran investigative journalist, in his article in the New York Times dated May 9, 1978, revealed that the Central Intelligence Agency advised and supported a group of dissident army officers, who finally overthrew the regime of President Nkrumah of Ghana in February, 1966.

			The Agency’s role in the coup d’etat was carried out without prior approval from high-level interagency groups that monitored CIA clandestine activities, according to the sources. In 1966, that group was known as the 303 Committee and it had rejected a previous CIA request seeking authority to plot against Mr. Nkrumah, who had angered the United States as he maintained close relations with the Soviet Union and China.

			The plan was the deployment of a small squad of paramilitary experts, members of the agency’s Special Operations Group. These men were to wear blackface and attack the Chinese Embassy during the coup killing everyone inside and destroying the building. The men also were to steal as much material as possible from the embassy’s code room.

			The CIA station chief in Accra, Ghana’s capital, requested approval for the above plan but the approval was reportedly denied.

			John Stockwell, a former CIA operative, has published a book, In search of Enemies in 1978 and there he briefly described the agency’s role in the overthrow of Mr. Nkrumah. That is when the details of CIA’s role in the coup became available. The CIA station in Accra was encouraged by higher ups in Washington to maintain contact with the dissidents of the Ghanaian army so as to maintain intelligence on their activities. The station in Accra was given a generous budget and maintained intimate contact as the plot for the coup was hatched. The agency was so closely involved, according to Mr. Stockwell that, “It was able to coordinate the recovery of some classified Soviet military equipment by the United States as the coup took place.”45

			There were Soviet press reports that the CIA had played a role in the coup. According to Mr. Seymour Hersh, in his May 9, 1978 article in the New York Times, the Times’ sources said that many CIA operatives in Africa considered the agency’s role in the overthrow of Mr. Nkrumah to have been pivotal. Mr. Hersh further says, “The Times’ sources said that the CIA group led by Mr. Banes (The Station Chief in Accra at the time), received permission to purchase some Soviet intelligence materials that had been confiscated by Ghanaian Army troops during the Coup.” Mr. Hersh further claims, “After a payment of at least $100,000, the sources said, a special secret airplane flight was arranged and the Soviet materials-including a cigarette lighter that also functioned as a camera-were transferred to the CIA headquarters.”46

			Looking at all this information it seems quite likely that the CIA was deeply involved in the Nkrumah overthrow in 1966. It was not a neutral bystander by any means.

			Gestapu-The Indonesian Coup & the Bloodbath

			Background

			The course of Indonesian history dramatically changed on an early morning in the fall of 1965 by an event that will be remembered in history. That event unleashed forces that were boiling beneath the surface of Indonesian politics long before their independence from the Dutch. The country was marching towards socialism (or perhaps towards communism according to the Washington’s rulers) but this fateful event and its after-math suddenly changed the course that Indonesia was marching towards. In the process, perhaps as many as 500,000 Indonesians were massacred, though the estimates vary from 150,000 to more than half a million. The country, thereafter, turned around from socialist/communist sympathizer, a friend of China, to a right wing U.S. friendly/U.S. supported dictatorship that lasted for more than thirty years.

			GESTAPU – The Coup

			The fateful event, known in Indonesia, as GESTAPU or 30th September Movement was an abortive coup d’etat, supposedly carried out by the PKI, the communist Party of Indonesia, in conjunction with pro-communist army and air force officers. Their plan was to liquidate the top army leadership, establish a government more acceptable to the left-wingers and pro-communists within the armed forces. The coup failed and what followed was a blood bath where as many as 500,000 communists or their sympathizers were brutally massacred.

			Long before and since its independence in 1949, Indonesia had a charismatic leader named Sukarno, (Karna, derived from Hindu Mahabharat epic, ‘Su’ being the prefix given to many Indonesian names meaning good, and ‘o’ being the custom of ending many names in Indonesia). Son of a Balinese mother and a Javanese father, he was the Hindu Brahmin leader of the independence movement and had spent twelve years in Dutch prison.

			In prison, he had read extensively, including Mazzini, Garibaldi, Trotsky, Lenin, Gandhi, Nehru, Sun-Yat-Sen, Thomas Jefferson and many others.

			Perhaps, the great Indian philosopher and spiritual leader Vivekananda inspired him the most. In the forward to an edition of the Voice of Vive-kananda, Sukarno expressed his feelings about Vivekananda: “He was one of the men who gave so much inspiration to me-inspiration to be strong, inspiration to be a servant of God, inspiration to be a servant of my country, inspiration to be a servant of the poor, inspiration to be a servant of mankind.”47

			During the fifties and early sixties, Sukarno’s ideas had crystallized. He was fearful of the army generals and suspected that they were planning a coup with the help of the CIA. He had become a great friend of China and of Moscow, to a lesser degree. He seemed to like socialism and seemed to be steering his country towards it. His relations with the United States had soured by 1965. PKI, the communist party of Indonesia, and its leader Aikit had become great friends of Sukarno. He was very popular with the Indonesian masses and commanded great respect and admiration from them.

			The plot of the coup was simple and diabolical. The plotters planned to remove from Jakarta all the generals and commanders of the Indonesian army who had command, authority, and who might oppose the conspirators’ design for power. The resulting situation would make it necessary for President Sukarno to step in as Commander-in-Chief, reassure the people and finally to appoint a commander and the government sympathetic to the aspirations of the plotters. The removal of the army commanders was to be accomplished by various means, including assassinations, abductions and deportations from the country once the new government was in power.

			The leaders of the coup carried out raids on the houses of seven generals at about 4:00 a.m. on the morning of October 1, 1965. With one exception, the six generals were either killed on the spot or were kidnapped and subsequently murdered.

			In a matter of hours, the military operation was over. Besides the raids, the plotters secured the Central Telecommunications building, the Radio Indonesia Station, the Presidential Palace in Jakarta, and an air base just outside Jakarta. The staging ground for the attack was an abandoned rubber plantation. It was within the confines of Lubang Buaja, literally ‘Crocodile Hole’, a small hamlet on the edge of Halim Air Force Base, about seven miles from the Presidential Palace in Djakarta. The area was remote and could easily be sealed off, if needed.

			Military trucks rumbled in the quiet streets in those early morning hours. One came in into the Army Chief of Staff General Yani’s driveway. An officer, accompanied by two enlisted men, jumped out. They told the guard “they had an urgent message for the General from President Sukarno.” The guard told them the General was asleep, but the officer bypassed him, entered the house, went upstairs and knocked hard on the General’s bedroom door. When General Yani opened the door the officer who was armed and rude, said, “President Sukarno wants to see you”!

			“Put that gun away and salute when you address me”, the General snapped angrily. (In one report the General is said to have slapped the officer’s face). The officer shot the General as his young son came out to see what was going on. Mrs.Yani was not home. The soldiers dragged the bleeding body of General Yani down the stairs and tossed it into the truck and drove away.48

			Similarly, five other Generals were killed. Unfortunately for them they missed General Nasution, the Minister of Defense. Their another major setback was they did not include Major General Suharto, Chief of the Strategic Command; perhaps as Suharto himself said later, “They didn’t think my command that important.”

			The assassination squad assigned to General Nasution’s home consisted of one hundred men. The Nasutions, awakened by the commotion outside soon realized that someone was trying to kidnap the General. While the troops were trying to get in the front door, Mrs. Nasution pushed her husband out a side door where a high masonry wall stood between their house and the Iraqi ambassador’s home. Nasution heard a sound as he was escaping. Looking back, he saw his five-year-old daughter being shot and fall by a spray of bullets. His first impulse was to come back and confront the soldiers. But his wife convinced him to escape and save himself. Nasution climbed the wall and jumped on the other side breaking his ankle in the fall. He remained in hiding in the bushes until he was rescued around 5:30 a.m. by General Omar.

			Meanwhile, in the darkness and all that confusion, the kidnapers met a man on the stairs they thought was Nasution. It was Nasution’s aid, Lieutenant Tendean who physically looked like his boss. On that night, he was wearing General Nasution’s jacket and cap. When asked if he was General Nasution, he replied, ‘yes’. He was seized and thrown into the waiting trucks and taken away. This mistake would prove to be disastrous for the entire coup.49

			No one had any idea what happened to the kidnapped generals. As reports started coming in, it became clear that a major coup was under way but by whom and against who was still a mystery. At 7:00 a.m., the conspirators took over the radio station and announced that a movement was being directed against the generals who were the members of the ‘Council of Generals’. Also the statement stressed that this was strictly an army affair. The generals were said to be under arrest. An unknown officer Lieutenant Colonel Untung announced that as the commander of the movement, he had assumed full responsibility for “preventive action against a plot by the ‘Generals’ Council’- a CIA sponsored subversive movement . . . which planned to stage a coup on 5th October!” It was also announced that Sukarno was safe under the 30th September Movement’s protection.

			Untung issued Decree 1 at noon announcing the formation of the Revolutionary Council that would assume charge of the government. Somehow, the coup leaders had not taken into account Suharto, Nasution, and other loyal military commanders. General Suharto, after conferring with General Nasution who was the Defense Minister and his superior and who instructed him to take charge, went into action. Within a few hours, he had collected around him elements of his own division and loyal units of other commands and set himself up to neutralize the conspirators who had by now taken over the radio station and the palace. His strategy was to avoid bloodshed (at this time!) and talk the rebels into surrendering by negotiation, cajolement, bluff and threat. Emissaries went back and forth between Suharto and his aides at the KONSTRAD headquarters and the commanders of the two rebellious battalions. Suharto’s strategy of talk worked with 454th battalion leader but the 530th battalion leader would not budge.

			Finally, at 6:00 p.m., Suharto issued an ultimatum to the 454th battalion. Either they evacuate their position by 10:00 p.m. or he would blast them off (The leaders were in the palace waiting for Sukarno who was not there). This was a bluff by Suharto as his position was not that strong if there was to be a confrontation. But the threat worked. They started withdrawing. By 8:00 p.m., Suharto was in full control of Jakarta.

			In the afternoon, Suharto received the information that Sukarno and the coup leaders were at Halim Air Base. That meant Sukarno was not a prisoner as he was able to send couriers to Jakarta. Suharto sent a word to Sukarno that he should depart from the Air Base as he (Suharto) was soon going to surround the base and attack and he did not wish to harm the president.

			Sukarno was led to Bogor Palace while Aikit, the PKI chief and one of the supposed leader of the coup along with Air Marshal Dhani flew to Central Java in the early morning of October 2. Meanwhile, General Suharto closed in with his troops and seized the air base. By 6:10 a.m., on October 2nd, it was all over. Suharto had succeeded in suppressing the coup.

			The next day, the bodies of the assassinated generals were discovered thrown down a deep well at the edge of the military airport. They were badly mutilated and tortured.

			According to Howard Palfrey Jones, the U.S. ambassador to Indonesia until May 1965, in his book, Indonesia: The Possible Dream, the coup consisted of the communist leadership, dissident army officers, Air Marshal Dhani, and communist youth groups who were trained and armed by the air force. He further assures that it had Sukarno’s blessing. The immediate objective, on which all including Sukarno agreed, was to purge the army of its anti-communist leaders.

			The Bloodbath & the United States

			The photos of the mutilated bodies of the generals were published and shown all over the country. This had created anger and hatred towards the communists who were supposedly behind the coup.

			The coup had failed. General Suharto had taken over the charge of the country. It seems the coup had Sukarno’s blessings as he wanted to get rid of the Generals he had feared. But now, Sukarno was practically helpless as if under house arrest and without any power.

			Under Suharto’s watch, by December 1965, a massive bloodbath took place across Indonesia. Communists, suspected communists, and their sympathizers were killed by the hundreds of thousands. The blood bath in Bali was worst of all. More people were killed proportionately there than anywhere else in Indonesia. Also, communist dominated areas of east and central Java saw mass killings. Whole villages, which were known to be in the communist camps, were wiped out. The Balinese responded to the army’s call, killing coldly and mercilessly. Though Bali experienced the maximum killings, rest of Indonesia was not better.

			Noam Chomsky in his 1993 book, Year 501: The Conquest Continues (South End Press), devotes a whole chapter to the dubious role the U.S. played in Indonesia, prior, during and after these bloody events. According to him, the scale of the massacre is unknown. The CIA put the estimate at 250,000 killed. The head of Indonesia’s state security system later estimated the death toll at over half a million. The figure given by Amnesty International is, of “many more than one million.” Regardless of the numbers, it is beyond any doubt that incredible butchery took place. According to the official figures, the army arrested seven-hundred-fifty-thousand more. Many of them languished in the jail under horrible conditions for years without trial. Later on, Sukarno was forced to relinquish all powers and the military ruled unchallenged. Hindered only by the corruption of the rulers, Indonesia was opened to Western exploitation.50

			Though there are some indications of it, the U.S. role in these gruesome events is uncertain. Gabriel Kolko states that the three months preceding September 30, 1965, U.S. documents dealing with the convoluted background and intrigues, not to mention the embassy’s and the CIA’s roles, have been totally withheld from the public scrutiny. The release of these materials, one can conclude, must be quite damaging to U.S. prestige given the availability of the detailed materials before and after July-September 1965. Ralph McGehee, an ex-CIA officer reports that he is familiar with a highly classified CIA report regarding the agency’s role in provoking the destruction of the PKI and attributes the slaughter to the CIA (a word deleted here) operation. CIA censorship had imposed the deletion. Peter Dale Scott, the man who has carefully reconstructed the events, suggests that the deleted word is ‘deception’, referring to the CIA propaganda that creates the appropriate situation for mass murder operations, in McGehee’s words. Specifically, McGehee referred to the atrocity fabrication by the CIA so as to lay the blame for the violence against the PKI.51

			According to Chomsky, there is no doubt that Washington was aware of the slaughter and approved of it. By early February, President Johnson was informed that as many as 100,000 people had been massacred. Dean Rusk, the Secretary of State cabled to Marshall Green, the U.S. ambassador to Indonesia at the time of the coup on October 29, that the “campaign against PKI” must continue and that the military who were directing it are (the) only force capable of creating order in Indonesia and must continue to do so with US help for a “major military campaign against PKI”. The US was quick to provide aid to the army but details have been kept secret from the public. Cables sent from the Jakarta Embassy on October 30 and November 4 clearly shows that communications and equipment deliveries to the Indonesian army were accelerated and the sales of US aircraft were quickly approved. The Deputy Chief of Mission noted that “the embassy and USG were generally sympathetic with and admiring of what the army was doing.”52

			H.W. Brands’ study and analysis of the events is particularly interesting. He clarifies without any controversy about US governments’ sympathy for what the Indonesian army was doing. He leaves no doubt about Washington’s enthusiasm about the turn ‘for the better’ as the slaughter continued.53

			According to Brands as he reconstructs the events, by early part of 1964, the US was engaged in persuading and encouraging the army to take action against the PKI, thus making sure that when expected conflict broke out, the army would know it had friends in Washington. Secretary of State Dean Rusk commented, “The goal of the continuing civic action and military training programs was strengthening anti-communist elements in Indonesia in the continuing and coming struggle with the PKI.” General Nasution, the Chief of Staff, the strongest man in the country according to the US Ambassador Howard Jones, told Jones in March 1964 that “Madian would be mild compared with an army crackdown today”, alluding to the 1948 bloody repression in Madian.

			Brands concludes that the September 30 coup against the army leadership came as a surprise to Washington and the CIA knew little about it. Ambassador Green, who had taken over from Jones, told Washington he could not establish any PKI role. But the official story since then and now is that it was a communist plot. In his 1990 book, Indonesia-Crisis and Transformation-1965-1968, Ambassador Green clearly blames PKI leadership for the coup. Being part of the Washington establishment, not surprisingly, throughout his book, the U.S. role is portrayed as an innocent observer who had nothing to do with pre-coup situation or the post-Gestapu bloodbath. In his study, Brands informs that “When information started coming in from the countryside indicating that a purge of the PKI was beginning, the main worry of the American officials in Washington as well as in Jakarta was that the army would fail to take full advantage of its opportunity”, Brands continues, “and when army seemed to hesitate”, Washington sought ways “to encourage the officers” to proceed. Green recommended covert efforts to “spread the story of the PKI’s guilt, treachery and brutality,” though he at the time knew of no PKI role.54

			The reaction of Washington to the tragic events in Indonesia was one of relief and pride. Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, appearing before a Senate Committee, was asked whether US military aid during the pre-coup period had “paid dividends”. He agreed that it had and was therefore justified—of course the major dividend being the pile of corpses. In March 1967, in a private communication to President Johnson, McNamara went further, saying that the US military assistance to the Indonesian army had “encouraged it to move against the PKI when the opportunity was presented.” Further, he said, “particularly valuable was the program bringing Indonesian military personnel to the United States for training at universities where they learned the lessons they put to use so well. These were very significant factors in determining the favorable orientation of the new Indonesian political elite” (the army), argued McNamara. A Congressional report also asserted that the training and continued communication with military officers paid “enormous dividends”. The reasoning and the story sounds familiar as per Latin America whose soldiers are trained by The School of the Americas.55

			From Brands’ study, it is obvious that the U.S. did what it could to encourage the army to liquidate the PKI and its members. Though in the beginning it hesitated as it was not sure of the outcome but once it became obvious that Suharto and the army were winning, it greeted the “good news” with enthusiasm as the slaughter mounted and started assisting Suharto’s regime as it was triumphing over the bloodshed of hundreds of thousands of ‘suspected’ communist victims. Mass slaughter of the Indonesians failed to provoke even a condemnation on the floor of the US Congress. No major US relief agency offered any aid. The World Bank Started giving favorable loans to Indonesia making it the third largest borrower at the time. Western corporations and governments soon started moving into the country for more business.

			The major US newspapers and magazines were euphoric. Well after the results were known by mid-1966, an enthusiastic story appeared in the U.S. News and World Report, with the headline, “Indonesia: Hope Where Once There Was None”; “Indonesia these days can talk and argue freely, no longer fearful of being denounced and imprisoned”, reported the journal. It was describing the totalitarian terror state that was liquidating hundreds of thousands of its citizens and had imprisoned hundreds of thousands more. Time magazine celebrated the “good news from Indonesia” with the heading “Vengeance with a smile”, with five-page story and several pictures of the bloodbath that took perhaps 400,000 or more lives.56

			Several events were the cause for concern over US-backed Indonesian atrocities, in 1990-1991. In May 1990, States News Service released a study in Washington by Kathy Kadane which showed that:

			The US government played a significant role by supplying the names of thousands of communist party leaders to the Indonesian army, which hunted down the leftists and killed them, former U.S. diplomats say . . . .as many as 5000 names were furnished to the Indonesian army and the Americans later checked off the names of those who had been killed or captured according to U.S. officials . . . The lists were a detailed who’s-who of the leadership of the party of 3 million members, (foreign service officer Robert) Martens said. They included names of provincial, city and other local PKI committee members, and leaders of the ‘mass organizations’, such as the PKI National Labor Federation, women’s and youth groups.

			According to Joseph Lazarsky, deputy CIA Station Chief in Jakarta at the time, these names were passed on to the military which used them as a “shooting list”. He adds further that some were kept for interrogation or “kangaroo courts” because the Indonesians “didn’t have enough good squads to zap them all”. Kadane further reported that top US Embassy officials acknowledged in interviews that they had approved of the release of the names.57

			Then Indonesia expert for the State Department intelligence, Howard Federspiel, has said:

			No one cared as long as they were communists, that they were being butchered. No one was getting very worked up about it.” “It really was a big help to the army,” Martens said. “They probably killed a lot of people, and I probably have a lot of blood on my hands, but that’s not all bad.” “There is a time when you have to strike hard at a decisive moment.58

			Few newspapers picked up the story. No one really cared much about it. The business went as usual. “While ruffling some feathers briefly, the report was soon consigned to oblivion,” writes Chomsky. Ambassador Marshal Green, who was the US ambassador to Indonesia, denies any US involvement in the Gestapu affair or in the bloodbath that followed in his 1990 book mentioned above. According to him, the list of thousands of Indonesian communists and those of PKI cadre, supplied by Robert Martens, an expert in international communism in US Embassy’s political section to an Indonesian official were of no value. He claims that these lists were made up entirely of names appearing in the press and were well known to the army;59 but then, why was the US Embassy’s official compiling this list in the first place and why did he supply it to an Indonesian official? After the surfacing of Kadane story, the Post carried a letter by an Indonesian human rights activist Carmel Budiarjo, who pointed out that direct US complicity in the massacre was already known from the cable traffic between the US Embassy in Jakarta and the State Department published by Grabriel Kolko specifically the Green-Rusk (Marshal Green and Dean Rusk) interchange.

			Finally Chomsky aptly points out in his book, (Year-501, The Conquest Continues):

			“We may now rest easy in the knowledge that Washington did all it could to encourage the greatest massacre since the days of Hitler and Stalin, welcomed the outcome with enthusiasm and immediately turned to the tasks of supporting Suharto’s rightly named ‘New Order’. Thankfully, there is nothing to trouble the liberal conscience.”60

			Massacre in East Timor

			The island of Timor is located south east of the Indonesian archipelago, just 300 miles North West of Australia. For a long time before the arrival of the Portuguese, the island was well known for its abundance of sandalwood, beeswax, and honey. The island was tied to trading networks centered on East Java and the Celebes. This trading network was busy trading with India and China.61

			Around 1511, the Portuguese first arrived on the island of Timor. They came first as traders but by the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the viceroy from Portuguese enclave of Goa (in India) officially ruled the island. The Dutch were also competing with the Portuguese for control of the island. By the mid-1800s, the island was being divided by the two imperialist powers on the paper. The Hague Court, in 1913 established the final border between the Portuguese (east) Timor and the Dutch (west) Timor.62

			The Portuguese exploited the colony of East Timor using local labor and raising cash crops for export to the ‘mother’ country. Occasionally, the East Timorese rebelled against the colonial ruler. But by 1912, Portugal established effective control throughout East Timor. The people of East Timor however remained very poor and backward throughout the Portuguese rule.

			During the Second World War, Japan succeeded in driving out the imperialist powers from the French Indo-China, the Philippines (colonized by the United States) and the Dutch East Indies. They also occupied West and East Timor.

			As a result of brutal Japanese occupation and allied bombing, some 60,000 East Timorese had lost their lives.

			In August 1945, Japan was defeated, so the Portuguese returned to their former colony of Timor, resorting to forced labor and repressive measures to reassert their control and rebuilt the colonial infrastructure, which lay ruined.

			A relatively nonviolent coup known as the Carnation Revolution took place in Lisbon, the Portuguese capital on April 25, 1974. A group of left-leaning military officers-dedicated to democracy within Portugal and the decolonization of all its overseas territories – known as the Armed Forces Movement (MFA), overthrew the fascist government of Marcelo Caetano which had succeeded the long time Salazar dictatorship in 1968.63

			Within a few weeks, the elites in East Timor established a number of political parties. A power struggle ensued in Dili, the capital of East Timor. On November 28, 1975, the strongest party FRETILIN declared independence from Portugal and founded the Democratic Republic of East Timor. There were 680,000 people in East Timor in 1975, 97 percent of them Timorese.64

			Nine days later, Indonesia launched a full-scale invasion of East Timor with thousands of troops. A day before the invasion, in Jakarta, the U.S. President Gerald Ford and U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger were toasting drinks at a dinner with the Indonesian dictator Suharto.

			It is inconceivable to think that the subject of East Timor did not come up at the discussion. There is little doubt that the United States gave the ‘green light’ to Suharto, an important friend, a green light for the invasion. The day before the invasion in Jakarta, the U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger is reported to have told the reporters “the United States understands Indonesia’s position on the question of East Temor.” 65

			According to veteran Journalist Jack Anderson, President Ford, who was visiting Suharto with Kissinger, himself admitted that, given a choice between East Temor and Indonesia, the U.S. “had to be on the side of Indonesia.”66 At the time, the United States was the major supplier of military aid and training to Indonesian troops. It could have prevented the invasion. But no, on the contrary, it seems to have given a green light to the dictator. Not only that, at the same time, it increased the supply of arms to the Indonesian government.

			The United States had deeper interests in Indonesia. By the end of World War-I, almost one third of Dutch East Indies’ imports came from the United States and Japan. U.S. multinationals such as Caltex (oil) to Goodyear (rubber plantations) were already doing thriving business there fulfilling, U.S. appetite for rubber, oil and tin.67 By 1939, 15 key commodities were being supplied to the U.S. by the Dutch East Indies.

			The invasion initially involved 10,000 troops. The attack on Dili was to come from air and sea. Some 90% of weapons such as helicopters, planes, tanks, machine-guns etc. were supplied by the United States. The attack on Dili was especially brutal. Hundreds of Timorese and Chinese were gunned down at random in the streets of Dili.

			In the 1st week alone, 2000 citizens of Dili, 700 of them Chinese, were killed.68 As the invasion and the occupation continued, thousands upon thousands of Timorese were savagely being killed by the Indonesian forces. During this continuing occupation and killings, in 1977, the “human rights administration” of President Jimmy Carter authorized $112 million in commercial arms sales for fiscal 1978 to Indonesia, an increase of 2000 percent from $5.8 million the previous year. While the massacre continued with fury, and Washington knew about it, the U.S. military sales peaked during the presidency of Ronald Reagan, exceeding by $1 billion from 1982 to 1984. Some 2600 Indonesian military officers had received military training in the U.S. Britain was another major arms supplier to Indonesia while the massacres were in progress, selling 290 million pounds worth of equipment in 1986-90 period alone.69

			While these massacres were going on in East Timor, the major U.S. news media surprisingly maintained a blackout of this news in the United States.

			It is estimated that as many as 20,000 Indonesian soldiers were occupying East Timor during the peak of the invasion.70

			The Ford Administration had more than doubled its military aid to Jakarta to $146 million in the year following the invasion After enduring many massacres and hard struggle, the East Timorese independence movement led by its leader Xanana Gusmao and others finally succeeded in getting rid of the Indonesian occupation. On May 20, 2002, the Democratic Republic of East Timor was born. But by this time, one third of its population, more than 200,000 people had lost their lives as a result of the invasion and the ensuing war, the ongoing occupation, disease, and politically created famine.

			When Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1990, the United States threatened Saddam Hussein with war. Saddam soon offered to withdraw. The U.S., fearing that he might do just that and the war might be avoided, rejected his offer, waged the brutal war on Iraq, destroyed the country and killed quarter of a million of its people. This invasion of Kuwait by Iraq was a little league game compared to the Indonesian invasion of East Timor and the resultant deaths of 200,000 East Timorese. Yet, here some fifteen years earlier, the U.S. reaction was totally different. It shamelessly supported the invasion and annexation of East Timor by a ‘friendly’ regime because it saw its interest served by this regime no matter how brutal.

			The tragedy of East Timor, which cost more than 200,000 lives, could have been avoided if the major powers, especially the United States, who were well aware of the ongoing tragedy, had put pressure on Suharto and had rejected his annexation of the colony.

			In conclusion, the Australian consul and an expert on East Timor, James Dunn, writes in his book, East Timor: A Rough Passage to Independence, that it should be remembered that East Timor’s tragedy ended mainly because of the Asian economic crisis which precipitated the fall of the Suharto dictatorship, and not because of the change of heart on the part of those powers who 24 years earlier had readily accommodated the colony’s annexation. Suharto regime continued to enjoy their support until the very end.71

			Stealing Their Nation - Chagos Islanders

			Veteran journalist John Pilger thoroughly details the fate that befell the poor people of Chagos Island in his 2007 book, Freedom Next Time. According to him, since the18th century, about 2000 people were brought to the island of Chagos in the Indian Ocean by the French. They were to work on their coconut plantations. They were brought from Mozambique and Madagascar. These gentle Creole nation people have lived on the Chagos archipelago, the majority on Diego Garcia, that lies exactly mid-way between Asia and Africa. These islands passed on to the British after Napoleon was defeated in 1815. The British ruled over them ever since. Twenty years after Napoleon’s defeat, slavery was abolished. The islanders lived there happily ever since under the British rule. During the 1960s and 1970s the British government conspired with the U.S. government which wanted the island free and clear of these people. So it tricked and expelled the entire population of the Chagos, the British colonial dependency. This was done in extreme secrecy along with the conspiracy that preceded it. These innocent poor islanders were expelled so that their homeland could be handed over to the United States as the site for a military base. This act of kidnapping was carried out in high secrecy.

			For this, the British were rewarded a discount of $14 million off the price of a Polaris nuclear submarine! The United States built one of the biggest overseas military base there. It was from Diego Garcia that their bombers took off one after another to bomb Afghanistan and Iraq in their recent wars with these countries. Thus, Britain and America conspired and carried out this illegal deal without getting any approval from the U.S. Congress or from the British parliament. The whole affair is in violation of the U.N. Charter.

			As a result of this immoral conspiracy, some 2000 innocent and poor people of Chagos today live in the shanties in the Seychelles and mainly Mauritius where they have been discarded. For loosing their homes and their livelihoods, these people have been compensated a paltry some of 1000 British pounds each! 72

		

	
		
			CHAPTER 9 
Assassinations, Coups & Interventions-Latin America

			Historical Background

			The United States has been a major historical influence on the political and economic developments in most of the Latin American Countries.

			America’s interest in Latin America can be said to have begun with the announcement of the Monroe Doctrine in 1823. The Doctrine basically warned the European Colonial powers that Latin America was in the sphere of influence of the United States and they must keep out!

			The United States started playing an active role in Latin America after the Spanish American war of 1898. It launched America into a period of interventions in Latin American countries as well as into the Caribbean; Cuba soon became a U.S. protectorate. U.S. intervention, to keep out European power, was sanctioned in the area by President Theodore Roosevelt’s 1901 “Corollary” to the Monroe Doctrine. U.S. officials’ collaboration with Panamanian rebels in 1903 brought the United States into possession of the Panama Canal.

			The Taft administration aggressively defended the U.S. investments and business interests in Latin America by interventions. This pattern of interventions became known as “Dollar Diplomacy”. This habit, using U.S. troops to protect U.S. business interests, continued through 1920s and it clearly established U.S. dominance over the political and economic life of much of Latin America.

			Interventions in Nicaragua

			The Early Period till 1979 Revolution

			U.S. interventions in Nicaragua serve as a model of how the population of one country can be alienated by a strong neighbor. Nicaragua had become a major target for the Taft Knox dollar diplomacy, in part because of President Taft’s Secretary of State, former corporate lawyer Philander C. Knox’s connection with U.S. mining interests there and also because of still attractive canal route. To Taft and Knox, the major purpose of U.S. policy at that time, like it is even today, was to protect and promote U.S. business interests abroad. Surprisingly, it still remains a major part of U.S. foreign policy.

			Latin America has been viewed always as an area for economic exploitation by the U.S. ruling elites. Nicaragua was no exception.

			As early as 1854, the U.S. Navy destroyed a town in Nicaragua, San Juan del Norte. They bombarded it and burned it down because there was committed an alleged insult to an American millionaire.1

			Nicaraguan dictator Jose Santos Zelaya, a liberal, followed an independent, nationalistic and often authoritarian policy for Nicaragua. Taft administration had a difficult time adjusting to it because in addition, he thwarted attempts to control canal route through his country. In 1909 he was also suspected of negotiating a secret agreement with the Japanese and the British to build a canal. Zelaya also sought more control over U.S. investors in Nicaragua and arranged to refinance his country’s debt through European banks.2

			The U.S. administration, in 1909, reacted by first issuing a set of guidelines for proper Nicaraguan behavior. This included demands that Nicaragua depend on U.S., not British banks.

			The United States also demanded control, via a U.S. agent, over the Nicaraguan customs house.3 Zelaya’s refusal prompted the U.S. government to encourage the conservative party opposition in Nicaragua to overthrow his government.

			The subsequent Civil War that followed saw U.S. intervention ostensibly to protect U.S. lives and property, but the real reason being the removal of Zelaya. Adolfo Diaz, a conservative, by August 1910, took over the government. The U.S. officials immediately began to supervise the repayment of Nicaragua’s foreign debt. In 1912 again, due to confused political and economic situation and the ‘threat’ to U.S. interest, Taft ordered marines into the country. For the next thirteen years, U.S. armed forces kept the liberals out of power and propped up a U.S. business-friendly government there.4

			Wilson administration, in 1916, managed to obtain Senate approval of the one-sided Brian-Chamorro Treaty. The Treaty guaranteed the United States exclusive right “in perpetuity” and “relief from taxation” to build a canal through Nicaragua. The U.S. in return would pay Nicaragua $3 million in gold.5 Wilson was eager to extend U.S. hegemony in Central America, like his predecessors.

			The Marines were finally withdrawn in August 1925 but the political system, supervised by the United States since 1912, began to fall apart within a month. The liberals and the conservatives could not agree on who should be the president. The Coolidge Administration could not accept this and turned to the old friend Adolfo Diaz. The marines were returned to Nicaragua in December 1926 to guarantee his success though the official line was maintained that their presence was needed to protect U.S. property and business interests.6 By now, Nicaragua was turning into a virtual U.S. colony as due to these interventions, the country was unable to manage its own economic and political life.

			The U.S. marines stayed in the country and supervised 1928 elections. But their major efforts were in the pursuit of rebel groups; especially the one headed by Augusto Cesar Sandino. He was the son of a middle-class property owner, a colorful leader able to draw support for his resistance from Mexico and from sympathetic groups in the United States. Sandino was a socialist, not a communist; nonetheless, Washington did not like him; thinking that he was leading a “Bolshevik” movement.7

			Sandino and his group rightly insisted that they were not against the elections. But if Nicaraguans were going to decide their own future, they should be able to do it without any interference from the U.S. forces. To assure the world of the legitimacy of the elections, he proposed Latin American observers to come. However the U.S. marines stayed. They could not however quell Sandino’s movement nor could they capture him.

			Facing criticism at home and frustrating guerilla-style resistance, they began a phased withdrawal in 1929. Sandino agreed to conciliation with the government in 1933. But ultimately he was betrayed, captured and shot by the Guardia (the National Guard) in 1934.

			The command of the Guardia was turned over to General Anastasio Somoza Garcia when the U.S. forces left in 1933. Within three years, Somoza overthrew the government and took over total control of the government with the backing from the ruthless National Guard. Thus Somoza and later his sons established full control over the country. Only the revolution of 1979, conducted in the name of Sandino brought an end to the U.S. established ruthless dictatorship of Somoza family.

			Similar stories have been repeated in Latin America. Through its uncalled for interventions in country after county of Latin America, the United States has left a legacy of ruthless dictators suppressing the poor masses of these helpless nations.

			In Nicaragua, Anastasio Somoza, in Cuba, Fulgencio Batista, in Haiti, Francois Duvalier or in the Dominican Republic, Rafael Trujillo, all of them were ruthless despots who were pro-U.S. and business-friendly.

			Nicaragua after 1979-Reagan and Bush

			Background

			Thus, the U.S. interventions in 1920’s and 1930’s gave rise to the dictator Anastasio Somoza (Tacho) and continuous U.S. assistance helped him and his family stay in power until 1979. After Tacho’s assassination in 1967, his sons took over. Their power rested on the loyalty of U.S. trained and supported National Guard. These guards and the officers were well cared for and paid. They stood by the Somoza family until the very end.

			Somoza regime was very corrupt and greedy. A terrible earthquake in 1972 leveled the capital Managua. Lot of foreign aid poured in but rather than using it to rebuild the city, the greedy Somoza family and their officers filled their pockets with the foreign aid money. This was a turning point.

			By 1977, the economy had worsened, the poverty had increased and dissatisfaction amongst masses reached a high point. The movement, Sandinista Front for National Liberation (FSLN), had become popular and was well organized. Finally, the revolution took place and in July 1979, brutal and corrupt Somoza regime was overthrown. The Sandinistas assumed power, led by a young man named Daniel Ortega.

			Meanwhile Reagan won the U.S. presidential election in November 1980. The relations between the U.S. and Nicaragua were bound to be not too friendly as Somoza Dynasty was installed and supported by the United States for so many years.

			Sandinistas were soon regarded by Reagan and his advisors as communist sympathizers, and socialists. Even the Republican Party platform had asserted that “we abhor the Marxist Sandinista takeover” in Nicaragua. A group of advisors to Reagan, called for strong U.S. action in Nicaragua to halt the spread of communism.8

			The Sandinista revolution was not acceptable to the Reagan administration for four main reasons: 1) its alleged aid to the El Salvador guerillas. 2) The country’s military build up. 3) its ties to Communist countries. 4) Its totalitarian ideology.9

			Perhaps the most important reason being that the Sandinistas were pursuing their own independent policy; even though the policy was to raise the living standards of desperately poor masses of Nicaragua. How did that help the U.S.? It seemed the ruling elites in Washington were asking! They were more interested in safeguarding the U.S. business interests mainly. Thus, the U.S. policy towards Nicaragua under the Sandinistas was driven by two main factors; one was, as usual, a chronic hatred and fear of Communism taking root in the Western Hemisphere (In this case, Nicaragua), like in Cuba and the second factor was the protection of American business interests.

			Reagan Policy

			President Reagan and his advisors, early on had decided to overthrow the Sandinistas from power. To achieve this goal, it seems they were ready to go to any length. To overthrow the Sandinista regime, the Reagan Administration, illegally through CIA, sponsored outside army, based in Honduras, to carry out aggressive acts of sabotage, murder, rape, mass killings etc. of innocent civilians in Nicaragua. Millions of dollars were given to these mercenary army; many of them, disgruntled officers and soldiers of old Somoza regime. This mercenary army became known as the “contras”. They had their base in neighboring Honduras, a country ruled by a U.S. controlled puppet military dictatorship.

			This mercenary army consisted of thousands of soldiers heavily armed, trained and paid for covertly by the United States. They terrorized the population of Nicaragua by their terrible acts of aggression, violence, rape, murder, looting and killings. Bordering areas of Costa Rica were also used to mount the attacks on Nicaragua.

			According to the Permanent Peoples “Tribunal” based in Geneva, following statistics show what the United States was doing to Nicaragua through its mercenary army, the contras. A part of the report says:

			“From 1982 to September 12, 1984, documentation exists for 64 cases of kidnapping, 30 assassinations, 445 provocations, 289 infiltrations, 922 battles, 240 ambushes, 345 attacks, 98 acts of sabotage-making a total of 2,475 acts of aggression that bear witness to an incessant politics of aggression.” 10

			In mid 1983, there were 10,000 contra fighters operating, thanks to the U.S. aid and training. The United States provided all kinds of equipment to the contras, including planes. For instance, the two planes that bombed the Managua airport on September 8, 1983 were directly furnished by the CIA. (White 65)

			The financial aid to the mercenaries was substantial according to the report by the Tribunal. It was $19 million in 1982, and reached $54 million in 1983. This was financial aid. The total aid surpassed $100 million every year.11

			According to the same report, one of the worst acts of violence against Nicaragua by the United States was the mining of the ports of Nicaragua in the beginning of 1984, an undertaking being prepared since 1983. CIA agents personally supervised the operation, being stationed on a boat at the edge of the territorial waters of Nicaragua. As a result, ships of many countries suffered severe damage, including those of Nicaragua, Panama, Liberia, Japan, Soviet Union and the Dutch. The United States defended the mining as an act of “self-defense” for El Salvador and its allies in accordance with the international law (New York Times, April 9, 1984). U.S. Senator Patrick Leahy declared…… “Mining the harbors of Nicaragua is a logical consequence of a program aimed at conducting an undeclared secret war by proxy against a sovereign nation with whom we maintain full diplomatic relations.” (Washington Post National Weekly, April 30, 1984).12

			The report further states that a sufficient number of factors indicate that the Reagan administration took several steps to economically hurt the fragile Nicaraguan economy so as to destabilize the Sandinista government.

			Mining the harbors reduced Nicaragua’s access to international commerce in general and prevented the country from importing the goods that were vital to the people of Nicaragua.

			International financial institutions such as International Monetary Fund and the World Bank were directed not to extend any credit to Nicaragua.

			Additionally, the U.S. government suddenly reduced by some 90%, the amount of sugar Nicaragua could export to the United States.13

			Reagan administration had charged that Nicaragua was supplying arms to the El Salvador rebels. But no substantial proof was ever produced by the United States. The Sandinista government developed contacts with Russia, Cuba and other Eastern European countries. It received some aid and advisors from these countries just as she bought small arms from Eastern European countries, Italy, Libya and France; but did she have any choice? A huge and powerful giant, a Goliath was trying to strangle it and she was merely trying to defend itself and survive.

			Nicaragua, under Sandinista made significant progress for its poor people within a short span. Before July 1979, about 55% of the arable land was owned or controlled by some 2000 landowners who held vast or medium sized properties, while peasants numbering more than 120,000 had to survive on less than 3% of arable land. By the end of 1983, the state of Nicaragua owned 25% of the land, cooperatives and small landowners owned 20% and 44% was owned by medium-sized farmers. Economic growth reached 10% per year in 1980; 8.7% in 1981. But due to Reagan’s war against it, it fell to 1.4% by 1982. But the growth resumed to 4.5% by 1983 due to steps taken by the government.14

			Nicaragua, under Sandinista was ruled not by one person but by a collective. Power was shared and was not the privilege of few. It was carrying out a literacy campaign to reduce illiteracy from 50% to 12%; and it had created a permanent program for adult education. It had launched a massive campaign of vaccinations which had eliminated polio. It had started the development of cooperatives in the agricultural sector; was carrying out agrarian reform distributing land to the poorest farmers; and humanized criminal justice and prison system. Schools (primary and secondary) were started in rural areas, many libraries were built and large scale activities were carried out consisting of poetry, theatre and dance to encourage cultural activities.

			Thus, Nicaragua was making remarkable progress since the revolution.

			But the Reagan administration had its own agenda.

			Under tremendous pressure of aggression, killings, disruption of trade, economic pressure and lack of foreign funds sponsored by the United States, Nicaragua was bending financially. In one last effort it went to and filed charges at the Permanent Peoples Tribunal in Brussels and presented its case. The Tribunal consisted of several Nobel laureate, professors of international law, diplomats, theologists, writers, jurists, philosophers, magistrates and sociologists from around the world.15

			After much deliberation, the Tribunal issued its judgment on October 9, 1984 from Brussels. Part of the judgment read as follows:

			The United States which owes its own independence and liberty to popular struggle, has denied the fighting people of Nicaragua the credit to reconstruct a country ravaged by a dictatorship that the United States originally imposed. Rather, it has distributed and continues to distribute millions of dollars for the further destruction of Nicaragua.

			For a system that relies on the exploitation of a number of countries by a few, the peril does not lie in the traffic of arms- which has never been proven- to the Guerillas of El Salvador. Rather, Nicaragua is dangerous in that it exports an example: the example of a small nation that does not allow itself to be humiliated; that manifests the strength of a national independence which is not reduced to a hymn and a flag, and that anchors in its very soil the fundamental principles of an authentic democracy. Nicaragua is under attack not because it could become a military dictatorship but to make sure that it does. Nicaragua is under attack not because it could become the satellite of a great power but rather to ensure that it will.

			In their final judgment, the Tribunal condemned the policies followed by the United States in relation to Nicaragua as contrary to the rules of international law that forbid intervention in the internal affairs of a sovereign state and prohibit all associated acts of aggression.

			It further stated that these policies amounted to violations of the most fundamental law of international society and constitutes the commission of the most serious crimes against the right of peoples….a scathing condemnation of the United States indeed! Needless to say, the U.S. government not surprisingly had refused to recognize the Tribunal.16

			Aftermath

			In February 1990, the elections were held in Nicaragua, under the continuing military harassment by the U.S. sponsored contras, with its economy disrupted, its resources diverted to the defense expenditure, and the draft perpetuated. The poor people of Nicaragua could not bear the hardships created by the American policy towards their country. They knew, if they elected Violeta Chamorro, the candidate favorable to the United States, the U.S. will stop its war against their little country. The United States spent $9 million in support of opposition parties including Chamorro’s National Opposition Union party. So they voted for Chamorro. Everyone was stunned that Chamorro won the election and the poor people of Nicaragua lost!

			Guatemala

			In the early 1950’s, Guatemala was a capitalist democracy. It was modeled on Roosevelt’s new deal, mildly reformist. But it had started following its own independent course, as it was directing resources to its own domestic population. In general, it had started successful development; had begun to carry out agrarian reform and its social policy was oriented towards the needs of its domestic population. Finally, it had begun to turn into a democratic country tending to the needs of its people rather than an area for robbery by its reach elites and foreign businessmen, mainly American. Therefore, even though it was a capitalist democracy, it had to be destroyed.17

			Guatemala is a classic case where the United States perceived the threat of communism and hence, through covert intervention, overthrew a democratically elected president in 1954. They wanted to make sure that communism did not take root anywhere in the American continent. An instinctive desire to protect U.S. economic interests, besides the unfounded fear of communism motivated U.S. action. In addition, Guatemala’s strategic location, bordering Mexico and close to the sea routes to the Panama Canal, made it too important to allow even the semblance of communism to emerge especially when policy of nationalization threatened U.S. properties.

			Guatemala, following the bloodless revolution of 1944, adopted a democratic constitution. For the first time in its history, a historic moment had come as Guatemalan middle class of teachers, lawyers, doctors, small-businessmen and mestizos (those of mixed Spanish-Indian blood), came to power. The revolution was the repudiation of the brutal regimes of a series of right-wing dictators who governed on behalf of landed elites who were direct descendants of the Spaniards.

			A former teacher, Juan Jose Arevalo in its first democratic election was elected president with more than 85 percent of the votes in December 1945.18

			Arevalo was a bonafide social democrat, believing in democratic principles. He initiated reforms which encouraged free speech, free press, and healthy competition among political parties, land reforms, labor union organization and the control of foreign investment. But there was this huge and powerful U.S.-owned corporation, The United Fruit Company who had an immense impact on Guatemalan economy and who was a major obstacle to land reforms and the control on foreign investment by the government. It owned and controlled large tracts of usable agricultural land for its banana plantations; it was also a major source of foreign ex-change and revenue for the government and was the largest single employer in the country. It used the country’s only network of railways for hauling bananas.19 For a small country like Guatemala, to exert any influence and pressure on this powerful company meant to invite a confrontation with the company backed by the United States government.

			Arevalo was forced to clash with the country’s landed aristocracy and with its U.S. allies as he tried to break up some of the huge coffee plantations and to distribute the land to the small farmers. Washington had started getting concerned as they saw this as an attack on private property and foreign investment. Another cause for concern became Arevalo’s attempts to protect the labor including the plantation workers most of whom were Indians. Arevalo took these ideas to Inter-American Conferences. In Mexico City in 1945, he asked the other American States to isolate non-democratic regimes in the hemisphere. In 1946 in Bogotá, he tried it again. Neither the U.S. nor any other Latin American country rallied to his call. The United States was getting more alarmed now with Arevalo.20

			Now, even internally, the rebels had started getting arms from the United Fruit Company and started opposing him. But he survived.

			On November 30th, 1950, Guatemala’s second democratic election took place successfully. Former army Captain Jacobo Arbenz Guzman, also one of the leaders of 1944 revolution, was elected president. Arbenz was determined to carry out Arevalo’s reforms. In his March 1951 inaugural address, he promised “to convert our country from a dependent nation with a semi-colonial economy to an economically independent country.” He emphasized the need for the redistribution of the land and for the control of foreign investment.21

			The 1952 agrarian reform bill was a turning point for the Arbenz Government. The reform promised to provide land and work for most of the country’s rural masses. It was hoped that the uncultivated lands held by huge companies, rather than being used to produce coffee and bananas for export, will be used to produce food for domestic consumption. The program in its first eighteen months, had already distributed 1.5 million acres to more than 100,000 families. This land was purchased with government bonds.22

			The government had seized 210,000 acres of uncultivated plantation land in 1953 for which it compensated United Fruit $672,572 in bonds. This amount was based on the land’s tax value as assessed by United Fruit itself. The government of Guatemala ignored the pleas by the United Fruit that the compensation was short by $15 million. The company was the victim of its own policy of undervaluing its property. It had originally paid $1.48 per acre but was now asking $75.00 per acre while the government was paying $2.99 per acre, so the United Fruit Company went to Washington to plea its case.23

			The United Fruit Company intensified its efforts to stop Guatemalan land reforms as well as to holt the passage of labor and tax laws. The whole affair turned into a major showdown with the U.S. government as it saw it as a communist threat in Central America taking shape. Besides, the U.S. government had a history of interventions in other weak and poor countries to back and protect U.S. corporations. So now, it under took a major covert operation to overthrow the Guatemalan government.

			The U.S. government did not need convincing the threat in Guatemala. More than saving the company, it was interested in containing the apparent spread of communism as it saw it. Besides, the Secretary of State John Foster Dulles and his brother Allen Dulles, the director of the CIA, both had family and personal ties with several companies engaged in business in Latin America, including United Fruit. As a matter of fact, United Fruit had deep connection with the Eisenhower administration.

			Since 1944 revolution, the U.S. government had misgivings about the course of events in Guatemala. As early as 1948, the State Department had produced a report titled “Communism in Guatemala”. The report had already assumed that the reforms introduced by Arevalo were the evidence of Marxist ideology and communist inroads. It was now taken for granted that the labor movement in Guatemala was led by the communists.24

			Overthrow of Arbenz

			In the summer of 1953, the plans to overthrow Arbenz were put into motion under immense secrecy. The CIA started assembling Guatemalan exiles and mercenaries in Florida and the Canal Zone and later also in Honduras and Nicaragua. Every attempt was made to show to the world that this was the liberation of Guatemala by Guatemalan “patriots” and the U.S. participation was minimal. In reality, CIA director Dulles, Deputy Director for Covert Action Richard Bissell, Pip Robertson, Howard Hunt etc. were the main team running and directing the operation.

			The false U.S. claim of communist infiltration was given some credibility as the Arbenz government was forced to purchase a shipment of arms from Czechoslovakia on May 15, 1954. This purchase gave the U.S. leaders an excuse for the intervention and the U.S. president and Dulles made strong public statements accusing Arbenz of inviting “Communist Dictatorship”.25

			A former Guatemalan army Colonel named Carlos Enrique Castillo Armas was selected to lead the training of the intervention force in Nicaragua and Honduras. Some colonels had fled Guatemala after plotting a coup in 1949.

			The idea was to create utter confusion and fear in Guatemala City before the invasion. As the invasion date arrived, the Guatemala City was buzzed by fighter aircrafts, some flown by CIA pilots from the United States. Other planes dropped propaganda leaflets warning of imminent revolution, while the country was bombarded with radio broadcasts with rumors of a patriotic liberation. A false impression was created by the propaganda rumors that a mighty army of liberation force was going to invade. The lie worked. Press reports in Guatemala as well as in the United States reported that Castillo Armas was leading an army of thousands. But in fact, the invasion force never had more than four hundred men.26

			The U.S. planners used every means- propaganda, economic pressure, military threats, psychological warfare etc. - to undermine the Guatemalan government. Shipments of arms to Honduras and internal agitation were initiated so as to destabilize the government who would fall it was hoped, by the final blow of invasion. The strategy worked. Guatemala and its people felt utter confusion, fear and paranoia. The military increasingly started moving away from Arbenz and his government.

			On June 18, 1954, the invasion started. But the Guatemalan troops offered stiff resistance to the invaders. The people did not welcome them. The invaders crossed the border while the CIA aircrafts flown by U.S. pilots provided help but the operation fared badly in first three days. The invasion was saved only after Eisenhower approved dispatching more aircrafts. Slowly the army and the people started getting frightened and being convinced that a massive attack on the capital was imminent. Finally, the army as well as the people lost the will to resist. On June 27, Arbenz stepped down from the presidency.27 T hus ended Guatemala’s budding democracy at the hands of a greedy hegemon bent upon imposing his will on poor and weak nations.

			Aftermath

			Ever since the demise of Guatemalan democracy at the hands of the U.S. in 1954, for more than thirty years, the country and its people have been suffering from grinding poverty, violence, torture, illiteracy and health crisis. Since then, Guatemala has been ruled by one or the other dictator supported by the United States.

			According to Noam Chomsky (Year 501- The Conquest Continues):

			Guatemala could have been a success story as it is richly endowed with resources. But Guatemala, in the 1990s had higher level of malnutrition than Haiti according to UNICEF. 40 percent of its students are chronically malnourished. Out of 9 million people, due to abuse, 2.5 million children leave school and engage in crime. Some ¼ million children are orphaned due to political violence. 87 percent of the population lives below poverty line. Healthcare is not accessible to 6 million. 72 percent can not afford minimum diet while 3.6 million don’t have drinking water. The land ownership is going further and further into fewer hands. The purchasing power was 22 percent of 1972 level in 1989. With Reagan’s neoliberal policies, it is dropping even further.

			Chomsky points out in the same book, “We need not linger on the record of mass slaughter, genocide in the highlands, disappearance, torture, mutilation . . . . The terror began as soon as the US-run military coup succeeded in overthrowing the reformist capitalist democracy. Some 8000 peasants were murdered in two months in a terror campaign that targeted particularly United Fruit Company union organizers and Indian village leaders. The US embassy participated with considerable fervor, providing lists of “communists” to be eliminated or imprisoned and tortured……..

			Over 440 villages were totally destroyed and well over 100,000 civilians were killed or “disappeared”, up to 150,000 according to the church and other, all with the enthusiastic support of the Reagan administration. Huge areas of the highlands were destroyed in a frenzy of irreversible environmental devastation. The goal was to prevent a recurrence of popular organization or any further thoughts of freedom or social reform…” Chomsky writes further, “The toll since the US regained control is estimated at about 200,000 unarmed civilians killed or “disappeared”, and in the highlands, episodes that qualify as genocide, if the word has any meaning. In an amazing triumph of human spirit, popular forces and leaders continue their struggle against US-inspired neo-Nazism.”28

			The Dominican Republic

			Background

			When President Johnson ordered the marines into Santo Domingo in May 1965, it was nothing new. He was simply continuing a tradition of U.S. interventions in the island for more than a hundred years. The direct U.S. military interventions in this island began in the administration of President Grant. According to John Bartlow Martin, in 1869, a U.S. Commissioner, a front for “unscrupulous U.S. adventurers”, on the pretext of capturing Dominican pirates, arranged to annex the island. The Dominican president, who was quite prepared to sell his country for one hundred thousand dollars in cash and fifty thousand dollars in guns, signed a treaty of annexation aboard a US. gun boat. Charles Sumner blocked the treaty in the Senate however and demanded that the United States extend “kindness, benevolence, help, protection, all that is implied in good neighborhood” but leave Dominican independence alone.29

			The island during the last years of the nineteenth century even after gaining independence in 1844 was aflame with rebellion and civil war.

			In 1912, 750 U.S. marines were sent to the Dominican Republic to restore enough order for the country’s foreign debt to be paid. The U.S. official also arranged for the country’s president to resign so that the Dominican Congress could elect a man more acceptable to Washington.30 The U.S. supervised a number of elections over the few years but in 1916, Wilson Administration decided to send in marines to keep order.

			Wilson, though anti-business outwardly, was caught up in the same thinking as his Republican predecessors. He proved equally aggressive in using force to collect debt owed to U.S. banks and investors. Wilson had committed more interventions than Roosevelt and Taft combined.

			Dominican Republic was declared under U.S. military command in 1916 and a U.S. admiral took over as “Governor General”. Dominican Congress was dismissed and U.S. naval officers were appointed as cabinet ministers. When the United States finally withdrew in 1924, it left behind a well-trained army ‘Guardia Nacional’ headed by General Rafael Trujillo. He was elected to the presidency in 1930 and remained in full control of the country until his assassination in 1961.

			For more than twenty five years, the United States supported the repressive regime of General Rafael Trujillo. Despite elections being held several times, after the departure of U.S. marines in 1924, Trujillo remained a powerful figure in the country. He and his family controlled most of the agricultural land, nearly all of the nation’s sugar industry and also the nation’s army. During his time, for more than 30 years, Trujillo subjected the country to a reign of terror. Torture, imprisonment, exile and murders were his principal means of control. But the U.S. government liked him and supported him because he did their bidding and provided protection for the U.S. interests.

			Departing from its previous practice, the Eisenhower administration, in early 1960 began to change its policy of treating Trujillo as an ally to seeing him as a pariah. Perhaps fearing the repetition of Cuban example due to the brutality of the Trujillo regime, in 1960, Eisenhower started aiding the opposition groups secretly. By April, the president approved plans for “political action to remove Trujillo from the Dominican Republic”.31 The White House also approved a request to supply the opposition with sniper rifles, but apparently, they were not delivered.

			United States-after learning that Trujillo’s agents had tried to assassinate the newly elected president of Venezuela, Romulo Betancourt- in-creased diplomatic pressure on Trujillo to resign. Failing that, the U.S. broke off diplomatic relations with Santo Domingo. Also, the ties to the dissidents were increased through the CIA station chief who remained behind in the country.

			The U.S. officials by September had concluded that to remove Trujillo from the scene, he will have to be killed. The CIA station chief was now actively collaborating with the opposition forces. Rifles, grenades and pistols were demanded by them but were not delivered yet.

			When he took over the White House, Kennedy did not want the risk of being identified with the assassination, so he seemed to be trying to dissociate himself from the plot to murder Trujillo. White House, nonetheless, did make it known to the rebels that if they succeeded in seizing the power, then they would have full backing of the United States! Was this a signal, hint or approval to eliminate Trujillo?

			Tremendous momentum, tension and fear was building up now in Santo Domingo. On May 30, Trujillo was assassinated by a group that had collaborated with the U.S. officials. These officials also had supplied weapons to this group. The ambush plan carried out for the assassination closely resembled the one proposed by the CIA! It seems though no direct evidence of U.S. participation in the killing was found.32

			The Kennedy administration now made some determined effort to promote democracy and stop Castro-type revolution. This was rather a novel approach of supporting democratic forces rather than dictators. In November 1961, when two of the Trujillo brothers tried to stage a coup, Kennedy gave a disguised warning to them by dispatching a naval task force to patrol just off the Dominican Coast. Further, he threatened to send in marines if the efforts to hold elections were interrupted. The brothers got the message and fled the country.

			In December 1962, the elections were held under the watch of OAS and the U.S. embassy. A Social Democrat named Juan Bosch was elected with sixty percent of the vote. He was a professor and a writer and because of his anti-Trujillo views lived in exile since 1937. The United States enthusiastically endorsed the return to democracy.

			On February 27, 1963, Bosch inaugurated and set in motion the economic and social reforms; also he tried to gain control of the military and started on an independent course from the United States. All this made the U.S. unhappy. The United States regarded him as inefficient and slow in carrying out reforms. Then, he made a clumsy attempt to invade the neighboring Haiti in the name of democracy. This alienated his own military as well as the American administration. The U.S. Ambassador now started criticizing Bosch for being too soft on the communists, although there was little evidence of any communist influence or activity in the country.

			When the United States refused to give enough economic support for his programs, the dissident Dominican military and business interests got the clear message that the United States had enough of Bosch. On September 25, just seven months after assuming power, Bosch was overthrown by a group of military officers led by Colonel Elias Wessin Y Wessin. The prospect of instability and the perceived threat of the leftists made the U.S. waver from this changed course. They now thought it better to have an orderly military rule safeguard their interests.

			But Washington was not ready to let go all the democratic progress that was made. So, they broke off the diplomatic relations with the Junta which had assumed power. But as nothing seemed to be accomplished by this, the diplomatic relations were restored back in December.

			The new Dominican leader, Donald Reid Cabral was a wealthy car salesman, and was very close to the U.S. He raised the eyebrows of many when be declared that he might cancel the elections. He tried to control the military and reform the army. Some dissatisfied army officers, at his inability to clean up the army, joined forces with Bosch’s Revolutionary Party (PRD), seized a radio station on April 24, 1965 and announced their intention to bring back Bosch to power.

			Cabral resigned on April 25. Thousands of Dominicans started demonstrating in the streets, and declared a victory for Bosch. The air force, led by Wessin Y Wessin quickly regrouped and established order. By April 27, the little revolution was finished.33

			The April 27 was a day full of turmoil. The revolt had not died but was still brewing. The rebel leader Jose Rafael Molina Urena of the PRD made an appeal to the U.S. ambassador to intervene and stop the air-attacks. The ambassador W. Tapley Bennett told him that the United States “cannot interfere”, rather he should accept the Junta. Molina agreed but the masses did not, so the fighting continued. On April 28, bullets started flying around the U.S. embassy. The ambassador right away asked Johnson to send in marines for protection. President Johnson declared on television that night that 450 marines had landed in Santo Domingo to save lives.

			So far, the communist issue had not come up. But now the media and the press had started ‘leaks’ from the CIA and the Defense Department that extremists were involved in the revolt and there stood real danger of communists gaining the upper hand. In reality, this was not the case. On April 29, 4000 U.S. troops came in the Dominican Republic officially to protect U.S. citizens. Now Johnson administration also asserted that there was an “international conspiracy” and that people trained outside the country were about to take over the county. It was also mentioned that additional troops might be needed to protect the Dominicans from this “conspiracy”.

			The state department then announced that fifty-eight communists, eighteen trained in Cuba included, were taking part in the revolt. Four days later, a revised list was released. The list proved simply to be of known Dominican communists, some of whom were found to be nowhere near the Dominican Republic at the time of fighting.34

			The U.S. government had categorized the whole situation as communist-led rebels conspiring with untrustworthy Bosch- who was known to be visiting Cuba from his exile in 1963- were trying to create another Cuba! Thus, the U.S. response was predictable. Bosch, who was in Puerto Rico, claimed that the communists did not control the revolt. This was proven by the fact that the rebels consisted of all different types of radicals, nationalists, moderates, social Christians, students, workers and teachers. The Junta was supported on the other hand by privileged community of the country and also by air force officers.

			By May 10, in yet another election, to make sure that the communists did not win, the United States landed 22,000 troops now. It was a strong response. Johnson made it clear that the United States: “cannot, must not and will not permit the establishment of another communist government in the Western Hemisphere”. Further, he claimed that “we are not the aggressors in the Dominican Republic. Forces came in there with evil persons who had been trained in the overthrowing of governments and are seizing governments and establishing communist control. 35

			Johnson administration tried to legitimize this intervention by giving it a stamp of International Peace Keeping Force. On April 29, an emergency session of the OAS (Organization of American States), met in Washington and agreed to send a five-person peace commission to the Dominican Republic to investigate the problem. Needless to say, the OAS was not consulted prior to the arrival of 4,000 marines. George Ball, the under Secretary of State assured that the U.S. action was consistent with a 1962 OAS resolution declaring that the “extension of Marxist-Leninist power into the hemisphere is incompatible with the inter-American systems.”36 Ball conveniently omitted the mention of the article 15 of the OAS charter, which prohibits intervention into the internal affairs of other countries!

			Finally, an international force from Brazil, Honduras, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Costa Rica and the United States, under the command of Brazilian commander, was sent to Dominican Republic. It restrained the aggressive behavior of the U.S. marines. It helped buffer the combatants and create calm. The OAS mediators were able to acknowledge the grievances of the rebels and guaranteed them a part in the new government.37

			Aftermath

			The U.S. intervention achieved its goals. Juan Bosch could not return to power and stability came to Dominican Republic. A provisional government acceptable to both sides was established and elections were set for June 1, 1966. Being afraid for his life, Bosch did not campaign in public. Joaquin Bolaguer, once Trujillo’s vice president, a U.S. favorite and the one who helped the transition to democracy after 1961, won the election. In September 1966, the last of the OAS and U.S. troops left the country.

			It is obvious that by and large, the U.S. intervention in the Dominican Republic as in most other Latin American countries were carried out not for helping the people of this country. The main reasons have been the protection of U.S. business interests and property, stability, phobia about perceived communist threats, sphere of influence, U.S. hegemony in the region and domestic political consideration

			Panama

			Background

			I took the Canal Zone and let Congress debate

			- Theodore Roosevelt

			With the acquisition of Panama Canal Zone and the construction of the canal, came the U.S. rise to power and its hegemony in Latin America. Canal also became a focal point of U.S. diplomacy. When threatened even slightly, it provoked strong U.S. reaction. With the annexation of California in 1848, U.S. interest in a canal across the isthmus had increased significantly. It was crucial to find a way so that the two coasts were connected, especially for commercial interests.

			The United States signed a treaty with New Granada (the old name of Colombia who controlled the region known as Panama), in keeping with the Monroe doctrine. By this treaty, New Granada granted the U.S. special rights to use the area in return, the U.S. promised to maintain the neutrality of the isthmus especially from the threat of British or other European powers.

			President Roosevelt and the Congress wanted a canal through Nicaragua as it was cheaper and the French Company who was granted a concession by Colombia was demanding an exorbitant price from the U.S. Eruption of a volcano put the matter in Colombia’s favor.

			The United States had offered in March, 1903, $10 million plus $250,000 per year for a zone through Panama, six mile wide. But Colombia wanted $25 million. President Roosevelt was fed up with the delays and to increase his chances in the forthcoming election, he wanted a quick solution. The residents of the area known as Panama had occasionally revolted against Bogotá. Among them, there was lot of resentment against the Colombian government.

			The United States, like it would do many times in the future, took full advantage of the situation. The Panamanians joined the United States and planned another revolt. With the help of a Frenchman Bunau-Varilla, a plot was concocted at Waldorf Astoria Hotel, New York City, for the secession from Colombia. There is no direct evidence of the U.S. involvement; although, the White House indicated its ‘approval’ of the plan….

			As planned, on November 2, 1903 a U.S. warship, the Nashville arrived in Colon, Panama. Next day, a quickly assembled army of Panamanians seized control of the province without any bloodshed. Colombia tried to send troops to quell the revolt but the U.S. navy blocked it, merely trying to carry out its duty under the 1846 treaty to guarantee Panamanian neutrality.

			Panama declared its independence and the United States immediately recognized it. The United States had learned the way of sending the ship and keeping it in the harbor, like it did a few times before, in case of Hawaii and at Cuba before the U.S.-Spanish War. It was an effective strategy of intimidating a small nation with show of force . . . .a well-armed U.S. naval ship! The United States on November 18 signed a treaty with the Panamanian government for the construction of the canal. They required the same $10 million payment and $250,000 per year rent, as had been offered to Columbia. The United States was granted virtual sovereignty over a widened ten mile zone in Panama.38

			Needless to say, one can see here, the United States, a new rising power, flexing its muscles, showing its dominance over a small country, helping a small portion of it secede and then ‘stealing’ the canal. President Theodore Roosevelt wanted to produce results before the forthcoming election.

			Many years later, in 1968 a military coup overthrew a newly elected government and General Omar Torrijos came to power. The Johnson administration calmly acquiesced. When Torrijos and Manuel Noriega started dealing in drugs and arms, the U.S. looked the other way. Additionally, beginning in 1960s, Noriega was already reported to be on the CIA’s payroll.39

			Torrijos became quite popular as he tried to help the poor and also took a tough stance on canal negotiations. A new canal treaty was agreed to in 1977 with the United States. Torrijos also had started sending arms to the Sandinista fighters in their struggle against the U.S. favorite Somoza dictatorship. The U.S. did not like this. Mysteriously, Torrijos was killed in a plane crash in 1981.

			Partly due to U.S. pressure, elections were held in 1984. They were fraudulent and Nicolas Barletla was elected as president. When he tried to investigate the suspicious murder of an opposition leader in September 1986, General Noriega who was in charge of the armed forces overthrew him from power. The Vice President, Eric Arturo Delvalle assumed the presidency.

			First the United States cut off all economic aid. But both sides needed each other, so the aid was restored soon. The U.S. government needed Panama and used it along with Noriega to send arms to Contras. Also, it was being used for military maneuvers in the area. Panama had by now become important listening post for U.S. intelligence as it was a crossroad for drug dealers, covert operators, arms peddlers, spies etc. Noriega was profiting enormously, being a friend of the U.S. and being corrupt to the bone.

			Trouble with Noriega

			By 1987, demonstrations by the opposition started gaining momentum as the Panamanian military became increasingly ruthless, trying to contain it. Panama was being used as a transit point for cocaine shipments. Noriega was getting out of control and embarrassing. He was establishing closer ties with Castro, the Sandinistas and now had refused to collaborate with the United States in aiding Contras. Furthermore, he started talks with Libya for financial aid and had opened up Panamanian dry-dock facilities for the use by the Soviet Union.

			Noriega’s behavior was outright defiance and knowing past history, was unacceptable to the U.S. masters. From a useful CIA-parolee, Noriega had become a rogue man who must be removed, thought the Reagan/Bush administration. “If we don’t challenge Noriega now, in the year 2000 we’ll be turning waterway to a gang of thugs. If we do challenge him and it doesn’t work, we could end up with a very mad Noriega.”40

			The problem was not only Noriega, but the whole political and military system of Panama.41

			In December 1987, the U.S. imposed sanctions on Panama’s sugar quota for imports into the U.S. Several other sanctions were imposed including non-payments for canal-use, restrictions on banks etc. Not too long ago, Vice President Bush was shaking hands with General Noriega thanking him for his cooperation and help. Now, he had become an enemy in the eyes of the United States.

			Elections Annulled

			The United States was hoping that the May 1989 elections will curb Noriega’s power. The U.S. government gave significant financial help to the opposition who had succeeded in mobilizing the voters to antiNoriega cause. When Noriega realized from the early results that he was going to be dealt a major defeat, he quickly nullified the elections. President Bush was furious.

			OAS had condemned the election-fraud and sent a delegation to negotiate Noriega’s departure. But nothing happened. Except for this, U.S. was getting little help from its Latin American friends. Twenty two states at a Latin American Conference in Caracas in March 1988 voted against any use of “coercion” against Panama. Not only they came out against any intervention but also viewed it as an insult to all nations if the U.S. violated Panamanian sovereignty. They also attacked so many inconsistencies in U.S. policy. “You can’t function on the basis of liking a guy one week and wanting to dump him the next,” declared a Brazilian diplomat.42

			In October 1989, Noriega’s brazen behavior and challenge to the master hit its limit when a U.S. - encouraged military coup failed. The General boasted and taunted the U.S. President Bush and dared him to try again. Noriega boasted, “The gringo piranhas want to do away with me.”43

			Soon after the failed coup, the Bush administration started shipping military equipment to Panama. But they needed an excuse to invade. Noriega soon obliged. On October 15, he declared that Panama was in a “state of war” with the United States. An off-duty U.S. soldier was shot and killed by Panamanian soldiers the next day, and others were harassed, beaten and detained. Later, a PDF policeman was shot by a U.S. soldier.

			The situation it seemed was getting chaotic.

			The Intervention

			On December 20, 1989, some 25,000 U.S. troops crossed the Canal Zone and seized control of Panama. It was called “Operation Just Cause”! The U.S. troops were backed by intense air support as they overcame Noriega’s forces and took his headquarters. Within a week, most of the resistance had evaporated. Noriega was not captured yet. “Official” figures were, twenty-three U.S. soldiers killed, 323 wounded, 297 Panamanian soldiers dead and ‘several hundred’ civilians killed. Unofficial figures for civilians killed are much higher into thousands and probably more accurate.

			On January 3, 1990, Noriega surrendered to U.S. forces and was flown to Florida to stand trial. The government that had supposedly won in the nullified election, assumed power. From U.S. army base, the new government led by Guillermo Endara announced its coming to power. According to the documentary “The Panama Deception”- Part-I, between 3000 to 4000 Panamanian civilians were killed during this invasion; but no U.S. mainstream media had reported these figures. They just told the American public the U.S. government estimates of the civilian deaths.

			The new leader Endora pledged to carry out the canal treaties. Bush administration lifted the economic sanctions and pledged to restore aid. However, the aid was so slow in coming that President Endora had to go on a hunger strike for a month to protest the lack of any action on the part of the United States.44

			Thus, use of force remains a viable option for the United States towards Latin America if all else fails, and whenever U.S. economic interests, investments and corporate interests are threatened by the ruling elites, a strong reaction is sure to follow from the big brother. If economic sanctions, threats, import quotas, denial of finance and aid fail to produce desired results, then military coup, assassination of the leader, or the overthrow of the government will be ordered; that failing, direct invasion becomes a certainty to achieve the U.S. agenda. In the process, it is of no significance how many civilians will be killed, how many cities and villages will be destroyed or how much environmental damage is done to the victim country.

			Also, the invasion serves another vital purpose. It served then and serves now. It serves as a cruel but stern warning to all the Latin American countries and other nations that unless they follow and ‘toe’ the U.S. agenda and allow the exploitation of their resources and cheap labor, the United States will not hesitate to use force against them.

			Haiti

			New World’s Second Oldest Republic

			“Haiti was more than the new world’s second oldest republic, more than even the first black republic of modern world.”… Observed anthropologist Ira Lowenthal… “Haiti was the first free nation of freemen to arise within and in resistance to the emerging constellation of Western European empire.”45 The story of interaction of the two oldest republics of the New World is a sad story of exploitation, suppression, racism and degradation of one small nation by the huge hegemonic power.

			Soon after a slave rebellion that drove out the French Colonial rulers and their allies, the Republic of Haiti was founded on 1st January, 1804. The French name “Saint-Domingue” was discarded by the revolutionary leaders, instead they called it Hispaniola, the name used by the native people who had greeted Columbus in 1492 when he arrived and established his first settlement in the New World. There was no celebration amongst the descendants of the native population. From pre-Columbian population estimated at between hundreds of thousands to as many as 8 millions, within just 50 years, they had been reduced to a few hundreds to none left perhaps-according to contemporary French scholars- France took the Western third of Hispaniola, now Haiti, from Spain in 1697.46

			Columbus had described the people who lived there to be “gentle, lovable, peaceful, and trusting and their land rich and bountiful.” Las Casas, the Spanish priest who was present when the atrocities were being committed, wrote, “a beehive of people, who of all the infinite universe of humanity; are the most guileless, the most devoid of wickedness and duplicity”… “Driven by insatiable greed and ambition, the Spanish fell upon them like ravening wild beasts, . . . killing, terrorizing, afflicting, torturing and destroying the native peoples”… with…. he wrote further, “the strangest and the most varied new methods of cruelty, never seen or heard before and to such a degree that the population is barely 200 persons” Las Casas wrote in 1552, “from my own knowledge of the acts I witnessed.”…47

			The Spanish failed to plunder the island’s riches by enslaving its gentle people, the Native Indians—they simply could not work like slaves and died by the hundreds of thousands. That is when the Spaniards started sending in slaves from Africa in early 1500s. The African slaves made good workers, and soon . . . Saint Domingue became the wealthiest European Colonial possession in the Americas.

			Hispaniola now was a rich colony. It produced three-quarters of the world’s sugar by 1789. It also led the world in the production of cotton, indigo, coffee and rum. France, who by now was in possession of the island, had 450,000 slaves. The slave masters provided France with enormous wealth from the labor of these slaves. The white population numbered some 40,000 and there were 30,000 mulattoes.

			The slaves in the French Hispaniola rebelled many times to gain freedom. By 1791, the slave revolt had reached serious proportions. The United States which was enjoying thriving trade with the French Colony, gave $750,000 as well as some troops in military aid to the French rulers to help put down the rebellion. France sent a huge army which included German, Swiss, Polish and Dutch troops. The Commander of this army, after realizing, wrote to Napoleon that it would be necessary to wipe out the entire black population to impose French rule. His campaign failed and Haiti became independent. It is the only case in history of an enslaved people breaking their bondage by using military might to beat back a powerful colonial power.

			The rebel victory had come at a terrible cost. Much of the agriculture of the country was destroyed. Perhaps one third of its population was killed. France’s claims of reparations were backed by Haiti’s slave holding neighbors. Finally, in 1825, Haiti’s ruling elites accepted this claim, recognizing that to be a pre-condition for the entry into the global market. Decades of French domination of Haitian finance resulted. France then obliged by recognizing Haiti. United States was the last major power to recognize Haiti in 1862.

			U.S. Interventions

			U.S. Navy ships, between 1849 and 1913, entered Haitian waters 24 times to “protect American lives and property.” There was little if any consideration for the rights of its people. Assistant Secretary of State William Phillips wrote, “They are an inferior people, unable to maintain the degree of civilization left them by the French or to develop any capacity of self government entitling them to international respect and confidence.” William Phillips recommended a policy of invasion and U.S. military occupation that President Wilson quickly adapted.

			The French had committed terrible crimes against the Haitians, description of which need not be mentioned here. But it should be noted that extreme exploitation of the people of Saint Domingue and deep extraction of their wealth have made France rich and earned for France the ticket to the rich men’s club; like the wealth of the British who prospered tremendously as a result of the robbery of its colonies including the crown colony India or the affluence of Spain and Portugal due to their infamous slave trade and their colonies in the new world. It is no coincidence why all former imperialist Western European nations are rich while many of their former colonies are relatively poor or underdeveloped today.

			Racism was rampant in Europe as well as in the United States in those times. Winston Churchill authorized using the chemical weapons “against recalcitrant Arabs as experiment,” while denouncing the “squeamishness” of those who raised objections to “using poisoned gas against uncivilized tribes,” mainly Kurds, a policy that the ‘great’ British leader strongly favored, expecting that it “would spread a lively terror.” He also had some special plans for England. In 1910, as Home Secretary, he had secretly proposed sterilization of 100,000 “mental degenerates” and the dispatch of tens of thousands of others to state-run labor camps so as to save the “British race” from inevitable decline if its “inferior” members are allowed to breed-these were the ideas prevalent in those days but were kept secret in Home Office files because of their sensitivity, especially as they were taken up by Hitler later on.48

			The U.S. Invasion

			Haiti was invaded by the Untied States in July 1915 and subsequently held the second oldest nation in the Western Hemisphere under military occupation for nineteen years. While in Haiti, Wilson’s troops murdered, destroyed & reinstituted virtual slavery. They demolished their constitutional system, installed a puppet president, dissolved the legislature at gun point and denied freedom of speech. With the help of the U.S. troops, the U.S. officials seized customs houses, took total control of Haitian finances and imposed their own standard of efficiency on the administration of the Haitian debt.49

			As a result of the brutality of the invaders and the dispossession of peasants as US corporations took over the spoils, strong resistance took root. The US marines responded with brutal savagery, which included the first recorded instance of coordinated air ground combat: bombing of rebels who were surrounded by troops in the bush. Some 3250 rebels were killed, at least 400 executed, while the marines and their local recruits gendar-merie suffered only 98 casualties (killed and wounded). The total deaths were put at 15,000 by Haitian historian Roger Gaillard, including victims of repression and consequences of war. Haitians were hunted like pigs.

			The leader of the revolt, Charlemagne Peralte was murdered by the marines who secretly entered into his camp in disguise.

			The U.S. invaders forced the client regime to accept a “treaty” which “legalized” the occupation. While supervising the occupation of Haiti and Dominican Republic, President Wilson was impressing the U.S. public with clever oratory and building his reputation as an idealist defending self-determination and the rights of small nations.50

			The U.S. occupiers had imposed a new constitution on the helpless people after its national assembly was dissolved. It was known that anti-American candidates would win, so elections were not permitted.

			The occupation consistently suppressed local democratic institutions and denied elementary political liberties. Instead of respecting and building on the existing democratic institutions which were quite impressive, the occupiers blatantly overrode them and illegally forced upon them their own pro-business, authoritarian and undemocratic system. The occupation had reinforced the internal race/class differences based upon oppression dating back to the old French Colonial days. It should be noted here that the U.S. press was quite supportive of the occupation through its bloodiest early years. Haitians were described in the U.S. press as “coons”, “mongrels”, “unwholesome” or “a horde of naked niggers”.

			As a result of the racism of the occupiers and their collaborators, 20 years later, a new dictator arose. His name was “Papa Doc” Duvalier. The U.S. marines finally left Haiti in 1935, after some nineteen years’ brutal occupation. Twenty years later, “Papa Doc” assumed the reigns of power with the promise of handing over the power to the black majority. In reality, he kept the power for himself and with his personal killers (the Tontons Macoutes) and the traditional elites all of whom prospered under his murderous kleptocracy. While the people of Haiti were trying to survive as the agricultural wealth was totally destroyed as a result of U.S. occupation, large number of U.S. companies had moved into Haiti to exploit its resources and its cheap labor. “Papa Doc” protected the American companies and the U.S. investment while his own people starved.

			After the death of ‘Papa Doc’, his son ‘Baby Doc’ or Jean-Claude Duvalier came to power and in 1985, Haitian legislature made him president for life and the Supreme Arbiter of the nation. Baby Doc’s corrupt rule, repression and rampant poverty resulting from IMF imposed structural adjustment program- all these factors contributed to massive protests in the country in 1986. Finally, Baby Doc was driven out of the country in 1986 by a jet provided by the United States and was flown to France for an asylum. When he left, some 60 percent of the population earned less than or equal to $60 per year, according to the World Bank. The country had become an ecological and human disaster with soaring malnutrition amongst children, shockingly high child mortality rate and mass poverty.

			After Baby Doc’s departure, U.S. favorite armed forces Chief General Henri Namphy took over the power. Namphy was no different than Duvaliers. He continued the reign of terror as his predecessors. A rural priest in a small church said that, “We are glad that Duvalier is gone but what we have now is Duvalierism without Duvalier”. The priest’s name was Father Jean-Bernard Aristide.

			Elections were scheduled for November 1987, but Namphy and his cronies were going to make sure that they retained the power. The terror continued by a reorganized Tontons Macoutes. A gruesome massacre took place in July 1987, with the involvement of the army and the Macoutes. The same groups sponsored and escalated violence which led to the cancellation of the election; meanwhile, the U.S. military aid continued.

			Another military-run fraudulent election took place followed by a coup restoring Namphy to power again.

			A gang of thugs, a month later attacked Aristide’s church as he was conducting a mass. About 13 people were killed and 77 were wounded. Aristide went underground. Another coup saw Duvalierist General Prosper Avril arrest and expel Namphy. Aristide came back to the church and continued calling for freedom and peace. He was ordered by his superiors to leave the country but people blocked his departure, and he went into hiding. But at the last minute, he decided to run in the December 1990 elections that were scheduled.

			In a stunning upset, defeating the U.S. candidate, Aristide won 67 percent of the vote and won the election. The courageous small town priest, dedicated to the upliftment of the poor, took office in February as the first democratically elected president in Haiti’s history-briefly though. He was overthrown by yet another military coup on September 30, 1991.

			During his brief tenure, Aristide did extremely well for the people. U.S. planners were very unhappy at the stunning victory by Aristide.

			Before running for office, Aristide had said that “Of course, the U.S. has its own agenda here,” adding that it was natural for the rich to make investments and want to maximize return. “This is normal capitalist behavior, and I don’t care if U.S. wants to do it at home…But it is monstrous to come down here and impose your will on another people,” whom you do not understand and for whom you care nothing.”…It is obvious that Aristide would have to go.51

			Upon taking power on September 30, 1991, the army embarked upon a campaign of terror to root out the vibrant civil society that had taken root in Haiti since the departure of Duvalier dictatorship. At least 1000 people were killed in the first two weeks of the coup and by December many hundreds more according to Haitian human rights groups.

			The Organization of American States (OAS) right away imposed an embargo on October 29. The U.S. joined it. The embargo was not very successful. It was ineffectual and loosely observed. Europe disregarded it. Bush administration lifted the embargo on February 4 for the assembly plants that use cheap Haitian labor for goods for export to the US, most of them US-owned.

			In the meantime, massive popular support for Aristide remained intact. It was difficult to find anyone on the street, either in the provinces or in the capital that did not support the priest-turned-politician. Close associates of him bitterly condemned the US move.

			A close advisor, a priest close to Aristide denounced Washington for having totally betrayed him from beginning. “US policy, he complained, is the most cynical thing you can ever find on earth…I don’t think the U.S. wants Aristide back”, “because he is not under their control. He is not their puppet.”52

			This advisor priest’s assessment is reinforced by a leaked secret document allegedly authored by a staff member of the US embassy in Port-of-Prince at the behest of the Prime Minister Honoree and other Haitian officials. The Council of Hemispheric Affairs (COHA) had questioned its authenticity and it was denied by the State Department. But “later research has validated it as completely reliable”, COHA concluded. The document surreptitiously lays out a plan to allow a symbolic “restoration” of Aristide as a PR ploy, with his complete removal later on, when the attention has decreased.

			By the time the document surfaced in January 1992, most of its recommendation had been implemented, COHA noted. Others were to follow shortly. Aristide, three weeks later, accepted what COHA described as a near total defeat for the democracy in Haiti, “a tragic sell-out by a desperate man”, who was forced to agree to a “government of national unity” in which his role would be only symbolic. COHA stated that Aristide, by signing away his powers in exchange for the still uncertain prospect of his restoration to a figure head presidency, was forced to mutilate his own stature. The national unity government brought together two partners: a group, headed by Rene Theodore with 1.5 percent of the votes, representing the US government, the Haitian military and the elite and another led by Aristide with 67 percent of the electorate but no other asset.

			The Haitian military celebrated the agreement. Only thing left was to replace Theodore by Marc Bazin, the old US favorite. That happened in June 1992 when Bazin was inaugurated as Prime Minister.

			While Bazin gave his inaugural address in French to a gathering of “men in dark suits and perfumed women in white dresses,” reported Howard French, Aristide gave his in Creole, the language of the masses, receiving the presidential sash from a peasant woman.53

			Echoing Aristide, an advisor of the Basin government said that, “all it would take is one phone call from Washington to send the army leader-ship packing.”

			Once again, Aristide came to power and assumed presidency in 1994 until 1996. In 2001, he became president of Haiti for the third time.

			Well . . . . as per habit, yet again, the U.S. government supported a military coup in Haiti in February, 2004 and Aristide was unceremoniously escorted out in a U.S. jet to South Africa while the U.S. supported military government took the reigns of power. Aristide, while in South Africa said that he was still the legal and legitimate president of Haiti and that the United States forces had kidnapped him.

			Like many times before in many other countries, the United States by its constant interference in the internal affairs of Haiti, by direct invasion, by economic embargo and by military support, destroyed budding democracy in this nation whose people sacrificed so much to drive out one imperial power, the French only to be constantly harassed by another, the United States.

			Haiti, as a result has simply become a cheap slave labor-camp for the rich US corporations today as it was before for so long.

			It would have been better if Haiti was left alone to find its own way to a stable democracy and economic prosperity. After all, these were the people, enslaved for so long, first by the Spaniards, and then by the French but had succeeded in driving out the powerful imperial power. If left alone to find their own way, the people of Haiti would certainly have found their freedom; political as well as economic.

			Chile

			Background

			Perhaps no other Latin America leader has suffered at the hands of the United States like the democratically elected socialist leader Salvador Allende of Chile. The United States shamelessly conspired to overthrow him when its brutal economic sanctions could not do the job. He was cornered, harassed and threatened economically resulting in his suicide by ruthless U.S. policy carried out against him and his nation.

			The year 1973 was the culmination of widespread U.S. interference in Chile’s politics, including assassination plots, destabilization campaign, meddling by U.S. business interests with close ties to the White House and a complicity in a military coup that overturned many years of democratic governance in Chile and ushered in over a decade and half of brutal military dictatorship.

			The episode is a grim reminder of the brutality with which the United States could act in order to gratify its greed for profit, to counter its paranoid fear of communism and to satisfy its ego which was overflowing with arrogance and hubris.

			For most of its 150 years, Chile had democratic government based on constitutional law. Seldom had there been any interference by the military in its politics. Also, Chile had a multiparty system unlike the U.S. system, where several parties like national party on the right and two Marxist parties, the communists and the socialists on the left, and the Christian Democrats and Radicals in the center, all competed for the popular votes.

			Chile was not poor. Its copper mines generated considerable income and foreign exchange. A large middle class enjoyed decent living standards without the distinctions based on race or family background.

			In 1970, major U.S. corporations such as Kennecott and Anaconda controlled most of Chile’s copper industry.

			Salvador Allende, a Marxist did not suddenly pop up into the political landscape of Chile at the time. Since 1930’s, he had been a member of congress and a presidential candidate four times before. Though not a bearded hard-core revolutionary, he did propose drastic change in Chile’s economy. In 1958, as a socialist-communist alliance candidate he came close to winning the presidential election. In 1964 election, he received 38.9 percent of the votes though Christian Democrat Edward Frei, a favorite of the United States became the president with more votes.54

			Prior to 1970 election, the voters were leaning towards left due to mounting economic problems, inflation etc. Chile had established diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union in 1964, long before Allende came to power. A national campaign was going on against the foreign ownership of the national economy. Even Frei had already planned to control foreign investment and had begun negotiations for nationalizing copper industry. He had also signed a trade agreement with Cuba in 1970. The military was getting concerned because of economic conditions. There were rumors in 1969 about a coup to be led by a General named Robert Viaux. Well, they were rumors; nothing happened and General Viaux was retired. But CIA found a friend in General Viaux. By 1969, CIA already had begun to develop covert plans to stop Allende from winning the election.

			Allende ran in 1970 election under the Popular Unity label, which was a coalition of socialists, communists and center radicals. The party’s platform included expropriating the banking systems, the copper mines, major industries and service monopolies such as the telephone system.55 The political trend in the country was towards nationalizing major industries and services. As per Frei’s recent shift to the left, Allende’s program did not seem to be anything drastic to most Chileans. To U.S. corporations, it seemed like a disaster in the making.

			In the 1970 election, Allende received the highest votes, 36.2 percent compared to 34.9 percent for rightist Jorge Alessandri and 27.8 percent for Radomiro Tomic. As there was no absolute majority by any candidate, according to the Chilean constitution, the congress had to decide now. Bowing to the popular votes, the congress voted in favor of Allende, 153 to 35, with 7 abstentions. Allende assumed the presidency as the first elected Marxist president in the Western Hemisphere on November 3, 1970.56

			Condition of Chilean Economy

			U.S. Moves

			During the tenure of the Allende government, Chilean economic dependence on the United States remained a major factor. By 1970 end, U.S. and foreign corporations controlled almost all of the most important industries and other areas of the economy.

			Also, Chile was highly dependant at the time on external financial sources to maintain its month to month commercial operations as well as the financing of the long-term development projects. Chilean economy’s export sector which comprised mostly of copper was controlled in part by the U.S. corporations. So its foreign exchange earnings were under the U.S. control. About 95 percent of the replacement parts for machinery in its copper industry were coming from the United States.

			Chile had become like a drug addict. Daily doses of foreign loans were necessary to nourish the ‘habit’ cultivated by previous regimes. The economy had by now lost the capacity to sustain itself without external (mostly U.S.) help.57

			Despite considerable efforts by U.S. corporations and the U.S. government, Allende had come to power. CIA and ITT, the all-powerful telephone conglomerate in Chile had doled out hundreds of thousands of dollars to the opposition candidates. ITT had stepped up its anti-Allende activities and had started lobbying the U.S. government to take action.

			The CIA estimated that the U.S. would incur serious economic losses if Allende came to power. Washington now sent out a word that U.S. diplomats and military officials, who had served in Chile, should renew their contacts with friendly groups, especially the armed forces.

			Henry Kissinger was reported to have said:

			“I don’t see why we have to let a country go Marxist just because its people are irresponsible.”58

			“CIA also figured that this victory would create considerable political & physiological costs for the United States but that there was no threat to U.S. security or to the global military balance.”59

			The White House and Kissinger were caught by surprise at Allende’s victory. Soon after, Kissinger and Nixon marked Chile as a definite threat to vital U.S. interests.

			Assassination of Schneider

			Christopher Hitchens in his startling book, The Trial of Henry Kissinger, narrates a detailed account of the Nixon-Kissinger and CIA involvement in the coup and the assassination of the General Staff who was adamantly opposed to any military meddling in the electoral process. He writes:

			Divisions on the right and the adherence of some smaller radical and Christian parties to the left made it a moral certainty that the Chilean congress would, after the traditional sixty-day interregnum, confirm Dr. Salvador Allende as the next president. But the very name of Allende was anathema to- the extreme right in Chile, to certain powerful corporations (notably ITT, Pepsi Cola, and Chase Manhattan Bank) which did business in Chile and to the United States.

			This loathing quickly communicated itself to President Nixon. He was personally beholden to Donald Kendall, the President of Pepsi Cola, who had given him his first corporate account when, as a young lawyer, he had joined John Mitchell’s New York firm. A series of Washington meetings, held within eleven days of Allende’s victory, essentially settled the fate of Chilean democracy.

			Further, according to Hitchens, after having discussions with Kendall and with David Rockefeller of Chase Manhattan and with CIA director Richard Helms, Kissinger went with Helms to the Oval office. Helm’s notes of the meeting show that Nixon wasted little breath in making his wishes known: “Allende was not to assume office; not concerned (with) risks involved; no involvement of embassy; $10,000,000 available, more if necessary; full time job-best men we have…make the economy scream; 48 hours for plan action…” 60

			Two tracks of actions were to be followed by Washington in Chile. The first consisted of covert activities such as bribery, propaganda, and threats to persuade the congress not to confirm Allende. Ambassador Korry, as instructed by Washington, delivered the following warning to Frei on the consequences of Allende’s selection: “not a nut or bolt will be allowed to reach Chile under Allende…we shall do all within our power to condemn Chile and the Chileans to up most deprivation and poverty.” 61 Frei did not respond but the threat was not an empty one. The second track, of which Korry was not informed, was to encourage the military coup. Presidential pressure persuaded the CIA to pursue this course also. Nixon suggested that the CIA be prepared to spend $10 million if necessary.

			The main obstacle to the military takeover was Chilean Commander in Chief General Rene Schneider who had no intention of interfering with the constitution. So the logical course to follow was to remove Schneider from the scene. So, a clumsy effort to collaborate with two different groups willing to kidnap Schneider and provoke a coup. General Viaux headed one group while the other was headed by General Camilo Valenzuela. Washington promised to recognize a military government as soon as it seized power.

			The first attempt, on October 19 by Valenzuela to kidnap Schneider did not succeed. The next day the second attempt also failed. Then, on the morning of 22nd October, a U.S. officer secretly delivered U.S. - made machine guns to these plotters. Soon after, General Schneider’s car was stopped. When the General tried to defend himself, he was shot. On October 25, he died. Though no evidence was found that he had been killed by the U.S.-supplied weapons, it was proven that he had been killed by the people who were being advised by the U.S. agents.62

			Hitchens then asserts very strongly that Henry Kissinger bears direct responsibility for the Schneider murder. He makes following points:

			Brian MacMaster, a career CIA man carrying forged Colombian passport in Chile, told of his efforts to get “hush money” to jailed members of the Viaux group after the assassination and before they could implicate the agency… 

			Colonel Paul A. Wilmert, a military attaché in Santiago and Chief CIA liaison with the Valenzuela faction, has testified that after the Schneider killing he hastily retrieved the two payments of $50,000 that had been paid to Valenzuela and his partner, and also the three “sterile” machine guns. He then drove rapidly to the Chilean sea-side town of Viva del Mar and hurled the guns into the ocean.

			White House/Kissinger memo of 15th October in no sense “turns off” Viaux. If anything, it incites him-a well-known and boastful fanatic-to redouble his efforts. “Preserve your assets. We will stay in touch. The time will come when you, together with all your other friends, can do something. You will continue to have our support.

			After the failed first attempt, Kissinger anxiously made inquiries about it—as proven by a cable on October 20th by Henry Hecksher. Thomas Karanessinas, when questioned by the Senate Intelligence Committee about the cable, testified of his certainty that the words “high levels” referred directly to Kissinger.

			In short…according to Hitchens, no instruction from Washington was given to leave Schneider unharmed. Deadly weapons were sent by a diplomatic pouch, and men of violence were carefully selected to receive them…63 It is also true that Viaux originally, on October 13, was given $20,000 in cash by the CIA and a life insurance policy of $250,000.

			Despite the removal of Schneider, the desired coup did not materialize. Two days later, Allende was confirmed as president. Allende’s radical statements, his collaboration with the communists, opening to Cuba and the prospect of nationalizing several U.S. controlled industries had convinced Washington that it was not possible to work with Allende. Chile and Cuba established diplomatic relations on 12th November 1970. Castro visited Chile in 1971. To the U.S., Allende’s radicalism was evidenced by his aggressive policy of expropriating private enterprise without “adequate” compensation, his appointments of communists to several cabinet posts and his creation of a personal security force.

			Economic Squeeze

			In November 1970, President Nixon gave instructions to the CIA director Helms that the economy of Chile was to be “squeezed” until it screamed. In reality it was still not carried out in its extreme form.

			The Nixon-Kissinger response to Allende’s socialist programs was on two factors: Their influence on U.S. strategic position and their impact on U.S. investments.

			The U.S. holdings in Chile at the time were considerable, amounting to $1 billion. They consisted of ITT’s total control on their telephone system, three copper companies, three iron mines, about 50 companies’ subsidiaries such as Exxon, Du Pont, Coca-Cola, plus branches of two major banks.64 These companies were being considered for nationalization and negotiations were already underway for the takeover of the copper companies, under Frei.

			As time passed, the U.S. economic squeeze was tightened. The National Security Council in November 1970 had approved plans to dry up Chile’s credit. Chile’s request for the purchase of jetliners on $21 million credit loan was held up. Largely as a result of U.S. pressure, after July 1971, no further International Development Bank loans for Chile were approved. Credit from private U.S. banks dropped from $220 million in 1970 to $32 million in 1972. The loans and credits did flow from Western Europe, Eastern Europe, China and Russia.65 This even increased the White House suspicions of Chile’s drift toward its dependence on the communist nations.

			By 1972, the economic problems were mounting. Inflation was going out of control, at 163 percent per year. The streets of Santiago became a scene of strikes by bank employees, truckers, shopkeepers, gas workers, and bus drivers. Women were marching in the streets banging pots and pans, protesting food shortages. It seemed that Allende’s love affair with the masses had ended as a result of the dire economic situation in the country. The credit squeeze imposed by the Nixon administration significantly exasperated Allende’s economic problems.

			The Coup

			By the spring of 1973, the Chilean economy was in a terrible state. Political tension was running high. Allende’s relations with the military had worsened and the country was near anarchy. The decision to take over the government was very likely taken on September 7, 1973 when the navy got the support of the army commanders, General Augusto Pinochet and General Carlos Prat (who had just resigned from the cabinet).66

			Early in the morning of September 11, 1973, the coup began when the military called for his resignation but Allende refused to resign. The armed forces surrounded the presidential palace. After three hours of negotiations, the air force bombed the presidential palace. Soon after, the troops stormed the palace. President Allende died in the process. It is a mystery whether Allende committed suicide or was killed by the guns of the army.

			There is ample, but indirect, evidence of U.S. involvement in the coup. According to Hitchens, Kissinger was deeply involved in the kidnapping effort of Rene Schneider who ended up being killed. Additionally, U.S. military officials did have close contact with their Chilean counter parts. It was also quite obvious and well known that Nixon-Kissinger team would welcome Allende’s removal (but not necessarily his death). The U.S. Ambassador in Santiago in 1973 has recounted that the United States had made it very clear that Allende’s overthrow would be welcome.67

			Either way, the economic threat and strangulation by the U.S. along with open encouragement of the political anarchy, economic chaos, and an anti-Allende campaign, covert as well as overt, certainly brought about the downfall of the democratically elected president of Chile. With it came the demise of Chilean democracy and the advent of seventeen years of the brutal, repressive, and murderous dictatorship of a military Junta headed by General Augusto Pinoche.

			His seventeen year rule was marked by utter brutality, subjugation, atrocity by his army, and corruption to a level not seen before by humble and friendly people of Chile. Most of his opponents simply disappeared. Some were murdered, injured or killed while others were even thrown off airplanes. According to Rettig Report, 2279 persons who disappeared during the military government were killed for political reasons. Some reports put the number to more than 3500 civilians murdered or who just ‘disappeared’. According to the Valech Report, at least 30,000 people were tortured and several thousands were exiled. These are conservative estimates. Actual numbers could be much higher.

			El Salvador

			Background

			By 1981, the rebellion in El Salvador, a country of 5 million people at the time, was escalating into a major threat to bring down the government and establish a revolutionary regime. Washington saw it as a repeat of the Nicaraguan experience. The United States saw it as a threat to its dominance by the USSR, Cuba, and Nicaragua who were supporting the guerrillas in El Salvador. It was imperative on the part of Washington, as its thinking went, to demonstrate to these outsiders that such an effort to spread their influence would not be tolerated.

			El Salvador had become a test case. The world had to be informed that there was a new team in Washington and that the Marxist guerilla’s tactics would be thwarted by any means. The Reagan administration through its State Department’s 1981 White Paper on El Salvador (mentioned above), unsuccessfully attempted to prove that it was the Soviet Union and its allies in Havana and Managua who were behind the guerilla movement.

			Significant economic and military aid was the Reagan administration’s answer to counter the communist threat. To the Carter administration’s $25 million already committed, Reagan added another $5 million. 1982 saw another $26 million in addition to $110 million in economic aid. In 1983 military and economic assistance were doubled. By 1988, El Salvador became the largest recipient of U.S. aid in Latin America, with total U.S. assistance in excess of $600 million.

			The Salvadorian army of 52,000 troops was now maintained at the cost of $100 million a year. Charges of widespread corruption were reported. Despite some $6 billion in aid from 1979 to 1989, the people of El Salvador remained desperately poor.68

			El Salvadoran troops were now being trained by the United States and Honduras. There were now 55 U.S. military advisors officially in El Salvador. Also, U.S. aircrafts were now flying reconnaissance missions for the government troops.

			Secretary of State Alexander Haig was frustrated at the U.S. Congress’s proclivity to tie aid to improvement of that government’s respect for human rights. He was sure that Cuba was the source of all the trouble in El Salvador.69

			A military coup on October 15, 1979, overthrew the repressive government of General Carlos Humberto Romero and it seemed as if the political and economic conditions which were at the root of the popular uprising were going to be addressed but for the military and economic elites, such a reformist program was too risky. So, in just a few months, the reformers in the new government were dismissed. The revised junta now cracked down hard on people suspected of communist sympathies. Popular archbishop Oscar Romero was assassinated on March 24, 1980. Several military officers including right wing Roberto D’Aubuisson were implicated in the murder.70

			The military started exercising tight control. Various vigilante groups started roaming the country eliminating suspected guerillas, including large numbers of innocent people. The Salvadoran church estimated that during 1980, some 10,000 political murders were committed, mostly by the right wing “death squads” or by government troops. Civilian deaths ranged from 200 to 600 per month in 1981 as the government and its allies tried to terrorize the people into submission. The total death toll, by 1984 stood at 40,000. Then, partly due to the efforts of the newly elected centrist government and partly due to the U.S. pressure, the killings started to taper off. Now the guerillas were as much responsible as the government forces in1988, when the death rate stood at 30 per month. By 1990, the total killed were estimated to be around 70,000.71

			El Salvador had seen violence before. The army in 1932 brutally crushed a peasant revolt that killed about 30,000 people in one month. This became known as La Matanza- “the slaughter”.

			The violence was going on unabated in the 1980’s. In December 1980, three U.S. women—three nuns and a lay worker were brutally beaten, raped and killed by National Guardsmen. In January 1981, at the Sheraton Hotel in San Salvador, two U.S. land reform advisors were shot dead by off-duty soldiers. In another wave of violence in November 1989, six Jesuit priests were murdered at their dormitory on the campus of the University of Central America. The killings were allegedly carried out by the members of the army’s U.S. trained Atlacatl brigade.

			The El Salvador army was getting fed up with the church, labor unions and universities for their sympathy with the objectives of the revolutionaries. The church leaders had become frequent targets for the death squads as they had deserted the oligarchy.

			Despite all these killings and despite lot of opposition from the U.S. Congress, the Bush administration continued its support for the army by avoiding the aid restrictions.

			Elections

			To demonstrate the legitimacy of its support to the Salvadorian government, Washington was able to sponsor elections in El Salvador in 1982, 1984, and 1989. So far, the Bush administration was invoking the rationale that the revolution was a threat to U.S. strategic interests. But now, the forthcoming elections also helped the case of the White House.

			The United States was caught by surprise at the outcome of the elections. Roberto D’Aubuisson -the right wing death-squad leader and also a graduate of The School of the Americas- the national Republican Alliance leader was elected the president over Reagan favorite, the Christian Democrat, Jose Napoleon Duarte. The whole country continued to be polarized.

			For the 1984 elections, the U.S. government worked hard at helping Duarte and his party, including a contribution of nearly $1 million from the CIA.72

			The effort paid off. Duarte won the presidency in a run-off against D’Aubuisson. Duarte set out to gain control of the military, implement land reform, dismantle the death-squads and improve the government’s human rights record. This created a wave of sympathy in the U.S. Congress.

			Now Duarte seemed to be succeeding in his efforts. The rebels seemed not to be able to expand their support in all the parts of the countryside and within the middle class. The national army had grown to 50,000, plus the air force with helicopter gun ships and combat aircrafts. Also now they had 7000 national police and guardsmen.

			Finally, a stalemate seemed to exist between the government and the rebels. Duarte, realizing the steady shift in the struggle, started exploratory talks with the guerilla leaders to end the civil war. Very complex disputes existed between the two parties but just the fact that they were talking was a major breakthrough.

			Washington had always rejected direct talks with the rebels. The U.S. government was caught by surprise, as they had not approved of such talks. But Duarte was not able to resolve the civil war as the economic conditions in the country were worsening.

			The 1989 elections brought the right wing Alfredo Cristiani to the presidency. The power wielded by Roberto D’Aubuisson became obvious when the U.S. vice-president visited him in May 1989. It showed U.S. willingness to work with the right-wing forces, a group who according to Duarte were no more committed to democracy than the communists. Thus, after 5 years, there was still a stalemate between the military backed government just strong enough to stay in power and a guerilla force too well organized and entrenched to be defeated easily.

			The guerillas or the 6000 FMLN forces were well organized and well supported by 500,000 people. They controlled major eastern & northern regions of the country.

			Reagan’s policies received a major boost when a report of the National Bipartisan Commission on Central America was published in January 1984. President Reagan had named a special panel headed by Henry Kissinger to conduct hearings and come out with recommendations.

			Virtually all the members agreed that the U.S. security was directly threatened as the Soviets and the Cubans were exploiting the political-economic instability in Central America. This strategic linkage became the major unifying theme of the report though the report acknowledged underlying causes of the unrest. But the report concluded that the communists were taking advantage of the instability in El Salvador to extend their power and because of that U.S. security interests must take precedence over the long term efforts directed at solving the more fundamental problems.

			The commission called for an extended U.S. commitment to economic assistance and political reform to avoid future crisis. But in final analysis, it advised that U.S. “credibility” required a strong and immediate response on both economic and military fronts. Central America was too important an area, the report asserted, to allow Marxist revolutions to succeed.73

			Other Interventions

			Bolivia

			The Bolivian revolution of 1952 was the first twentieth-century popular revolution in a South American country where the population was predominantly native.

			Bolivia was virtually a feudal society prior to 1952, populated mainly by mestizos and Indians. Ninety percent of the Indians did not participate in the country’s economic and political life, owned no land, and spoke no Spanish. Three major foreign companies controlled Bolivia’s main source of income, tin mines. The owners of these mines neither lived in Bolivia nor left their profits in the country. Though they made fortunes due to World War II, Bolivia remained as poor as before. One of these families was Patino family. Despite their enormous income, they paid only $145 in taxes to the Bolivian government.74

			The Nationalist Revolutionary Movement (MNR), a revolutionary movement coalesced in a political party, was created in 1940 by a group of intellectuals and activists led by Victor Paz Estenssoro, Hernan Siles Zuazo, and Juan Lechin Oquendo. Though they constituted a variety of factions from former Nazis to Marxists, they were largely influenced by socialist ideas. They confronted the old oligarchy of landlords, mine owners, and the military.

			In the 1951 election, the MNR won a large number of seats and elected Victor Paz to the presidency with plurality of 45 percent. His confirmation as president was prevented by the military but so much awareness amongst the poor miners and peasants was created due to resentment towards the old order that in the violent upheaval in La Paz in April 1952, the disunited Junta fell.

			Washington’s response was quite supportive after the assurances that there was no Moscow connection. Despite the world surplus, the U.S. government purchased Bolivian tin and promised to increase economic aid. Bolivia became heavily dependent on the U.S. There were no other sources of aid, so Bolivia was forced to meet U.S. conditions: Compensation for the nationalized tin mines.

			Thus, the tin barons who had enriched themselves so much from the country’s resources were reimbursed about $27 million for their losses. This amount was equal to two-thirds of Bolivia’s foreign reserve. It was obviously beyond the capacity of this poor country.75

			Though U.S. aid was increased from $11 million in 1953 to $20 million in 1954 and 1955 by the Eisenhower administration, a condition was attached to it that the Bolivian government cannot fund government-owned enterprises with it.76

			Though the revolution had dramatically altered the social and political structure in the country, by such measures as land reforms, universal suffrage, and thousands of new schools built, the economic problems were getting so serious that the revolution’s goals were not being realized.

			The U.S. government sent a team of financial advisors who insisted on stringent financial management and a rejection of socialist solutions. According to U.S. officials, if a revolution were to succeed economically, it would do so in the context of private enterprise.

			By 1964, the revolutionary party disintegrated and the government was taken over by a military coup. The U.S. government welcomed the coup and supported it. Military and security assistance also now increased. The CIA and the Bolivian interior ministry now cooperated closely. The coup of 1964 led by General Rene Barrientos Ortuno was endorsed by the U.S. military so as to bring order to the country.77

			The Barrientos government lasted for more than four years. It had cracked down on Tin Miners’ Union and its leaders and had a renewed emphasis on private enterprise. Military assistance had doubled and U.S. presence in Bolivia grew. The U.S. and Brazil backed the repressive military regime of Hugo Banzer Saurez (1971-1978). Successive military governments and corruption along with cocaine traffic continued. Finally, by 1985, old MNR leaders Hernan Siles and Victor Paz returned to power but the democratic dream and promises of 1950 could not be brought back. Forty years had passed but no one remembered what the revolution had stood for.

			One must note the fact that, in Bolivia’s case, the United States to its credit departed from usual reckless course of invasion or open interference. The question is did the United States help neutralize the revolution by making Bolivia totally dependant on the U.S. and by the gradual nurturing of its military force, which the revolution had sought to neutralize? The United States, perhaps intentionally or otherwise, played a vital role in the collapse of the Bolivian revolution. The biggest losers were the poor people of Bolivia.

			Brazil

			The actions of the United States from the 60’s to 80’s are examples of the exploitation of a dependent relationship in the economic as well as political arenas. The U.S. involvement in the overthrow of Brazil’s government in 1964 entailed far reaching consequences especially as Brazil is Latin America’s most popular and wealthiest nation.

			Upon the resignation of President Janio Quadros in 1961, vice president Joao Goulart was elevated to the presidency; Goulart was known for his socialist inclination and friendship with organized labor. Throughout the country there were doubts about him, but the military allowed him to take office in September 1961. He was clearly committed to steer Brazil towards a more socialist economy.78

			Goulart had started adopting plans for major changes in Brazil’s economy, ranging from land reform to tax reform. He had alienated the urban bourgeoisie and the landed oligarchy though workers and peasants liked him and were promised both better standards of living and the right to vote. The polarization had moved Goulart to more radical position.

			In March 13, 1964, at a mass rally, he announced that he had just signed two decrees: One for nationalizing five private oil refineries and the other called for the expropriation of idle and “underutilized” land close to federal highways. Amid growing turmoil, a coalition of opposition Brazilian State Governors asked the U.S. Government for help. The Johnson administration was, by now, suspicious of Goulart and was waiting for the opportunity to let it be known that it would not oppose Goulart’s ‘removal’ and that it might even be willing to send some U.S. troops to Brazil. For the Brazilian army, this was sufficient. The Brazilian army was pushed into action not because of Goulart’s economic nationalism, but because of his constant interference in military matters.79

			The United States already had been collaborating with the Brazilian military for several weeks on ways to overthrow Goulart, when the military leaders seized power on April 1, 1964.80

			Not only did Washington not complain, Secretary of State Dean Rusk called the coup “an expression of support for constitutional government”.81

			Immediately after the coup, the military Junta lifted the restrictions on foreign investors and profits, to be freely exported outside the country.

			The military Junta ruled Brazil for the next twenty years. By 1979, the military slowly began to loosen its grip on power. A congress was elected in 1984 and in 1985, indirect elections for president were held. The Brazilians finally were able to vote directly for a president in December 1989 and elected a young conservative named Fernando Collor De Mello. In 1984, Brazil faced an enormous foreign debt of almost $100 billion.

			Now since January 3, 2003, with Luiz Ignacio Lula de Silva, a moderate left leaning man as president, Brazil is making rapid progress for its people.

			If we look at Argentina, a similarly sad story prevailed there in the 1970s. On March 24, 1976, a U.S. supported military dictatorship came to power there. It ruled for a decade. Its rule was marked by brutal suppression and atrocities where at least 30,000 people were reported to have disappeared. U.S. economic-military support was vital for the survival of this military junta.

			Venezuela

			When Venezuela expropriated its oil industry in 1970’s, the moderate response of the U.S. government was considerably different from its reactions to expropriations in Cuba, Chile, and Peru.

			The reasons for the muted response were as follows:

			
					1.	Venezuela was a functioning & stable democracy, with cordial ties with the U.S.

					2.	The nationalization was not a part of systematic attack on all foreign investment.

					3.	The government had a reputation for responsible regulation of and participation in the oil industry.

					4.	The times, 1974-75, were different as per oil bargaining, OPEC etc.

					5.	The development in Venezuela was not perceived as a threat to U.S. security interests or its political influence in the region.

			

			Grenada

			Grenada’s population in 1983 was 110,000 and its area is approximately twice the size of Washington D.C. It is located just off the coast of Venezuela. It was former British colony and was never a threat to the United States, yet in 1983, it became a focal point of Reagan’s approach to the Caribbean and to Latin America.

			The government of Prime Minister Eric Gary elected just after independence in 1974, was overthrown by a coup led by Maurice Bishop and the New Jewel Movement. Gary’s government had become repressive, with its private army known as the “Mongoose Gang”.

			The Bishop government was socialist oriented, progressive and identified itself with the third world countries. It established close ties with Cuba and the Soviet Union. They provided military, political and security training along with arms. Naturally, relations with the U.S. became strained and when Reagan came to power, all of U.S. aid was cancelled.82

			Grenada wanted to build a larger runway so, it tried to secure international funding but the United States thwarted all these efforts claiming that the runway would enable long-range transports from Cuba to land. Finally Cuba stepped in and provided workers to finish the runway.

			Both Secretary Haig and the Department of State had started publicly portraying Grenada as a client of Moscow and Havana and a country devoid of democracy.83

			A power struggle within the Jewel Movement and impatience with Bishop’s moderate revolution led to Bishop’s ouster and death on October 19, 1983. The Coup was bloody and violent. After the coup—led by a deputy prime minister and backed by the army commander—had seized power on October 17, Bishop and his supporters staged a counter-attack. Gunfire erupted, and Bishop along with 17 of his followers was killed, others were jailed.

			The U.S. saw the opportunity it was waiting for. It immediately condemned the coup and expressed profound ‘concern’ for 480 U.S. medical students on the island.

			Washington ‘claimed’ that Grenada’s neighbors in the eastern Caribbean ‘requested’ the United States to invade. It seems clear that the planning had begun the day after Bishop’s death, well before the Caribbean leaders debated the issue. As a matter of fact, the formal request for help was drafted in Washington.84

			On October 25, 1983, 1900 U.S. Marines and Rangers landed on Grenada. There were 6000 troops on the island after three days. The fighting was over soon. An eleven ship naval task force with about eighty carrier-based aircrafts accompanied the invasion.

			Most resistance came from the 700 Cuban workers at the airport. There were 100 Cuban soldiers though it was claimed initially that there were 1100 of them. About 25 Cubans were killed, U.S. casualties were 19 killed, 89 wounded while 44 Grenadians were killed.

			President Reagan was jubilant and characterized the invasion as s “rescue mission” claiming that “We got there just in time”;… “as Grenada was a Soviet-Cuban colony being readied as a major military bastion to export terror and undermine democracy”.85

			Outside the Caribbean, the international community disapproved of such behavior. The UN Security Council voted to “deplore” the invasion but the resolution was vetoed by the United States. The Organization of American States also refused to endorse the invasion, arguing that such intervention was in violation of the OAS Charter.

			In the United States, as is usually the case, popular opinion favored the action, with 53 percent in favor while 34 percent against.

			A democratic government came to power in little more than a year. The U.S. provided $100 million in economic assistance in 1988 and it was used mainly to build the unfinished runway and other necessities.

			By such invasion, the United States sent a strong message to all in the region and outside that the United States would go to any length to protect its “sphere of influence” in this region.

			Ecuador President’s Assassination

			John Perkins in his book, Confessions of an Economic Hit man, candidly reveals that he was an Economic Hit Man (EHM). Further, he writes that the U.S. Intelligence Agencies such as the CIA or the National Security Agency (NSA) would identify prospective EHMs who would then be hired by the international corporations. These EHMs would never be paid by the government; instead the private corporations would pay them. As a result, their dirty work, if exposed, would be blamed on the corporate greed, not the U.S. government. The corporations who hire them though would be paid by the government agencies and their multinational banking counterparts (with the tax payer’s money). Thus, they would be immune from the Congressional oversight and public scrutiny.86

			Perkins further reveals that first the EHMs would try to bribe or convince the leader of a small nation to take a big loan from the World Bank or the International Monetary Fund. If they agree & take the money, they will be in debt for a long time to come. That gives the United States the leverage, its pound of flesh from that country. The U.S. then demands and gets all kinds of cheap resources and labor to exploit from that country.

			But if the EHMs fail and if the leader of that country refuses to take the loan or to go along, then as Perkins tells… the Jackals move in. The Jackals are always there, lurking in the shadows. When they come in, the heads of states are overthrown or die in violent “accidents”. And if by chance, the Jackals fail, the United Sates invades that country militarily, occupies the country or overthrows their leader, and installs a puppet government, like they did in Panama or Iraq.87

			Jaime Roldos was a compassionate man. He cared for the masses of Ecuador. He had promised his people that if elected, he would take back his country from the shackles of U.S. corporations. He had established a reputation as a populist and a nationalist man who strongly believed in the rights of the poor and held the view that his country’s natural resources should be used for the benefit of his people, not for the exploitation by the foreign corporations. He was campaigning for the presidency of Ecuador in 1978 and caught the attention of the foreign oil interests because he promised to stop the exploitation of his country’s resources by the foreign companies.

			An organization named Summer Institute of Linguistics (SIL), an evangelical missionary group from the United States had arrived in Ecuador, like it had in many other countries, under the pretext of studying, recording and translating indigenous languages.

			According to Perkins, SIL had been working extensively with the Huaorani tribe in the Amazon basin area, during early years of oil exploration. But a strange and disturbing pattern had emerged. Whenever seismologists reported to corporate headquarters that a certain region showed certain characteristics that indicated a high likelihood of oil beneath the surface, SIL went in and prodded indigenous people to move from that land onto missionary reservations; there they would receive free food, shelter, clothes, medical treatment and medical-style education. But the condition was that they had to deed their lands to the oil companies.

			There were rumors that SIL also used underhanded techniques to persuade the tribes to abandon their homes and move to the missions. An often-repeated story was that they had donated food heavily laced with laxatives-then offered medicines to treat diarrhea epidemic. All over Huaorani territory, SIL air-dropped false-bottomed food baskets containing tiny radio transmitters. Receivers at highly sophisticated communications stations manned by U.S. military personnel at the army base in Shell, tuned into these transmitters. Whenever a member of the tribe was bitten by a poisonous snake or became seriously ill, a SIL representative often in oil company helicopters arrived with anti- venom or the other proper medicines.

			Perkins writes further, that in the early days of oil exploration, five SIL missionaries were found dead with Huaorani spears protruding from their bodies. The Huaoranis claimed later that they did this to send SIL a message to keep out. The message went unheard.

			SIL was receiving funding from the Rockefeller charities. Jaime Roldos claimed that the Rockefeller connection proved that SIL was nothing but a front for stealing indigenous lands and promoting oil explorations. John D. Rockefeller, the scion of the family had founded Standard Oil that later divested into the companies Chevron, Mobil and Exxon.88

			Roldos was like Torrijos of Panama. Both stood up to the United States. Torrijos wanted to take back the Panama Canal while Roldos wanted to stop exploitation of his country’s oil resources. Roldos was not a communist but wanted his people to benefit from Ecuador’s natural resources, not U.S. corporations. It is believed that Washington and big U.S. companies would never allow Roldos as president. Insiders knew that if elected, he would meet the same fate as Chile’s Allende or Guatemala’s Arbenz.

			The major portion of Roldos’ platform came to be known as the Hydrocarbon policy. The policy was based on the premise that the greatest potential resource of Ecuador was petroleum and that its exploitation should bring the greatest benefit to the people of Ecuador.

			In 1978 election, Jaime Roldos was elected the president of Ecuador. In the U.S., Jimmy Carter was the president. Luckily for Roldos, despite lot of pressure from Texaco and other companies, under Carter, the United States stayed out of the picture for a while. It seemed certain that it was his Hydrocarbons Policy that convinced Ecuadorians to send Jaime Roldos to the presidential Palace in Quito-their first democratically elected president after a long line of dictators.

			Jaime Roldos, soon after assuming office, started moving forward. He took his campaign promises seriously, and started launching out attack on the oil companies. He saw that steadily, under the pressure and exploitation by the U.S. companies, the poor people of his country were being relegated to the life of servitude.

			Unfortunately, in November 1980, Carter lost the U.S. presidential election to Ronald Reagan. A president who sought peace and who stood for human rights, a decent man, was being replaced by a man who believed in U.S. superiority through military muscle. Reagan had no affinity for human rights. He believed that controlling oil fields wherever they existed was part of “manifest destiny”. He immediately had the solar heaters installed by Carter in the White House roof removed. Reagan was a Global Empire Builder for America. Though he was quite ignorant about world affairs, he was skillful in his communication. He was a corporate man, friendly to the corporate CEOs, the rich and the powerful elites.

			Early in 1981, Roldos administration presented his Hydrocarbons law to the Ecuadorian congress. It would change the Ecuador’s relationship to the U.S. oil companies if implemented. It seemed revolutionary and radical. If implemented, it would have far reaching consequences throughout Latin America.

			The oil company’s reaction was predictable.89 Their public relations people started a campaign to discredit and vilify Jaime Roldos. Their lobbyist went to Washington and Quito with brief cases full of bribe money and threats. They painted the first democratically elected president of Ecuador as another Castro. Despite threats and intimidation, Roldos would not cave in. He responded by denouncing the conspiracy between oil, politics, and religion. He openly accused the Summer Institute of Linguistics of colluding with the oil companies. Then in an extremely bold and reckless move, he ordered SIL out of the country.90

			Only weeks after sending his legislative package to congress and a couple of days after kicking out SIL missionaries, Roldos issued a warning to all foreign interests, including but not limited to oil companies that unless they changed their ways and implemented plans that would help Ecuador’s poor people, they would be forced out of the country. Then he delivered a major speech at the Atahualpa Olympic Stadium in Quito and then headed off to a small community in Southern Ecuador.

			He was killed in a fiery helicopter crash on May 24, 1981.91

			The world was shocked. Most Latin Americans were outraged. Throughout the hemisphere, the newspapers carried the headlines, “CIA Assassination”! Besides the fact that Washington and big oil companies hated him, according to Perkins, “many circumstances appeared to support these allegations and such suspicions were heightened as more facts became known.” Though nothing was proven but many witnesses have said that Roldos, as he was forewarned about an attempt on his life, had taken precautions including traveling in two helicopters. At the last moment, one of his security officers had convinced him to board the decoy helicopter. That helicopter blew up. Despite the reaction around the world, the news hardly made the U.S. press.

			When my family and I were in Ecuador in August, 2005, we were sight seeing in Quito. There I asked our guide whose name was Carlos and who was an educated young man of 25-26 years of age. I asked him how their president Jaime Roldos died. I wanted to see what the Ecuadorians thought about his assassination and if they knew about who killed him. To my surprise he told us very casually, “He was killed by the CIA sir.”!

			Osvaldo Hurtado took over as the new president. He soon reinstated Summer Institute of Linguistics and their oil company sponsors. He had launched an ambitious program to increase oil drilling by Texaco and other foreign companies in the Gulf of Guayaquil and the Amazon basin.92

			Omar Torrijos’ Mysterious Death

			Background

			A French engineer named Ferdinand De Lesseps who directed the construction of the Suez Canal, decided to build a Canal through the Central American isthmus to connect the Atlantic and the Pacific oceans. At this time, Panama was part of Colombia. Starting in 1881, the French began a massive undertaking that met catastrophe after catastrophe. By 1889, the project ended in financial disaster. But it did inspire a dream in Theodore Roosevelt. In the beginning of the 20th century, the United States had won a victory over Spain and was feeling all-powerful. It soon demanded that Colombia sign a treaty turning the isthmus over to the North American consortium. Naturally, Colombia refused.

			President Roosevelt, in 1903, sent U.S. warship Nashville; U.S. soldiers landed, seized and murdered a popular local commander and declared Panama an independent nation. Right away, a puppet government was installed and the first Canal Treaty granted the United States the rights for military intervention; established an American Zone on both sides of the future waterway and gave Washington virtual control over this newly formed “independent” nation.

			Interestingly, no Panamanian was a party to signing the Treaty! It was signed by U.S. Secretary of State Hay and a French engineer, Philippe Bunan-varilla who had been part of the original team. Essentially, an American and a Frenchman signed a treaty where the rights of a part of another nation Colombia were given away to the United States! 93

			The Assassination

			A coup in 1968 overthrew Arnulfo Arias, one of the many dictators who ruled Panama serving the U.S. interests. But this time, a different man came to power. General Omar Torrijos emerged as the head of state though he had not actively participated in the Coup.

			Torrijos was well loved and highly regarded by the poor people of Panama. He grew up in the rural city of Santiago where his parents were teachers. Through the ranks of the National Guard, he had come up. The National Guard was Panama’s primary military unit and had gained lot of support among the poor. Torrijos roamed the streets of the shantytowns, held many meetings in the slums listening to the poor people’s problems, helped those who were unemployed find jobs and on occasions, even spent his own limited money for the families stricken by illness and tragedy.

			His compassion for people recognized no boundary. He granted asylum to many refugees from other Latin American countries. He had instituted social reforms whereby his small nation of two million people served as a model to other nations of Latin America. With Torrijos in power, for the first time in its history, Panama, instead of being the puppet of Washington, was following its own independent policy! Torrijos did not succumb to the temptations offered by Moscow or Beijing, nor did he advocate communism. He was determined to follow his own independent course without forging alliances with United States’ enemies.

			Unlike Castro or Allende before him, Torrijos was seeking freedom to follow his own policy without claiming his movement to be a revolution and kept outside the realm of communist ideology. He simply said that Panama was entitled to its own rights-sovereignty over its people, its lands and over the waterways that bisected it and that their rights were as valid and as divine as those enjoyed by the United States.

			Torrijos also was against the School of the Americas and the U.S. Southern Command’s Tropical Warfare Training Center, both situated in the Canal Zone.

			Torrijos knew who killed Roldos. He knew that CIA would get him too if necessary. But still, he was not backing down. He was not going to be intimidated. Like Roldos he too expelled the Summer Institute of Linguistics. More than anything else, he wanted the Panama Canal back under the Panamanian authority. That’s why he had renegotiated the Panama Canal Treaty with President Carter and obtained the sovereignty over the canal. When Carter was defeated in the 1980 election and Reagan became president, the Reagan administration demanded that Torrijos renegotiate the Panama Canal Treaty. Torrijos adamantly refused to do that despite all the threats and consequences.

			Unfortunately, Reagan was no Carter. He was a cowboy president, reckless, and ready to bully, and use force. Just two months after Roldos’ death, Omar Torrijos’ nightmare came true. On July 31st, 1981, he was killed in a plane crash.

			Latin America and the world were shocked. Torrijos was well-known around the world as the man who had forced the United States to give up the Panama Canal to its rightful owners. Now he was dead. Once again the headlines and editorials in Latin America cried, “CIA Assassination”!

			Graham Green, the author who was a friend of General Torrijos began his book, Getting to Know the General, with the following paragraph:

			In August of 1981, my bag was packed for my fifth visit to Panama when the news came to me over the telephone of the death of General Omar Torrijos Herrera, my friend and host. The small plane in which he was flying to a house which he owned at Coclesito in the mountains of Panama had crashed, and there were no survivors. A few days later the voice of his security guard, Sergeant Chu-chu, alias Jose De Jesus Martinez, ex-professor of Marxist philosophy at Panama University, professor of mathematics and a poet, told me, “There was a bomb in that plane, but I can’t tell you over the telephone”.94

			There were many men who hated Torrijos and many amongst them were rich, powerful and influential. When he was alive, he was openly loathed by President Reagan, Vice President Bush, Defense Secretary Weinberger, the Joint Chief of Staff and the CEOs of many powerful Corporations.

			The provisions in the Torrijos-Carter treaty that forced them to close the School of the Americas and the U.S. Southern Command’s Tropical Warfare Center especially incensed the U.S. military. The military chiefs thus had a serious problem. Either they find a way around the treaty or they would have to find another country that was willing to allow these facilities there. John Perkins writes in his book that disposing off Torrijos and renegotiating the treaty with his successor was another option.95

			The huge multinationals were Torrijos’ corporate enemies. Most had strong connections with the Reagan administration and other politicians in Washington. Many of them were involved in exploiting Latin American natural resources such as oil, tin, copper, lumber, and vast agricultural lands. Many among them were communications companies, shipping and transportation, fruit companies, manufacturing firms, engineering and banking.

			Torrijos stood up to these men and paid a very high price in the end, it seems. He was replaced by an incompetent thug named Manuel Noriega who was once on the CIA’s payroll. But he too later on went out of favor with Washington. Under Bush Sr.’s (who was once a friend of Noriega) administration, the United States invaded Panama, killed thousands of innocent people and kidnapped its president Noriega who was tried in U.S. Court and sentenced to 40 years of imprisonment.

			It is strange to notice the pattern. Those leaders of the countries who stand for their own poor people, who work to uplift them, who try to stop the exploitation of their people and the natural resources of their lands, who stand up to the ruling elites in Washington, most of them seem to die in strange circumstances, or are overthrown. Examples abound…Allende of Chile, Roldos of Ecuador, Lumumba of Congo, Army Chief of staff Ron Schneider of Chile, Che Guevara of Cuba, Mohammed Mossadegh of Iran and Jacob Arbenz of Guatemala. Those who support the U.S. business interests in the exploitation of their own country, those who support the United States in its nefarious policies of exploitation of their lands, and those who are brutal and ruthless on their own countrymen, these dictators live long, survive, flourish and amass fortunes for themselves…Somoza of Nicaragua, Marcos of Philippines, Parks of South Korea, Mobutu of Zaire, Pinoche of Chile, Shah of Iran, ruling Junta of Argentina during the 70’s, Suharto of Indonesia…None of them died an accidental death! None of them were overthrown for a long time! They all had one common characteristic. They all agreed to the dictates by Washington.

		

	
		
			CHAPTER 10 
Bay of Pigs Fiasco and Subsequent Assaults on Cuba

			Bay of Pigs Fiasco

			Background

			Like other Latin American countries, Cuba had been treated for a long time as a virtual satellite of the United States. Cuba, a protectorate of the United States, from 1898 to 1933, was totally under U.S. influence. Batista, who promoted U.S. business interests in Cuba, was America’s ‘man’, openly supported by Washington. The United States constantly meddled in Cuban politics. For the conventioneers in Miami, Cuba was a star attraction as they could spend evenings in Havana enjoying the city’s widespread gambling and prostitution. Batista’s regime, corrupt to the core and dictatorial, benefited from extensive U.S. investments, especially in sugar plantations. U.S. companies owned 37 percent of Cuba’s sugar production in 1958, thus controlling the North American market. (62 percent was owned by Cuba). In 1959, U.S. private investment in Cuba was $955 million. 40 percent of Cuba’s banks in 1955 were foreign owned.1

			In the mid-1950s, the Cuban economy was very unstable, extremely fragile and highly dependent on volatile sugar prices. The Cubans had little or no control over this—the poor Cubans were struggling to survive while the rich few, who associated with the dictatorial regime and the foreign investors, were getting wealthier by the day. The upper classes were sending their profits out of Cuba rather than investing back in the Cuban economy. Rampant crime and vice (in Havana), poverty and unemployment, lack of Cuban control over land and industries, and extreme discontent amongst the masses—all these conditions made the country ripe for revolution. Adding fuel to the fire, the Batista dictatorship had become extremely repressive.

			Fidel Castro, a young cigar-smoking revolutionary, was the son of a well-to-do sugar planter. He was a nationalist leader, leading a group of guerillas with a goal to depose Batista and disband the army. This movement was getting momentum and support by the masses. Fidel Castro was not a communist yet. His sharp turn to the left came after he had been in power for one and a half year.

			U.S. aid to Batista continued till early 1958, when Eisenhower’s “wait and see” policy (as the revolution was brewing) took the unusual step of cutting arms shipments to Batista regime. The Cuban army’s support to Batista dissipated quickly. The army had already alienated the Cuban masses by its brutal efforts to control the Guerillas.

			The United States, at this crucial moment, exhibited a little tolerance for the revolution. It is ironic that the advice for this tolerance came from Milton Eisenhower, the brother of the President. He had gone to Latin America in 1953 and was convinced of the need to pay more attention to the popular struggle against the poverty in the region. 2

			A wide range of groups who had suffered at the hands of Batista or who had been alienated from the established order by the poverty and political repression backed Castro. He finally rose to power by the end of 1958.

			As in many other instances throughout Latin America and other parts of the world, the United States, while the Cuban revolution was brewing, lost the unique opportunity to side with the masses by helping Fidel Castro. Instead, by its flawed policy towards Castro, it pushed Castro in a year and half, to move drastically towards left and join the communist camp. If the U.S., instead of alienating and pushing Castro against the wall, would have helped him, perhaps the history of Cuban-American relations would have been very friendly and cordial.

			Soon, because of its obvious hostility to him, Castro had realized that sooner or later, the United States was going to attack or overthrow him or kill him by direct invasion or through covert action. So he had started to establish alternatives to reliance on the U.S. for all its arms as quickly as possible. Though his behavior was perfectly normal under the circumstances, it shocked Washington.

			In 1959, Castro took over U.S.-operated hotels and a mining company. That intensified U.S. protests and anger against him. In February and March 1960, Castro signed trade agreements with the Soviet Union. With that, Moscow agreed to buy most of Cuba’s sugar and they and East Europeans would provide Cuba with industrial goods, arms and oil. By June, the arms buildup had begun. The United States had imposed an arms embargo against Cuba since 1958 and its West European allies were also pressured not to sell the arms to Castro. So he, in May 1960, entered into diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union. This provoked a strong reaction from Washington.3 The diplomatic relations may not have constituted a substantive threat to the United States but the act of defiance it seems, was beyond the threshold of the U.S. tolerance.

			The Eisenhower administration, in its first punishing response to Castro, suspended all imports of Cuban sugar in July 1960. Castro quickly negotiated a deal with China to sell additional sugar. The U.S. verbal attacks intensified as Castro’s relations with the Soviets expanded as he brought in more communists in his government.

			Khrushchev asserted that the Monroe Doctrine was dead and the Soviet rockets would protect Cuba against U.S. attack. The Department of State proclaimed the doctrine’s principles “as valid today as they were in 1827”. 4 Eisenhower also declared that the United States will never “permit the establishment of a regime dominated by International Communism in the Western Hemisphere.” 5

			The Preparation for Invasion

			Plans for covert operation against Castro were already underway by the time Kennedy arrived at the White House. As a matter of fact, on March 17, 1960, Eisenhower approved a plan to overthrow Castro by covert CIA operation against him. In August, even the discussion about assassinating Castro had also begun within the CIA.6

			The CIA had already decided by now, to make direct attack on Cuba by the Cuban exiles. The agency, under the leadership of its Deputy Director for plans, Richard Bissell, had begun recruiting Cuban refugees in Miami area. It had also established training camps in Nicaragua and Guatemala. Pilots, mainly from the Alabama Air National Guard, were being assembled, trained, and instructed for this combat mission. A small CIA naval force was also prepared to transport the invasion forces.

			The specific steps and means to achieve the clear objective to overthrow the Castro government were left vague. It was hoped and assumed that upon the arrival of a ‘liberation force’, a popular rebellion would arise. If that failed, then the exiles would establish a beachhead and setup a provisional government. The government then could call on the United States for aid and thus could provide a base for conducting a civil war. The whole operation was poorly planned in total secrecy even from Pentagon or the Department of State. Though the operation was to be a top secret, it was widely known in Cuban community in Miami that the CIA was recruiting a force to liberate Cuba. The details as per the date or place were not known but the essential facts were no secret, even to Castro.

			The Invasion

			After two years’ planning by the CIA against Castro, an armed force of 1,443 Cuban refugees, called Brigade 2506, landed on the southern coast of Cuba, a place called “Bahia De Cochinos”, or “Bay of Pigs”. 7

			The invasion went badly from the start. The attempt to destroy the Cuban air force was insufficient. The brigade air force of old B-26s attacking at dawn on April 16, 1961, from its base in Nicaragua, was unable to destroy all of Cuba’s planes on the ground; a major problem, since the success of the invasion was based on the premise that no threat would come from the Cuban air force. The need for a second air strike was essential but as so much public attention had been generated by now to the operation, the president and his advisors had rejected the idea of any direct U.S. help. Kennedy’s decision was in line with the creation of the impression that U.S. involvement was minimal if any. But the CIA saw the refusal as a serious betrayal. Even if the second air strike were permitted, it would have given the invaders more time but could not have saved the operation.

			Cuban armed forces and the militia immediately started mobilizing upon hearing of the news of the bombing raid. Castro was not surprised as he had expected the invasion at any time. But the U.S. planners were taken back at the rapid Cuban response to the attack.

			The brigade prepared for Sunday night assault off the invasion beaches of Playa Girou and Playa Larga. But they had poor intelligence. There were underground coral reefs 50 yards offshore, so the landing craft ran aground. The presumably deserted beach areas were full of families, construction workers, and a few militia personnel, who were alerted by the noise and lights from the struggling invasion. Then the gunfire broke out and the entire area of Bay of Pigs woke up. The news of attack was telephoned 120 miles away to Havana. It was no more a swift and silent landing as planned.

			At daytime, the damaged but still operational Cuban air force attacked while the invading troops and supply ships were still unloading equipment and ammunition. Two of the five ships at Playa Girou were sunk by this attack. U.S. (C.I.A.) pilots took over from the exhausted Cuban pilots in the brigade air force and tried to provide air cover at the beaches but even that effort could not save the disaster in the making. Four U.S. pilots were killed. Under air attack and short of ammunition, the invading brigade soon ran into Castro’s militia.

			Now Castro himself, in full uniform, took charge of the Cuban retaliation. He ran the counter attack without much communications capability, by using the telephones from various shops and mills along the roads leading to the Bay of Pigs. Additionally, Castro had the intimate knowledge of the area as he had often fished in the area and also had surveyed it for the construction of a resort. The invaders could not have chosen a less suitable site.

			The location had other problems too. Swamps bordered the beaches, so it was almost impossible for the invaders to stealthily move inland without running into Cuban troops coming down the few roads.

			The success of a guerilla movement requires a popular disaffection and hatred of the existing regime. But in Cuba under Castro, that condition not only did not exist but in fact, Castro was a very popular revolutionary who had just liberated the Cuban people from the shackles of a repressive and corrupt regime. The C.I.A., as so often in the past (and later on in the future), had miscalculated the whole situation.

			The invaders were no match for Castro’s well-trained and well equipped army. They held out till April 20th. But finally, 1,189 brigade members were captured and 114 were killed. After a mass trial, the captured invaders were returned to the United States in 1962 in exchange for $53 million worth of food and drugs.8

			Thus, Fidel Castro savored a tremendous propaganda victory against the United States. Now everybody believed what he had been saying all along that the United States would do anything to remove him from power. Cuba now had become the first Latin American country to defy and defeat the United States.

			Kennedy, in private, asked movingly, “How could I have been so stupid to let them go ahead?” 9 Cuba’s plea to Russia for more arms was now justified. That would ultimately lead to the “Cuban Missile Crisis” between the United States and the Soviet Union. But at least for now, Cuba seemed to be safe from the U.S. invasion.

			Conclusion

			Ever since the U.S.-Spanish war of 1898, the U.S. policy towards Latin America has been one of invasions, overthrowing of legitimate governments, suppression of popular movements and democracy, and supporting the military dictators. Why? Well, there are several reasons that can be mentioned. Excessive fear, paranoia, and hatred of communism are one. But underlying the communist threat were other reasons. Protection of U.S. business interests was a major objective. U.S. hegemony where every Latin American government would fear the United States is yet another. Imperial hubris, arrogance of power, racism of poor indigenous people, the Indian masses, and blacks who still constituted the large percentage of the people of Cuba were the other reasons.

			As regards to most invasions, interventions, and overthrows of legitimate regimes of these countries by the United States, “the threat of communism” has served well as a reason to intervene, though most of the time that perceived threat has been an excuse, a fictitious one at that.

			As usual, whenever a popular movement has brewed in any country, like it happened in Cuba, the United States has always sided with the dictators against the masses. Why? Because if the masses by popular movements gain power then the country will no longer be open to exploitation by an outside power. The resources of the country will be diverted for the benefit of its poor people rather than for the exploitation by the powerful U.S. corporations.

			In Cuba, the United States had an opportunity in 1959-60 to work out friendly relationship with the Castro government. Initially, Castro could have been made a friend of the United States as he also wanted that. But from the beginning only, Washington exhibited extreme hostility towards him. Early on, the Eisenhower administration had begun to plan Castro’s removal. After a short period, Castro’s revolution was so highly motivated by hostility towards the U.S. government that a cordial arrangement became unlikely by then.

			Tad Szulc, one of the most informed students of Castro and his revolution, argues that Washington had very much distorted Castro’s connection to Moscow in 1959-1961. Moscow did not back the revolution and it was not led by communists. Castro himself was not a communist though he was perhaps a leftist nationalist. Fidel actually had to sell the Russians the idea that his revolution really was a Marxist-Leninist Socialist movement and that it stood a chance to survive. According to Szulc, Castro was driven to dependence on the USSR by Eisenhower’s covert operations and economic sanctions against Cuba. These were the decisive factors that ‘pushed’ Castro in the communist camp. During the revolution, Castro already had a socialist program and apparently did not see a need to establish a direct relationship with the Soviets.10

			Harold Molineu, in his book, U.S. Policy toward Latin America (West view Press, Boulder, Co, 1990), concludes very rightly that:

			The United States, after bungling up the Bay of Pigs intervention, learned to live with a revolutionary next door but it would not tolerate a direct challenge to U.S. security. (in October 1962, that challenge came when the Russians tried to keep the nuclear missiles in Cuba). The United States learned second thing. That was, unlike Cuba where they waited too long to crush the popular movement but the next time, their threshold for tolerance would be much lower. Dominican Republic in 1965 (not to repeat Cuban fiasco), would prove that how low that threshold had become.

			Assault on Cuba

			Ever since Castro seized power by overthrowing Fulgencio Batista in January 1959, the Eisenhower administration was mistakenly convinced that he was a communist. In reality, Castro was a fierce nationalist, not a communist. After assuming power, Castro was very eager to establish good relations with the United States. But Washington leaders rebuffed him on several occasions.

			Castro of course nationalized several businesses, which were in the hands of private U.S. companies. He wanted to protect his poor country-men from exploitation by powerful U.S. corporations. Also, he closed down all the gambling casinos, prostitution, and drug dealings which were going on uncontrolled under the dictator Batista.

			From day one of his assuming control of Cuba, the United States had started scheming about how to assassinate him or overthrow him and how to sabotage key Cuban industries to destabilize the country.

			From 1960 onwards, the U.S. government under various presidents continuously tried to kill Castro and sabotage key Cuban industries such as copper mines, the sugar industry etc. to hurt the fragile Cuban economy so as to destabilize the island nation. Besides imposing a brutal economic embargo, which is still in effect for more than forty years, succeeding U.S. administrations-from Kennedy brothers, Johnson, and Nixon to Reagan and George Bush Sr.-undertook several different schemes to destroy Cuba’s leaders and its economy.

			Those misadventures consisted of bombing Cuba’s copper mines, blowing up bridges, highways, airports and destroying the Cuban air force. It included trying to sabotage its economy and means of production, terrorist raids on its shores, blowing up hotels, destroying Cuban ships on its shores, printing massive amount of fake Cuban money and circulating it within Cuba to hurt its economy, and throwing millions of leaflets from the sky asking its people to rebel against their government. The Invasion of Cuba by CIA trained Cuban exiles in the Bay of Pigs Fiasco is well known. Yet another invasion was planned after that. Also, CIA trained and paid right-wing Cuban exiles who bombed a Cuban airliner in 1976 when 73 innocent civilians lost their lives. Even germ warfare by releasing germs from the air to spread disease and cloud formation to create excessive rains to destroy Cuba’s sugarcane crop were attempted.

			Perhaps no other small nation was ever subjected to such constant sabotage and harassment by its giant neighbor for so long and yet survived like Cuba has. Also, perhaps no other big nation in its paranoia of hatred towards its young tiny neighbor has ever tried so hard, so brazenly for so long to destroy its leadership and its economy.

			In its campaign of terror and sabotage, the U.S. government employed a large section of right-wing anti-Castro Cuban exiles that had fled Cuba after Castro had seized power. In addition, the CIA also took the help of some well-known Mafia leaders in its nefarious undertakings. Millions of dollars were sanctioned and spent. Countless aircrafts, ships, destroyers, boats, canons, machine guns, and other equipments given by the CIA were employed for these tasks.

			No other U.S. administration was more obsessed with assassinating Fidel Castro than that of the Kennedy brothers! John Kennedy had narrowly won the U.S. presidential election in November 1960 by “remove Castro and save Cuba from the communists” platform. Kennedy, besides approving the invasion of Cuba in the Bay of Pigs invasion, authorized the assassination of Castro by various means. He had also approved a greatly escalated program of sabotage of Cuban railroads, its electric power, and communications facilities, highway transportation, and its petroleum facilities. It was a major escalation of the secret war against Cuba. Robert Kennedy, the younger brother, the Attorney General and the second most powerful man in America during the early 60’s was ‘obsessed’ with the elimination of Castro. It was the paranoia of the Kennedy brothers about the liquidation of Castro that perhaps brought about John Kennedy’s own assassination. Reliable reports indicate that the combination of right-wing elements in the CIA, the angry mafia, and Fidel Castro culminated in his own assassination. Reports indicate that Kennedy’s ill-fated and ill-prepared Bay of Pigs invasion of April 1961 and his subsequent failure to provide ‘air cover’ to the CIA trained Cuban-exiles who were desperately pleading Kennedy for help once the invasion ran into trouble, played a major role in his own assassination.

			It was simply his extreme carefulness and vigilance as well as his better luck that Castro survived all the attempts on his life and distinguished himself as a David who fought Goliath and survived.

			Assassination Attempts and Sabotage

			There was a CIA-Mafia plan to kill Castro by administrating poison capsules in his food or drink in early sixties. A Cuban named Tony Varona was the prime minister of Cuba under Carlos Prio, the president elected in 1950. Ultimately, Prio was overthrown two years later by a coup by Batista. Prio and Varona had fled to Miami. After Castro’s victory in December 1959, Varona had joined the anti-Castro movement in Miami. The Florida mob boss, Santos Trafficante, with CIA’s approval and funding, hired Varona to have the poison pill administered to Castro. Varona had told Trafficante that he had a contact inside a Havana restaurant where Castro and his top aides often ate. Varona’s contact should be able to administer the poison capsules to Castro, it seemed.

			Varona was able to get the poison capsules into the right hands in Havana. But they were all waiting for the ‘go’ signal to proceed. It was intended by the CIA to synchronize the assassination with the invasion, which was in the planning stage. But when Varona was given the capsules, the invasion date was not fixed yet. Everyone knew that it was coming soon. Even Castro knew that an invasion was imminent. He was frantically preparing to repulse it.

			CIA’s chemists had synthesized the lethal botulism, which would take, once administered, a day or two to work. The death would be attributed to natural causes, so the United States will not come under any suspicion. To the surprise of those involved, the “go ahead” signal never came. The most likely explanation was that the CIA did not know that Mafia was using Tony Varona to carry out the assassination. Because the agency took measures to effectively prevent Varona from passing the “go signal” in the days leading to the invasion. Perhaps CIA lost its best chance to kill Castro in its desire for “plausible denial” protection.

			A fellow named Robert Maheu was the manager of the Howard Hughes’ holdings in Las Vegas. He was also a CIA bagman who had hired a notorious mobster to kill Premier Fidel Castro. He had hired Johnny Roselli, a violent mobster who worked for higher mobsters in Chicago, Las Vegas, and Los Angeles. It was September 1960. Maheu had offered Roselli $150,000 to kill Castro. 11

			The Cuban leader had come to New York to attend the annual General Assembly of the United Nations. New York Chief Inspector Michael J. Murphy was in charge of ‘protecting’ Castro.

			A CIA man had approached Murphy and had told him that the CIA had a plan. According to this plan, a special box of cigars would be planted at a place where Castro would smoke one. The cigar would explode and kill Castro instantly! Murphy was shocked. But to his relief, the CIA man explained that the plan would not be carried out.12 But the fact remained that the CIA was considering all kinds of plans to liquidate Castro.

			In the fall of 1960, the CIA was considering murdering not only Castro but also Patrice Lumumba of Congo. The agency was seriously considering putting together a Mafia hit squad to carry out assignments anywhere in the world. A fellow named Charles Siragusa was a top official of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics who probably knew more about the mafia than any other lawman in the country. The CIA approached Siragusa with the idea of the “hit squad”. Siragusa, a world war-II military intelligence officer was the Narcotics Bureau’s liaison with the CIA. He was shocked when he heard the CIA propose to him to use his knowledge and contacts in the underworld to recruit assassination bounty hunters who were to be paid $1 million drawn from clandestine funds for each murder. “At first I thought he was joking”, Siragusa said. But it was no joke. Siragusa rejected the proposal. “In wartime it’s one thing, but in peacetime, it’s something different”, he said.13

			Early in 1961, the CIA simply wanted to blow away Castro like the Mafia hits one sees in movies. But the three Mafias, Giancana, Trafficante, and Roselli were opposed to the standard hit. Because doing that to a head of state would give no chance to the killer to run away. Roselli suggested to the CIA if they could make a deadly poison so powerful that a drop could be lethal though slow-acting and that could be given to Castro. The CIA loved the idea. They gave the task to the talented Joseph Scheider of the Technical Services Division, who perfected a small quantity of pills containing botulin toxin. The pills worked well when tested on monkeys. Scheider handed over the pills to a man named O’Connell who delivered them to Roselli.

			Roselli reported back that they had been passed on to “an official close to Castro who may have received kickbacks from gambling interests” as per 1975 Senate Intelligence Committee report.14 A few weeks later, that official returned the pills saying that he had lost his government position. O’ Connell and Roselli concluded that the official developed cold feet.15

			Timed to consider with the forthcoming invasion, there were two major plots—one through the Mafia and the other with the Cuban underground. There were, it seems, some direct attempts by the agency. According to author Roy Norton, CIA assassination squads, under the direction of a WW-II OSS assassination school, were trained in the Florida Everglades. The Marine officers, who were assigned to the CIA, carried-out the ‘training’. 16

			The CIA provided weapons to the Cuban underground umbrella organization called Unidad Revolucionaria with whom the agency’s internal Cuban assassination plot was cooperating. A World War-II sub chaser named Tejana III was shuttling personnel and material at night between Key West and secluded spots on Cuba’s north coast. The shipment was as large as filling two trucks, according to a Unidad officer. Further, according to him, the shipments consisted of M-1 Garand rifles, 0.30 and 0.50 caliber submachine guns, C-3 and C-4 plastic explosives and incendiary materials. Some of the weapons were distributed to the underground groups while the remainder was hiddden for future use. 17

			A number of Castro high officials who had deserted, secretly had joined Unidad. Among them were Aldo Vera, Commandant of the Bureau of Investigation, and the wiry, pinch faced Minister of Agriculture, Humberto Sori Marin. Frequently they secretly came to Key West, Florida for clandestine conferences with the CIA officials. The CIA counted on them to kill Castro before the Bay of Pigs invasion.

			The plan was as follows: The San Antonio air base near Havana would be seized by the mutinous air force officers. The navy ships would raise the flag of rebellion and would sail from their ports. The Student Revolutionary Directorate (DRE) would take over and occupy The University of Havana. The Control of Havana police stations will be taken over by Vera and his police colleagues. The public utilities, communications facilities and other strategic targets would be seized or sabotaged by the underground.

			Only a handful of key conspirators knew about yet another aspect of the plan. That was, Castro and his brother Raul would be liquidated, plunging both the military and the government into turmoil without the key leaders. Sori Marin had a good idea of how to do it. Many times he had stood with Fidel on reviewing stands as parades passed by. He told his CIA sponsors that it would be simple to plant one of the petacas (plastic bombs) which they had plenty of under the stand and blow the key leaders including Castro.

			In suburban Miramar, in a home on a quiet Calle Once, on March 18 a final meeting was held. Humberto Sori Marin, Roger Gonzalez, Rafael Hanscon, and other conspirators were in deep conversation planning their moves. They were also very up beat due to their recent successes as petacas had exploded in several theatres and other public places. Two major Havana department stores were burned down by the incendiary devices.

			A Castro’s military unit several blocks away stopped in front of a house and knocked on the door. The nervous woman occupant ran out the back door and ran to the house on Calle Once which her friends owned. The patrol spotted her going there, so they came to that house and broke the door and came in. Shots were fired. Sori Marin drew his pistol but was badly wounded while others raised their hands and surrendered.18

			Thus, Unidad’s back was broken and the CIA gave up on Unidad as an important part of the invasion that was in the works.

			Merely three months after the failed Bay of Pigs invasion of April 1961, the United States had concocted yet another plan to kill both Fidel Castro and his brother Raul, the Deputy Premier and the Defense Minister. The assassinations were to be carried out by Cuban workmen who were to infiltrate into Cuba from the U.S. naval base at Guantanamo on the southeastern coast of the island.19

			The double hit was scheduled to take place on the revolutionary holiday of July 26, 1961. On that day, both the Castros were going to appear in the public. Fidel was to lead a celebration for visiting Soviet space hero Yuri Gagarin in Havana. While Raul was to speak publicly in ceremonies in Santiago, marking the eighth anniversary of the attack on the Moncada barracks.

			For this plan there was a close cooperation between the CIA and the office of Naval Intelligence, the ONI. As the U.S. embassy was shut down in Havana in January 1961, the sprawling Guantanamo naval base had become a hot spot for gathering intelligence and as a staging area.

			Two anti-Castro Cubans were hired at Guantanamo base from where they were to infiltrate into Cuba. One was Luis Balbuena, who was a theatrical booking agent in Oriente Province while the other was Alonzo Gonzales, an Episcopalian priest who was very interested in becoming bishop of Cuba once Castro was overthrown. Both were sharp marksmen. Gonzales was reportedly trained by CIA at the CIA ‘academy’ in Virginia known as ‘farm’.

			Gonzales headed for Havana, quietly slipping out of Guantanamo. He vanished without a trace, never to be heard from again. Balbuena told the Miami police that he “was involved in an attempt to assassinate Raul Castro” which was “discovered by the Cuban government” and he was forced to take refuge inside the naval base. (In 1962, he was taken to Miami). It is still a mystery how the Cubans had found out about the plot but evidently they knew a lot.20

			Not long after, Dick Bissell, the Chief of Clandestine Services was summoned to the White House. In the Cabinet Room, he was reportedly chewed up by both, President Kennedy and Attorney General Robert Kennedy for as they put it, “sitting on his ass and not doing anything about getting rid of Castro and the Castro regime”.21 This gives one some idea of how eager the Kennedy brothers were to get rid of Castro.

			Two other plots were hatched to kill Castro, shortly after Bissell was dressed down. One was under the CIA Miami station’s direction and the other was done by the Cubans themselves with CIA’s knowledge. The CIA directed plot consisted of a former employee of the Cuban Treasury Ministry, one named Luis Toroella. He was brought to Florida, trained there, and was back by the time of Bay of Pigs. He infiltrated Cuba and went to Santiago in an underground network. His code name there was Amblood. The underground was supplied by the CIA with large amounts of cash, a yacht and enough quantity of weapons. Amblood kept in touch with the agency through a letter drop in Quito, Ecuador. For urgent matters, he used direct radio contact with Miami station.22

			On September 24, the Cuban government announced that it had foiled the assassination plot and smashed the Amblood ring. Nobody knows how the Cubans found out. Anyway, twelve members of the ring were charged with planning to fire bazookas at Fidel Castro from across the street from the Havana city sports stadium when he addressed the big rally. The list of arrested included Octavio Barroso of the Oriente section of Unidad, the underground group formed by the CIA and the Oriente governor Segundo Barges. Toroella with others was later executed.23

			In October of 1961, President Kennedy, still barely recovering from the embarrassment of the Bay of Pigs fiasco, secretly ordered the Joint Chief of Staff to plan and prepare yet another invasion of Cuba to be implemented as and when needed. This plan took several months to prepare. When ready, it was estimated that U.S. warships, planes, and assault units could be on the Cuban beaches within eight days after the ‘green’ light.24

			Later on, the CIA carried out under the Mongoose scheme, an ‘Operation Fantasma’. In the scheme, Frank Stargis and other contract pilots dropped leaflets on Camagiiey, Ceinfuegos, and Matanzas in central Cuba. The leaflets urged people to form “phantom cells” for sabotage against the regime. They were encouraged to carry matches with them all the times to burn cane fields, to take the receivers off the hooks in the telephone booths so as to tie up communications. The government was to be harassed in all possible ways, the people were told. The pamphlets were accompanied by radio broadcasts on Swan Island.

			As a part of Operation Mongoose, in one plan the CIA crash-trained the remnants of Brigade 2506 in all kinds of commando tactics at a base near Key West. The mission was to demolish a railroad yard and a bridge on the northern coast of Cuba. In keeping with the Mongoose plan, the commandos were to land at night so that the sabotage would be blamed on the locals. But the Cuban patrol crafts spotted their boat, so the mission had to be aborted.25

			Yet another ambitious plan was undertaken. It was to demolish the huge Matahambre copper mines complex in Pinar Del Rio. Cuba’s small economy would suffer a severe blow if this mine were to become unoperational, it was believed. “They gave us good training”, San Roman mentioned, “With the scale models of the shafts and the way they took the minerals up from the mines. And we had big targets and demolition equipment and all that. We were in the training for two weeks, using rubber rafts, big ships and small ships and time clocks for the demolition. And after all that work, they put us in a ship that was good for nothing.”

			Roman continued, “At sea, the battery went dead, one engine went out, and the ship began taking water and the radio failed.” Grayston Lynch the commandos’ supervisor, to seek help took off in a catamaran that had been towed along. A freighter picked him up and sent signals to the coast guard to rescue the commandos who were helplessly drifting.26 Thus one after another, the plots continued.

			In 1962, another plot was hatched by the CIA for which violent young men of the Cuban Student Directorate (DRE) were hired and trained.

			As reported by DRE underground, every Friday evening, newly arrived Russian, Chinese, Polish, and Czech technicians and advisors gathered at the empty Blanquita Theatre, and then they walked over to nearby Hotel Icar for dinner and drinks. On many occasions, Fidel Castro and other high officials joined them. Hotel Icar was located near the water’s edge in suburban Miramar. The plan was that DRE boats would slip stealthily to the coast and fire its 20mm cannon accompanied with machine gun fire. If all went well, Castro would be killed in the intense shelling and gunning.

			On the night of August 24, 1962 exactly at ten-thirty, two low riding motorboats full of unruly DRE members secretly slipped under the radar screen guarding the Havana Bay and past two Czech-made patrol crafts. As planned, their target was the Hotel Icar.

			“It all went smooth until we got close enough”, said Jose Basulto, who was a gunner on the DRE boat Juanin. “Then one of our extra gas tanks that was made of plastic began to leak and gas ran all over the deck. We didn’t know what to do. The gas was right under the cannon, and I was going to shoot. We were afraid the shot might spark and cause an explosion. But there was Cuba – and we were too deep in the thing to back out.”

			The raiders, as they moved closer to the shore and positioned themselves in hot water, they could see uniformed men moving back and forth in front of Icar’s picture window. The raiders started firing. A Czech physician who was strolling on the hotel lawn saw the bullets being fired. He told the newsmen that their aim was poor and the firing was pretty far out. Soon there was chaos in the hotel as a result of the pandemonium. Guests in their nightgowns were running back and forth and panic reigned supreme. The Hotel Icar was pockmarked with shell holes while the lobby was in shambles. But there were no injuries or casaulties.27

			The boats fled after a few minutes. Due to poor visibility, the Cuban jets were hampered in their pursuit. The fleeing boats made it to their base on Marathon Key in Florida. Castro vigorously denounced the United States and accused it of complicity in the murder attempt on his life. The State Department came out with a reply that the incident was a “spur of the moment” private act carried out without government knowledge.

			Again, there was another mission arranged by the CIA. The CIA’s naval operations in the Caribbean had a ship named Rex, also a sister ship Heda, plus other four ships and a dozen smaller ships; all were armed.

			That night, Rex was going to help carry out the raid in Cuba. The Cuban seamen of the Rex were known as Mombises. They were paid $300 per month by the CIA through the ‘front’ account by Commercial Fisheries Company. The Mombises were determined commandos, without families, ready to die for a cause; trained and financed by the CIA. It cost the CIA half a million dollars per year to keep the Rex and its seamen afloat.

			In this mission, their plan was for Rex to come as close as half a mile off Cuban port, put these men in two rubber rafts well equipped with cannons and machine guns. The rafts were to go up the river and join other commandos of Mombises who were already there and carry out acts of sabotage with their plastic explosives.

			Rex, as planned, stopped a half mile off the Cuban port. It was four minutes before midnight. Cuba looked like a long strip on the horizon. Pinar Del Rio Province looked like an alligator’s tail at the Western end of the island.

			The two fiberglass speed boats (Moppies) left Rex with fewer than fifty masked commandos with C-4 plastic explosives. The Cape Corrientes’ light normally flashing its warning was off tonight which kind of showed something was amiss. At the mouth of the high-banked river, the Moppies stopped. The commandos now inflated the black rubber rafts with silent motors for the last leg of their journey up the river. Further on, there was a rendezvous point with two other Mombises who had gone there a week earlier. The rafts slowed down in the river.

			The Mombises with infrared blinkers signaled the shore. After a minute, the answer came back but in a wrong code. Mombises realized that it was a trap. The Mombises frantically and in panic, opened fire with their M-3 Grease guns, turned around and headed back toward the Moppies at the mouth of the river. The shore lit up blue and red as on both of the river banks and machine guns opened fire on the fleeing rafts. One raft was torn apart with bullets, throwing dead and injured into the water. Before the other raft could reach the sea, the Moppies were speeding back toward the Rex while the Cuban patrol boats were in hot pursuit. The abandoned commandos turned toward the shores where the Cuban soldiers were waiting for them.28

			One Moppie managed to reach the international waters and its crew was picked up by a merchant ship. Rex the mother ship, though outgunned by the Cuban vessels, managed to enter Mexico’s territorial waters off Cozumel Island. The Cuban gunboats honored the boundary and turned back.

			In early September, only six weeks before the Soviet Union had issued a warning that it could not ‘tolerate’ further more raids and attacks on Cuba by exiles “armed and supplied with North American weapons”. Moscow also made it clear that it was aware that the CIA was breaching the missile crises agreement which required that the United States would refrain from sponsoring further military adventures against Cuba.

			Despite all that warning, there was more in store for Cuba. Some Mombises had managed to go ashore. Once there, they were able to secretly place demolition charges at the Matahambre copper mine, linked to Santa Lucia by a cable car system. They were discovered by alert Cuban guards at the mine. The leader of the commando team, a former Batista army lieutenant, was captured and later executed. But enough plastic explosive went off to rock the mine and incur some damage.

			The Commandos Mombises were a wholly owned creation of the CIA. They were trained at a CIA amphibious base near New Orleans.

			According to a Standing Group minutes of the meeting in the spring of 1963, everyone had agreed with Robert Kennedy that “the United States must do something against Castro, even though we do not believe our actions would bring him down.”

			President Kennedy on June 19 authorized their decision to “do something”. It was a greatly escalated program of sabotage aimed at the railroad and highway transportation, at petroleum facilities, and at the communications facilities of Cuba. This lead to the CIA’s creation of its Caribbean Secret Navy and the creation of the Commandos Mombises.29

			A counterrevolutionary named El Menoyo, whose CIA cover name was Maurice Bishop had helped Antonio Veciana who had fled to Miami and had founded a CIA supported group named Alpha-66. Menoyo had defected from Cuban revolution. Alpha-66’s long-term objective was to infiltrate and disrupt Cuban military and political establishments, thus preparing the ground for a domestic uprising.

			Alpha-66 decided to zap the Russians by attacking their ships. Their first raid occurred on September 10, 1962. Their first target turned out to be San Pascual, an old steamer, grounded and used for molasses storage. Then they managed to attack a British freighter ‘Newlane’ but the customs helicopters chased them away from the Cuban shores. While running away, they took a parting shot at the coastal cargo ship San Blas. Alpha-66 became more daring on October 10, when its commandos landed on the shore at Isabela de Sagua, about 150 miles east of Havana. There, they killed twenty persons, several Russians being amongst them.30

			Bishop deliberately was targeting the Russian ships to force a confrontation between the two powers. On March 18, 1963, another strike came at Isabela de Sagua. An anchored Russian ship, Lvov was hit incurring heavy damage. The commandos then went on the shore and attacked a Soviet infantry camp, wounding twelve soldiers.31

			On the night of March 27, Tony Cuesta, leader of a squad of Commandos L (for liberation), a spin-off group from Alpha-66, in the speedboat named Phoenix, closed in at Caibarien. There they attacked the Russian merchantman Baku with ten shells. The Phoenix was barely away when Baku was rent by a muffled explosion and a geyser shot up that reached above the tunnels. “The ship was all right, and as we fired we could hear the Russian sailors running and shouting”, Cuesta boasted. “We had a home-made mine of fifty pound of TNT, which we placed against the hull. We were only one hundred yards away when the explosion came”, he said.32

			Baku, with a gaping hole in her side, settled to the shallow bottom ruining the 10,000 bags of sugar that it contained.

			The Russians this time were outraged, charging on March 27 that the United States was “offering Cuban counterrevolutionaries its territories and material needs”, causing a “dangerous aggravation” of the situation in the Caribbean and the world. They were right. The Kennedys were reckless.

			The CIA kept working with the Mafia to kill Castro. For that mission, the Mafia gangster, named John Roselli had hired some Cuban snipers who were going to kill Castro.

			On one mission, Roselli had ridden a Swift V-20S with a sniper team to Cuba. But soon, a patrol craft interrupted it with its bottom blown out with machine-gun fire. The mafia man (Roselli) jumped out and a second boat rescued him, with the boat outrunning the Cubans, made it back. To prevent such incidents, CIA gave Roselli special radios tuned to the Cuban security channels.

			A three-man team of snipers that had infiltrated came close to succeeding on March 13. On the grounds of the University of Havana, they had set up a sniper’s nest. They were all set to kill Castro as he climbed up the steps for a scheduled appearance. But the security men, just before Castro arrived, discovered the plotters and arrested them.33

			Frank Sturgis, who later on would be arrested for his part in the Water-gate burglary, was constantly involved with the CIA in trying to sabotage Cuban targets. He was an extreme right-winger Cuban ex-pediatrician who had once worked in the revolution but was one of the first one to turn against Castro. There was also a swash-buckling commando named Alex Rorke.

			On April 25, eleven air strikes against Cuba took place as a result of Orlando Bosch, a right-wing Cuban exile, joining hands with Sturgis. Rorke dropped a spray of bombs on the Shell and Esso refineries near Havana. The New York Times had categorized this “the first bombing raid since the Bay of Pigs”. There were two more raids at Florida airfield and Lake Pontchartrain.

			The CIA during 1969-70, employed some high-tech methods to alter Cuba’s rain patterns to ravage its sugar crop and undermine its economy. Planes took off from China Lake Naval Weapons Center in the California desert where the high-tech method was developed. They flew over the island, seeded rain clouds with crystals that precipitated torrential rains over non-agricultural areas while the sugarcane fields were arid. The downpours even caused dangerous flash floods in some areas.34

			In March of 1970, a terrorist group was given by the U.S. intelligence officer a vial of African swine fever virus. The vial was secretly taken by fishing trawler to Navassa Island which was used in the past by the CIA as an advance base and was smuggled into Cuba. Some six weeks later, the first ever outbreak of the swine fever occurred in Cuba. Serious shortages of pork, the nation’s staple diet occurred, as the pig herds were decimated. It was termed the “most alarming event” of the year by the United Nations Food and Agricultural Organization. It futilely tried to find out how the disease had been transmitted.35

			When it assumed power in January 1969, the Nixon administration was no less interested in killing Castro than were the Kennedys. With full CIA involvement, Garry Patrick Hemming’s exile group had planned to execute a triple assassination play when Fidel Castro was a guest of Salvador Allende in Chile in October 1971.

			Tony Veciana confirmed this plot, the camera-gun plot. He said he was instructed by his case officer, Maurice Bishop to arrange the shooting. As per the plot, Castro was to be shot upon his arrival in Santiago, Chile with a gun fitted into the camera. “It was very similar to the assassination of Kennedy”, Veciana said, “because the person Bishop assigned to kill Castro was going to get planted with papers to make it appear he was a Moscow Castro agent who turned traitor and then he himself would be killed.” A former Batista security agent named Luis Posada Carriles who had enlisted for the Bay of Pigs had supplied the forged papers. He was given intelligence training at Fort Jackson. Posada by 1971 had become a high-ranking official of the Venezuelan security service, Dissip.36 In 1976, the same Posada, the anti-Castro fanatic would be involved in the bombing of a Cuban airliner where 73 innocent people would perish.

			According to Veciana, TV cameras with machine guns mounted inside were kept ready to kill Castro, but one agent had an appendicitis attack at the same time and they had to rush him to the hospital. The other agent, as per Veciana, refused to do it alone.

			The plotters still had a back-up plan to finish off Castro when he undertook a tour of a copper mine up the mountain near Antefagasta in Northern Chile. Again, Castro escaped a certain death by mere luck. As the premier was being driven up the winding mountainous road to the mine site, halfway up, a disabled car blocked the road. Castro’s vehicle was forced to stop. The disabled car had 400 pounds of dynamite wired to an electric detonator. As the plunger was pushed, Castro’s luck had it. The dynamite failed to explode.

			One more attempt on his life awaited Castro. On his way home from Chile, he stopped in Lima, Peru for a state dinner with President Juan Velasco Alvarado of Peru. The assassination was planned at the moment Castro appeared in the door of his Ilyushin jet upon landing at the Lima airport. A Beech craft Baron was positioned on an apron where it could blast away at Castro with its 20mm cannon hidden behind its door; then it was to make a quick getaway. But Castro’s Ilyushin unexpectedly pulled into a special area, thus blocking it from the Beech craft. Understandably, the pilot of the Beech craft refused to taxi his plane to another position, as that would jeopardize his chances of escaping.37

			Acts of sabotage against Cuba by the anti-Castro right wing groups continued. In a span of six weeks, a bomb exploded in the Cuban United Nations’ Mission; a bomb also exploded in the van, which was carrying luggage to a Cubana airliner in Kingston, Jamaica. The Air Panama Office and the Cuban Embassy in Bogotá, Colombia were attacked. A Soviet ship off the coast of Cuba was shelled; in Panama, the Cubana office was bombed; in Argentina, two Cubana officials were kidnapped and were never seen again, and in Merida, Mexico, a Cuban fisheries technician was killed during an attempt to kidnap the Cuban consul there. It is not certain how much part the CIA played in all these acts of sabotage. But one can imagine knowing the CIA’s track record.

			On October 6, 1976, a Cubana Airlines Flight 455 left Trinidad with seventy-three passengers aboard including the Cuban national fencing team. It stopped over at Barbados and took off again for Cuba. The plane, on its flight, blew up in the air killing all aboard. CORU (the Command of United Revolutionary Organizations) formed by Orlando Bosch and other right-wing Cuban exiles at the instigation of CIA and other group El Condor claimed credit for the ghastly act by telephone calls to the media in Miami.

			Fidel Castro, at a mass funeral for the victims, which was attended by a million people, denounced the CIA for its alleged direct involvement and renounced a 1973 skyjacking treaty with the United States.

			Henry Kissinger denied any U.S. role in the bombing. But the evidence seemed to point the other way. Two men named Freddy Lugo and Ricardo Losano had deplaned the ill-fated plane in Barbados and were interrogated after being heard joking about the bombing in a taxi cab. They were employed by Luis Posada in his detective firm and had confessed that Bosch and Posada had supplied them with two bombs, which they had planted on the Cubana aircraft. Immediately the police in Caracas raided the residence of Posada. There, they found equipment and plans including a map of Washington D.C. that gave a link between the Cubana bombing and the Letelier assassination. (The murder charges were dropped later on due to “lack of evidence”).

			The evidence linking the CIA in the Cubana bombing materialized a few days later. A Cuban double agent named Ignacio Rodriguez-Mena met with his CIA handler in Madrid. Ike Mena, as he was known, was an official of Cubana Airline. He had missed boarding the doomed flight as his wife was late arriving at the airport. Terribly angry, he alleged that the agency (CIA) had to have been somehow involved. The CIA man trying to calm him told him that he personally hadn’t known about it or hadn’t participated in it. But to make sure Mena continued his cooperation with CIA, he declared, “for your peace of mind I assure you and headquarters told me to assure you, that from now on, we will take special precautions so that you, and your wife & family will not be aboard any aircraft that may be subject to an attack like that.”

			Mena was terribly shaken by this admission. “Yes its true”, the handler continued, “We trained these people in explosives they used.”

			Mena was outraged and furious, slapping the CIA man for a while, calling him and his colleagues criminals and murderers.38

			It should be noted here that at this time in 1976, George Herbert Walker Bush was the CIA director.

			Thus, Fidel Castro and his tiny island nation were subjected to numerous assassination attempts and acts of sabotage by its giant neighbor. The ruling elites of Washington, spanning several administrations, through its agency CIA hired thousands of right wing Cuban exiles; cooperated with Mafia gangsters and spent millions of dollars trying to kill Castro. They also attempted to destroy the Cuban economy by acts of sabotage and subjected Cuba and its people to a crippling trade embargo which is still in effect more than forty years later.

			According to authors Warren Hinckle and William Turner in their interesting book, Deadly Secrets (Thunder’s Mouth Press, 1992): “Nixon may have felt the need to cover up Watergate because an investigation would have exposed CIA misdeeds.” Such an investigation would have revealed the deadliest secrets of 20th century – the U.S. government’s involvement with organized crime. The CIA Mafia plots to kill Fidel Castro backfired “When the mob and CIA plotters turned on President Kennedy and murdered him in Dallas.”39

			Further, according to above authors, the plotters had their reasons. For right-wing elements in the CIA were furious on Kennedy for refusing to provide air cover when the Bay of Pigs invasion began to unravel. This, according to them, doomed the invasion. They were also very angry that JFK did not use the missile crisis as the pretext to invade Cuba and were afraid that he would pull out of Vietnam if elected to the second term. The mob had helped Kennedy in his narrow defeat of Nixon in 1960 (as per famous Chicago vote count) and they felt much betrayed by Bobby Kennedy’s constant harassment of Mafia “older statesman” such as Jimmy Hoffa. It is well known that nothing angers the mob bosses more than ingratitude. Also, the anti-Castro Cuban fanatics who were trained and paid by the CIA hated Kennedy as they mistakenly suspected that he was seeking peace with Castro. A Combination of these factors doomed President Kennedy’s life perhaps.

			According to Hinckle and Turner, (Deadly Secrets), “JFK was killed by the CIA-mob-Castro assassination plotters run amok.” They mention in their above book:

			…that in January of 1992 a poignant revelation was made by attorney Frank Ragano, the longtime lawyer and confidant for both Jimmy Hoffa and Carlos Marcello. Ragano gave an interview to Jack Newfield in the New York Post.

			Mafia expert Nick Pileggi, who gives Ragano great respect, says the lawyer was for many years, the messenger between Hoffa and Marcello-thus avoiding dangerous face-to-face meeting between the mobs. Further, Pileggi says Ragano really knows the secrets.

			Ragano said that he carried a message early in 1963 from Hoffa to Marcello and Santos Trafficante, another mobster. Hoffa’s instructions were: ‘Tell Marcello and Trafficante that they had to kill the president. This has to be done.’ Two weeks after the assassination, Ragano met Carlos Marcello in New Orleans. The mobster was very happy. ‘Jimmy owes me and he owes me big’, Marcello told Ragano.

			He had only one regret, the assassination of the president. ‘Killing Jack Kennedy was a mistake’, Trafficante told the lawyer, ‘because it had brought too much pain on Jackie and the rest of the Kennedy family – for that matter, on the entire nation.’

			‘We should have killed Bobby’, muttered the dying mobster. 40

			Thus, the United States, from Eisenhower and Kennedy to Reagan and George Bush Sr., spent hundreds of millions of dollars trying to assassinate Castro; destroy the Cuban economy or destabilize Castro’s regime and overthrow him. But it did not succeed. Of course, Castro was extremely lucky on many occasions to escape unscathed. But no leader of such a small country could survive such sinister plots after plots on his life as well as on his country without tremendous popular support from his people. He is the longest surviving ruler of a country who has been in power for more than four decades. It will be difficult for any leader to survive for so long without the overwhelming support from his people.

			But the question remains, why was the United States so paranoid about killing him? Is it because he is, as portrayed in the U.S. media, a ruthless communist dictator? Records indicate that when he seized power in 1959, he was a fierce nationalist, not a communist. He even desperately tried to befriend the United States. But the United States soon branded him a communist and declared an economic embargo on Cuba. He was cornered and practically pushed into the communist camp. He had no choice but to be a friend of Russia.

			Well, as a revolutionary, Castro, in order to stop the exploitation and robbery of his people by the U.S. corporate interests, forced them out of his country. These corporations could not any more exploit Cuba of its resources or the labor of its poor people. That was a crime against the United States in the eyes of Washington. Under the guise of communist threat, the leaders in Washington incessantly tried to liquidate Castro or overthrow his regime. They wanted to could bring Cuba back to the sphere of U.S. hegemony so as the exploitation of its resources and its people by the U.S. corporate interests could resume like before.

			Additionally, against the Monroe Doctrine, Castro took Cuba out of American sphere of influence. In a Latin American country, Cuba set a very damaging example to the U.S. ‘prestige’. As any student of U.S. foreign policy knows, it is the corporate interests, and its influence on the U.S. politicians, that usually dictates U.S. foreign policy. Cuba was no exception.

			Che Guevara’s Assassination

			Che Guevara was an Argentinean born medical doctor who had become a revolutionary. He had joined Fidel Castro in his revolution, over-throwing the corrupt dictatorship of Fulgencio Batista.

			Che was a revolutionary who believed in revolution for the Latin American countries as well as in Africa; to overthrow the existing corrupt dictatorships and to establish governments that stopped the exploitation of their people by foreign powers. The revolution was to cater to the needs of its poor masses. He was an educated man, revolutionary to the core, and deeply believed in justice for the poor people around the world. On February 12, 1965, he gave a speech in Dar es Salaam, Tanzania. In his speech he laid out his future plans: “I am convinced that it is possible to create a common front of struggle against colonialism, imperialism, and neocolonialism.”41

			After the Cuban revolution of January 1959, Castro had come to power. He served Castro’s government as the minister of industry for a while.

			In early December 1964, he addressed the United Nations General Assembly in New York with a fiery speech. There, he blasted Yankee Imperialism as well as other enemies of the revolution. Then, he visited Algeria, Mali, Congo, Guinea, Dahomey, Algeria again and Tanzania. There, often, he denounced American imperialism but also the Soviet Union. Afterwards, suddenly he simply disappeared from the sight.42

			After relieving himself of all governmental responsibilities in Cuba, Che with some 125 Cuban guerillas in April 1965, went to Congo and joined the Kinshasha rebels. He then returned to Cuba in the fall of 1965 after six or seven months of unsuccessful combat in support of the Kinshasa rebels. The insurgents were simply unwilling to fight.

			Since their 1959 revolution, Che and Fidel had one goal uppermost in their minds: to spread the revolution to South American countries namely, Brazil, Argentina, Chile, Paraguay, and Uruguay. They also thought that Bolivia was ripe for a Cuban-type revolution.

			By November 1966, Che, along with his closest colleagues, had entered into the remotest jungle of Bolivia. Their base was located at Nancahauzu. It was on the edge of a rocky canyon about twelve miles long and more than 309 feet deep. At the bottom flowed a river 30 feet wide that hugged the canyon walls, with no room for man or animal to tread. The forest above was extremely thick and nothing was visible from the air except the treetops.

			At the base, Che was sure his little group would swell into a peoples’ army with hundreds of peasants flocking into it from all over, eager to follow those who were leading the peoples’ liberation movement.

			In the meantime, Che’s absence from Havana did not go unnoticed by the CIA. They were keeping track of Castro’s and Che’s movements and travels so that when the opportunity came, they could kill them. Washington hated Che as much as Castro as according to their thinking, Che was spreading a Cuba-style ‘communist’ revolution in Latin America and Africa.

			Shortly after Che arrived in the remote jungles of Bolivia, the CIA knew he and his rag-tag band were somewhere in the remotest area of the thick Bolivian forest.

			The CIA, for several years, was in pursuit of Che to liquidate him when the opportunity came. The agency was now working with the Bolivian government to hunt for Che and kill him. The Bolivian Minister of the Interior and the Chief of Intelligence, Arguedas Mendietta was also working for the CIA. One of his duties for the agency was to ‘infiltrate’ agents, mainly Cuban exiles into the Bolivian intelligence services and into the left wing groups. He did his job quite well. “Bolivia is filled with CIA agents,” he said. 43

			To make it look like all-Bolivian operation, a squad of Green Berets was brought in from the Panama Canal Zone to train Bolivian Rangers in counterinsurgency. Additionally, a ‘Che Team’ of two Cubans from Operation 40 in Miami was flown in to monitor the hunt.

			For months, Che and his group eluded the CIA stalkers. The thick forest provided them with excellent cover. The CIA was now flying reconnaissance planes in the Andes Jungles of Bolivia to track down Che and his band. The pilots of the Beechcraft Model 18 were now flying at night above the thick forest. Finding Che and his band on foot had proved impossible. But why were they flying at night and taking photographs of the jungle?

			Well, the CIA’s scientists had developed a new state of the art technology of “infrared photography”. This infrared technology was being fine-tuned under a government contract by the University of Michigan Infrared Physics Laboratory at Willow Run. They were working on the new “infrared optical imaging and signal processing techniques” for counter-insurgency application. The idea was to see if the film registered the heat from the human body. Che was their first target.

			The CIA intelligence sources knew that Che transmitted at night on a short-wave radio and cooked also at night with a Dien Bien Phu oven developed by the Vietcong; neither emitted any light but both gave off heat. Also, when they were on the move, their closely grouped bodies, in the cool night air, created a warm pocket.

			The CIA, to track the Che band by their heat emissions, formed a special aerial survey team. Every night, from Howard Air Base in the Canal Zone, a highflying plane soared high over the vast forest with its cameras unreeling. As these films were developed, the ‘heat signatures’ of the radio and oven confirmed that it was Che’s group. Now, their route through the jungle could be plotted.

			Ironically, in his diary during his doomed Bolivian campaign, in one entry on September 10, 1967, Che noted that airplanes had been “flying all over the zone”. He didn’t know what that was all about.

			On October 8, 1967, in a canyon near the hamlet La Higuera, Che’s hunters ambushed him and his band. Che was hit in the leg. Though the Bolivian government falsely announced that Che was killed in a firefight, he was taken to La Higuera and was locked there in a schoolhouse. The next day, the Bolivian military brass came to view their prized captive, arriving there by helicopter. With them was the CIA agent known as Gonzales according to some eyewitnesses. The same afternoon, in the schoolhouse, Che Guevara was machine-gunned to death by a Bolivian ranger. His body was strapped to a helicopter and was flown to the bigger town of Valleygrande where the embalming process was carried out under the supervision of two Operation 40 agents. A Reuter’s dispatch from Valleygrande reported that a CIA agent was present but that news item didn’t make American newspapers. Later on, it became known that the embalmers had cut off Che’s hands before he was cremated so that it could be proven that he was indeed dead.

			This time, unlike in Castro’s case, the CIA had succeeded in the assassination.

			Rafael Trujillo’s Murder

			As it had for Cuba’s leader Castro, the CIA had the same murderous plans to kill Rafael Trujillo, the right-wing dictator of Dominican Republic. The rationale for liquidating Generalissimo Trujillo was that, just like Batista’s repressive regime had done in Cuba, Trujillo’s bloodily repressive regime was paving the way for Castro-style revolution in the country. The plot was called EMOTH.

			The Dominican conspirators planned to kill Rafael Trujillo in the apartment of his mistress when he visited her. They had asked the CIA for machine guns. Richard Bissell, on April 7, had approved shipping the weapons via diplomatic pouch.

			But everything had changed due to Bay of Pigs disaster. The CIA could not risk another failure in the prevailing climate. The CIA had prevailed upon the U.S. consul Henry Dearborn in Ciudad Trujillo to try to persuade the conspirators. Unfortunately the plot had picked up momentum and now could not stop. Kennedy had ordered the CIA to get out of the conspiracy. “We must not run risk of U.S. association with political assassination since the U.S. as matter of general policy cannot condone assassination”, the cable had said.

			On May 29, this cable had gone out. On May 30, 1961 Trujillo was being driven down the seaside highway to a rendezvous with his mistress. En route, his car was overtaken and was forced to a stop. The conspirators fired upon him. He died fighting the attackers.

			His son, Ramfis Trujillo was in Paris at the time. Upon hearing the news of his father’s death, he chartered an Air France 707 on his family credit card and flew back home. Upon landing, he right away had all the known conspirators arrested and executed.

			The young Trujillo saw no need of making any public issue of the CIA’s involvement in his father’s murder if at all he knew about it. His father was gone but the country was his now!

		

	
		
			CHAPTER 11 
The School Of The Assassins

			Background

			Most Americans are not aware that the United States runs a training school known as The School of the Americas (they have changed the name for several years now) where hundreds of Latin American soldiers from many Latin American countries receive military training every year. For many years the school has been known as The School of the Assassins.

			The Latin American Ground School, a precursor to The School of the Americas was established in the Panama Canal Zone, an area where the United States had trained Latin Americans at a number of American bases since 1939. These activities were centralized by The Latin American Ground School. Later on it was reorganized and renamed ‘The School of the Americas’ in 1963.

			When the Panamanian Government prepared to take full control of the canal and the surrounding area, the school finally had to depart from Panama in 1984 and was reestablished at Fort Banning, Georgia.

			Nefarious Activities

			The School of the Americas teaches Latin American soldiers how to interrogate, torture and murder! It has trained over sixty thousand soldiers in counterinsurgency doctrine and combat-related skills. Some of its alumni have carried out horrendous crimes against innocent civilians in countries such as Bolivia, Columbia, Chile, Panama, El Salvador, Honduras, Guatemala and Argentina.

			Many Latin American soldiers in these countries aspire to go to the School of the Americas (SOA) as it affords them a certain status when they return home. Additionally, as most of these soldiers come from middle-class, this gives them the opportunity to rise fast in the hierarchy of their nation’s army. Additionally, by enrolling in the SOA for a year or two, they get to try new weapons, learn new methods, and also see and visit the United States.

			Even when it was located in Panama before 1984, the Latin soldiers still enjoyed their training at the SOA. One of the fringe benefits was that they could buy American items in the army store. Another bonus they enjoyed at the SOA was meeting and enjoying sex workers, a common feature of the SOA. The sex workers and prostitutes congregated in Panamanian cities because of the enormous U.S. military presence. Incidentally, this is a common feature of many U.S. bases around the world, in country after country, such as Thailand, South Vietnam (in the 60’s), or South Korea and Japan today.

			Many SOA trainees visited brothels along with their fellow North American soldiers. These brothels had black women. Bolivian soldiers were especially fascinated with black women as they were uncommon in Bolivia.

			By attending the school, most of these young men, from poor Latin American countries, enjoyed a feeling of power and pleasure that none achieved at home except for a select privileged few. Going abroad and learning from the ‘Gringos’ affected their minds too. They, after returning home, began looking down upon and hating the ‘Indians’ and the ‘communists’. The SOA graduates would start to separate themselves from their modest origins and would start thinking of themselves as superior to the local populace.

			These trainees were taught technical expertise to deploy lethal violence. They were taught how to tie up prisoners of war and how to torture them so as to make them talk and declare their ‘guilt’!

			During the 1940s and 1950s, the stated goal of the U.S. military strategy in Latin America was to give training and equipment to the security forces to defend against a nonhemispheric power, particularly the Soviet Union. The United States along with twenty Latin American countries signed a treaty, the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance, better known as the Rio Treaty in 1947. The main purpose of this treaty was to organize a united front against an attack.1 But as Robert Holden writes, “Military grant aid was extended to Latin America not to defend it from attack but to help encourage a cooperative attitude.” 2 The real agenda was less “hemispheric defense” than a far more traditional concern: the mainenance of U.S. dominance in the Americas. Arms aid was an important means through which the United States purchased the collaboration of militaries and enhanced their power vis-à-vis domestic challengers. Arming Latin American militaries was only part of the goal of buying their cooperation and ensuring their subordination to the United States. The soldiers had to learn the workings of the new equipment and had to also learn to identify with the imperial goals of the United States.3 The Latin American Ground School fulfilled these needs. The Ground School did much more than training the soldiers in warfare or repression, it initiated their induction into the thinking of the American way of life and the American Empire. It persuaded them into the false belief that their success and their aspirations were closely related and dependent on the success of the U.S. domination and policies.

			Many of the famous students of SOA had taken SOA’s prestigious ‘Command and General Staff Officer’ (CGS) course. It is interesting to learn that many SOA graduates, after completing these courses at the school, went back to their countries and quickly rose in hierarchy and power in their military structure. Quite a few went on to become dictators, commanders, generals, and even presidents of their countries. All of them had a few common characteristics. They all had developed an utter disregard for human rights, looked down on indigenous populations, hated communists or their sympathizers and looked at unions, community leaders, and activists with total contempt. In addition, they were indoctrinated in the certainty of U.S. Empire as a fact of life and were all resigned to dependency on U.S. help for military and monetary support. In return, all of them protected U.S. investments, corporate interests, and domestic policy for safeguarding U.S. interests.

			After the Cuban revolution, as the cold war intensified, various countries and their armed forces fell into and out of favor with the U.S. government and these changing dynamics were reflected by the students at the school and the types of courses they enrolled in. The overthrow of Batista ended Cuba’s presence suddenly. Twenty years later, Nicaragua’s participation terminated with the ousting of the Somoza dictatorship by the Sandinistas. Nevertheless, throughout the 1970’s, U.S. backed dictatorships ruled most of Latin America. With U.S. military assistance, the heads of these armed forces were able to send large numbers of troops to the school. The creation of the ‘International Military Education and Training Program’ (IMET) in 1976, a vehicle for subsidizing the training of these soldiers, greatly facilitated the flow of soldiers to the SOA. The IMET paid for the training of the international troops by giving grants to their governments.

			During the 1970’s most of the SOA soldiers came from Chile, Colombia, Bolivia, Panama, Peru and Honduras. Each country sent between eleven-hundred to eighteen-hundred soldiers between 1970 and 1979. Bolivian General Hugo Banzer, who seized power by a violent coup in 1971, and ruled until his downfall in 1978 was a SOA graduate. He was well known for his brutality and antidemocratic frame of mind. He was also a long time valuable friend of the United States who impressed Washington to such a degree that the U.S. government inducted him into the School’s Hall of Fame in 1988.4

			When Che Guevara, the revolutionary from Argentina launched his ill-fated guerrilla campaign in a remote southeastern region of Bolivia in 1967, Bolivian students flooded into the School of the Americas.

			Between 1970 and 1975, more Chilean troops trained at the SOA than from any other country during the entire period. This was the period when Latin America’s first democratically elected president Salvador Allende had come to power and three years later was overthrown by a bloody coup, aided, abetted and funded by the CIA and carried out by the Chilean military—many of whom were former graduates of SOA.

			The Chilean military’s presence at the SOA had increased significantly during the 1950s and 1960s. By the 1970s, the SOA’s impact of so many years’ training and indoctrination was quite obvious. General Carlos Pratt, an Allende loyalist who was killed by the Chilean secret police in a 1974 car bomb explosion in Buenos Aires, described in his diary just two months after the violent coup regarding how Chilean security forces confused Chilean national interests with the interests of the United States:

			As far as the internal enemy is concerned, the opinion acquired by those who have attended courses at the School of the Americas and others organized by the Pentagon has been increasingly prevalent….Many of these (soldiers) have responded to the stereotypes and thoughts which were inculcated into them during these courses and believing they were liberating the country from the ‘internal enemy’, have committed a crime which can only be explained by their ingeniousness, their ignorance and their political short-sightedness . . . .I used to tell the president that we should send out officers to know what it was like in the countries of Europe, Africa and Asia not so as to copy or imitate their armed forces but so that they should widen their horizons and understand that the world does not begin or end in the schools of the Pentagon. 5

			Following the Chilean coup and fearing a historically hostile neighbor, Peruvian dictator General Juan Velasco, who had seized power in 1968, increased its defense spending. Interestingly Peru’s participation at the SOA peaked in 1970s.

			Further north, following the death of President Omar Torrijos in a mysterious plane crash, another SOA and CGS graduate, General Manuel Noriega, seized power in Panama. He was a good friend of the United States at the time and was on the CIA payroll for a long time. Later on, when he began to defy the U.S., he was overthrown, captured, and kidnapped to the United States by a 1989 U.S. invasion of Panama. Afterwards, he was sent to jail for a lengthy sentence where he is languishing today.

			Some of the well known graduates have overthrown democratic and other legitimate governments in Latin America by violent military coups with U.S. approval, prodding, and support.

			The SOA’s most notorious graduates include former Panamanian strongman Manuel Noriega, and Argentine General Roberto Viola, who was convicted of kidnapping, murder, and torture during Argentina’s dirty war (1976-1983), the commander of the brutal Atlactl Battalion, Salvadoran Colonel Domingo Monterrosa who massacred almost one thousand civilians in El Mozote, Guatemalan Colonel Julio Alpirez who tortured and murdered many guerillas and a U.S. citizen while on the CIA payroll, and Honduran General Luis Alonso Discua who commanded the famous army death squad known as Battalian 3-16; they were all graduates of the School of the Americas.

			Chilean General Augusto Lutz, who had graduated from the school in 1966, participated in the brutal and violent coup d’e-tat that overthrew and likely killed democratically elected President Salvador Allende of Chile in 1973. Other graduates, such as Roberto D’Aubuisson of El Salvador in the 1980s, have been the leaders of vigilante death squads that killed thousands of innocent civilians.

			Guatemalan Colonel Julio Alpirez who graduated in 1989 became an important CIA contact in the Guatemalan army. While on the CIA payroll, he supervised the prolonged torture and execution of guerilla leader Efrain Bamaca. Recently, it was the 1988 CGS graduate Efrain Vasquez, the Commander-in-Chief of the Venezuelan Army, who backed a 2002 coup that temporarily deposed leftist President Hugo Chavez. The coup was reportedly approved and supported by the United States.6

			Venezuela, the Dominican Republic, Honduras, Guatemala and Bolivia; these five countries in the order listed have sent the maximum number of students to the Command and General Staff Officer Course. They constitute some 68 percent of 6,813 officers from these states. The southern corn countries of Chile, Argentina, Paraguay, Uruguay and Brazil have only sent 6 percent of the students to the CGS course since the late 1990s. El Salvador, Peru and Mexico are in the middle with 22 percent of the total students at this infamous course.7

			Returning to the atrocities, in Honduras an army death squad known as Battalion 3-16 carried out most of the 184 disappearances and executions attributed to the armed forces. Its members included a number of SOA alumni. An SOA alumnus named Gustavo Alvarez Martinez, who later became the commander of the Honduran armed forces, founded the Battalion 3-16. By the late 1970’s he was in the eyes of the American embassy as one of the Honduran military’s best officers. The CIA and FBI helped Alvarez in the establishment of Battalion 3-16. Battalion 3-16 employed tactics similar to Argentinean death squads. Small groups followed victims for days and weeks before agents driving vehicles with stolen license plates kidnapped them and took them to various clandestine jails. There the disappeared were tortured, interrogated, and finally executed. The bodies of the victims were dumped along the roadside or buried in unmarked graves. During the infamous interrogation sessions of the victims, as reported by those who survived, the participation of U.S. personnel was common.8 General Alvarez was not the only SOA graduate involved in the Battalion 3-16. There were other high ranking officers in the Battalion 3-16 who were SOA graduates. Juan Lopez Grigalva, Generals Bali Castillo and Discua Elvir were the other graduates who were deeply involved in the death squad of Battalion 3-16.

			The School of the America’s sordid dark side became public when the list of some of the 60,000 SOA graduates was released in 1993. The list contained names of some of the hemisphere’s most notorious dictators, assassins, and death squad operators. When these names were compared with those listed in a variety of truth commission reports, the results were shocking. The major figures in some of the worst human rights atrocities of the cold war were SOA graduates. It was found that in the massacre of one thousand people in the Salvadoran village of El Mozote, ten of the killers were SOA graduates. Two others were reportedly involved in the murder of Archbishop Oscar Romero after he pleaded with the soldiers to stop killing their own people.9 One hundred and twenty four, nearly half of the 247 Colombian officers cited in 1992 for gross human rights violations, were trained at the SOA. So was Argentine Andres Francisco Valdez who not only tortured prisoners in unspeakable ways but also tormented their families during the Truth Commission hearings. These are just few of many SOA graduates accused of committing terrible crimes.

			Thousands of unfortunate peasants, farmers, and native peoples of Bolivia and Colombia were subjected to brutal repression and some of the most horrific crimes in terms of murders, killings, and massacres committed by their military—dominated by the SOA graduates.

			The United States is now waging a war on drugs in these Andean countries. An enormous amount of military aid is flowing into these countries for training and equipping their military forces. Between 1997 and 2000, Bolivia, Colombia, Peru and Ecuador have accounted for 60 percent of the students at SOA. For these Latin Soldiers, training at SOA is highly coveted.

			However, earning the privilege of attending the U.S. military school is tied to one’s performance at home. In Bolivia, Peru and Colombia, the security forces are under tremendous pressure from the United States to show concrete results in the war on drugs and in case of Colombia, the battle against the guerrillas. The ‘success’ and ‘progress’ is measured by the number of searches, arrests, and seizures and the number of cocaine pits destroyed. In Colombia it is measured by the dead bodies that the security forces produce. The careers of aspiring soldiers and antinarcotics policemen are underwritten by this production logic and it influences the recruitment of trainees for admittance to the prestigious foreign training schools where the trainees receive instructions in the application and management of violence and torture.10

			No wonder, this school is called ‘The School of the Assassins’ by many people who are familiar with its training!

		

	
		
			CHAPTER 12 
Devastation of Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos

			The Vietnam War is one of the saddest chapters in American, even human, history. By the time the war was over in 1975, millions of innocent Vietnamese, Cambodian and Laotian men, women, and children had perished while countless more were subjected to untold suffering, and humiliation. Vast portions of Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos were destroyed and severely polluted.

			When this unjust and brutal war ended, more than 3 million Vietnamese, and 600,000 or more Cambodians and Laotians were dead. Some 58,000 American G.I.s were killed. Vast areas of Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos were subjected to ruthless bombings and were laid to waste. Millions of tons of high explosives were dropped on these countries. Massive amount of chemical defoliants and pesticides, including the most poisonous ‘agent orange’, were sprayed in many areas of the countries. The people of Vietnam and Cambodia are still suffering heavily the after-effects of these chemicals and pesticides. Thousands of children are born with-out limbs and other body parts. The cancer rate is still incredibly high. Millions of people who were not killed were permanently maimed. Vast numbers of land mines were planted by the United States which are still active today and injuring countless innocent people.

			One wonders, for what reasons did this tragedy of such epic proportions take place? The answer lies with four U.S. presidents and their advisors. Perhaps it was their hatred of communism, a sense of superiority, their greed, self-interest, ego, racial hatred, imperialist thinking, arrogance or perhaps simply ignorance. Possibly, it was a combination of all of these.

			Wise, fair, and humble men would not have gotten involved in such a war in the first place.

			“I accepted the idea advanced by George F. Kennan in his famous July 1947 ‘X’ article in Foreign Affairs that the west, led by the United States must guard against communist expansion through a policy of containment. I considered this a sensible basis for decisions about national security and the application of western military force”, wrote Robert McNamera, the Secretary of Defense during the Kennedy and Johnson administrations and an architect of Vietnam War, in his book, In Retrospect-the Tragedy and Lessons of Vietnam, (Random House, 1995, pg. 30-31). He writes further, “Like most Americans, I saw communism as monolithic. I believed the Soviets and Chinese were cooperating in trying to extend their hegemony. In the hindsight of course, they had no unified strategy after the late 1950s.”

			He elaborates further, “It seemed obvious that the communist movement in Vietnam was closely related to guerilla insurgencies in Burma, Indonesia, Malaya and the Philippines during the 1950s.”

			“We viewed these conflicts not as nationalistic movements – as they appear in hindsight – but as signs of a unified communist drive for hegemony in Asia.” This was the thinking prevalent in the U.S. ruling class. It is no surprise that this kind of thinking had prompted President Truman’s Secretary of State, Dean Acheson, to call Ho Chi Minh “the mortal enemy of native independence in Indochina.”1

			The Truman administration had initially started giving full support to the French colonialists in Vietnam. Two factors in 1949, however, rein-forced this policy of European consideration further. The first was the sudden collapse of Chiang Kai-Shek’s power in China. This had brought the Chinese communist forces to the Vietnam border. The second factor was the growth of the global anti-communist sentiment in the United States. According to George Kennan, economic factors were never of paramount importance in influencing American policy toward Vietnam. But with the collapse of the Chiang Kai-Shek’s regime on the mainland however, Washington began to treat France’s colonial struggle in Vietnam as a crusade useful in helping contain the new Chinese communist state.

			The U.S. Involvement

			The Vietnam conflict lasted more than twenty years and spanned five U.S. administrations.

			The Eisenhower administration’s initial policy was to support France in its war against the nationalist Vietnamese. In the early fifties, France was having a hard time keeping control of their colony of Vietnam. The Eisenhower administration’s support for France in their fight against the nationalist Vietnamese emanated from two considerations. The primary concern was the immediate need to secure the cooperation of France at the San Francisco conference where the United Nations was being established. The second, and more important concern, was the growing apprehension that the U.S. opposition to French policies in Indochina might shake the precarious balance of French domestic policies to the advantage of the communist party, which, in the 1946 elections, was the largest political party in France. The United States wanted French domestic cooperation in Western Europe’s defenses to offset Soviet military power. So, the U.S. government had started supplying large quantities of arms to the French in their war with the Vietnamese nationalists. In the spring of 1954, the U.S. administration even considered and offered France carrier based air-delivered ‘tactical’ atomic bombs to relieve the siege of Dienbienphu. Thus, the last years of Truman’s administration saw a drastic increase of U.S. military and economic assistance to France in its fight against the increasing power of the Vietnamese forces.

			The advent of the Eisenhower administration brought no discernible change in American policies toward Vietnam. However, when French forces were trapped in a bitter struggle at Dienbienphu, the Eisenhower administration had started assisting the French with substantial military support, including fighter planes. Still, despite millions of dollars’ worth of equipment and support, the French forces were given a sober defeat and before long, had to surrender to the nationalist Vietnamese forces.

			Meanwhile on May 8, 1954, the Geneva Conference opened to resolve the Vietnam crisis. Though, during this period, Eisenhower and his staunchly anticommunist Secretary of State Dulles were inclined toward some sort of military intervention, the U.S. Congress would have no part of it. Even the Republicans in the Senate, especially their leader, Senator William Knowland, reacted strongly in opposition, saying a Congressional approval to the president’s request would amount to giving the president’s request a blank check to commit the country to war. However, Eisenhower and Dulles did not immediately abandon their efforts to secure some kind of Congressional mandate giving the president discretionary authority to intervene. But during June, as France’s military position deteriorated further, they concluded that U.S. military intervention may not be wise at this time.

			Once the United States turned down the French request for direct military intervention and proved unwilling to give clear-cut assurances of support in case of Chinese entry into the conflict, the French government decided to negotiate an end to the war. Despite American opposition, it sent a delegation to Geneva prepared to make the concessions to the Vietnamese needed to secure an armistice, but yet hoping to save face to salvage France’s honor.

			It should be noted here that before the Geneva Conference started, the Vietnamese had built such a momentum that it could probably have overcome Hanoi during the next dry season and possibly most of the rest of French controlled Vietnam within a year. Politically, the Vietnamese and their effort to create an alternative state under Bao Dai had become a generally acknowledged fiasco. Under Secretary of State Walter Bedell Smith informed Congress that the Vietnamese controlled three quarters of the country and if elections were held, Ho Chin Minh would have won by 80% of the vote!

			Lots of pressure was put on Vietnam during the conference even though they were in a superior military position. Finally, the conference ended on July 23, 1954. In the end, it was decided between all the parties concerned that Vietnam was to be divided into two military regroupment zones namely South Vietnam and North Vietnam. South Vietnam was to be under the control of the French, while the North, which was known as DRV, the Democratic Republic of Vietnam, was to be controlled by the Hanoi government.

			The elections within all of Vietnam were to be held within two years of signing the armistice. They were to be conducted by a secret ballot and under the supervision of an international commission composed of representatives of three member states, (namely Canada, India and Poland) of the International Supervisory Commission. This commission was well established by the armistice agreement to monitor the carrying out of its provisions and became known as the International Control Commission or ICC.2

			It was also agreed that the armies of both warring parties would withdraw within their ‘zones’. The seventeenth parallel was to be the dividing line between the two.

			Geneva did not leave two separate states but rather two contesting parties within a single national state. But, both the Vietnamese in the North and the Bao Dai regime in the South continued to lay claim to the whole of Vietnam after the Geneva armistice.

			It was also agreed upon that neither the Vietnamese nor the Bao Dai regime should adhere to any outside military alliance and no military base under any foreign state was to be permitted in either zone. Any introduction of foreign troops, military personnel, additional arms, or munitions was prohibited in both the zones.

			The middle months of 1954 saw a major turning point in American policy towards Vietnam. In this major shift by the Eisenhower administration, rather than continue to work through the French support of the Bao Dai regime, the U.S. government took upon itself the mission of establishing a separate non-communist state in the southern regroupment zone prescribed by the Geneva Agreements. The U.S. administration suffered from the pervasive myth that communism was global and monolithic. They believed that if given enough support, the Bao Dai regime with Dinh Diem as its prime minister stood a good chance of competing effectively with the DRV. They even believed that they would eventually weaken the communists in North & South Vietnam and ultimately bring about the eventual reunification of a free and independent anti-communist Vietnam. The American failure in China where the communist triumphed over Chiang-Kai-shek, weighed heavily in the minds of Dulles and Eisenhower in their shift in policy to ‘direct’ involvement in Vietnam replacing the French.

			Shaped primarily by Dulles and supported fully by Eisenhower, the U.S. administration’s new Vietnam policy from the outset repudiated two key political features of the Geneva Agreements: the stipulations that the line separating the two military zones “should not be interpreted as constituting a political or territorial boundary”, and the reunification elections which were central to the Geneva Agreement. The U.S government took two major steps towards direct involvement. First they signed a mutual defense pact between it and several allies calling it SEATO. This treaty provided mutual defense from an outside attack. The countries involved were U.S.A., Britain, France, Australia, New Zealand, Pakistan, the Philippines and Thailand. To avoid the stipulation against any military alliance in the Geneva Agreement, Dulles circumvented that provision by adding a protocol to the treaty. The protocol stipulated that the treaty’s provisions extended to Cambodia, Laos and “free territory” of South Vietnam. Cambodia pulled itself out promptly claiming its neutrality. Laos also with its neutralization in 1962 was removed from the jurisdiction of the protocol. But South Vietnam received the protection from the treaty now. Thus, the United States got the legal excuse to get militarily involved in South Vietnam in case of communist attack or infiltration. Unlike North Vietnam, China, the Soviet Union as well as Britain and France appeared content to let Vietnam remain divided. Secondly, the United States displaced France’s political and military presence in the country. The U.S.A. also took over as paymaster to the South Vietnamese civil servants and soldiers. From then onwards, the United States started pumping in massive amounts of financial support to South Vietnam.

			Thus, against the Geneva Agreement, the Eisenhower administration maneuvered to avoid elections in both Vietnams for its unification and was now getting directly, and deeply, involved. It should be noted that if the elections were held as per Geneva Agreement, Ho Chi Minh would have been overwhelmingly elected the leader of the unified Vietnam.

			During the rest of the years of Eisenhower’s administration, Ngo Dinh Diem who had been appointed the prime minister of South Vietnam increasingly became more powerful and more autocratic. He was a Catholic and shared this power with his family, especially his brother Ngo Dinh Nhu and his wife. To consolidate his power further and to remove Bao Dai, the emperor as Chief of State, Diem decided to hold the referendum while Bao Dai remained in France. He mounted a vulgar campaign of abuse and vilification against him in the government controlled press and radio. Voting took place on October 23, 1955, supervised by Diem’s police. Diem’s officials counted the ballots. Not surprisingly, Diem declared that he had won 98.2 percent of the total votes.3

			Over the ensuing period, Diem became more ruthless and dictatorial. His base of popularity had shrunk dramatically by now. Meanwhile, the tenure of the Eisenhower administration was coming to an end and a young Senator from Massachusetts was elected the new president of the United States. The Eisenhower administration had paved the way for this new and inexperienced president to get involved deeper as his presidency proceeded from January 20, 1961 onwards.

			Kennedy more or less possessed the same world view and set of assumptions as the Eisenhower administration. This was also the case with his advisors. They believed that the forces of communism emanating from Moscow and China were a threat that had to be met and thwarted by the United States on a global basis. Almost all American officials at the time perceived Vietnamese communism as the contest with the Soviet Union and China – absolutely dependent on these two major communist powers rather that drawing most of its strength from a fundamentally autonomous national foundation. As far as American national interests were concerned, Vietnam remained a ‘domino’ whose fall will undermine and topple noncommunist regimes in neighboring states. Kennedy and his advisors believed that they could shape foreign politics in conformity with their own perception—drawing inspiration, like Eisenhower and Dulles, from the perceived examples of “American Successes” in Greece, Guatemala, Iran and the Philippines. There were however notable differences in the context within which the new president approached Vietnam. His extravagant campaign rhetoric had portended a tough worldwide anticommunist stance. The humiliating defeat of the American supported Bay of Pigs invasion in Cuba on April 17, 1961 served to strengthen Kennedy’s conviction that he had to demonstrate toughness toward communism else-where. Also his insecurity due to a very narrow margin of victory against Nixon and the existing political climate, legacy of McCarthyism etc. all contributed to the tough anticommunist stance that Kennedy was to take vis a vis to Vietnam and Laos.

			Consequently, from early on in his presidency, Kennedy sought a military solution in Vietnam and he soon started to militarize the direct American intervention that Eisenhower had initiated. This militarization in the sense of American involvement in combat was incremental and calculated, not accidental like what they publicly assured. Though the Eisenhower administration was ready from the beginning to breach the political elements of the Geneva Agreement, they had complied with its military stipulations, even to the extent of keeping the number of American advisors to the 685 prescribed by the Geneva Agreement. Kennedy on the other hand was ready to violate some of Geneva Agreement’s key military provisions as well. By the time of his unexpected death, Kennedy had over sixteen thousand U.S. military advisors in Vietnam, many assigned to accompany (and sometimes actually to lead) South Vietnamese troops into the combat. He might have even gone further and introduced ground combat troops had Diem been willing to accept this.4

			In any case, Kennedy took a major step ahead in direct intervention by establishing a substantial American military presence in Vietnam and by moving to the level of direct military involvement, commenced a process that narrowed both his options and those of who succeeded him.

			The new president, his personal military advisor General Maxwell Taylor and his principal advisor on Vietnam, Walt Rostow, placed much more emphasis on the strategy of counterinsurgency than had the previous administration. Thus, this was to become one of the hallmarks of Kennedy’s Vietnam policy. His belief in its potential significance helps explain the alacrity with which he breached the Geneva ceilings on U.S. military personnel during his first year in office and sent American military advisors in combat with Vietnamese units.

			Meanwhile, President Diem’s regime was becoming more and more ruthless, corrupt and dictatorial in South Vietnam. He was ineffective in his administration and his South Vietnamese army was lacking in offensive spirit and moral. Diem was getting more and more out of touch with his people. He was a catholic while the vast majority of South Vietnam’s people were Buddhists.

			Now, American supplied helicopters were being used to target Viet Congs. America was getting involved deeper and deeper into South Vietnam’s affairs. Despite many attempts by the United States to convince President Diem to tone down his harsh rule, he was getting more and more suppressive. At this stage, there was no indication that either Kennedy or other senior U.S. officials were as yet considering promoting a coup against President Diem but they were always aware of the possibility that certain elements in the armed forces might repeat their November 1960 effort. During that failed coup attempt, Diem was able to save his presidency by moving quickly against the young officers and foiled the attempt. But by now, the U.S. ambassador had taken a 180º turn, from an ardent supporter of Diem to an active opponent.

			Mike Mansfield with 3 other senators had just completed a trip to South Vietnam and presented to president Kennedy a report during a meeting in the early months of 1963. The report warned that the struggle there was fast becoming an ‘American war’ that could not be justified by existing U.S. security interests in the area. It argued further that since 1955, the situation in South Vietnam if at all had worsened, seven years and $2 Billion of U.S. aid later! The Mansfield report additionally warned that pursuit of this course could involve loss of American lives and resources on a scale disproportionate to American interests in the region. It advised that all further effort for the survival of South Vietnam must come from Saigon Government and its people and if it was not forthcoming, the United States should reduce its commitment or abandon it altogether. But this was a chilling political decision for Kennedy.

			During a follow up discussion with Mansfield, as reported by Kenneth O’Donnell, a close confidant of Kennedy, the president stated that he had been having serious second thoughts about the senator’s argument and now agreed on the need for a complete military withdrawal from Vietnam. But, Kennedy cautioned, “I can’t do it until 1965 – after I am elected.” O’Donnell states that “President Kennedy felt and Mansfield agreed with him, that if he announced a total withdrawal of American military personnel from Vietnam before 1964 election, there would be a wild conservative outcry against returning him to the presidency for a second term.” Kennedy also never forgot the thin majority by which he was elected. After Mansfield had left, the president said, “If I tried to pull out completely now from Vietnam, we would have another Joe McCarthy red scare on our hands. But, I can do it after I’m reelected! So we had better make damned sure that I am reelected.”5 Imagine the irony of all this! The U.S. president wants to withdraw from Vietnam but can’t do it for political consideration! If he had the courage to withdraw as morality and wisdom dictated, history could have been different. Millions of Vietnamese lives and 58,000 American lives would have been saved, not to mention the untold misery inflicted upon Vietnam during this brutal war which could have been avoided. For political considerations and expediency, the U.S. president continued its involvement in Vietnam. This was the summer of 1963.

			If Kennedy had at all been looking for a face saving and domestically defensible way out of Vietnam, Diem and Nhu presented it to him with their brutal attack on the Buddhists during the summer of 1963. The news media in America gave extensive coverage of the viciousness and brutality of these attacks. The public opinion in America tilted heavily against the Diem brothers and their regime. But Kennedy ignored the opportunity to disengage from Vietnam when he could have incurred minimum political damage. Instead, he chose to increase the U.S. involvement by replacing these leaders with some others. Also, Nhu had started secret negotiations with the NLF (National Liberation Front) and Hanoi by now. This was to counter immense pressure by the U.S. government on their regime. The Kennedy administration had enough of Diem’s brother Nhu. He had to go. But Diem would not listen to that. He had come to depend heavily on his brother Nhu and Madame Nhu. They had become inseparable.

			Overthrow of Diem Brothers and their Execution

			On June 27, Kennedy replaced Notting with Henry Cabot Lodge as U.S. ambassador to Vietnam. From the onset, Lodge’s actions seem to suggest that he was either instructed to get tough with Diem or he should work towards replacing him altogether.

			The coup planning was already going on for some two months now. It seems obvious that Ambassador Lodge and the CIA operatives were quite active in encouraging and inspiring the generals who were planning the coup. The coup planners not only had the green light but full assurance from the CIA that the U.S. government would fully support the coup against the Diem regime if carried out successfully.

			On the morning of November 1, General Dinh’s Fifth Division, under colonel Nguyen Van Thieu and marine airborne units led by their junior officers began to converge on Saigon. By this time, the balance of forces was heavily in favor of the dissident generals. Also, any possible reinforcements from Cao’s Fourth Corps area had been cut off at the Mekong. The coup was supposed to start at 1:30 in the afternoon. Nhu, caught off guard, believed that these unusual troop movements were part of his own counter moves against the coup. During these crucial morning hours, President Diem was kept busy by an unscheduled courtesy call visit. The VIP visitors were admiral Felt and Ambassador Lodge. For two and half hours, President Diem was kept closeted with these VIP’s visit, intentionally in all likelihood. In the meantime, none of his subordinates dared to burst into the room. At the end of Felt’s visit, Diem drew the ambassador aside and indicated “he wanted to talk to him about what it was the U.S. wanted him to do.” They talked privately for another twenty minutes. During this crucial time, Diem was kept busy for some two and half hours. None of his subordinates dared to burst into the room to report to the president of many unusual troop movements taking place in Saigon. Crucial time was lost. By these distractions, President Diem was kept away from taking quick counter moves to thwart or foil the coup attempt. Diem was kept clearly preoccupied for some time during the critical period in which the coup forces were being positioned in Saigon.6 Was this part of the design of American involvement in the coup? One can only guess!

			During the afternoon and evening, Colonel Nguyen Van Thieu - leading Dinh’s Fifth Division along with smaller units headed by Colonel Thao who was supported by tanks, artillery and air power - moved against the presidential palace. They quickly overwhelmed the three battalions of the palace guards, the only decent pro-Diem combat force left in Saigon.

			The Diem brothers made several frantic phone calls to various military headquarters. They soon realized that it was only the palace-guard battalions on whom they could count on for support. The generals rejected an invitation to parlay at the palace knowing too well how the last coup had failed. The generals offered the brothers safe conduct out of the country if they resigned office and surrendered. It was accompanied with a threat of air and ground attack on the palace if the offer was refused. The Diem brothers still hoped that if they could gain additional time, help might come from forces outside Dinh’s Third Corps area. So they refused the general’s offer. But by 4:00 p.m. General Khanh had already telephoned his support to the coup headquarters. It became evident that the coup also enjoyed the backing farther north, in the First Corps area, where the 3rd brother Ngo Dinh Can, had fled to the American consulate for refuge. Finally, it became clear that General Cao, the most loyal of the commanders had lost control of the Seventh Division to Colonel Co and could not get his other two divisions across the Mekong.

			At about 9:00 p.m., artillery fire began against the palace. The palace guards units defended spiritedly for a while, until that defense broke when an infantry and tank assault took place. At around 6:30 a.m. on November 2nd, Colonel Phama Ngoc Thao led a group of marines into the smoking palace but Diem and Nhu had escaped. From a house in Cholon, Diem ordered the guards to cease fire. He then called headquarters and offered to surrender in exchange for a safe conduct to the airport and out of Vietnam. Minh agreed and sent a small detail of men to pick up the brothers and bring them to the headquarters. As they were being driven to the headquarters in the rear of an armoured vehicle, Diem and Nhu were both shot dead at close range. Whether the killing was agreed upon in advance is uncertain. A wide majority of South Vietnamese people welcomed the news.7

			On November 6, 1963 General Duong Van Minh took over as the head of the new government. The next day, the U.S. ambassador assured the new leaders of the immediate restoration of economic aid and diplomatic recognition, which was formally extended on the 8th of November.

			On November 22nd, President Kennedy was assassinated in Dallas, Texas. Vice-president Lyndon Johnson was sworn in as the new U.S. president. President Johnson inherited the same coterie of advisors from the previous administration, namely Robert McNamara as the Secretary of Defense, Dean Rusk as the Secretary of State and McGeorge Bundy as the National Security Advisor. Also amongst his close advisors were ambassador to South Vietnam, Henry Cabot Lodge, Assistant Secretary of Defense William P. Bundy, and Army Chief of Staff General Earle G. Wheeler who had just succeeded Maxwell Taylor. George Ball was one of the few who had grave doubts about the U.S. involvement in Vietnam and advocated the pull out on several occasions.

			General Minh did not turn out to be popular either with the people of South Vietnam or with the U.S. administration. While the U.S. administration was inclined towards deeper involvement, more military and civilian advisors, bombing of North Vietnam etc., General Minh was against all this. He refused to allow any more U.S. military advisors and opposed the direct bombing of North Vietnam by the U.S. fearing massive infiltration directly by Hanoi into South Vietnam.

			Now there developed tremendous anti-war pressure within South Vietnam. It was feared that Minh might yield to neutralism policy and start negotiating with the NLF and Hanoi. Opposition to the Minh government spread from the Defense Department to the CIA and to finally ambassador Lodge himself.

			Finally, the U.S. government had had enough of Minh too and decided to get rid of him. On January 30, 1964, only 3 months later, Minh was overthrown by several officers who had CIA backing and guidance. This came to be known as the ‘Pentagon’s Coup’.

			The main actors on the Vietnam side, namely General Khanh himself as well as Generals Minh, Don, Dinh and Prime Minister Tho-all have testified that the United States was very much involved in the coup of January 30, 1964 and all of them agreed that it could not have taken place without American backing.8

			Khanh took over as the new president and was very cooperative with the U.S. administration from the beginning. In General Khanh the Johnson administration initially seemed to have found the right man to advance its Vietnam policy. Khanh’s willingness to accept and implement U.S. advice was greatly welcomed by U.S. officials such as Lodge and McNamara. U.S. military and economic aid started increasing substantially now. The U.S. government now provided enough funds and equipment to expand the South Vietnamese military forces by 144,000 men. In June, the num-ber of military advisors was increased by more than four thousand. This brought the total to twenty-two thousand. The total U.S. aid had increased to almost $2 million per day by now.9

			Unfortunately, Khanh was even less popular with the public than Minh. As early as February, plots against Khanh were reported by U.S. intelligence. This continued intermittently throughout the year. American officials continuously discouraged this time all those involved. Despite all this help, as well as substantially increased U.S. military and economic backing, General Khanh was not able to establish anything like a viable political base. His regime grew progressively weaker internally vis-à-vis the NLF. He leaned more and more upon the United States.

			In the U.S., meanwhile, pressure on President Johnson for escalating the U.S. military intervention in Vietnam had started mounting. The hawkish views of Republican Senator Barry Goldwater, who became the Republican candidate for president, prompted President Johnson to show some toughness in Vietnam lest he could be routed in the coming presidential election. On the other hand, General Khanh also realized that bombing North Vietnam would strengthen his own hands and hold on power. He, unlike Minh, now was wholeheartedly for greater U.S. military involvement.

			The U.S. administration finally had decided to take military action directly against North Vietnam by bombing it. But it could not do so without some kind of provocation by Hanoi. It needed an excuse so as to claim that it was acting as a response to a hostile act by North Vietnam. An alleged and ultimately unsubstantiated North Vietnamese torpedo-boat attack against the U.S. destroyers Maddox and Turner Joy in the Gulf of Tonkin on August 4 paved the way and provided the excuse for a Congressional resolution for a one-day, sixty four sortie air attack against North Vietnamese naval bases and oil-storage facilities. What actually happened was that the South Vietnamese navy had, under provocative U.S. supported covert ‘OPLAN 34-A’, carried out bombardments of two North Vietnamese off shore islands a few days before August 2, 1964. The ships were provided by the U.S. Destroyers Maddox and Turner Joy which were also in the area doing electronic espionage. They were not on their ‘regular’ patrol in the international waters as claimed by the Pentagon.10 It is logical that North Vietnam saw the provocative presence of the U.S. destroyers on August 2, as tied in with the bombardment. So the North Vietnamese sent the torpedo boats and could have attacked the American Destroyers in response to this provocative bombing. But the North Vietnamese attack failed to hit the target. Whether real or fabricated, this response by the North Vietnamese Navy in self-defense was given out of proportion importance. The U.S. Congress, Senate, and the people were misled and the Johnson administration had the resolution passed in Congress. Now they had complete authority to do whatever they deemed appropriate against North Vietnam.

			Three years later, under investigation by Senator Fulbright’s Foreign Relations Committee, Robert McNamara and his colleagues were unable to give credible answers to actually what had happened.11

			Nonetheless, American Air Force carried out heavy bombings of North Vietnam on August 4, 1964.

			Meanwhile, there were mounting demonstrations against the Khanh Government in South Vietnam. Thousands of Buddhists took to the streets in Saigon and Danang. Taking note of the unrest, some young turks in South Vietnamese military tried to stage a coup but due to U.S. opposition ultimately failed in this attempt. But President Khanh was forced to change the structure of his government.

			General Westmoreland urgently requested and secured authority to use B-52 bombers against targets in South Vietnam. In the early weeks of 1965, the South Vietnamese military was collapsing accompanied by deep political factionalism. The Buddhists were becoming extremely popular and politically more and more powerful. Also, the pressure on the president was mounting for sustained bombing of the North. President Khanh was getting more and more unpopular not only with the South Vietnamese people but also with the U.S. administration. Maxwell Taylor was getting restless and had mounted a major effort to oust Khanh. He also convinced Ky and other top generals that they now had a green light to move against Khanh.

			America was now actively helping the coup planners in their plot to oust Khanh. As per America’s wish, this time the coup succeeded and the Saigon radio announced that General Khanh was being replaced. Khanh was persuaded to leave South Vietnam. The new military leadership that American efforts help put in place, was led by the triumvirate of Ky, Thi and Thieu. Unlike Khanh, who seemed not too eager to bomb the North, the new leadership was all for expanding the war in the North. Pham Huy Quat remained the prime minister, though overshadowed by the new leadership. Soon after the coup, American planes launched their first attack in the sustained bombing of the North.

			As a result of this bombing, Hanoi started sending combat troops into the south now. In March 1966, General Wheeler reported that there were 13,000 North Vietnamese soldiers in the south while the number of Vietcong was 225,000. Facing them were 216,400 U.S., 690,000 South Vietnamese and 23,000 third country (mostly Korean) troops.12

			Meanwhile General Westmoreland kept asking for more and more U.S. troops. President Johnson reluctantly kept bowing to his wishes.

			At the home front, opponents of the war were getting more and more vocal. Steadily, demonstrations opposing the war had started on various campuses. Increasingly, the students in colleges had started realizing that it was not worth dying for a war which was unjust and immoral. The bombing of North Vietnam continued until the March of 1968. But on the ground in South Vietnam, the war was to a large degree Americanized. So as a result, American casualties had started mounting, giving rise to more and more demonstrations.

			American bombing was indiscriminate during the war. They were not able to distinguish too clearly between the enemy soldiers and the civilian population. In 1962, Kennedy had authorized air-delivered napalm (ignited jellied gasoline) and herbicidal defoliants. The dropping of Napalm bombs was especially cruel. It incinerated houses and adhered to and burned deep into the flesh of the victims. Napalm constituted approximately 8 to 9% of the yearly bomb tonnage from 1965 on. The total napalm tonnage dropped during the war was a staggering 338,000 tons.13

			In 1967 and 1968, the protests against the war were so fierce that President Johnson realized that his re-election prospects were surely doomed. So, he went on the national TV and announced that he would neither seek nor would he accept his party’s nomination for the presidency. So now the race for president was between Hubert Humphrey and Richard Nixon.

			In the meantime, at Paris, negotiations were started between South Vietnam and North Vietnam. These Paris Peace Talks were being conducted between President Thieu’s Government of South Vietnam and the representative of the government of North Vietnam.

			It should be noted that by the time President Johnson’s term came to an end in the fall of 1968, there were more than half a million U.S. combat troops in Vietnam. More than 30,000 Americans were killed and more than a million Vietnamese had lost their lives.14

			While the Paris Peace talks were in session in the fall of 1968, the American presidential election was just around the corner. The race between Humphrey and Nixon seemed to be close. If there was an armistice between North and South Vietnam before the U.S. presidential election that would have helped Humphrey get elected president. But Nixon and Kissinger knew this. So they promptly went to work. They had decided to sabotage the talks. The Nixon-Kissinger team secretly sent their emissary to the South Vietnamese President Thieu and assured him that they would have a better ‘deal’ with the new U.S. administration! Immediately Thieu, Ky and their team withdrew from the peace talks. The talks collapsed. This destroyed the peace platform on which the Democrats had contested the election. The Democrats lost and the Nixon-Kissinger team won the U.S. election. The main beneficiaries of this dishonest action were Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger. It seemed this tactic worked. But in a way, it did not work. Because four years later, the Nixon administration came to an agreement with the North Vietnamese on the same terms that were on the table in Paris before! The slaughter that took place in those four years was enormous. At least 20,492 Americans lost their lives during this period. During these four years, Vietnam was subjected to massive bombardments which devastated vast areas of the country.

			According to the Pentagon, the casualty figures between the 1st Lyndon Johnson bombing halt in March 1968 and the same date in 1972 were as follows:

			Enemy: 475,609

			South Vietnamese soldiers: 86,101

			Americans: 31,205

			Also, the U.S. Senate subcommittee on refugees estimated that in the same four year period, more than three million civilians were killed, injured or made homeless. During the same period, the United States dropped 4,500,000 tons of high explosives on Indochina. The total tonnage dropped in the entire Second World War according to the Pentagon is 2,044,000. This total in Indochina does not include massive sprayings of pesticides and chemical defoliants, such as Agent Orange. The disastrous effect of this is still being felt on the ecology of the land and the health of the Vietnamese people. Whole generations of babies were born without limbs or with other birth defects. During the first two and half years of the Nixon administration, under the CIA’s counter-guerrilla “Phoenix program”, 35,708 Vietnamese civilians were murdered or abducted.15

			The Nixon-Kissinger team even opened up a front in Cambodia during this brutal war. During their tenure in power, they subjected Indo-China to the cruelest and most massive bombings the world had ever seen. They tried, by resorting to this brutal bombing, to break the moral of North Vietnam but, instead, it strengthened their will to fight.

			At the home front, massive demonstrations were taking place all over America, especially on the campuses of major universities. The anti-Vietnam war movement was gathering momentum day by day. These protests had tremendous effects on the Nixon administration. During his second term he had started withdrawing U.S. G.I.s. He had promised the American people the Vietnamization of the war. So, he had started withdrawing the U.S. soldiers step by step and had started handing over fighting to the South Vietnamese. But the South Vietnamese were no match to the North Vietnamese soldiers and the Vietcongs whose morale was extremely high. Now, America as well as its puppet regime in South Vietnam was losing the war. The first clear defeat to the global American empire formed after World War II was in the making. By May of 1973, the American troops were leaving Vietnam, having failed to subdue the North Vietnamese. C.L. Sulzberger, the New York Times correspondent, a man close to the government, wrote:

			“The U.S. emerges as the big loser and history books must admit this… We lost the war in the Mississippi Valley, not the Mekong Valley.” But he was wrong. The United States had lost the war in both the Mekong Valley as well as in the Mississippi Valley!

			By now, the Nixon-Kissinger team knew that they could not win this war. So finally, on January 23, 1973, Henry Kissinger agreed with the North Vietnamese foreign minister Le Duc Tho to end the American involvement in Vietnam.

			The inevitable end came in the spring of 1975. There were no more Americans to help the deteriorating South Vietnam. The North Vietnamese moved south. The corrupt and crumbling South Vietnamese government could no longer hold allegiance of its troops and its citizens. In April of 1975, the fighting was within 100 miles of Saigon. On April 30, 1975, the American Ambassador had to ‘escape’ from the U.S. embassy by helicopter. Soon after, the North Vietnamese soldiers ran over and took Saigon. It was all over by now.

			Great responsibility for this holocaust must be attributed to the hubris and egos of a succession of American presidents, especially John F. Kennedy for setting in motion the involvement. President Johnson was a stubborn victim. He could not give up. President Nixon tried to intimidate the Hanoi government by massive bombings but failed. He finally realized that he could not win the war. By 1973, the United States bought its way out of the war, promising the North Vietnamese $3.25 billion in reparations as part of the agreement that North and South Vietnam would stop fighting.16

			It is indeed ironic to note that to his credit, Robert McNamara, one of the architects of the Vietnam tragedy, finally acknowledges in his book, In Retrospect: the Tragedy and Lessons of Vietnam that: “Given these facts and they are facts- I believe we could and should have withdrawn from South Vietnam either in late 1963 amid the turmoil following Diem’s assassination or in late 1964 or early 1965 in the face of increasing political and military weakness in South Vietnam. And … there were at least three other occasions when withdrawal could have been justified.”

			By the time this immoral war ended, more than 58,000 American troops were killed. According to recently released Vietnamese government figures, more than four million Vietnamese civilians and 1.1 million military personnel were killed. 600,000 military men were injured. Four million Vietnamese were badly sickened by Agent Orange while 500,000 babies have been born with birth defects. Vast areas of Vietnam have been devastated and contaminated with Dioxine poison.

			When I and my family visited Vietnam and Cambodia in December 2005, we found the people of these countries very polite and friendly. They seemed to hold no enmity towards the Americans. During our visit to the War Remnants Museum in Ho Chi Minh City in January 2006, we saw following statistics:

			Between 1964 and 1973, 21 million gallons of deadly defoliant Agent Orange, also known as ‘Dioxine’ were sprayed in many areas of Vietnam, destroying the ecology and harming the health of millions of Vietnamese men, women, and children. According to the Vietnamese government sources, there are over 4 million victims of Dioxine poisoning in Vietnam. This herbicide was sprayed over 6 million acres of crops and trees affecting approximately 13 percent of South Vietnam’s lands. It was the Kennedy administration who in 1961-62 had first authorized the use of these herbicides to destroy Vietnam’s rice crops. In some areas of Vietnam, Dioxine levels even today remain over 100 times the accepted international levels. Many affected Vietnamese have paid heavy price for this crime by having thousands of newborn babies born deformed or without limbs or other organs. More than half a million children have been affected by Agent Orange.17

			Many are still suffering more than thirty years after. Dioxine is linked to cancer, blood disease and birth defects. Vietnam has the largest quantity of Dioxine (Agent Orange) in the World.

			My Lai Massacre

			At 5:30 a.m., more than one hundred young men, belonging to the “Charlie Company” woke up. They were given several tons of fighting gear including machine guns, grenades, and other equipment; it was March 16, 1968 morning.

			Troop carrying helicopters took these young men 11 miles away in an operation, which was to be a surprise for the Vietnamese villagers. The helicopters took them to the outskirts of a hamlet called My Lai 4. My Lai was a small village in the Quang Ngai province of South Vietnam known to Americans as My Lai 4; the Vietnamese called it Thuan Yen. It was part of a hamlet called Tu Cung which was a part of a bigger village called Son My. The GI’s slang name for it was ‘Pinkville’, a name that was derived from shading on the military maps that actually indicated a densely populated area.

			Charlie Company—First Battalion, Twentieth Infantry Brigade, American Division—was part of a task force (TF) Barker, commanded by Lieutenant Colonel Frank Barker. TF Barker’s mission was to locate and destroy the Vietcong main-force combat units in an area that was suspected of being a political-military stronghold of the enemy. The Charlie Company’s commander was captain Earnest L. Medina. Second Lieutenant William L. ‘Rusty’ Calley commanded the company’s first platoon.

			The members of Charlie Company, later the killers of My Lai, were young Americans with an average age of just 20 years. They had been either drafted or drawn and enlisted from all over America. Charlie Company had been in Vietnam for just over three months. It had arrived in Vietnam in December 1967. There were 105 men in the Charlie Company after some combat losses.

			Captain Medina, the commander, a day before, relayed to his men what he had learned at the Barker’s briefing earlier in the afternoon. He told them that tomorrow was Charlie Company’s chance to get even. The 48th Vietcong Battalion was in My Lai 4 with the strength of 250 to 280 men. He told them to expect “a hell of a good fight”. He said that they had permission to destroy the village as it was VC stronghold….to burn down the houses, to kill all livestock, to cave the wells, to cut away crops that might feed the VCs, in short… to destroy the village. Somebody asked, “What is going to happen to the innocent civilians? Do we kill women and children?” This was an astounding question. The answer to this question was vague. According to Medina, in his later testimony, he had said, “no, you don’t kill civilians. You use common sense.” But this was disputed by other men. Some had gotten the impression that they were to kill everyone…

			At the trial in 1971, twenty-one members of the Charlie Company testified on Calley’s behalf that Medina ordered everyone killed. 18 Of course the truth may never be known.

			The troops of Charlie Company had landed on the outskirts of My Lai, on a dry paddy field. The men were divided into different platoons. As they assaulted the village, each platoon split into separate squads and soon they also broke down as numerous groups of men often in ones and twos, moving through the hamlet.

			My Lai was called Tu Cung by the Vietnamese who lived there. It had a number of sub-hamlets including Binh Dong and Binh Tay. Tu Cung and three other hamlets-My Lai Co Luy and Khe spread over two-three square kilometers as far as the coast to the west and to the south to the Tra Khuc River. This whole area was called Son My village collectively.

			Over the course of next three to four hours, from just before 8:00 am onwards, Charlie Company moved through My Lai 4 and above mentioned other sub-hamlets. The soldiers started firing their machine guns at anything that moved. They shot and killed pigs, chickens, ducks, cows, and any other animal they saw.

			Most of the men of the villages—heads of the households—were gone out of the hamlets to work in the farms or for other work since early morning before dawn. Some older children had gone to fetch water from wells or to find out how many fish they have netted in the nearby river. So most of the people left in these hamlets were older people, women and children. There were no Vietcongs or enemy soldiers in any of these villages.

			As they moved along, the soldiers yelled inside the small dwellings for people to come out. If there was no answer, they tossed grenades into the houses, bunkers, and shelters. The others didn’t bother to find out if the bunkers were empty and threw the grenades in regardless.

			At one place, a small cluster of people were being gathered into larger group of fifty or sixty old men, children, and women, some with babies in their arms. Some were so badly injured that they could hardly work. They were all machine-gunned down later.

			In other instances, women and children were pushed into bunkers and grenades were tossed in after them. Many families had huddled together in the dwellings, yards, and bunkers for safety but were mowed down with guns or were blown apart by fragmentation grenades.

			Many of the girls, some as young as 10 to 15, many 16 to 20 and women up to 35 years old were either forced to perform sex acts or were brutally raped, sometimes in front of their siblings and children. Then they were all mercilessly shot dead. Many women were sodomized, raped, mutilated and had their vaginas ripped open with knives or bayonets. One GI inserted the muzzle of a rifle barrel into a girl’s vagina after raping her, and then pulled the trigger. She was killed instantly. Several GIs thus became “double veterans”, a GI slang for the dubious honor of raping a woman and then killing her!

			Many soldiers repeatedly stabbed their victims; cut off their limbs and in some instances beheaded them. Some were scalped while others had their tongues cut out or their throats slit. Some Vietnamese came out to greet the Americans by placing their hands together only to be beaten with fists, clubbed with rifles, tortured and stabbed in the back with bayonets. Some victims were shot in the head at point blank range, blowing their skulls and forcing their brains out.

			Thus, all three platoons carried out mindless and wanton acts of brutality. Only the cruelest men devoid of any sense of civility could carry out such bestial acts.

			Often some women were encouraged to give their babies to small children to take care of while they took the mother to a hootch to rape her or gang rape her. In one village, eleven men raped a girl and when another squad heard of this, they immediately came across to join in. Sometimes, girls as young as 17 were violated by the soldiers while fellow GIs held her pants down. When finished, the helpless victims were shot dead. 19

			In one gruesome incident, the 1st platoon collected a group of about sixty Vietnamese men, women and children. They were forced to squat down. Lieutenant Calley, their commander wanted them all killed. So Calley and a soldier named Meadlo were only ten feet away from their victims when with their M-16 they fired onto them continuously until no one was left alive. The victims screamed, yelled and tried to get up. Their heads were shot off along with their limbs. Their body parts which were fleshier were ripped to shreds. Now Meadlo could not continue. Tears were flooding down his cheeks.

			There were still a few children left standing. Their mothers, in a last desperate attempt to protect them, had thrown themselves on top of their little ones. The children were trying to stand up. Calley opened fire again and killed each one, one by one. When it appeared to be all over, Calley calmly turned around and said, “O.K. lets go.”20

			In yet another grotesque incident, several Vietnamese who were hiding in bunkers, their fragile homes, and shelters were gathered in groups and were forced to march to the far side of the village towards the paddy fields and the irrigation ditch. There were about forty or fifty Vietnamese women, children and some old men now standing near the edge of the ditch. They were being guarded by a few soldiers who were sitting there taking rest. Calley was also there seated. “We’ve got another job to do”, he told the other soldiers who had gathered there.

			More Vietnamese were arriving on the scene shepherded by soldiers. Calley told other soldiers Meadlo and Boyce that he wanted everyone killed. He started pushing the villagers down the irrigation channel. Others joined in using their rifle buts to shove the crying Vietnamese down the steep slope.

			Some soldiers refused to take part in this carnage and moved away. A peasant woman tried to show a bullet wound in her left arm to Robert Maples, a soldier standing there. He felt helpless. Calley pushed her in the ditch and told Maples: “Load your machine gun and shoot these people.” Maples replied shaking his head: “I am not going to do that.”

			Seconds later, Calley and Meadlo started firing their M-16. One of the squad leaders tried to usher the men into a single line so that they could all fire simultaneously. Machine gun fire continued for a while. Some refused to take part in these mass killings and just saw the remnants of shredded human beings. Hundreds of pieces of flesh and bone were flying up in the air as the shallow ravine was sprayed with bullets repeatedly. Suddenly a child, about 2 years old, separated from his mother, managed to crawl up the top of the ditch. Calley picked the child up, threw it face down the slope and shot it. 21

			In just a few minutes, all these poor Vietnamese women, children and men were dead or dying. Some children were as young as 2 years old. One could hear moans and cries coming from the ditch as all these people lay there dead or dying. There were perhaps as many as a hundred of them in the ditch.

			These men had landed outside My Lai just before 8:00 am. By noon, every living thing in My Lai that the GIs could find—all men, women and children were killed. Even all the livestock was dead. According to North and South Vietnamese sources, the total of Vietnamese civilians killed numbered 504. While the casualties of the Charlie Company were just one self-inflicted gunshot wound in the foot. The report to the Division Commander, Major General Samuel W. Koster listed 128 enemies were killed in action and three weapons were captured! 22 It was a lie. There were no Vietcong enemies in these villages.

			The Charlie Company encountered not an instance of single enemy fire during its entire stay at My Lai. All this horrendous atrocity committed by the U. S. soldiers was one sided and without encountering a single enemy soldier! There were several people, young and old who survived the massacre and lived to tell the story with its foul details.

			There were however some Americans who acted very bravely & morally under the circumstances. Some of the GIs refused to participate in the massacre. They were few in number. One courageous man there was Hugh C. Thompson Jr. He was a U.S. army Warrant Officer who was a helicopter pilot of an aeroscout team from Company B, 123rd Aviation Battalion, at My Lai on March 16, 1968. He was flying his helicopter over My Lai on that fateful morning. He and gunner Larry Coburn were shocked to see the carnage. They saw a few Vietnamese civilians being chased by U.S. soldiers. Thompson landed his helicopter, warned the U.S. soldiers that were pursuing the civilians (to kill them), that if they didn’t stop or if they fired on these civilians, his gunner would open fire on them! In the meantime, another pilot landed his gunship and flew a few Vietnamese—two men, two women and five or six children—four miles away to a safe road west of Quang Ngai city.

			Before he flew, Thompson made one last pass over the ditch. There he saw a horrendous sight, about one hundred men, women, and children, all dead, filling the channel four or five deep. All along the ditch, bodies were spread out. All over, there was blood, flesh, filth, and stench.

			There, he found a child of three years, alive but covered in blood and slime. He moved the other corpses, caught the child, and flew him to a hospital at Quang Ngai and handed over the child to a nun to take care of. It was a miracle that the child had survived.

			The whole massacre at My Lai was covered up for some time by the superiors in the army chain of command. There was no news about this heinous crime anywhere in the U.S. But one brave and conscientious man broke the story. His name was Ron Ridenhour. During 1967-68, he served as an infantryman in the U.S. Army in South Vietnam’s Quang Ngai Province. There he learned of the carnage that took place at My Lai from his friends. That disturbed Ridenhour very much. He was only 22 years old at the time.

			The Charlie Company included men named Conti, Bernhardt, Terry, La Croix, Doherty, Gruver, etc. He knew some of these men. One day, he caught up with Gruver who corroborated the whole story at My Lai to him. Ridenhour was instantaneously revolted listening to the story from Gruver. Other GIs who had participated in the massacre seemed to be tortured by that fact. Ridenhour learned a similar story from Terry and Doherty too. Also, La Croix gave details of what happened at Pinkville (My Lai).

			Now, Ridenhour was determined to break the story when he came to the United States. He was born in Oakland, California. When he came back, he decided to write a letter to his local democratic Congressman as a friend of his suggested. Then he chose to write a letter to Congressman Mo Udall of Arizona whose anti-war views were well known at the time. He laid out the facts in his 1500 word letter as told to him by Gruver, Terry, Doherty, La Croix, and Bernhardt. He posted his letter to Udall and thirty prominent people in Washington D.C. (including president Nixon) on April 2nd, 1969.

			Udall’s office immediately responded. Almost a year had passed since the My Lai massacre took place. Instantly the story became front-page news across the United States. Soon, the story also became known around the world.

			After a lengthy investigation by the U.S. Army, the trial began for those involved in the massacre at My Lai.

			On September 16, 1969, at Fort Benning, Lieutenant Calley was charged with the murders of 109 “Oriental human beings”. As months passed, charges of murders were brought against Medina, Hutto, Mitchell, Doherty, Sehiel, T’ Souvas, Hodges, Smith, etc. Other charges were also brought against their superiors, Kotouc, Koster and others.

			One by one, the charges against all the others were either dropped or they were found “not guilty”. On March 29, 1969, Lieutenant Calley was found guilty of killing at least 22 Vietnamese civilians and an assault with intent to murder a Vietnamese child. A Harp’s poll revealed that 36 percent of Americans disagreed with the verdict, 35 percent agreed and 29 percent were undecided.

			On March 31st, 1971, after seven hours’ consultation, the jury declared that Calley should be confined to hard labor for the rest of his life. Then he was taken to a stockade to await transfer to the army’s prison at Fort Levenworth, Kansas. The next day, President Nixon, in a rare act of political opportunism, ordered Calley to be released from the stockade pending his appeal. Until then he would remain under house arrest. On August 20, 1971, Calley’s sentence was reduced to twenty years’ hard labor on review by the Commanding General, 3rd U.S. Army. On February 27 1974, Calley was freed on bail of $1000 by the district judge. Again on April 15, 1974, Secretary of State of the Army reduced Calley’s confinement to hard labor for ten years. The same year on November 9, the Secretary of the Army announced that Calley was to be paroled after completing one third of his sentence. He was a free man! 23

			Thus, except for a short time for Calley, practically no one out of the 105 men—most of whom had committed such horrendous crimes against innocent Vietnamese peasants—was punished! Everyone went free!

			Those who committed such despicable crimes at My Lai were not few bad apples. They were a large number of men gone wild. Within the U.S. forces, such a culture of violence, hatred and racism existed then; it existed before in Philippines and Cuba. It was prevalent in Korea and in recent times, such culture was seen in Iraq when on many occasions innocent civilians were humiliated and massacred by U.S. forces.

			The Invasion & Bombing of Cambodia

			One of the worst crimes committed against a civilian population was the massacre of hundreds of thousands of Cambodian peasants and the virtual destruction of their land by massive and reckless U.S. bombing and invasion during the Vietnam War between 1969 and 1973.

			Their polite and affable ruler, Prince Norodom Sihanouk had maintained neutrality for years after gaining independence from France and later during the Vietnam War. But President Nixon had decided that his neutrality and friendship with China and Russia was not good for the United States. This ultimately resulted in his overthrow by an incompetent dictator named Lon Nol with U.S. approval and connivance.

			Vietnam, during the war, had sanctuaries which were part of the Ho Chi Minh trail within the eastern border areas of Cambodia through which it supplied arms and equipment to its forces especially the Vietcongs in South Vietnam. Nixon, as soon as he came to power early in January 1969, wanted to bomb these areas in Cambodia. So, on his first day in office, he told the Joint Chiefs that he wanted swift military action in Cambodia. General Creighton Abrams’ response was to ask for B-52 strikes against Base Area 353, a suspected communist sanctuary in Cambodia. According to Abrams, the elusive enemy known to the Pentagon as COSVN (Central Office for South Vietnam) was located at Base Area 353. If the U.S. military successfully destroyed the COSVN, it could severely curtail a large scale offensive against South Vietnam.24

			At the beginning of 1968, the American emissary Chester Bowles traveled to Phnom Penh to meet Sihanouk. There, he tried to persuade him to launch an attack against the communist sanctuaries. If he couldn’t do that, Bowles warned, the United States would cross the border into Cambodia to destroy these sanctuaries. Sihanouk knew the Vietnamese violated Cambodian neutrality but could not help it, yet he still desperately hoped to avoid large scale U.S. intervention into Cambodia.

			Henry Kissinger four years later, under oath, declared that Sihanouk asked for U.S. military action against the sanctuaries. This was a lie.25

			There were already massive protests by now throughout the United States. Nixon and Kissinger knew that the American people would not tolerate his expansion of the war into Cambodia. So, secretly, Nixon ordered massive bombings of the border areas of Cambodia.

			On March 18, 1969, the first of a series of deadly attacks took place inside Cambodia. It was called “Operation Breakfast” by the Pentagon. Then, the Nixon/Kissinger team authorized “Operation Lunch” in April and a series of other attacks–Dessert, Snack, Supper, etc, in May 1969. In each bombing, B-52s pounded the Cambodian countryside with several tons of bombs. Yet, only minor injuries were inflicted on the mobile sanctuaries while many Cambodian villages were destroyed and their populations were decimated. These manu raids were institutionalized. Regularly, Cambodia was bombed until the 1970 invasion, after which the bombing was intensified, expanded, and was no longer a secret. But, for more than a year, this bombing of Cambodia was kept secret from the American people. From 1969 to 1970, 3,600 secret B-52 sorties were flown against the supposed enemy sanctuaries. More than 100,000 tons of bombs were dropped on this weak, gentle, and neutral country which had no quarrel with the United States. During this period, these raids constituted some 60 percent of all B-52 operations throughout Indochina.26

			This secret bombing achieved nothing except the expansion of the immoral war. The giant bombers, night after night, crossed into Cambodia and pulverized the jungle below. Contrary to Kissinger’s assertions of containing the enemy resistance, it only forced the North Vietnamese and the Vietcongs to spread further West into Cambodia, moving their sanctuaries deeper into the country. Now, the war was spreading west into Cambodia.

			Meanwhile, to get rid of Sihanouk, the Nixon/Kissinger team were encouraging his enemies—mainly the business and military leaders— to exploit any political crisis that might erupt. They did not have to wait long. On January 7, 1970, Sihanouk left Phnom Penh for Paris and then to Moscow and Beijing to discuss the presence of the North Vietnamese in his country. Taking advantage of his absence, General Lon Nol, the Prime Minister and Sirik Matak, a business leader and a cabinet minister ousted Sihanouk on March 18 in a coup d’etat. Prince Sihanouk, in a televised address in Paris accused the CIA of involvement in the coup. Nixon and Kissinger both denied any involvement in the coup in their memoirs.

			It is uncertain if the CIA gave any direct help to Lon Nol and his cronies but it is beyond any doubt that the CIA, operating in Cambodia since 1954 Geneva Agreement, contributed to the idea of the coup. For years, especially in the months before March 1970, the agency was fomenting anti-Sihanouk subversion with the aim of replacing his neutral regime with a more pro-western compliant government. According to one source, Lon Nol received funds for the Coup against Sihanouk from a Cambodian banker supposedly in the service of the CIA.27 Other evidence gives credence to the theory that despite Kissinger’s claims, Washington knew of and even encouraged the coup plans of Lon Nol and Sirik Matak.28

			Prince Sihanouk narrates in his memoir that the CIA had been involved in the pre-planning stage of the coup as per his book, My War with the CIA, (Pantheon Books, New York). He mentions that from sources in the United States, he learned later that the CIA had drawn up a directive a month earlier. It recommended its support for such a coup which a CIA contact on Lon Nol’s staff had promised would take place in the “near future”. By the time he flew off to Hanoi, Sihanouk narrates further, the CIA had already assured Lon Nol of their support. Lon Nol and Sirik Matak had to work out the details of the coup. In part of the scenario, Sihanouk mentions, he was to be assassinated if he happened to be in the country at the time.

			Further, according to Sihanouk, a meeting took place between the CIA agents and Lon Nol when Lon Nol suddenly found it necessary to go to France for the treatment of a shoulder injury. There, he admitted himself at Neuilly-Sur-Seine hospital in Paris. By some strange coincidence, some American ‘patients’ also were admitted to the same hospital at the time. These patients showed no visible signs of injury or evidence of any malady. Sihanouk asserts that they were, in fact, American CIA ‘advisors’… experts on coup-making.29

			As a small group of pro-American army officers, aristocrats and businessmen replaced the independent neutralist Sihanouk, the United States happily nodded its approval and started establishing close ties with the new regime.

			The new government right away issued a call to arms against the communists. Some 70,000 volunteers enlisted by mid-April, 1970, in Lon Nol’s makeshift army. As fighting intensified, villagers still loyal to Sihanouk joined the growing non-communist rebel movement. Others began to resist the new military government. Those who were communist or leftists joined the left-wing Khmer Rouge. This group remained fiercely independent though it received aid from North Vietnam. The majority of them were nationalist Cambodians who opposed the autocratic and harsh Lon Nol regime.

			Now, five separate wars were going on in Cambodia. U.S. war planes continued to bomb a narrow strip of territory containing enemy sanctuaries, thick forest and Cambodian villages. South Vietnamese armies, when U.S. bombing pace slowed down, crossed the border into Cambodia and engaged in the burning, looting, and raping of any Cambodian community they came across. While a short distance to the west, Lon Nol’s forces fought a combined force of North Vietnamese troops and Khmer Rouge rebels that had made their way towards Phnom Penh to escape the intensive U.S. bombing. Within provinces which were ‘liberated’, Khmer Rouge and North Vietnamese forces battled each other for the control of the war that was expanding. Within the government held territory, Lon Nol’s army carried out a brutal campaign against some 400,000 ethnic Vietnamese who were living in Cambodia.

			Meanwhile, Nixon had ordered the CIA station opened in Phnon Penh. Washington had started giving millions of dollars’ worth of arms to the Lon Nol regime. By April 20, 1970, $10 million worth of arms were already shipped to Cambodia.

			On April 26, Nixon signed a directive prepared by Kissinger, authorizing U.S. troops to cross into Cambodia to attack an area known as the Fishhook Sanctuaries.

			On April 28, 1970, South Vietnamese forces (ARVN) crossed the Cambodian border to attack Parrott’s Beak Sanctuary. Two days later on April 30, a joint U.S. and ARVN (South Vietnamese) attack force entered the Fishhook region of Cambodia to locate and destroy COSVN, the supposedly fortified Communist Pentagon. They were helped by the U.S. fighter-bombers. No more were the bombings secret. Now, it was an escalated bombing for next three years that would devastate most of Cambodia.30

			Finally, on April 30, 1970, on a televised speech, Nixon told the American public that the U.S. troops had crossed into Cambodia. He assured the Americans that this was undertaken not for expanding the war into Cambodia but to end the war in Vietnam.

			Massive protests broke out all across the United States.

			A month later, Nixon boasted that the invasion of Cambodia was “the most successful operation of the Vietnam War.” In reality, they never found the COSVN. They had expected to find a well fortified bunker, thirty feet underground with thousands of North Vietnamese officers directing the war. Instead, they only found some evidence of a mobile enemy headquarters that had already been shifted deeper into Cambodia.31 After engaging local guerrillas, pounding the area with more B-52s and destroying the rice harvested by farmers for their families, the U.S. forces withdrew from Cambodia with great fan fare and lot of TV coverage publicity.

			In the meantime, the gentle and innocent people of Cambodia suffered tremendous hardship as a result of the merciless U.S. bombings and ground attacks by the U.S./South Vietnamese forces. By the end of bombing war on Cambodia on August 15, 1973, 2,756,941 tons of bombs were dropped on Cambodia in 230,516 sorties on 113,716 sites as reported by Taylor Owen and Ben Kiernan on Vannara’s Informal blog, December 7, 2006. Even after the 1973 Paris Peace Agreement, the bombing of Cambodia continued.

			Besides bearing devastating consequences as a result of the U.S. bombing and ground invasion, even after the U.S. forces’ withdrawal, entire South Vietnamese divisions still remained in Cambodia. There, they unleashed a most violent war against the people of Cambodia. ARVN troops went on a rampage and carried out rape, murder, and pillage of the country.

			The incompetent Cambodian leader Lon Nol by now had become an American client and a stooge. During the summer of 1970, $50 million were secretly funneled to Lon Nol and many of his corrupt generals. At the same time, the United States, with tactical aircraft and B-52s, was bombing deeper into Cambodia. The U.S. pilots had a free hand and chose whatever target they liked. Washington also encouraged the South Vietnamese attacks inside Cambodia. South Vietnamese pilots also bombed Cambodian villages while their invading army behaved as conquerors rather than like an ally.

			The secret fund channeled to Lon Nol had run out by September 1970. Nixon had no choice but to go to Congress and request additional $260

			million for military assistance program. Of this amount, $60 million were given to Cambodia.32

			By now, Kissinger came out with a plan to create a fully equipped Cambodian army of 220,000 men at the cost of $350 to $400 million a year. But a stunning defeat of the Cambodian forces at Chenla II in late 1971 against the North Vietnamese and Khmer Rouge forces made it obvious that Lon Nol’s army simply could not win the war.

			In April 1971, Lon Nol suffered a stroke. Sirik Matak and others pleaded with him to step aside but he refused and Washington supported his decision. Exhibiting signs of mental illness, Lon Nol, as time progressed, interfered with the conduct of the battles. He also became more and more autocratic. Then, one day, he dismissed the National Assembly and assumed dictatorial powers. In addition, he removed the Chief of State and issued a new anti-communist constitution. Then in June, he won a solid but fraudulent victory in the elections which he had rigged. But the U.S. did not care how he maintained control of his country—like the U.S. relationship and policy with all the other “friendly” dictators. It kept supporting the general who was now an autocratic dictator.

			The Nixon/Kissinger strategy for Cambodia depended heavily on the bombing campaign. It had become a substitute for the failure of Lon Nol’s ineffective Cambodian army. Nixon, violating restrictions put on his bombing by the Cooper-Church amendment, carried out an intense level of bombing while pretending that the war was winding down.

			The air war was being extended westward by the U.S. air force. For U.S. pilots, every village, field or convoy inside the eastern half of Cambodia was considered a legitimate target. Many bombs fell in the more populated areas of the Mekong Delta. Washington believed that the intense bombing level demonstrated toughness to the enemy. So the bombing intensity was kept at a high level. In 1971, more than 41,000 sorties were flown over Cambodia. The intensity continued until April 1972 when Hanoi launched its spring offensive which tied down the bulk of the U.S. air force for the rest of the year.

			Surprisingly, after Washington and Hanoi signed the Paris Peace Agreement in January 1973, the bombing of Cambodia resumed with extra fury.

			During March, 1973, 24,000 tons of bombs were dropped on Cambodia by B-52 bombers. That figure climbed to 35,000 during April and it went up to 36,000 during May.33

			Continuous air war and the Watergate scandal had generated wide-spread unrest across the United States. That provoked a Congressional debate in May 1973. On June 25, 1973, both Houses of Congress passed an amendment to stop the bombing of Cambodia by the end of that month. Nixon, true to his nature, right away vetoed the amendment, claiming that the air raids were the only means to enforcing the Paris Peace Agreement. Conservatives helped Nixon sustain his veto. But Mike Mansfield warned that similar amendments would be passed “again and again and again until the will of the people prevails.”34

			Nixon finally had to come to a compromise with Congress. Both sides set August 15, 1973 as the deadline for the bombing halt.35

			During the remaining 45 days, the Nixon administration practically buried Cambodia under bombs. There was an increase of 21 percent in tactical bombing and the B-52 raids were carried out to maximum levels possible. The poor country had no military or industrial targets, yet its bombing had reached frightening proportions. From Operation Breakfast, the final assault had begun in the summer of 1973. Thousands of square miles of fertile and densely populated areas had been scorched and turned black by inundation. By now, hundreds of thousands of innocent Cambodians were killed and wounded by relentless and reckless U.S. bombing.36

			Finally, the United States Congress forced the Nixon administration to stop the bombing of Cambodia in August, 1973. But by then, the country had been laid to waste. Its villages and farms were devastated while its economy had been destroyed. Rubber, rice, and fish—the country’s three main exports – were no longer harvested. The inflation had reached a staggering 250 percent a year. From all over its countryside, the peasants and poor Cambodians, to escape the brutal bombing, had gathered in shanty towns and run-down slums where there was little food, no healthcare, no sanitation and rampant prostitution. Phnom Penh, once a charming city of 600,000, had now swollen to a wretched slum of 3 millions. Most of them were the refugees from the countryside.

			The corrupt military regime of Lon Nol did little to help its people. The huge U.S. aid went directly into the pockets of Lon Nol’s officer corps.

			Meanwhile, the Khmer Rouge watched and waited for the right time. They were a well disciplined force of 60,000 and had a clear, well planned strategy. They destroyed vital roads, bridges, and attacked government outposts everywhere. They undertook offensives where they could win and ultimately sought to surround Phnom Penh and force Lon Nol to surrender.

			In the meantime, Washington continued its unwise policy of rejecting any compromise settlement. Sihanouk was still willing to meet Kissinger for negotiations but Kissinger was not interested. He even sabotaged the proposal by revealing it to the press when French President Giscard D’Estaing brought about the possibility of bringing Sihanouk to Phnom Penh before the Khmer Rouge radicals claimed total victory.

			The Khmer Rouge, on the New Year’s Day, 1975, launched the major final offensive of the war. All across Cambodia, they severed transportation and communications networks, shelled government enclaves, and engaged what remained of Lon Nol’s forces. Soon they surrounded Phnom Penh, were on the bank of Mekong River and fought their way to the outskirts of the capital.

			Lon Nol appealed for U.S. intervention. A massive seven-week airlift into Phnom Penh by the disguised U.S. planes began. Lon Nol’s tottering regime was kept alive by U.S. shipments of fuel and ammunition but it did nothing to help the refugees. As the food supply ran out, thousands of malnourished children perished. Thousands more fell victim to disease due to lack of any medical care.

			Nixon requested emergency funds, so the Senate sent a fact-finding mission to Phnom Penh headed by Congressman Pete McCloskey of California. The team came back fully convinced that the main culprit behind the tragedy that was unfolding was the U.S. policy towards Cambodia.

			McCloskey said:

			I can only tell you my emotional reaction getting into that country, if I could have found the military or State Department leader who has been the architect of this policy, my instinct would be to string him up. Why they are there and what they have done to the country is greater evil than we have done to any country in the world and wholly without reason, except for our own benefit to fight against the Vietnamese.37

			At the end of March 1975, according to reports, Lon Nol, corrupt that he was, took a bribe of $1 million from the government. On April 1, he boarded a plane for Hawaii, never to return. As usual, America gave refuge to its failed and corrupt dictator. According to Nixon’s white paper, the invasion of Cambodia had cost the United States $2 billion.

			By April 11, the last government defenses were broken through by Khmer Rouge forces and threatened to seize the city. The next morning, 82 Americans, along with 159 Cambodian collaborators and 35 3rd world country citizens boarded the U.S. helicopters and left Phnom Penh. For all its worth, the war was over.38

			Victorious, the Khmer Rouge marched into Phnom Penh on April 17, 1975. Dressed in black and stern faced, the victorious rebels wasted little time implementing their sinister plans. By the end of U.S. role in Cambodia most of the food sources were gone. From U.S. embassy reports, it seems that in the three-week period after the U.S. evacuation, at least 1 million Cambodians might have perished from starvation.

			Pol Pot and his regime had one solution. That was to move the vast majority of people in Phnom Penh to the countryside. It was Pol Pot’s belief that modernization was the enemy. So he forced people to return to the land. Hence millions of Phnom Penh people were given just few hours to pack up their possessions and evacuate the city. Many unwilling were dragged—families from their homes and sick from hospitals—by the soldiers. A long march began, consisting of women, children, the sick, and the lame—just about everyone. Those who were not able to keep up were killed. Those who survived were herded into the collectivized work camps to produce food for the population. Teachers, workers, government employees; all were considered a drain on those who worked the land. So they were killed. The unfit, the sick and the infirm were liquidated. It is estimated that perhaps as many as 2 million Cambodians were killed by the brutal Pol Pot regime.

			The poor people of Cambodia had suffered so much. First at the hands of the U.S. government’s massive bombing campaigns and then at the brutality of the Pol Pot regime. Even the rise to power of a regime like Pol Pot’s was a result of the horrific bombings, the invasion of the country and the coup which was supported and encouraged by the U.S. government which had no regard for the fate of millions of Cambodians.

			What the Nixon-Kissinger team did in Cambodia were crimes that only a brutal leadership, which has no regard for the lives of millions of people in other parts of the word, is capable of committing.

			As a result of American bombing and invasion of Cambodia from 1969 to 1975, as many as 600,000 Cambodians, perhaps more, were killed.39 In the few weeks following the U.S. evacuation in 1975, perhaps 1 million Cambodians, most of whom were children, perished due to the starvation as most of the food supply had dwindled due to U.S. bombings and the raging war. Indiscriminate U.S. bombing of the Cambodian country side terrorized thousands of farmers to join the Khmer Rouge which was before struggling to gain popularity. So the conditions were created due to the heavy bombings, the overthrow of Prince Sihanouk, the invasion of Cambodia etc. that paved the way for Pol Pot and his Khmer Rouge to seize power—a regime that was subsequently responsible for the deaths of perhaps as many as 2 million Cambodians.

			Repeated bombings and chemical warfare had destroyed large areas and also vast tracts of forests in adjacent red soil regions. Vast quantity of napalm bombs were dropped on Cambodia. When the war on Cambodia was over, their land which was once lush green and forested was scattered with hundreds of thousands of craters and burned out forests and fields. In his memoir, Sihanouk laments:

			. . . . . The earth itself is burned with such heat that microorganisms, on which the soil fertility depends, are killed. The chemical composition is changed and earth becomes sterile . . . There are also hundreds of thousands of overlapping craters where fertile and infertile soil have become so inextricably mixed that it will take decades for the land to regain its original fertility if it ever does. . . . . It represents an aspect of long range genocide. There are alas, far too many of our people with arms and legs blown off, who will no longer be able to contribute to reconstruction . . . .40

			Thus millions of innocent and gentle people of Cambodia were killed, maimed or starved as a result of this brutal war imposed upon and waged against by the U.S. It is estimated that at least 600,000 Cambodians were killed due to U.S. bombing. Hundreds of thousands were sickened due to the spraying of the deadly pesticide ‘Dioxine’. According to the Frontline World, today even agriculture is more difficult due to the presence of 4 to 6 million land mines which kill on the average 90 people per month. Today, there are more than 35,000 people who are amputees as a result of the land mines . . . . . This is the legacy the United States has left in Cambodia, a legacy of misery, death, and destruction.

			Devastating Laos - 1969 to 1973

			The CIA had established its air force and army in Laos and was clandestinely and deeply involved there for almost twenty years when Nixon ascended to the presidency. The CIA was—with neither the consent nor knowledge of the American people—waging a secret war there as it was doing the same in Cambodia.

			Laos had a population of 3 million people. It is a landlocked country bordering Vietnam, Cambodia and Thailand. Since the late 1800’s, the French ruled there. It was the least developed nation amongst its neighbors. When the French granted it autonomy, for the next twenty-five years, two half-brothers, prince Souvannaphouma and Prince Souphanouvong competed for the control of Laos. Both of them loved their country. They were staunch nationalists but differed widely about what course their country should follow.

			While Souvannaphouma wanted Laos to remain neutral in its foreign affairs, Souphanouvong preferred Laos to support and join the communist revolutions underway in Vietnam and China. The French supported Souvannaphouma and he became the prime minister of a French-backed government in Laos. Souphanouvong moved to the countryside and formed a political communist movement known as the Pathet Lao. He busied himself building a guerilla movement in northern Laos. In 1953, Vietnamese forces under Ho Chi Minh entered northern Laos and joined Souphanouvong and his Pathet Lao to fight the French. They together captured most of the Northern provinces.

			After the French defeat at Dien Bien Phu, the Geneva Conference was held in 1954. Besides dealing with the Vietnam conflict, it also worked out a compromise for Laos that it should be neutral and that all foreign forces should leave the country.

			Though the Geneva Conference of 1954 tried to secure a peaceful, neutral and demilitarized Laos, it was not acceptable to the U.S. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, a fanatic cold warrior and anti-communist in the Eisenhower administration. Under his pressure, the Pentagon agreed to set up a 20,000 man Laotian army. He also sent military advisers in Laos under civilian clothes, in violation of the Geneva Accords. He camouflaged the U.S. military assistance program. But most importantly, he made sure a pro-American regime came to power, the one who did not collaborate with the communists.

			To avoid civil war, Souvannaphouma was trying to negotiate with his half-brother Souphanouvong so as to have a true coalition government. But before he made any progress on that, he was forced out of power by the events that followed after the assassination of his neutralistic defense minister, Kon Voravong. It is believed that the CIA was behind the assassination. Anyway, a pro-American named Katay Don Sasorith assumed the premiership, broke off talks with the Pathet Lao, and seemed to save Laos from the communists.

			But the U.S. suffered setbacks soon. Under Geneva Accords, elections were held in 1955 and again Prince Souvannaphouma returned as the prime minister. He immediately started talks with the Pathet Lao.

			Finally, the two half-brothers reached an agreement to integrate the Pathet Lao into the Royal Government. All Pathet Lao military forces were disbanded or merged into the Royal Laotian Army. A new government of ‘National Union’ was formed. New elections were set for 1958. The Geneva Accords had envisioned such a neutralist coalition government. These elections were designed to finish the merger of the Royal Government and the Pathet Lao. But the rulers in Washington were afraid of free elections in Laos just as they were afraid of the free elections in Vietnam. They were afraid of a communist leaning government winning the elections. So the U.S. flooded rural Laos with food and other items to buy votes. But they failed and the Pathet Lao and their allies won a majority of the seats.41

			Worried by the election results, the United States set out to overthrow the newly elected government in Laos. It made it quite difficult for the new government to function by withholding aid payments. The CIA helped form a political bloc from a group of young national-assembly members. This bloc, a right-wing entity, toppled Souvannaphouma out of office on July 23, 1958 and installed a pro-western prime minister named Phoui Sananikone. The new prime minister right away formed a new government and ousted Souphanouvong and the other Pathet Lao members from the cabinet.

			Prime Minister Sananikone assumed the right to rule by decree by doing away with the democratic rule. He went on an anti-communist crusade. The government agents started persecuting the Pathet Lao soldiers who were integrated in the Royal Army. So several battalions escaped to their former jungle headquarters and waited for Prince Souphanouvong’s arrival. But before he could join them, the prince and other Pathet Lao leaders were arrested by Sananikone in Vientiane.

			The Pathet Lao forces, during the summer of 1959 went on the offensive in the north. With the CIA’s encouragement, the Laotian government falsely claimed it to be the North Vietnamese invasion. From all over the world, the journalists were invited to cover the invasion. Big propaganda was under way about the North Vietnamese invasion. But when the U.N. investigated the situation, they found no evidence of any invasion by the North Vietnamese.42

			America already had its private airline named ‘Air America’ active in Laos. So were the U.S. Air Force pilots operating there. The CIA had a lot of control in Laos at the time of the death of Dulles. But now it was in an awkward position. Now, with no communist invasion, there was no reason for the U.S. buildup there. The agency found a scapegoat. On Christmas day 1959, a violent coup overthrew Sananikone. The new dictator, a General named Phoumi Nosovan whom the CIA called ‘our boy’, seized power. New elections were already scheduled for April 1960. The elections were rigged with the CIA’s help and Nosovan was elected. Soon after Kennedy came to power, Washington and Moscow settled for a cease-fire and convened a new Geneva Conference to settle the conflict in Laos. Meanwhile, Nosovan’s position had become very shaky. So Robert McNamara, the Defense Secretary persuaded Kennedy to send in 5,000 troops to northeast Thailand supposedly to defend the Thai border against the communists.43 Yet, an agreement was reached at Geneva on July 23, 1962. A neutral coalition government was to rule Laos. In few weeks’ time, a new coalition government was formed in Vientiane with Souvannaphouma as the new prime minister. Prince Souphanouvong of Pathet Lao and General Phoumi Nosovan were designated as deputy prime ministers.44

			The State Department right away reorganized the coalition government and resumed aid. Washington also reasserted its role in the Royal Laotian Army and put Nosovan in charge of defense. Souvannaphouma became very dependent on the United States. As a result, by April 1963, the Pathet Lao started rebelling again and the civil war resumed.45

			The CIA’s involvement in the Laotian civil war continued covertly for more than five years. The CIA recruited tribal people known as Hmong by giving them food and goods, delivered by their private air line ‘Air America’. The CIA relocated these tribesmen into the mountains, trained and armed them, and made them into a formidable fighting force. These tribesmen lived in the mountain fortresses as the territory was controlled by the Pathet Lao. This large guerilla army repeatedly attacked the communist positions in northern Laos. The CIA also brought Thai forces into the war to fly bombing missions against the Pathet Lao. Many U.S. military advisors came into Laos to lead the Royal Laotian Army into battle. The Hmong tribesmen continued to fight the Pathet Lao for more than eight years. By 1968, entire generations of Hmong tribesmen were killed. Most men between the ages of 18 and 35 were gone. The tribes were forced to use the small boys for the war. America had simply used these naive tribal people for its own purpose. Years after the war in Laos was over, these tribal people had nowhere to go. They were simply abandoned by the United States.

			During the Johnson administration, the CIA continued its clandestine activity in Laos while the Johnson administration was busy with Vietnam.

			Near the closing month of his term, Johnson authorized the intensive bombing of Laos. When the bombing in North Vietnam was halted in March 1968, the air force began to bomb Laos. The war there was kept secret. There were no military targets of any value there, but according to the U.S. Deputy Chief of Missions, “We had all these planes sitting around and couldn’t just let them stay there with nothing to do.”46

			The devastation in Laos was extensive and certainly equaled that inflicted upon Vietnam from 1965 to 1972. U.S. bombers bombed countless villages and farms. Hundreds of thousands of villagers were forced to flee into the jungle or seek shelter in caves. The government camps were swollen with some 600,000 refugees.

			During 1969, while there was a bombing halt in North Vietnam, the jets flew over Laos daily. Day and night, the U.S. planes dropped 600 pound bombs, napalm bombs, delayed-action bombs, phosphorous bombs, and anti-personnel bombs. The peasants recount that the American jets bombed both, the villages and their outskirts; that they spent most of their time hiding in the caves or holes and they suffered many civilian casualties. Everything was a target, cows, buffaloes, rice fields, schools, temples and small shelters erected outside the villages.47

			It was a most devastating and mindless bombing, devoid of any military justification as it served no U.S. purpose although it brought unbearable misery, deaths, and devastation to the innocent and poor peasants of Laos.

			Nixon, once again being true to his nature, defended the bombing by calling it a firm deterrent to the success of the Pathet Lao. But as Branfman and other people have shown, the air war on the whole was counter productive. In the Plane of Jars area in 1965, about 30 percent of the young men volunteered for the Pathet Lao Army. After years of heavy bombing, five years later, as many as 95 percent of the men then volunteered! Their attitude was, instead of dying hiding from the bombs, it was better to die fighting.48

			The complex network of paths and small trails making up the Ho Chi Minh trail were still open despite 1969-1970 bombing campaign, so the Pentagon wanted and asked for the chance to get the job done. They proposed ground assault across Vietnam’s border into Laos. The air force had already increased its bombing of the Ho Chi Minh Trail.

			On March 6, 1970, Nixon told the American people that the United States was already bombing all of Laos and not just the trail and it was also financing the unpopular government of Prince Souvannaphouma. He asserted that these actions were necessary to protect Americans in Vietnam and to counter North Vietnam’s military escalation into Laos.49

			In reality, there were only a few North Vietnamese forces in Laos. The vast majority had never left the border areas where the Ho Chi Minh Trail was situated. When the CIA began its secret war in Laos, these forces were sent there to guard and protect the trail. In fact, there was no invasion of northern Laos by North Vietnam in any significant scale. Essentially, it was a civil war in Laos, between the U.S.-supported Souvannaphouma government and the Pathet Lao. But Nixon, by giving a different picture, was seeking the support of the American people for the bombing and invasion of Laos.

			But the U.S. Congress by early 1971 had banned the use of U.S. troops in the invasion of Laos by the Cooper–Church amendment. So, the invasion was to take place by ARVN (South Vietnamese) troops.

			The ARVN invasion of Laos began on February 9, 1971; about 20,000 South Vietnamese forces crossed the border into Laos. American bombers supported the ARVN by massive bombings of eastern Laos. ARVN made little headway—being bogged down in rain, mud and fog. On February 17, when the weather cleared, the Vietcong surprised the American rear guard in South Vietnam by cutting off the main supply line behind ARVN forces. Then the North Vietnamese troops, using tanks counter attacked and overran the newly established ARVN posts. Faced with certain defeat, the ARVN had to be evacuated by its U.S. protectors at the end of February 1971.

			The second phase of the ARVN attack also failed. The U.S. helicopters leapfrogged the enemy positions and landed the invaders near their target of the town called Tchepone. Four days later on March 8, 1971, some units from Hanoi’s army attacked and forced the ARVN to evacuate Tchepone.50

			The ARVN continued to retreat and evacuate its position in Laos as the North Vietnamese forces continued their counter attack. Thus, despite heavy U.S. air support, the ARVN were soundly defeated. The invasion was a total failure and the ARVN were routed. Millions of Americans saw on TV the 25,000 strong ARVN forces being soundly defeated by the North Vietnamese.

			In his memoirs, Nixon distorts the truth by calling both, the invasion of Cambodia in 1970 and the invasion of Laos a success. In reality, both the invasions did not serve any purpose and were quite counter productive.51

			It was all over by the spring of 1971. The invasion of Laos was history now. Up to 1971, it was the second largest ground operation of the entire war, second only to the 1970 invasion of Cambodia. By this invasion, the North Vietnamese were pushed further away from the Ho Chi Minh Trail and deeper into Laos. The civil war intensified as the North Vietnamese joined forces with the Pathet Lao guerillas. Thousands of innocent peasants were killed by the invasion. The hope that there would be a compromise between Prince Sauvannaphouma’s government and the Pathet Lao in their civil war were dashed by this intensified fighting. In January 1971, such a compromise had seemed likely.

			Thus, Laos was ravaged, destroyed and consumed by war, America’s war. According to Andrew Wells-Dang, 419,850 gallons of poison Agent Orange were sprayed over Laos during this war terribly affecting hundreds of thousands of Laotians and devastating vast areas of this poor country.

			The U.S. supported regimes in all three countries, the South Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos had troops whose morale was desperately low. Compared to that, the morale of the Vietcongs and the North Vietnamese Army was very high as their soldiers felt that they were fighting for the freedom of their country against the American invaders.

			No wonder these soldiers, though poorly equipped, beat the mightiest power in the world and humbled it. Was the United States really humbled? Did it truly learn a lesson from this brutal war? It does not seem like it did. Just within a few years after suffering this humiliating defeat, the United States was ready again to start a proxy war (in Nicaragua). It was ready again to bomb and invade other smaller, weaker nations and was on its way to wage a brutal war with Iraq some 15 years later.

		

	
		
			CHAPTER 13 
Partners in Crimes-Arab-Israeli Conflict & U.S.A.

			Background:

			It is estimated that Palestine, in ancient times, had from 750,000 to 6 million inhabitants, though most scholars give the figure of 2.5 million at around 50 A.D.1 By the second millennium B.C., a collection of pagan tribes such as the Canaanites, Jebusites, and others inhabited it—jostling for the control of different areas there. The Hebrews invaded the land at the end of the millennium. For the most of the next millennium, they constituted the majority of the population and governed the bulk of the country. The hill country of Judea, Samaria, and Galilee constituted the core of the Jewish state. For the most part of this period, the minority consisted of the Philistines and later, the Hellinistic and the Romanized pagans were concentrated in the coastal plains in such towns as Jaffa, Gaza, Casaerea, and Ashkelon.

			The Jewish sovereignty ended when the Romans invaded the country and crushed two revolts in A.D. 66-73 and 132-35. They exiled much of the Jewish population. Then, many invasions took place—by Persians, Arabs, Turks, Crusaders, Mongols, Mamelukes and again the Turks. In the beginning of the nineteenth century, under imperial Ottoman rule, the country had a population of about 275,000 to 300,000 people. Ninety percent of them were Muslim Arabs, 7000 to 10,000 Jews and 20,000 to 30,000 Christian Arabs. On the eve of the beginning of the Zionist Jewish influx in 1881, the population of Palestine was 457,000—of which 400,000 were Muslims, 13,000 to 20,000 were Jews and 42,000 were Christians (mostly Greek Orthodox). Additionally, there were several thousand more Jews who were not Ottoman citizens but were permanent residents of Palestine. According to other sources, there were about half a million Arabs in Palestine in 1880, about 700,000 in 1914, and 1.25 million in 1947.2

			This pre-Zionist Jewish population of Palestine was largely poor. Many survived on charity from other Jews living abroad. Most of them, Ashkenazim (European Jews) and Sephardim (Spanish, North African and Middle Eastern origin Jews), were almost exclusively Orthodox and were concentrated in separate areas of Judaism’s four holy towns, namely Hebron, Jerusalem, Safad, and Tiberias. Some of them were shopkeepers, merchants, and petty craftsmen. But basically they were a numerically insignificant minority and were quite submissive toward the Turkish authorities.

			The overwhelming majority of the population was Arab, of which seventy percent were rural. They were dispersed in seven to eight hundred hamlets and villages ranging from a few hundred to nearly a thousand inhabitants.3

			The Ottoman Empire ruled Palestine from 1517 to 1917-18. It was aware of the land’s significance as the cradle of Christianity and Judaism but it never made it a separate distinctive district. Palestine, in the 1870’s, was part of the province of Syria that was ruled by a governor stationed in Damascus. Some sources estimate that by 1888, the population of Palestine in the three districts that it was divided into was approximately six hundred thousand. Of these, ten percent were Christians, four percent were Jews and the rest were Sunni Muslims. There existed peace between all these different communities with each following its own way of life.4

			The Balfour Declaration:

			The allies were in a sorry state in 1917, their armies bogged down on the Western Front. This sorry state was a major factor in forcing Britain to issue what became a crucial international warrant for Zionism, the Balfour Declaration.

			The negotiations were going on between the British government and the Zionists. As a result, the British Foreign Secretary Arthur Balfour wrote a letter to Lord Rothschild, dated 2nd November, 1917, in which he said that the British government was committed to assisting the Jews in acquiring a homeland and that this homeland would be in Palestine.5 This was before the first world war ended and came as a great shock to the Arabs. The Arabs wondered on what basis the British believed that they were entitled to promise the Zionists a land that belonged to others!

			The Balfour Declaration at this time was not as significant as it would become later on since the British were making promises to any power that offered help in winning the war. As a matter of fact, they did not have sovereignty over the area to give it away. It was the incorporation of the Balfour Declaration in the British Mandate subsequently that made it an important factor in the creation of the State of Israel.

			The mandatory powers were supposed to be the trustees of the countries for which they took the responsibility. After the victory in the First World War, they became the occupying powers instead. As the victors distributed the spoils of the war, Palestine fell to the British and came under their “protection”. The Balfour Declaration was incorporated into the mandate and was given substance in a White Paper, which became known as the Churchill Memorandum. A commission was established as a result of this mandatory power that would decide how Palestine would be run. The task of the commission was to facilitate the Jewish immigration while ensuring that this would not be at the detriment of the local Arab population.6

			Despite the fact that the basis of the Balfour Declaration was dubious, its subsequent British Mandate was confirmed by the League of Nations (The precurser of the United Nations). The preamble to the text of the mandate stated:

			The Council of the League of Nations whereas the principal Allied Powers have agreed, for the purpose of giving effect to the provisions of article 22 of the covenant of the League of Nations, to entrust to a mandatory, selected by the said powers, the administration of the territory of Palestine, which formerly belonged to the Turkish Empire, within such boundaries as may be fixed by them; and whereas the principal Allied Powers have also agreed that the mandatory should be responsible for putting into effect the declaration originally made on 2nd November, 1917 by the government of His Majesty, and adopted by the said Powers, in favor of the establishment in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people, it being clearly understood that nothing should be done which might prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine, or the rights and political status enjoyed by Jews in any other country.7

			The Balfour Declaration at this point became a legal document recognized by the international community.

			The Jewish Immigration to Palestine:

			There was already a worldwide movement for the creation of a Jewish state in Palestine. Zionist leaders such as Theodore Herzl and others had started working relentlessly for the creation of Israel in Palestine. The Balfour Declaration and its subsequent mandate gave them great impetus to advance their efforts. Large numbers of Jews began immigrating to Palestine and started buying lands from the poor Arabs. The Jewish settlements started springing up in certain areas. Year after year, thousands of Jews had started arriving in Palestine. Between 1920 and 1923, approximately eight thousand Jews a year arrived in the Holy Land. The rate increased to about thirteen thousand in 1924. It went over thirty-three thousand in 1925.8 But between 1926 and 1931, it increased only from 149,640 to 174,606. At the same time, there was an increase in Arab population from 675,450 to 759,700. 9

			Establishment of a Jewish State:

			The people of Palestine never accepted the idea of a Jewish state on ‘their’ lands and resisted in a variety of ways. Perhaps the extreme case was in late August 1929, when 133 Jews were massacred. Hebron saw the most ghastly incident where 60 Jews were killed. The Arab police stood by while their fellow Moslems moved in the town and killed people from the old Jewish community.10

			After the failure of a long strike in 1936-9, the Palestinian Arabs attempted a nationalist revolt but it was ignored and proved ineffectual.

			After all a realist, David Ben-Gurion, the first prime minister of Israel, had realized its (Arab opposition’s) nature and in an internal discussion he noted that “in our political argument abroad, we minimize Arab opposition to us”. Then he urged:

			Let us not ignore the truth amongst ourselves. The fact is, politically we are the aggressors and they defend themselves……….The country is theirs, because they inhabit it, whereas we want to come here and settle down and in their view, we want to take away from them their country, while we are still outside. The revolt is an active resistance by the Palestinians to what they regard as a usurpation of their homeland by the Jews……Behind the terrorism is a movement, which is not devoid of idealism and self-sacrifice.11

			After the 1938 Munich agreement allowed them to send sufficient military force, the revolt was crushed with great brutality.

			In November 1947, the General Assembly of the United Nations recommended the partition of mandatory (cis-Jordan) into a Jewish and an Arab state. The recommendation was accepted by the Zionist movement, but not by Menachem Begin’s terrorist army, (the Irgun Tsvai Leumi) and Lehi (the Stern Group), the terrorist force commanded by Yitzhak Shamir. Naturally all the Arabs of Palestine unanimously rejected it.

			After the partition recommendation, civil strife, and unrest with terror and violence on both sides broke out immediately. The British finally decided to give up the mandate and withdraw their forces. The popular stories abound about Arab brutality, but that does not reflect the whole story. On December 18, the Palmach—the Kubbutz based strike force of the Haganah (the Defense Force of the Jewish settlement in Palestine, IDF’s precursor)—carried out an operation against the village of Khissas, where 10 Arabs were murdered including 1 woman and 4 children. The operation was commanded by Moshe Dayan, the hero of the 1967 war and once Israel’s Defense Minister.

			The Jewish community enjoyed a clear advantage in the military conflict with the Palestinian Arabs as it was better organized. Part of the territories assigned to the Palestinian State, by May, were taken over by the Jewish armies. Before that, on the 9th April, 1948, a branch of Irgun led by the terrorist commander Menachem Begin (who would later become the Prime Minister), carried out a brutal massacre of men, women and children in the village of Deir Yassin. Begin took pride in the operation in which 250 defenseless people were slaughtered. This included more than 100 women and children while the attacking forces lost four. Even the captured and the wounded were murdered according to the personal testimonies of the leaders of the operation. The calculated hidden purpose of this was to cause mass panic in the Arab population of the surrounding areas and, in this respect, it achieved its objective. Entire villages fled in the fear that the same fate awaited them. By May, about 300,000 Arabs, fearing for their lives had fled, including one third of them from the territories assigned to the Palestinian State. 12

			The Jewish forces also carried out two notorious acts of terrorism against the British. Two British officers were hanged and the King David Hotel in Jerusalem was bombed. These were the final events which led the British to decide to give up the mandate and withdraw their forces.

			On the day after the final withdrawal, 14th May 1948, Ben-Gurion declared the founding of the State of Israel. On the 15th May, President Truman extended U.S. recognition. The Soviet decision to recognize Israel was also based on self-interest. It had a large number of Jews living there and all over Eastern Europe. The Soviets were interested in getting rid of the Jews from their country and Eastern Europe by way of immigration to Israel.

			Immediately upon the founding of the State of Israel in May 1948, the armed forces of neighboring Arab states entered into war with Israel. The fighting continued but almost all of it within the territories assigned to the Palestinian State. This led to further partition, with about half of the designated Palestinian State incorporated within Israel and the rest being taken over by Transjordan (now Jordan) and Egypt. This arrangement lasted till 1967, when the remainder was also conquered by Israel along with the Sinai and the Syrian Golan Heights. Almost 700,000 Palestinians were expelled or fled in the 1948 conflict. So these events led to a situation whereby Israel and Jordan became the successor states. The Gaza region was divided between Egypt and Israel and the rest of the territory assigned to the Palestinian State was divided between Israel and Jordan. Israel and Jordan annexed the territory they occupied but not Egypt. Thus, about half the Palestinian State became part of Israel. Israel and Jordan were acting in accord with a secret agreement to partition Palestine in 1947-8. Both of them regarded the Palestinian leadership as a primary enemy.13

			Amazingly, with the establishment of the Jewish state in Palestine, the attempt to turn back the clock almost two millennia has succeeded. In reality, the history of Jewish Palestine had ended effectively in 137 CE. Since that time, until the middle of twentieth century, there has not been a Jewish majority in Palestine. This creation of Israel has taken place with the destruction and depression of a settled, indigenous people. Even today, their culture is being destroyed; their sons and daughters being killed, and their houses are being mercilessly demolished. An inhabited land is being colonized in front of our eyes.

			Though many Jews purchased the land in Palestine legitimately, that does not give them a right to establish their own state in somebody’s country.

			Before the establishment of the mandate, the Balfour Declaration was issued. The legality of the Balfour Declaration is doubtful. Neither Palestine nor any authority over Palestine belonged to Britain. At that time in November 1917, the British forces had not set foot on Palestinian soil. The Balfour Declaration gained its legal status when the mandate incorporating its policies was imposed on Palestine. This invites the question of the legitimacy of the British government in Palestine. The British were not chosen by the Palestinian people to govern them; rather the British rule was imposed on them upon the defeat of the Ottoman Empire. While no Palestinians were consulted nor were they represented in the British government, the Jews were represented in the British government and were able to influence it.14

			The Jewish state has incorporated a right to return as a state policy that gives any Jew from any part of the world the right to settle in Israel. But the original indigenous people of Palestine, as a result of the establishment of the Jewish state, have been driven out of their land by the hundreds of thousands. Hundreds of thousands have been uprooted and dispossessed. They all live as stateless persons and refugees. They are all denied the right to return to their homeland. How can this be justified?

			Now that Israel is a fact of life, all the Arabs must accept it. There seems to be the realization of this fact on the part of most of Israel’s Arab neighbors of course. But at the same time, Israel must understand that it will never be able to live in peace unless it vacates all the land seized in the 1967 war and treats the Arabs with justice and dignity. The Palestinian State must be established and all the Arabs, including the Palestinians must resolve to live in peace with Israel.

			The Arab-Israel Wars

			Israel has fought several wars with its neighbors. Unlike what the U.S. media will have us believe, all of them were not defensive nor was Israel fighting for its existence. Certainly, the 1956 Israel-British-France attack on Egypt was not defensive. The 1967 war also was largely started by Israel by its pre-emptive strike on Egypt’s air force.

			The 1973 war clearly was started by Egypt and Syria, but attempts to regain the territory occupied by Israel after several diplomatic efforts at settlement were rebuffed by Israel. This war had nothing to do with Israel’s existence, rather it had to do with Israel’s illegal occupation of Sinai, Egypt’s territory captured and occupied by Israel in 1967 war.

			The 1978 invasion of Lebanon is generally not counted as an Arab-Israeli war as perhaps the aggression was too obvious. Or perhaps because only 2,000 Palestinians and Lebanese were killed while some 250,000 were made refugees, with many towns left in ruin. The attack was supposedly in response to a PLO terrorist operation that left 34 Israelis dead in an interchange of fire on a coastal road after a bus had been seized. Regardless, Israel’s response was outstandingly out of proportion. The border was relatively quiet except for Israeli-provoked military interchanges.15 The 1982 invasion of Lebanon was another ruthless act of Israeli brutality where thousands of Lebanese & Palestinian civilians were killed.

			In most of its wars, Israel always expanded its boundary by seizing its Arab neighbors’ territory.

			We can have some idea of Israel’s future plans after its founding by looking into some statements or writings of its founding Zionist leaders. In a letter to his son discussing the scheme of partition (of Palestine) put forward by the Royal Commission around 1937, Bengurion wrote:

			A partial Jewish state is not the end, but only the beginning… I am certain that we will not be prevented from settling in other parts of the country, either by mutual agreement with our Arab neighbors or by other means… If the Arabs refuse, we shall have to speak to them in a different language. But we shall only have another language if we have a state.

			In May 1948, Ben-Gurion was feeling quite confident of Israel’s superiority vis a vis its neighbors. So, to his General Staff, he presented following strategy as per Israel’s future actions:

			…. We should prepare to go over to the offensive with the aim of smashing Lebanon, Trans- Jordan and Syria…the weak point in the Arab coalition is Lebanon (for) the Moslem regime is artificial and easy to undermine. A Christian state should be established, with its southern border on the Litany River (within Lebanon). We will eliminate Transjordan too, and then Syria will fall. If Egypt still dares to fight on, we shall bomb Port Said, Alexandria and Cairo.

			David Ben-Gurion became the new State of Israel’s first prime minister. This gives one insight of Israel’s intents and future policy. After the 1967 war, Ben-Gurion, to his credit changed his expansionist ideas. 16

			Ben-Gurion and other leaders used to entertain, in their hearts, the vision of “the whole land of Israel” (later it was called “Greater Israel”). He had many times declared that the ministate London was offering would serve as the springboard for future Jewish conquest of the whole land; Palestine was to be taken over in stages.17

			In most of its wars with its neighbors, Israel grabbed Arab territory and expanded. In the 1948 war, the Gaza region was divided between Israel and Egypt. Additionally, about half of the proposed Palestinian state was incorporated within Israel and the remaining portion was taken over by Transjordan and Egypt. By the 1967 war, even this remaining portion too was conquered by Israel along with the Sinai and the Syrian Golan Heights.

			In 1954, Gammal Abdel Nassar and other generals had staged a coup in Egypt, overthrew King Farouk and seized power. Nasser became a very popular leader in the Arab world thereafter.

			Nasser soon nationalized the Suez Canal and closed the Straight of Tiran to Israeli shipping, claiming it to be the internal waterway.

			In the autumn of 1956, Ben-Gurion, Army Chief of Staff Moshe Dayan, and Shimon Perez flew to a military airfield southwest of Paris for a meeting with Guy Mollet, the French Prime Minister. In the afternoon, the British Foreign Secretary, Selwyn Lloyd also joined the meeting. At this meeting, all three governments, French, British, and Israeli conspired to a plan of action to seize control of the Suez Canal and the Sinai Peninsula from Egypt.

			As per the plan, Israel launched an attack deep inside the Sinai, landing its paratroops. Israel’s attack under Moshe Dayan forced out all the Egyptian forces from all of Sinai. This did not go well with the Eisenhower administration in Washington. (At this time, America’s policy in the Middle East was still independent of Israel’s influence). President Eisenhower warned Ben-Gurion in a message that if Israel did not withdraw to the original border, the United States will stop all aid to Israel. (Today, no U.S. president would dare say this to Israel). He also went to the Security Council of the United Nations and had a resolution passed that Israel must withdraw its forces.18

			Part of the three powers’ plan was to oust Nasser from power. Britain & France were supposedly going to act as if to separate the two warring countries but in reality were part of the aggressor with Israel. Some 50,000 British & 30,000 French troops & hundreds of aircrafts & ships were involved with troops assembled at Malta and Cyprus. Egypt rejected the Anglo-French ultimatum. The Israel invasion began on November 5 with paratroop drops at Port Said. On November 6, the British and the French amphibious units landed and swept through Port Said, at the northern entrance to the Suez Canal.

			It was not the Egyptian resistance, but rather the Soviet and American diplomacy and threats that stopped the crisis from escalating further. The allied thrust southward came to a halt as to obey the U.N. resolution to cease-fire at 0200 hours on November 7, about 100 miles short of their objective of capturing the Suez City.

			The Soviet Prime Minister Nikolai Bulganin sent a letter to Mollet, Eden (the British P.M.), Ben-Gurion and Eisenhower. The letter to Israel was especially menacing: “Israel’s attack on Egypt was sowing hatred for the State of Israel among the peoples of the East such as cannot but make itself felt with regard to the future of Israel and puts in jeopardy the very existence of Israel as a state.” 19 Israel gained nothing from this ill-fated attack while Britain and France suffered irreparable damage to their prestige. This paved the way for the U.S. to replace them as the dominant power in the region.

			The 1967 war in American media was widely portrayed as Israel’s self-defense war, as if Egypt, Syria, and Jordan forced the war on Israel and Israel was simply defending itself.

			This is far from the truth. It was claimed that Egypt was concentrating troops in the Sinai and all three of them (Egypt, Syria, and Jordan) were planning an attack on Israel. Menachem Begin’s statement sheds some light on this matter:

			In June 1967, we again had a choice. The Egyptian army concentrations in the Sinai approaches do not prove that Nasser was really about to attack us. We must be honest with ourselves. We decided to attack him.

			Yet, he regarded Israeli attack justified and in self-defense. “This was a war of self-defense in noblest sense of the term”, he said.20

			The 1967 war, known as the six-day war, was carried out by IDF like clockwork against three relatively ineffective and passive armies. In fact, the Israeli army proceeded much faster than its planners had envisaged. The initiative throughout lay with the IDF. Occasionally the Arabs reacted to the Israeli moves. Mostly, they were being beaten everywhere by the highly trained and heavily equipped Israeli army.

			Before the Egyptians realized, their air force was totally destroyed by Israeli jets in pre-emptive strikes. On the morning of June 5th, the Israeli planes avoided radar detection by flying low across Egypt, and found most Egyptian planes on the ground. In about five hundred sorties, the Israeli planes destroyed 309 out of Egypt’s 340 planes.21 The war that followed was over in six days. Israel captured Sinai from Egypt, Golan Heights from Syria and the West Bank and Gaza Strip from Jordan, (the share of the Palestinian half that Jordan had taken over in the 1948 war) in those six days.

			The labor government, right after the 1967 war, began to integrate the conquered territories within Israel. East Jerusalem was outright annexed. The city’s borders were significantly extended into the Arab West Bank, while the Arabs were expelled from certain sections of the old city. Also, a harsh military occupation was now instituted and was to continue for many years to come.

			When the Camp David Accord was reached between Egypt and Israel, the Sinai with Yamit and its new Jewish settlers were forced to leave this Egyptian land, but only after handsome compensation.

			The 1973 war, known as the Yom Kippur war, regained the lost respect that the Arabs had suffered in 1967. In that war, neither the Egyptian nor the Syrian armies had been routed. The war had ended without any decisive outcome.

			The Egyptian president Anwar Sadat’s gamble paid off in this war. What Israel was unwilling to contemplate in 1971, a partial withdrawal from the canal in exchange for partial nonbelligerancy with Egypt—it realized and acceded to after this Yom Kippur war. The interim accords of 1974-75 set the stage for the final accord, the Camp David Accord of 1979 where Israel exchanged Sinai for peace with Egypt. But, by this Accord, Egypt was taken out of the equation. Israel now didn’t have to worry about fighting the Egyptians. They were practically bought out by the highest economic aid paid for by the United States, second only to Israel for years to come.

			Atrocities in Lebanon

			Irene Beeson, in the London Guardian, reported that “150 or more towns and villages in South Lebanon have been repeatedly savaged by the Israeli armed forces since 1968.” According to her account of the history of Khiyam, bombed since 1968 when Israel invaded Lebanon ten years later, only 32 of its 30,000 inhabitants remained. “They were massacred in cold blood by the Haddad forces that Israel had established in the south,” she reported. 22

			Judith Coburn wrote a rare article in the New York Times of March 7, 1975 on the bombing of Lebanon in the early 1970’s. After five straight days of bombing in May 1974, one Christian Arab village was “near a ghost town”. In her investigation, she found scores of villages like it, bombed since 1968. According to her, they were attacked almost daily by airplanes, tanks, artillery and gunboats and were invaded by the Israeli commandos who blew up houses, killed villagers and took prisoners. She writes further…..

			The Israelis are using full range of sophisticated savagery known to our own military in Indochina: Shells, bombs, phosphorous, incendiary bombs, CBUs and napalm, much of it was supplied by the Americans. The Lebanese government claimed that 301 civilians have been killed. Diplomats in Beirut and the UN officials estimate 3,500 killed in Lebanon, Syria and Jordan in Israeli raids. There are no figures for the Palestinian civilians but observers estimate they must be at least twice as high as for the Lebanese.

			Thus Israel kept fighting its wars, killing thousands of Arabs, including civilians. Wherever they could, the Arabs fought back; occasionally carrying out raids, sabotage or shelling into Israel, killing some Israeli civilians. But the Arabs were no match for Israel, a country now supported by a superpower, the United States. Especially since 1967, the U.S. support for Israel solidified partly because Washington saw Israel as a strategic ally in the turbulent Middle East. If need be, in case of utter chaos in the region, America could count on its ally, as the thinking goes.

			From here onwards, every Israeli adventure, war or its illegal settlements was being paid for by the U.S. tax-payers, most of whom seemingly unaware of the fact. Thanks to the U.S. mainstream news media that has cleverly succeeded in keeping the “harmful news” (about Israel) from the American public and have managed to keep them in dark.

			The 1978 Invasion of Lebanon

			The Lebanese army had disintegrated in 1976. Before that, it had recorded a figure of 1.4 violations of Lebanese territory by Israel per day since 1968-74 with 17 violations per day in 1975. It is estimated that by October 1977, the total number of refugees from the south, mainly poor Lebanese Shiite Muslims, had reached 300,000.23 After the conquering Israeli army handed over the control to the Phalange, many were mercilessly and brutally expelled from their slum dwellings in West Beirut.

			Israel invaded Lebanon in March 1978 in retaliation for a terrorist attack by PLO guerrillas. They had reached Israel by sea from near Beirut. This raid led to the death of 34 Israelis in an exchange of fire on a coastal road. The invasion was quite brutal, ferocious and destructive. It created some 250,000 refugees, 2000 deaths and left many areas in ruins.24

			When Menachem Begin was re-elected, he appointed Ariel Sharon as the Defense Minister. Right away, Sharon began to plan the invasion of Lebanon. Through 1982, Israel tried to provoke the PLO into some response that could be used as a pretext for the forthcoming planned invasion. Those provocations included sinking Lebanese fishing boats in Lebanese territorial waters, provocative training exercises in southern Lebanon etc. From August 1981 to May 1982, Israel committed 2,125 violations of Lebanese airspace and 652 violations of Lebanese territorial waters. 25 But PLO did not oblige by responding and supplied no suitable pretext.

			In January, Ariel Sharon had met with the commander of the Christian Phalange forces Bashir Gemayel in an Israeli gunboat off the Lebanese coast to plan the invasion. It would bring Israeli forces as north as at the edge of Beirut Int’l Airport.

			On June 3, a terrorist group who was no ally of PLO, tried to assassinate the Israeli ambassador in London. Heavy Bombardment of Palestinian and Lebanese targets in Lebanon followed. This time, PLO responded by shelling the northern settlements. So now, Israel after much planning and waiting, launched its full-scale invasion called Operation “Peace for Galilee”, to “protect the northern border”.

			One of the obvious purposes of Israeli invasion was to disperse the refugees (Palestinian) once again and to destroy the organization that represented Palestinian nationalism, to ensure that the PLO is dead politically. It was hoped that with the Palestinian organized force gone, Israel could proceed with its plans to suppress any meaningful form of Palestinian self-determination within the occupied territories without any concern for the Palestinian opposition in the international sphere.

			Other reasons were, Israel wanted Phalange to rule over Lebanon or as an alternative, some kind of partition with Maronite domination of at least the regions in the center and portions of south Lebanon to be associated someway with Israel, preferably under its client Haddad’s rule. In other words, Israel wanted to impose a “new order” in Lebanon.

			Israel had become very powerful militarily by then and more so now. Israel may indeed be the world’s fourth strongest military power as the experts claim. However, the fact remains that it can only remain this way as long as Israel remains a “client” or an appendage of the United States. Some people claim that Israel is the 51st state of the United States. This comparison is not true. Because, as Noam Chomsky so rightly points out, no other state of America receives as much benefit from the United States’ federal government as Israel. 26

			It is interesting to note that General Sharon visited Washington, where, according to him, he informed the Secretary of Defense Weinberger that “Israel must act in Lebanon”. Pentagon figures reveal a massive surge of military supplies from the United States to Israel in the first three months of 1982—as Israel planned the invasion of Lebanon. The plans were quite evident. There was a 50% increase in the delivery of the goods compared to previous year. This included equipment effectively used in Lebanon. Pentagon spokesmen had confirmed that these deliveries continued through June at a very high level, including “smart bombs” which had a devastating effect in Beirut. In one incident, such a bomb was used to destroy an entire building to kill Yasir Arafat who was thought to be there. He wasn’t there, but the 100 innocent residents of that building were instantly killed.27 This indicates that Israel was given a green light by the Unites States for the brutal invasion of Lebanon in 1982. Clearly, partners in crime, one can say.

			The 1982 Invasion of Lebanon

			There were indications that the United States gave reasonable political support to the 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon. As mentioned above, even the military hardware needed for the continuation of the invasion had started flowing in massive quantities from the United States.28

			In this brutal invasion which was in violation of all the international laws and Geneva Conventions, the laws of human decency were abandoned and Israel committed horrible crimes against humanity. Israeli Defense Forces went on killing, injuring, arresting and deporting thousands of people; men, women, and children alike. In the merciless bombardment, their houses were demolished and vast areas of the country lay in ruins. The Israeli brutality and crimes committed during their invasion long planned and commanded by the Defense Minister Ariel Sharon are too numerous to mention here. Only a fraction of what happened will be covered in this chapter.

			With Egypt silenced by the provisions of its treaty with Israel, the Begin government was now free to plan a major attack on the PLO in Lebanon relatively unopposed by other Arab enemies. It was quite unlikely that Jordan would interfere. With Egypt and Jordan out, Syria would not dare to open a second front on the Golan Heights. There were deep historical roots behind IDF’s invasion of Lebanon in June 1982.

			At the 1919 Versailles Peace conference, the map of the future Jewish state presented by the Zionist Organization included southern Lebanon up to the Litani River. Two of the three main headwaters of the Jordan-Hasbani and Wazani Rivers (Banias the 3rd lies in the Golan) are located in this area as well. Litani itself is another large source of water. The Zionists wanted future Israel to border on the Lebanese Christian heartland north of the Litani, which they wanted as a Maronite controlled state. The Zionist-Christian alliance for a long time had captured the imagination of the Zionists and Maronites.

			On June 6, 1982, a huge Israeli expeditionary force began the long expected invasion of Lebanon, called, “Peace of Galilee”. All excuses such as the border settlements, the Argov assassination attempt, the 25 mile limit—were pushed aside and in fact, the IDF headed straight for Beirut and the Beirut-Lebanese highway, in line with the plans that were prepared a long time ago in advance.

			Israel’s strategy consisted of forcing Palestinians to largely Muslim West Beirut. (those who were not killed, dispersed or imprisoned). Then the city was to be besieged with all its water supply, food, electricity, and medical supply cut off and subjected to heavy bombardment.

			The Palestinian camp of Rashidiyeh, south of Tyre was the first target. By the second day of the invasion, the camp had become a field of rubble. The 9,000 residents of the camp, who for years had been subjected to bombing and shelling from land, air, and sea, either escaped or headed to the beach. There they watched the total destruction of their camp by the IDF. All the teenage to adult men were blindfolded, bound, and taken to the camps. Since then, little has been heard about them. 29

			Throughout Lebanon, this was typical of what happened. All the Palestinian Camps were demolished, mostly bulldozed to the ground, some destroyed by bombardment, the population was dispersed and all the males were imprisoned. Reporters were banned from these camps, especially the Palestinian camps where the destruction was horrible, so as to avoid the bad publicity. When somebody asked an army officer “why bulldozers were knocking down houses in which women and children were living”, he replied by saying, “they are all terrorists”! 30. This shows the mindset under which the IDF officers were behaving!

			Reporter Tom Segev of Ha’aretz toured Lebanon “after the conquest” in mid-June. He saw “refugees wandering amidst swarms of the flies, dressed in rags, their faces expressing terror and their eyes showing bewilderment…the women wailing and the children sobbing”. According to another reporter, people were walking, “as in a nightmare”, “A terrible smell of decomposed bodies filled the air”. Archbishop Georges Hoddaad told this other reporter that many had been killed as more were still buried beneath the ruins. In Sidon, the destruction was worst. Half the inhabitants totalling 100,000 people remained without shelter. Mounds of ruins lay there. Countless young men were seen blindfolded, hands tied with plastic straps, terrified and confused.

			At the end of the war, Danny Rubinstein of Davar toured the conquered areas. No Palestinians were to be found in the Christian-controlled areas, the refugee camps having been destroyed long ago. The Red Cross gave the figure of 15,000 as a realistic estimate of the number of prisoners taken by the Israeli army. In the ruins of Ainel-Hilweh, among thousands of women, children, and old men, a toothless old man was the youngest man left in the camp. According to Rubinstein, perhaps 350,000-400,000 Palestinians had been dispersed in all directions—this consisted of mainly old men, women and children, since all the men had been detained. They were dispersed like animals, with no one to care about the tens of thousands of refugee children.

			It should be noted here that the United States had given the green light to Israel for this savage invasion and the U.S. government was footing the bill with an unlimited, massive supply of sophisticated U.S. weaponry being used by the Israelis to kill innocent men, women, and children.

			The destruction, looking at the extent of it seemed to be systematic. In March 1983, an Oxfam appeal stated, “No one will ever know how many dead are buried beneath the twisted steel of apartment buildings or the broken stone of the cities and villages of Lebanon.” 31

			Throughout this ruthless invasion, the Israelis used highly sophisticated U.S. weapons, such as shells and bombs that would penetrate the building first and then explode, collapsing the buildings inwards. Also, U.S. made phosphorus bombs were used to set fires and cause untreatable burns. Most hospitals were either destroyed or closed down. The Israelis bulldozed the mosque at the edge of the Ain el-Hilweh refugee camp near Sidon, searching for arms, but instead found 90 to 100 bodies under it, completely rotted away. 32

			By late June, according to the Lebanese police, about 10,000 people were killed. But these early figures are likely to be inaccurate. A later estimate reported by the independent Lebanese daily An-nahar gave a figure of 17,825 killed and over 30,000 wounded, including 5,500 killed in Beirut and over 1,200 civilians killed in the Sidon region. According to the government estimate, 90% of casualties were civilians. By late December, the Lebanese police put the estimate of numbers killed through August at 19,085, with 6,775 killed in Beirut, 84% of them being civilians. Israel reported the number of IDF men killed at 340 in early September, 446 by late November.33

			The Lebanese figures of 19,000 dead and over 30,000 wounded must have been underestimates as these figures, as per police spokesmen, do not include the people buried in mass graves in the areas where the Lebanese authorities were not informed. 34

			According to a U.N. report, 13,500 houses were severely damaged with thousands more elsewhere. This does not take into account for the Palestinian camps which were in fact towns.

			Sabra, Shatilla and Bourg al-Barajneh camps in Beirut had taken terrible pounding since June 6 (in fact, June 4), causing 125,000, almost half of their inhabitants to flee in the first few weeks of the war. 35

			The bombing had escalated to higher levels by August. By August 4th, 8 of the 9 homes for orphans in Beirut were in ruins, attacked by phosphorous and cluster bombs. It was clearly marked by a red cross on the roof. The American University Hospital was hit on August 4, by shrapnel and mortar fire. A doctor, desperately in blood stained rags said, they had no more room. The director there reported: “It is carnage. There is nothing military anywhere near the hospital.” 36

			The Israeli military reportedly blocked the international relief efforts and prevented any medical supplies from reaching the victims. It seemed that the Israelis had gone out of their way to destroy many medical facilities. 37 Appalled at the watered down description of the massacre in the American newspapers, an American nurse working in Beirut reported that Israel dropped bombs on everything, including hospitals, orphanages and in one case, a school bus carrying 35 young schoolgirls who were traveling on an open road. Many of the girls were killed while others were injured.38

			Throughout the invasion, thousands of men and boys were arrested with their hands tied behind. They were taken to the concentration camps for the Palestinians. One of many Israeli soldiers, appalled at what his own government was doing, described how tens of thousands of people (100,000 according to military commander’s estimate and 50,000 according to others), were herded on the beaches near Sidon for two days or more, in terrible heat, without even water. (The water system of the city was destroyed and there were no plans for any other arrangement). Only after a week, supplies for the population were brought in but nothing for the Palestinians. Christians were allowed to sit in the shade. The Palestinians and the Muslims were forced to sit in the sun.

			In one of his visits to the concentration camps for the Palestinians, Yirmiah described that he saw prisoners with their hands tied, beaten by the soldiers. One soldier struck the prisoner repeatedly with the heel of a shoe while others were beaten with clubs all over their bodies. 39

			Torture of prisoners was widespread. Many were beaten badly with iron bars, on hands, on genitals and on the soles of their feet. One prisoner had four fingers broken. When the prisoners begged for water, they were given urine. In one incidence, the prisoners were given a piece of bread and tomato for ‘dinner’. Then the soldiers came in with four large shepherd dogs in chains. Soon the dogs were set on the prisoners, biting them, while those who tried to defend themselves were beaten by the soldiers. The young boys of 15 or 16 cried from fear, inviting further beatings. 40

			Sabra and Shatilla Massacre

			The Sabra and Shatilla refugee camps were sealed off by the IDF, so no one could move in and out and the camps were under direct Israeli observation from the command posts nearby. 41

			With their knowledge, Phalange and Haddad troops were allowed to enter these camps. From Thursday September 16th till Saturday, the extremist Christian forces were allowed to massacre some 2,000 innocent men, women and children. All this was intentionally allowed to happen under the watchful eyes of the Israeli Defense Forces. 42

			On Thursday, the 16th September, Phalange and Haddad troops entered the camps in truckloads. They had come from behind the Israeli lines to a staging area that Israel had established, following routes that were carefully prearranged and marked. The Phalangists seemed to have been drawn from the Damouri Brigade that was operating behind the Israeli lines. These units consisted of some extreme elements in the Christian militia, possessing well-documented records of atrocities against the Palestinian civilians. They had come from villages that had suffered brutal PLO revenge for Phalangist massacres of 1976. The Haddad militia was actually integrated into the IDF and operated under their command. 43

			The Phalangists and Haddad forces were sent into the defenseless camps for the “mopping up” and “to clear out the terrorist nests” (Ariel Sharon). Anyone with common knowledge knew what would happen and as “expected”, it happened. By Thursday night, it was quite clear that a massacre was in progress. The Israeli forces, throughout Thursday night lighted the camps to enable the militias to go about their gruesome task. The militias went about slaughtering the residents. Phalagists have alleged that besides providing the flares, Israeli artillery also helped them soften up some “problematic areas in the camp” where there was some resistance. Further, they claimed, the Israelis accompanied them in the Phalangist uniforms. 44

			Under the observation of the Israeli military, just a few hundred yards away, the massacre continued until Saturday. To scoop up the bodies and also to carry them away or bury them under the rubble, bulldozers (provided by the IDF) were used.

			The Israeli Chief of Staff Eitan and Generals Drori and Yaron met with the Phalangist command on Friday afternoon. For “having carried out good work”, Eitan congratulated them and offered them a bulldozer with IDF markings removed. He also granted them permission to remain in the camp for another 12 hours. Meanwhile, the killings continued unabated. Saturday morning at 5 am, the Phalangist killers began to leave the camps and after 36 hours, the slaughter finally ended. On Saturday morning, long before the Israeli soldiers did, the reporters entered the camp. Horrific details of the massacre now began to leak out to the outside world. 45

			From the circumstances and the troop deployment it was obvious that the Israeli army was quite aware of the fact that the massacre of the civilians was in progress in the camps. Hirsh Goodman, the military correspondent of the Jerusalem Post reported that “The senior command of the IDF knew on Thursday night that civilians were being killed by the Phalange troops in the Shatilla refugee camp.” A radio communication was received by the IDF commander General Yaron from the Phalange commander in Shatilla telling him that “300 civilians and the terrorists have been killed.” This is one of many facts that contradict Defense Minister Sharon’s (later on Israeli Prime Minister) and Chief of Staff Eitan’s public statements that there were only “suspicions” until Saturday morning. 46

			The Kahan Commission of Inquiry provided further proof that Sharon was aware of the massacre by Thursday evening. The Jerusalem Post reported that American intelligence provided “hard intelligence information…..confirming that Israeli military officers in Beirut were well aware of the brutal killings many hours before the Israeli Defense Forces actually went into the camps”, which was well after the journalists had done so. “They did nothing to stop the carnage”, a well placed U.S. source said. The U.S. officials said that Sharon and Eitan regarded the operation as “justified” because of “the supposedly greater need to ‘purify’ all of the Lebanese capital of the terrorists. If innocent people have to die, that is the price of all wars”. 47 These are the kinds of thoughts the future prime minister of Israel harbored. After this crusade through Lebanon, Ariel Sharon justifiably became known as “the butcher of Beirut”. Probably, he was proud of such a title.

			While the atrocities were in progress, the soldiers in the Israeli observation posts had a clear view of what was happening. Newsweek correspondent Ray Wilkinson measured the distance from the Israeli command post to the camps at around 250 paces and he also checked the line of sight from the Israeli command post. With binoculars, the camps were clearly visible, he reported, down to the “smallest details”. While atop the seven story building they watched and “stood by as the murderers dug a 50 square yard mass grave and dumped Palestinian bodies into it—all within direct line of sight of the Israeli observation post,” - while bulldozers rumbled out of Sabra, their scoops filled with bodies.48 Soon after, the Chief of Staff Eitan authorized another bulldozer with IDF markings removed. On Friday afternoon, he ordered the Phalange back into the camp to continue their “necessary work”.

			It is not necessary to continue to describe the horrific details of these mass killings. From above details, it is obvious that Israel had full complicity with Phalange and Haddad army in this heinous crime. As a matter of fact, the whole massacre could not have occurred without prior planning by the Israeli army and the Phalangists who were under the IDF command.

			It should be mentioned here that to their credit, as it became known that the massacre was in progress, the U.S. officials were in fact pressing Israel to stop the massacre. But apparently they could not.

			Later on, during the inquiry by the Kahan Commission, Defense Minister Sharon testified that based on “the figures of the Army Intelligence Branch”, between 700 to 800 people had been killed. 49 This comes out to 375 terrorists (supposedly) to each Phalange fighter as there were 2 Phalange fighters reportedly killed! The Kahan Commission accepted this figure as the most probable estimate, relying on the Israeli intelligence while ignoring the Lebanese sources. The Lebanese government on the other hand alleges that 762 bodies were actually recovered and that 1,200 more were buried by the relatives. So the real death toll comes to about 2,000. 50

			Noam Chomsky, in his book, The Fateful Triangle, (South End Press, Boston, Ma, 1983) has provided a detailed account of the Israeli invasion of Lebanon and this massacre, but has also given critical analysis of the Arab-Israeli conflict and the U.S. Middle East policy. In that interesting book, Chomsky offers an ominously plausible theory about Israel’s secret weapon. According to this theory:

			By late 1970s, some U.S. military analysts began to fear that Israel’s military prowess has reached such a level that it no longer can be controlled. This could pose a major national security problem to the United States. Israel has given disguised hints to the world but especially to Washington that if pressured to give up its seized Arab territories and forced into a compromised peace plan where it will have to evacuate to pre-1967 borders, then it will behave like a wild irrational country and might use its nuclear weapon. When the Saudi King Fahd’s peace plan was offered in 1981, Israel felt the threat of peace and pressure. So it carried out provocative military flights over Saudi Arabia. According to Daniel Block who wrote above scenario in Labor Party Journal Davar, this was to tell the world and the United States that ‘Jerusalem believes that if rational arguments fail, we must threaten irrational behavior in order to discourage the world, especially Washington from putting any pressure on us.’

			Israel had bombed the Iraqi reactor on June 7, 1981. By undertaking the military flights over Saudi Arabia, Israel was telling the U.S. and the world that “we are capable of and might even undertake the bombing of Saudi oil fields.” 51

			AIPAC (the American Israeli Public Affairs Committee), is the famous Israeli lobby in the United States; its executive director Tom Dine went to Israel in 1983, met several high government officials, came back and had some threats to deliver. Wolf Blitzer has detailed them in The Jerusalem Post. Dine explained that sanctions against Israel might force it “to consider sweeping measures to eliminate the (Arab) threat while the IDF is still comparatively strong. Dine’s ominous message was obvious: Israel might undertake a preemptive strike against its Arab adversaries to cripple their military capabilities for a long time to come. Don’t make Israel too nervous, Dine warned.

			Bombing the Saudi oilfields or preemptive strikes against Arab friends could seriously damage U.S. interests in the area and may even threaten a global conflict.

			Nuclear threats according to Noam Chomsky are not to be dismissed. He refers in the same book (The Fateful Triangle) to a study of Israel’s nuclear strategies and capabilities by a group of Israeli-American specialists. In that study, they allege that Israel threatened to use nuclear weapons and in fact, prepared to do so in the initial stages of the October 1973 war, in order to compel the United States to supply “a massive shipment of conventional weapons” to Israel. The threat essentially was directed against the United States; “The Israeli signals would make it clear to the decision-makers in the White House, the Pentagon and the State Department that any more delays might bring catastrophe to the Middle East.” 52

			These experts then reviewed the nuclear capabilities that Israel has developed in cooperation with Taiwan and South Africa (former Apartheid regime).They cite reports that they believe are accurate; that Israel possesses about 200 “operational nuclear warheads” (attributed to CIA), including a tactical and strategic arsenal, and is working to make a neutron bomb.

			American and Soviet spy satellites had detected in September 1979, an incident, a suspected nuclear explosion over the Indian Ocean. It was in fact the explosion of a nuclear shell launched from cannon in a joint experiment of Israel and South Africa involving “one of the most advanced tactical nuclear systems anywhere in the world.” With South Africa and Taiwan, the cruise missiles were under development with a 1,500 miles range, sufficient to reach many targets in southern USSR. A variety of launching systems are available to Israel, including surface-to-surface missiles, American-Israeli made planes and perhaps nuclear guns and cruise missiles.

			The incidents are designed to warn not only Russia but Washington too that if pressured, Israel could create real problems, a confrontation of the superpowers. From all of the above, it is clear that nuclear weapons in the hands of such an aggressive nation are a dangerous development. If any time, threatened with ‘peace’ or pressured to give up the occupied territory by signing a peace treaty with its Arab neighbors, Israel could actually act on its threat by using one or two atomic bombs in the Middle East, from its arsenal of 200, throwing the world in the abyss of global turmoil and tragedy from which none of us could escape. Nobody seems to be worried about it!

			Chomsky rightly warns further in his book that “as long as the United States remains committed to an Israeli Sparta as a strategic asset, blocking the international consensus on a political settlement, the prospects for further tragedy remains: repression, terrorism, war and possibly even a conflict that will engage the superpowers, eventuating in a final solution from which few will escape!” Unfortunately, most of his predictions are coming true!

			United States, Israel and the Jewish Lobby

			AIPAC, The Israeli Lobby

			“The lobby can just tell the president what to do when it comes to Israel. Its influence in Congress is pervasive and, I think profoundly harmful…to us and ultimately to Israel itself.”

			Former Senator J. William Fulbright 
The Price of Empire, Pantheon Books, 1989

			“The Israel lobby in the United States has found the political erogenous zone of most Congressional candidates-money…and applies pressure on that zone very effectively. Because most politicians care very little about Arabs or Jews, it becomes for them simply a matter of who can contribute the most money to their campaigns.”

			Former Senator James G. Abourezk 
Advice and Dissent, Lawrence Hill 
Books, 1989

			What is so startling, so dangerous and so sad is that the United States’ Middle East policy is so much influenced by Israel and its powerful lobby AIPAC that it will not be an exaggeration to say that it (the Middle East policy) is formulated not in Washington but in Tel Aviv, Israel.

			From the US president down to all the Senators and Congressmen, all of them seem to have found themselves in a box! They all have to toe the pro-Israel line formulated by Israel and given to them by AIPAC. If any of them ceases to follow the anti-Arab, pro-Israel guideline given and expected of them to follow by this lobby, they will likely be committing political suicide; as in the next election, they will surely be targeted by this powerful Jewish lobby for a defeat. In the process, the powerful Jewish forces will join hands with this lobby to defeat those who are identified as anti-Israel or pro-Arab. These forces will include the vast network of Jewish owned and controlled major TV and broadcasting news medias, major national newspapers, radio-networks, the Jewish CEOs of many Jewish owned companies and rich Jewish donors.

			Typically, a Congressman might be invited to a luncheon or a banquet. AIPAC will relay the invitation. If the Congressman is too busy to prepare a speech, an AIPAC representative will offer to prepare the speech. If the Congressman is too busy to deliver the speech, an AIPAC member might offer to do that too. Amazingly, there were occasions when members of U.S. Congress were paid for the speeches they did not write nor did they deliver to audiences that might or might not have gathered! The AIPAC-prepared pro-Israel speech will be introduced in the Congressional record, and the Congressman will earn a $1000 or $2000 honorarium. The Congressman will pocket the money. At election time, the Congressman will mail the speech to remind the pro-Israel voters to send in their personal campaign contributions. 53

			Generally speaking, the Congressman or the Senator could care less either for the Jews or for the Arabs but they do care about the campaign donations and their chances of re-election. Unless they follow a highly biased pro-Israel policy guideline, they could be branded as anti-Semitic or anti-Israel which would generate very damaging media coverage for their campaigns. Also, the targeted candidate will not receive much money or support from the Jewish voters and the other Jewish lobbies. In addition, his or her opponent who would have succumbed to AIPAC’s pro-Israel guidelines will receive large sums of political donations, favorable news coverage and the Jewish vote (if it is a Jewish dominated community such as New York or Los Angeles) en masse. Very likely, the targeted candidate ends up losing the election and ending his political life. Many U.S. politicians have been victims of this phenomenon.

			Such tactics by AIPAC has created a culture of fear amongst most Congressmen, Senators, and the presidential candidates. Thus, they dare not speak out a single word against Israel even if they know in their heart that some particular Israeli action may be illegal, immoral or might be harmful even to the interests of the United States. Thus, during the 2004 elections, both, John Kerry and George Bush supported the Israeli actions of building the wall in the occupied territory though the whole world including the United Nations condemned the action as illegal and immoral.

			According to Senator William Fulbright, in his book, The Price of Empire, (Pantheon Books, New York, 1989), Eisenhower was the last U.S. president who stood up to the Israelis in the 1956 Suez crisis and warned her that if she did not withdraw back from the occupied Egyptian territory, he would cut off the funds for Israel by withdrawing the tax-exempt status to the funds raised for Israel. It worked. Israel was forced to withdraw, so did France and Britain. Of course the Russian threat to all three of them also played a major part then. During all these years, several American politicians have tried to speak out in defiance to the AIPAC and its dictates. Unfortunately, many of them ended up losing at the polls, and being targeted viciously by the Israeli lobbies, especially the AIPAC.

			Congressman Paul Findley of Illinoise in 1980, President Nixon (during the Watergate scandal), Congressman McClowskey of California during the Senate race in 1982, Senator Charles Percy of Illinois in 1984 and Senator John Chafee of Rhode Island…..were some of many politicians who were targeted by AIPAC for defeat during the elections.

			Paul Findley of Illinois, who served in the U.S. Congress from 1961-83, was targeted by the Israeli lobby in his 1980 re-election bid. Though he won the election, his high margin had dropped from 70 percent to 53 percent as a result of the onslaught.

			Nixon had armed Israel to the teeth but in his second term he had realized the necessity of peace settlement in the Middle East. So he had decided to pressure Israel to come to terms with the Palestinians. Many Arab leaders think that there was a connection between the Watergate revelations and Nixon’s second term plans for the Middle East. Bob Woodward, Carl Bernstein and Washington Post Editor Howard Simon know for sure. All three of them, according to Richard Curtiss, author of ‘Stealth Pac’, (American Educational Trust, Washington D.C., 1996), had single handedly kept the ‘Watergate’ alive with their published ‘leaks’ (along with the ‘Deep throat’ from inside the White House) and had close ties with Israel or its Washington lobby.

			Nixon had suspected that his fall was connected to the Jewish or pro-Israel insiders seeking to sabotage his Middle East peace plans. In his memoirs, Kissinger notes that Nixon’s last order before his resignation in 1974 enjoined his Secretary of State to work for a complete cutoff of U.S. aid for Israel. Kissinger, even though remained in his position as the Secretary of state for two more years under President Ford, just put the Nixon memorandum aside and did nothing about it. 54

			Congressman Paul McClowskey of California was another Congressman who had the courage to stand up to the Israeli lobby. Like President Nixon, Ford and Carter, he also believed that Israel was dragging its feet regarding the peace and that the Jewish settlements in the Palestinian land were wrong. He introduced a short-lived measure to reduce U.S. economic aid to Israel by whatever amount Israel spent on the Jewish settlements in the West Bank and Gaza.

			According to their (AIPAC’s) thinking, McClowskey had to go. McClowskey gave up his Congress seat and ran for the U.S. Senate from California in 1982. His opponent was Pete Wilson, the mayor of San Diego. Wilson was helped in a major way by AIPAC. He even sent his fund raising fliers not only to the wealthy Hollywood film colony but also to the subscription lists of Jewish owned magazines such as the New Republic and the Commentary. In the end, Wilson won and McClowskey, the courageous Congressman from California lost. 55

			“The spending patterns of the Jewish PACs show that their giving was tightly focused: Of $1.52 million given to the Senate candidates, 44 percent went to the opponents of the five Republican Senators who voted for the controversial 1981 sale of airborne warning system and control system ( AWACs) aircraft to Saudi Arabia, which the Senate approved. Senators Charles Percy of Illinois and Roger Jepson of Iowa lost the re-election, Senators Jesse Helms of North Carolina, Thad Cochran of Mississippi and Gordon Humphrey of New Hampshire won. Other Senators who voted for AWACs, (sale to Saudi Arabia) may be targets in 1986. ‘Like the Indian elephants, we don’t forget’, Mr. Dine (AWACs Executive Director Thomas Dine) said in his Toronto speech.”

			Joseph Fialka and Brooks Jackson 
Wall Street Journal, Feb. 26, 1985

			Thus, the liberal Republican Senator Charles Percy, the Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and Senator Roger Cochran were targeted in 1984 re-election by the powerful Jewish lobby AIPAC and others. They both lost the election. Senator Jesse Helms was targeted too in the same election but barely managed to win. But he was taught the ‘necessary’ lesson by the lobby. From then onwards, he was a changed man! From his worst anti-Israel record (in AIPAC’s opinion), he never voted against Israel’s interests then on…….He always voted heavily in favor of Israel. There were many others who were also targeted by the AIPAC because they were not pro-Israel enough in AIPAC’s eyes.

			A large number of pro-Israel PACs had sprung up by 1988 and made a total of $5,432,055 in direct donations to 479 Congressional candidates. That constituted about 12 percent of the total of all PAC contributions to the Congressional candidates. According to the political analysts’ estimate, however, individual Jewish contributions amount to even higher percentage of total individual contributions to candidates. Well over 50 percent of the total contributions probably came to the Democratic candidates at the time and perhaps more than that figure to the Republicans from the Jewish individuals.

			By the 1996 election, it was estimated that the donations from Jewish supporters at various times have been estimated to be between 60 to 85 percent of the total of individual donations to Democratic candidates while the Republicans were estimated to be receiving between 25 to 40 percent of the individual donations. 56 This gives us some idea as per the power of the Jewish money in the U.S. elections and politics.

			U.S. Support for Israel

			“Nine-eleven would not have occurred if the U.S. government had refused to help Israel humiliate and destroy the Palestinian society…few express this conclusion publicly, but many believe it is the truth. I believe that the catastrophe could have been prevented if any U.S. president during the past 35 years had had the courage and wisdom to suspend all U.S. aid until Israel withdrew from the Arab lands seized in the 1967 Arab-Israeli war.”…

			“Home constituencies misled by news coverage equally lop-sided in Israel’s favor, remain largely unaware that Congress behaves as if it were a subcommittee of the Israeli parliament.”…

			“Terrorism almost always arises from deeply-felt grievances.”…

			“No one in authority will admit a calamitous reality that is skillfully shielded from the American people but clearly recognized by most people of the world: America suffered 9/11 and its aftermath and may soon be at war with Iraq, mainly because U.S. policy in the Middle East is made in Israel, not in Washington.”

			Paul Findly, U.S. Congressman from Illinois, 1961-83 
In his essay, “Liberating America from Israel” 
Institute for Historical Review, Newport Beach, Ca, Jan. 2003

			“Congress is Israeli-occupied territory (and) the Democratic Party is the chapered poodle of the Israeli lobby.”

			Statement reportedly made by Pat Buchanan, media 
commentator and 
Republican challenger to George Bush Sr. during the 
1992 presidential election.

			Since the last several decades, the United States, especially after the 1967 Arab-Israel war, has provided enormous economic, military and diplomatic support to Israel. Andrew Kilgore, a career foreign service officer, a former U.S. ambassador to the State of Qatar, the publisher of The Washington Report on The Middle East Affairs, and president of the American Educational Trust writes in his forward to the book, Stealth PACs (1996):

			Not one American in 10,000 understands how successfully the Israel lobby has subverted the American political process to take control of U.S. Middle East policy and provide huge amount of military and economic aid for Israel. When, after it first was reported in the Washington Report on Middle East Affairs……..60 Minutes, the TV series revealed in the fall of 1988 that AIPAC had targeted Republican Senator John Chafee of Rhode Island for defeat, the voters of that state reacted negatively. They decisively defeated his challenger, Lieutenant Governor Richard Licht, a former Jewish Appeal fundraiser who had received $241,600 from the deceptively named pro-Israel PACs.”……..He writes further….. “Twelve years of research by The Washington Report reveal that between 1978 and 1996, pro-Israel PACs whose officers are often past or present members of AIPAC’s board of directors, have raised more than $64 million and contributed more than $32 million directly to campaigns for or against Senators and Representatives……..This is ‘dirty money’ in that it intimidates Congress members into taking positions that they know are not in the best interests of the United States. 57

			For decades, Israel has been the recipient of the largest amount of aid from the United States than any other nation. For many years, America has provided Israel with crucial military, financial, and diplomatic backing including more than $3 billion in aid each year. 58

			What is so tragic is that no matter how much any U.S. president wishes and tries, Israel is constantly avoiding peace settlement with its Arab neighbors, especially the Palestinians. Israel, it seems, is not interested in a “land for peace deal”, as that would force it to give up the West Bank, the Gaza Strip, the occupied city of Jerusalem and the Golan Heights—all the lands it seized from the Arabs in the 1967 war and has been currently illegally occupying ever since. It has constantly defied U.N. resolution 242 requiring it to withdraw to pre-1967 borders. The tragedy is that no American politician with rare exceptions, from the president to any Congressman, has had enough courage to stand up to Israel and its powerful Jewish lobbies and tell them that either they (Israel) withdraw from the occupied territory and sign the peace treaty or we (the U.S.) will cut-off all the military-economic aid to them.

			Of course, Israel has all the rights to exist and flourish peacefully with all its neighbors. The suicide bombings and the killings of the innocent Israeli civilians by the Palestinians are murderous acts which should be condemned and stopped. But at the same time, all the targeted assassinations, invasions of the refugee camps and the killings of the Palestinians by Israel should also stop. Israel kills far greater numbers of Palestinians than the Palestinians kill Israelis. The whole world knows that if Israel wants peace, then it must withdraw to pre-1967 borders and the Arabs must accept Israel’s right to exist as a nation. Unfortunately, no American politician (with few exceptions) has enough courage to tell Israel that it is wrong in continuing this occupation. Israel’s treatment of the Palestinians is terrible and unacceptable. Even the Arab citizens of Israel are treated badly as the second class citizens like one would expect in an apartheid state.

			History has shown us that the Jewish people are some of the most brilliant people in the world. Yet what the Israeli politicians fail to understand is that time is on the Arab’s side. The Arab population grows much faster than the Jewish population, even in Israel. Someday, Israel’s intransigence, foot dragging, and refusal to negotiate peace with its neighbors might jeopardize the very existence of the State of Israel itself. Then it could create tremendous trouble for itself as well as its benefactor, the United States.

			Most Americans do not know, do not understand, or don’t seem to care why Israel has become so important to the United States. They don’t ask what has Israel done for the United States……..except some dirty work such as arms sales to Iran, spying for the CIA and cooperating with the CIA in covert operations……Yes, Israel, in the eyes of the rulers in Washington is an ally in the Middle East on whom Washington can count on in times of chaos there. Israel is like a stationary aircraft carrier (as Noam Chomsky suggests), in the Middle East. In case of upheaval or revolution in Saudi Arabia or elsewhere in the Middle East, the United States can land its troops in Israel and take over the Saudi oil fields…..

			Few Americans realize that today, in the United States, there is “censorship by omission”, using John Pilger’s phrase. It plays a major part regarding the U.S.-Israel relationship. The real reasons for this alliance are seldom mentioned. Most Americans fail to question this ‘friendship’. The intifada is never reported in the mainstream U.S. media as the legitimate struggle of national liberation or an uprising against tyranny and oppression. Israel’s strategic importance to the United States in repressing a pan-Arab movement capable of challenging American (Western) control of the Middle East oil is seldom mentioned in the news-media. Israel also serves as a testing ground for new American weapons. The testing subjects being the Palestinians and other civilians of Palestine and Lebanon. Also Israel serves as a conduit for American arms to anti-democratic regimes with whom the U.S. is reluctant to deal with publicly. For example, Israel helped apartheid South Africa in developing its nuclear weapons and was a conduit for American arms despite the U.N. embargo. Prime Minister B. J. Vorster had happily said, “Israel is a source of inspiration for us.” 59

			The U.S. mainstream news-media and the American leaders dare not mention Israel’s weapons of mass destruction. They were developed under U.S. sponsorship. Chemical as well as the biological weapons and nerve gas are manufactured at a top-secret research institute at Nes Ziona, near Tel Aviv. 60 Israel has surpassed Britain as the world’s fifth largest nuclear power with its 200 to 500 thermonuclear weapons and its advanced delivery system. It may even equal China and France in size and sophistication of its nuclear arsenal. The main responsibility for creating this dangerous state lies with Washington and Britain. 61 According to John Pilger, the struggle in Palestine is an American war, waged from America’s most heavily armed military base, Israel.

			But 30 to 40 years from now, the Middle East oil is going to run out. Then Israel’s usefulness to the United States will be gone. What will it do then if the U.S. cuts off all the aid? Perhaps, Israel would have become economically more independent and powerful by that time. That is quite possible. But it can not take comfort in the fact that it has atomic bombs. As Vietnam defeated the United States for all its arsenal of atomic weapons and overwhelming force, isn’t that a lesson for Israel too? Isn’t it in the interests of Israel to negotiate a just peace with its neighbors while it is still possible?

			Conclusion

			The violence committed by the Palestinians against the Israeli civilians by way of suicide bombings, shootings and murders is barbaric and despicable and must stop. By the same token, it is equally, if not more, brutish and savage, for the Israeli forces to commit such acts of violence against the Palestinian civilians by way of targeted assassinations, killings during the invasions of the refugee camps, and demolishing the homes of the Palestinians. Under the guise of anti-terrorism, the Palestinians are treated worst than beasts. The whole of Palestinian society is systematically being destroyed. Entire cities are often subjected to curfews lasting weeks sometimes. Israel is intentionally making life so miserable for the Palestinians in the hope that they will someday give up and leave their homes forever.

			Would all these atrocities against a defenseless people be possible without U.S. support? Not likely. That means America is fully complicit in these crimes against the Arabs, in particular against the Palestinians. America is footing the bill for all these crimes. Israel would not be able to commit such crimes against the Palestinians without tacit U.S. approval and economic aid doled out to Israel year after year by the United States.

			Anyone with the rudimentary knowledge knows that the root cause of the problem in this conflict today is the Israeli occupation of the Arab lands. If Israel chooses to negotiate peace for land, it could have peace tomorrow. It could have the lasting peace that its citizens so much desire and deserve. But do Israeli politicians want peace? It does not appear like they do.

			The United States supplies Israel with a vast array of sophisticated arms. That includes the latest fighter planes, attack helicopters, tanks, bulldozers for demolishing homes, missiles and much more. It is all these arms and billions of dollars in economic aid that enables Israel to continue committing the crimes against the Palestinians. America is equally a partner in these crimes. If it desires, it could stop these crimes tomorrow. But the question is, does it have the political daring to stop these crimes perpetrated by Israel? The answer at present, unfortunately seems to be no.

			Most Americans don’t realize that there is a reason for all this hatred of the Americans in the Muslim world. It is not that they hate our freedom like our president George Bush claims. To be told this is an insult to our intelligence! It is beyond doubt that the blind support that Israel receives from the United States has earned us the wrath and anger of the Arab and the Muslim world. Very likely, the 9/11 is the “blow back” of this blind support to Israel. The United States is reaping the bitter fruits of what it has been sowing for many years. It seems most American politicians today don’t have the courage to stand up to Israel and tell her that she is wrong and that she must vacate all the occupied Arab lands and sign a peace treaty with its Arab neighbors. By opposing Israel’s disastrous policies, the U.S. politician who dares to do that will render great service not only to America but also to Israel itself. No power in this time and age can continue illegal occupation of other people’s land and live in peace. Sooner or later, after much bloodshed, it will have to give up that land. History has taught us these lessons. The recent example of Indonesia should be a lesson for Israel. Despite its huge population of close to 200 million people and its powerful army (armed with U.S. made weapons) compared to the tiny island of East Timor’s population of less than 8,00,000 and with very little military power, Indonesia still could not continue its occupation nor could it annex this island of East Timor. After more than 25 years, Indonesia finally had to give up and grant the independence to this small island nation. Perhaps, Israel could learn something from Indonesia’s example.

			It is indeed very unfortunate that the U.S. Middle East policy is so deeply influenced by Israel through its powerful lobbies such as AIPAC and others. The Jewish controlled U.S. mainstream news media has succeeded in creating the grand illusion that what is in the interest of Israel is also in America’s interests. Yet, this is not necessarily so. Our Middle East policy for last three decades seems to be pursued for the benefit of Israel while it is highly detrimental to the long-term U.S. interests. Most Americans do not realize the fact that what is in Israel’s interest is not automatically in America’s interest. Our Middle East policy should be molded keeping in mind the long-standing U.S. interests, not those of Israel!

		

	
		
			CHAPTER 14 
The Manufactured War - The Desert Storm

			What was visible was a nation with thousands of civilian dead, without water, hospitals, or healthcare; with no electricity, communications, or public transportation; without gasoline, road and bridge repair capacity, or parts for essential equipment and with a growing food crisis. Because of the nature of the American weapons, Iraq was being crippled from afar and left to a painful struggle for survival. The bombing, as visible from the ground, was hardly surgical, but was clearly designed to break a whole country and its population for a long time to come…

			Thus describes Ramsey Clark, the former U.S. Attorney General. He is a well known opponent of U.S. foreign policy and an anti-war activist who had, along with few others, visited Iraq shortly after the 1st Gulf war had started. He witnessed the United States indiscriminately bombing the country. He questions the war with Iraq (The Fire This Time, Thunder’s Mouth Press, 1992) and writes further:

			The question arises, why was Iraq, a fourth grade power, just out of an eight year devastating war with its neighbor Iran, exhausted and tired, being so brutally and mercilessly attacked by a superpower the type of which the world has not seen before?

			Well…

			Background

			The British had taken control of Iraq, especially its southern provinces, after the 1st World War ended in 1918. Four days after the Turkish surrender in October 1918, they had occupied Mosul. Iraq was now a British colony. Mass revolts broke out in many parts of the Middle East, especially in Iraq, against the British rule. The British repression of the rebellion was brutal in the extreme. In 1925, the British dropped poison gas on the Kurdish town of Sulaimaniya in Iraq, the first time that gas was deployed from warplanes.1

			Britain had separated a desert area of Iraq around and including the town of Kuwait to create the country of Kuwait. The islands of Warba and Bubiyan, which dominated Iraq’s access to the Persian Gulf, were part of this. In 1921 and 1923, Sir Percy Cox of the British Colonial Office had drawn the borders between Kuwait, Iraq, and Saudi Arabia. This occurred despite the fact that Iraq historically had controlled the coastal territory.

			Facing constant rebellions in 1932, Iraq was granted nominal independence though the Monarch who sat on the throne was a British appointed puppet. Iraq’s oil fields were owned by the Iraq Petroleum Company, a consortium of British, U.S., and French companies. As the British maintained a permanent naval base as well as the British appointed royal family, Kuwait remained essentially a British protectorate. This was an insurance against Iraq challenging Western ownership of its oil wealth.2

			In 1936, oil fields were discovered in Kuwait. That meant huge profits for Gulf Oil, which held Kuwait concession. By 1958, the British influence in the region began to wane. On July 14, 1958, a popular nationalist revolution led by Abdel Karim Kassem overthrew the Hashemite monarchy, which was installed by the British since 1921. Kassem was a nationalist leader who believed in the industrialization of his country, and minimizing dependence on the sale of crude oil by the western powers.3 He helped found the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries, OPEC, which was formed in 1960 to counter the power of the Western monopoly over oil. Washington had long term plans to succeed colonial Britain and France as the dominant power in the Middle East. It had little tolerance for such defiance. From then onwards, the United States started planning to weaken Iraq so as to control its oil. Shortly after the 1958 revolution, the CIA had begun the clandestine planning for Kassem’s assassination. U.S. generals devised a military plan in Turkey, code-named “Cannonbone”. The plan was to invade Iraq and seize its oil fields.4 In 1963 in a bloody CIA-backed coup, Kassem and thousands of his supporters were massacred.

			In 1968, the Baathist party came to power in Iraq. After it nationalized the U.S.-British owned Iraq Petroleum Company in 1972, again the CIA started its covert operations against the Baathist regime. The Kurds were supplied arms by the Shah of Iran to fight the regime. The idea was to maintain a level of hostilities high enough to drain its resources and weaken the regime.

			In 1975, Iraq agreed to share the control of the disputed Shatt-al-Arab waterway with Iran. The U.S. and the Shah abruptly cut off their support to the Kurds now, whose leaders had to abandon their struggle and fled the country.

			In 1979, after a long struggle, the Iranian people succeeded in over-throwing the U.S. puppet, the Shah. Now, its main ally thus ousted, and replaced by an unfriendly regime of Mullahs, the U.S. policy took another radical turn. Adapting a supportive stance toward Iraq, the U.S. National Security Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski publicly encouraged Iraq to attack Iran and take back the shatt-al-Arab waterway. Only four years earlier, the U.S. had forced Iraq to share it with Iran. 5

			Soon after the 1979 overthrow of the Shah by the Iranian people, Saddam Hussein was led to believe that with the good offices of friends like Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and other friendly Arab countries and the intelligence reports they provided, if attacked, the Iranian forces would quickly collapse. With Anwar Sadat of Egypt, the Emir of Kuwait and other U.S. backed rulers urging him, Saddam Hussein followed Brzezinski’s advise in late 1980 and unleashed a brutal war with Iran in which a million died and both countries were totally exhausted in the eight years that the war lasted.6

			One wonders where the moral outrage of the United States was at the time of Iraq’s attack on Iran in 1980, unlike the one expressed at the time of Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait ten years later! Was it O.K. for Iraq to invade Iran because Iran was perceived as an enemy at the time? Is Kuwait’s sovereignty, a country whose population was but a fraction of that of Iran, more important than that of Iran?

			Undoubtedly, Washington wanted both sides to wear each other down in this brutal war. Henry Kissinger was quoted saying rather bluntly, “I hope they kill each other” and, “too bad they both can’t lose”.7 The United States’ goal remained the same even though it aided Iraq in its war against Iran. The U.S. sent CIA and Special Forces operatives to train Iraqi commandos. They also encouraged and helped funnel billions of dollars worth of arms to Iraq through puppet Middle Eastern regimes. Massive assistance was given to Iraq by Britain, France, Germany, Russia, Eastern bloc countries, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Kuwait, and the United Arab Emirates.8

			During the war, the U.S. sold over $20 billion worth of arms to Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and other gulf states. Is it perhaps the U.S. strategy to create a war situation in the Middle East so that, out of fear, other gulf states buy billions of dollars worth of arms from the United States? Of course it is. Illegally, the Reagan administration allowed Saudi Arabia, a major U.S. arms purchaser, to transfer huge quantities of U.S. arms to Iraq during the war. Also, the Saudi government and Kuwait contributed tens of billions of dollars to Iraq’s war effort. Kuwait alone contributed over $30 billion.

			In 1984, by increasing its support for Iraq, the United States became its major trading partner by purchasing its oil. Also, the United States started sharing intelligence with Iraq. The same year, Vice President George Bush (Sr.), the CIA, and the State Department started lobbying the Export-Import Bank telling them to finance large-scale U.S. exports to Iraq. In 1986, the U.S. sent in a high-level CIA team to Baghdad to advise the Iraqi military.9

			In 1987, the United States directly sided with Iraq by protecting Kuwaiti oil tankers transporting Iraqi oil through the gulf. While Iraq’s oil was being exported under U.S. protection, Iraq was attacking Iranian tankers. Also, the United Sates destroyed Iran’s oil platforms and sank their patrol ships. Yet the U.S. could not realize its goal of a permanent military presence in the gulf. So when Iraq and Iran agreed in August 1988 to end their bloody war, the U.S. changed its tactics again.

			Creating the War

			The United States had been planning military action in the Middle East since the 1970’s. The main goal being to establish some kind of permanent military presence there so that if the Middle East oil flow were disrupted due to “rogue regimes” or “unwise” popular peoples’ uprising, it could seize the oil fields of Iraq, Saudi Arabia, and Kuwait. Even the shamelessly brazen and unjustified support of Israel proves the U.S. desire to have its agent in the area in case of trouble.

			By 1973, the Pentagon had started annual training exercises in a Mojave Desert region called Alkali Canyon where Marines and Army Rangers were fighting soldiers in Iraqi and Libyan uniforms.10 Openly, the Pentagon strategists were discussing an invasion of the gulf to seize its oil fields.

			A few obstacles kept the United States from direct intervention in the region. One was the fear of Russia; the other was the anti-war feeling prevalent from the recent Vietnam debacle. So, Iran and Israel were propped up to safeguard the U.S. interests. But the Shah was overthrown in 1979, so again the planning had changed. Carter had come up with the idea of Rapid Deployment Task Force (RDTF). In 1983, RDTF became CENTCOM, U.S. Central Command, during Reagan’s time.

			Anyway, during the eight years’ brutal war with Iran, Iraq had incurred a huge debt. At the end of the war, it was almost broke. Chief among Iraq’s creditors was Kuwait. Being directly threatened by Iran during the war, it had provided $30 billion to Iraq. Now, Kuwait’s rulers demanded Iraq to pay back their money. But the war had cost Iraq over $80 billion. Due to Kuwait’s action of increasing oil production, the oil prices were falling. Iraq didn’t like this as it made it impossible for Iraq to pay its debt.

			Iraq, from 1988 to 1990, tried to resolve its differences with Kuwait amicably. But time and again they were rebuffed. Kuwait surprisingly was arrogant and inflexible. Even Jordan’s King Hussein was perplexed at Kuwait’s intransigence.

			Was it a mere coincidence that Kuwait had taken such a tough and belligerent stance against its much larger and stronger neighbor while the U.S. was planning war with Iraq? Few Middle Eastern experts think so. Most experts thought that Kuwait would not dare to take such a position against Iraq if not pushed by the United States. Mussama-al-Mubarak, a political science professor at Kuwait University, reportedly told the New Yorker’s Middle East expert Milton Viorst: “I don’t know what the government was thinking but it adopted an extremely hard line, which makes me think that the decisions were not Kuwait’s alone. It is my assumption that, as a matter of course, Kuwait would have consulted on such matters with Saudi Arabia and Britain, as well as the United States.” 11

			Viorst had interviewed Kuwaiti and U.S. officials. The foreign minister of Kuwait Sheikh Salem al-Sabah told him that General Schwarzkopf was a regular visitor to Kuwait after the Iran-Iraq war. Viorst was told by Sheikh al-sabah that Schwarzkopf had gone to Kuwait a few times, meeting the crown Prince and the defense minister. The visits had become routine discussions of military cooperation. He further said that by the time the crisis with Iraq began, they knew that they could rely on the Americans.12

			Kuwait had an on-going border dispute with Iraq for some time now. When they occupied Kuwait in August 1990, the Iraqis found a memo copy of which they later submitted to the UN Secretary-General Javier Perez de cuellar. The memo was dated November 22, 1989. It recounted a meeting between a Kuwaiti Brigadier Fahd Ahmed al-Fahd, Director General of Kuwait’s Department of State Security and the CIA Director William Webster. The memo, besides discussing the training of 128 body-guards for the royal family and intelligence exchanges about Iraq and Iran between Kuwait and the CIA, also covered the following:

			We agreed with the American side that it was important to take advantage of deteriorating economic situation in Iraq in order to put pressure on that country’s government to delineate our common border. The Central Intelligence Agency gave us its view of appropriate means of pressure, saying that broad cooperation should be initiated between us on condition that such activities are coordinated at a high level.13

			As is obvious, this important evidence shows how the United States was colluding with Kuwait to provoke Iraq by mounting economic warfare against it. What was Washington’s purpose behind it? As the story advanced, it became obvious.

			By 1990, the Iraqi economy had deteriorated to a level worst than that at the end of its war with Iran two years earlier. Dinnar was plummeting and inflation was at forty percent.

			Saddam Hussein, in a speech to an Arab League Summit meeting in Amman, Jordan in February 1990, asked the U.S. to withdraw its fleet and said:

			If the Gulf people, along with all Arabs are not careful, the Arab Gulf region will be governed by the United States’ will. If the Arabs are not alerted and the weakness persists, the situation could develop to the extent desired by the United States: that is, it would fix the amount of oil and gas produced in each country and sold to this or that country in the world. Prices would also be fixed in line with a special perspective benefiting U.S. interests and ignoring the interests of others.14

			For strange reasons, Kuwait was defying other OPEC oil producers and violating its quota by increasing oil productions, thus bringing down the oil prices.

			At a March 1990 OPEC meeting, new production quotas were set. But Kuwait and the UAE refused to follow them and increased their production.15

			In May, Saddam Hussein complained at an Arab League summit in Baghdad that war is usually waged by “sending armies across frontiers, by acts of sabotage, by killing people, and by supporting coups d’etat, but war can also be waged by economic means… and what is happening (Kuwait’s oil policy) is war against Iraq.”16

			With appeals for new quotas that would allow a slight rise in the price of crude, Iraq sent envoys to several Arab states. Kuwait refused and also turned down the proposal by Iraq calling for a summit of the leaders of Iraq, Saudi Arabia, the UAE, and Kuwait.

			Finally, on July 10, the oil ministers of these states met and quotas were agreed upon so that a gradual increase in oil prices would take place. But Kuwait announced the next day that it would increase its production significantly by October.

			Kuwait was not stupid. It was following American agendas and American dictates. What the United States was doing, through Kuwait and the United Arab Emirates, was intended to provoke Saddam Hussein into attacking Kuwait. Everything was going according to plan…the U.S. plan. Saddam Hussein, on July 17, publicly accused the United States and Kuwait of a conspiracy to destroy Iraq’s economy. He said:

			“If words fail to protect Iraqis, something effective must be done to return usurped rights to their owners… O God Almighty, be witness that we have warned them.” 17 Iraqi troops started massing the next day on the Kuwaiti border.

			If any proof was needed to witness the frustration and seriousness of Iraq about the economic warfare being waged against it, it was right here. It was a lie, the statement by President Bush on August 8 that Iraq had invaded Kuwait without warning or provocation.

			Amazingly, Kuwait seemed unconcerned despite Saddam Hussein’s warning. But finally, after repeated requests by Saudi Arabia’s King Fahd and Jordan’s King Hussein, the Emir of Kuwait agreed to attend a mini-summit in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia on July 31.

			Dr. Michael Emery, a journalism professor at California State University at Northridge, managed to obtain copy of the official invitation to the Jidda meeting King Fahd sent to the Emir. What was interesting was the note Emir of Kuwait wrote on top of this invitation to his Prime Minister, who he sent in his place even though initially he had agreed to attend it personally. The note translated in English said the following:

			We will attend the meeting according to the conditions we agreed upon. What is important to us is our national interest. Do not listen to anything you hear from the Saudis and Iraqis on brotherhood and Arab solidarity. Each of them has his own interest.

			The Saudis want to weaken us and exploit our concessions to the Iraqis, so that we will concede to them (the Saudis) in the future the divided (neutral) zone. The Iraqis want to compensate their war expenditures from our accounts. Neither this nor that should happen. This is also the opinion of our friends in Egypt, Washington, and London. Be unwavering in your discussions. We are stronger than they think.18

			The Emir’s note clearly shows that foreign backing precluded any need to negotiate. King Hussein, leading a Jordanian delegation to Kuwait on July 30, to advise a compromise at Jidda, experienced this intransigent attitude on the part of Kuwait’s ruling family. The Jordanians found the Kuwaitis arrogant and unconcerned even though thousands of Iraqi soldiers had massed on their common border. When urged to take Iraqi concerns more seriously, the Sheikh Sabah told the Jordanian delegation: “We are not going to respond to Iraq… If they don’t like it, let them occupy our territory… We are going to bring in the Americans.”19

			Yasir Arafat, the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) president, told the media people that at the Arab Summit held on August 9-10, 1990, Kuwait rejected his pleas for a negotiated solution to the gulf crises. “They said that in a matter of days, the Americans will solve the problem.” 20

			The United States, besides encouraging Kuwait to wage economic war against Iraq, had started to isolate Iraq to economically imperil it. Soon after the Iran-Iraq war, Washington started a smear campaign against Saddam Hussein and a de facto sanctions campaign. Soon after August 20th, 1988 cease-fire between Iran and Iraq, Washington declared to the world that Iraq had used poison gas against the Kurds. The worst incident happened at Halabja in March 1988. At that time, the U.S. was totally silent and was even helping Iraq in its war effort against Iran. Thus her condemnation was a bit delayed as per convenience. This propaganda intensified in early 1990, now focusing on Iraqi production of illegal weapons, chemical as well as biological. But while this propaganda against Iraq was carried out in the international media, the U. S. Department of Commerce was approving billions of dollars worth of shipments of dual-use equipment to Iraq. This suggested to Saddam Hussein that the U.S. supported the development of Iraq’s military. Washington, in the first seven months of 1990 sent confusing signals to Iraq. Privately, it told Iraq of its desire to have better relations with it. Publicly it was carrying out hostile propaganda against it.

			The U.S. military planning strategy had since 1988 identified Iraq as a major threat to the Gulf region. After doing that, the United States falsely assured Iraq that it considered Iraq’s dispute with Kuwait a regional matter. Meanwhile, the United States along with other Western countries and Kuwait, was working to undermine Iraq through economic pressure and propaganda while being overtly consolatory. Since 1970, the United States seemed to search for some kind of justification to intervene in the Gulf to control its oil. The United States was playing a dangerous game. On the one hand it was carrying out a smear campaign against Saddam Hussein, painting him to be a ruthless killer, a monster; on the other, it was coaxing him to invade Kuwait. Only this can explain the seemingly amicable tone and false assurances of ambassador Glaspie and assistant Secretary of State John Kelly.

			What Washington was planning, in reality, was a military intervention for which the plans were already in motion by now.

			The Pentagon, on July 24, 1990 announced that six U.S. warships were beginning “short-notice” maneuvers with United Arab Emirates (UAE) forces in the Southern Gulf. This move was directly related to the tensions between Iraq and Kuwait according to the Wall Street Journal of July 25.21 The Iraqi troops were massing on the border with Kuwait at this time.

			In a final attempt to clarify the United States’ position on his dispute with Kuwait, on July 25, Saddam Hussein summoned the U.S. ambassa-dor to Iraq, April Glaspie, to his office. Glaspie assured him: “We have no opinion on Arab-Arab conflicts, like your border disagreement with Kuwait… Secretary of State James Baker has directed our official spokesman to emphasize this instruction.” 22 April was telling the official policy. On July 24, she had just received a cable from the State Department explicitly directing her to emphasize that the United States had “no proposition” on “Arab-Arab” conflicts.23

			On March 21, 1991, after the war, Glaspie denied this version of her meeting with Hussein! To the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in her testimony, she said that she had repeatedly warned Hussein that the United States would not tolerate Iraq’s use of violence to settle the dispute with Kuwait. Further, she said that Hussein must have been too ‘stupid’ to understand how the United States would react.24

			Glaspie’s cables to the State Department describing the meeting were finally released to the Senate in July 1991. The Cables proved that her testimony was largely fabricated and Iraq’s version was accurate.25

			Assistant Secretary of State John Kelly also gave misleading signals in a House Subcommittee hearing. He in essence told Representative Lee Hamilton: “We don’t have a treaty commitment which would obligate us to engage U.S. forces (to protect Kuwait).” 26

			Iraq Invades Kuwait

			Iraq, believing that it had U.S. assurances it would not intervene, invaded Kuwait on August 2, 1990. Immediately, the United States moved to condemn Iraq at the U.N.

			Soon the U.S. moved into action—she got precisely what she had wanted all along and Hussein had fallen into her trap.

			The day after the invasion, King Hussein of Jordan tried frantically to solve the crisis within the Arab nations. He first flew to Alexandria, met President Hosni Mubarak and secured a promise from him that Egypt would not condemn Iraq at the Arab League Summit. Then the Jordanian King flew to Baghdad on August 3, and met Saddam Hussein. Saddam Hussein told the King that he was willing to withdraw from Kuwait starting on August 5. But he also said that at the August 5 Jidda Conference, if Iraq was condemned by any of the Arab states, then he said that he would declare Kuwait is a part of Iraq and would annex it.27

			Thus, there seemed to be a high probability that Saddam Hussein was willing to withdraw from Kuwait if no condemnation occurred at the Jidda Conference. Apparently, there seemed to have been an Arab solution to the crisis. Saddam Hussein even sent a communication on August 3 that he would begin withdrawing his troops from Kuwait on August 5.

			But the United States was not interested in resolving the crisis. It now knew that if Iraq were condemned at Jidda, Saddam Hussein would not withdraw. So, it put immense pressure on Egypt to condemn Iraq. According to Salinger, assistant Secretary of State Kelly sent a message to the Egyptian Foreign ministry:

			“The West has done its duty, but the Arab nations are doing nothing. The United States has sold a lot of arms to Arab countries, especially Egypt. If they do not act, if they do not take a firm stand on the Kuwait affair, they can be sure that in the future they will no longer be able to count on America.” 28

			Egypt capitulated to the U.S. blackmail. They introduced a resolution adopted by the Arab League condemning the invasion of Kuwait.

			Thus, not only had the United States manipulated Egypt to convince the Arab League to condemn the Iraqi invasion, which resulted in Iraq changing its mind about withdrawing, but they also used Iraq’s refusal to withdraw as a justification to impose sanctions.

			Egypt led the effort for another condemnation of the invasion at the August 9-10 Cairo Summit. It also invited Western forces to the Gulf. Many Western journalists and Arab observers who read Arabic said that the final communiqué read awkwardly. It seemed as if it was translated into Arabic from English.29

			Thus, by pressuring and blackmailing Egypt and other Arab states, and with strong support of the Kuwaiti Royal family, the United States successfully avoided all chances for a peaceful resolution of the crisis.

			Next, the United States started moving on the military front. It had to convince Saudi Arabia to accept U.S. troops first. Washington had claimed that Saddam Hussein was massing thousands of troops on the Saudi border and so the Saudis had requested a U.S. military presence on its soil. But in fact, both were blatant lies. Iraq had neither massed troops on Saudi Arabia’s border nor had the Saudis requested U.S. troops on their soil. As a matter of fact, the Saudis first had opposed any U.S. troops in their country.

			On August 7, the White House Press Secretary Marlin Fitzwater said, “We believe that there is a very imminent threat to Saudi Arabia from the way that they (Iraqi troops) are positioned and located in Kuwait.”30 In reality this was a lie. On August 8, in a speech televised nationally, President Bush said, “After consulting with King Fahd, I sent Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney to discuss cooperative measures we could take. Following those meetings the Saudi government requested our help.” 31 Yet another lie by the U.S. president.

			About a month later, on September 11th, Bush would mislead Congress by claiming that 120,000 Iraqi troops with 850 tanks had “poured into Kuwait and moved south to threaten Saudi Arabia” by August 5th.32 But according to the January 20, 1992 U.S. News & World Report, the same week when Dick Cheney was steamrolling the Saudis to accept the U.S. troops, from Kuwait a U.S. intelligence officer reported that the Republican Guards were actually withdrawing from southern Kuwait back to Iraq. The book, Triumph without Victory by the U.S. News & Word Report, quoted a CENTCOM commander who said: “We still have no hard evidence that (Hussein) ever intended to invade Saudi Arabia.” 33

			Even photos taken by Soviet Commercial Satellites showed there were no Iraqi troops on the border by August 8th when Bush announced the U.S. deployment. Also, the number of Iraqi troops and tanks in Kuwait was intentionally highly exaggerated by the Bush administration. The Soviet satellite photos were taken on September 11th and September 13th when the U.S. Defense Department was estimating 250,000 Iraqi troops and 1,500 tanks in Kuwait. Peter Zimmerman, a defense intelligence expert said that from the photos, they didn’t see anything that would indicate an Iraqi force in Kuwait of even 20 percent of the size the administration was claiming. The satellite photos had become a major story as reported by the St. Petersburg Times of Florida, on January 6th, 1991. They clearly showed that to justify placing 540,000 troops in Saudi Arabia to attack Iraq the U.S. government ignored the story and, the major media almost unanimously refused to cover it.

			Saddam Hussein Demonized

			To sell the war to the American public, as it often does, the U.S. government carried out a campaign to demonize Saddam Hussein, a man with whom a short time ago, they maintained a close military, economic and diplomatic cooperation during the Iran-Iraq war. Suddenly he had become a tyrant comparable to Hitler!

			The American public was frightened into believing that the U.S.’s and even the World’s oil supply could be disrupted, that recession could follow, and that American jobs could be lost. All these were lies to sell the war. The U.S. media, as usual, joined the bandwagon. On September 11th, President Bush publicly said: “We cannot permit a resource so vital to be dominated by one so ruthless and we won’t.” 34

			James Baker played upon American public’s fear of the job loss. In Moscow, according to the New York Times, he warned that what were at stake in the Gulf were the pocketbook and the standard of living of every American. Baker emphasized on loss of the jobs: “To bring it down to the level of average American citizen”, Baker warned, “let me say that means jobs. Because an economic recession worldwide caused by the control of one nation-one dictator, if you will, of the west’s economic lifeline (oil) will result in the loss of jobs for the American citizens.” 35

			From the opinion poll by the New York Times/CBS, in the fall of 1990, 54 percent of Americans believed in preventing Iraq from acquiring nuclear weapons. Here, Bush found his most effective lie for the American public:

			“Everyday that passes”, he warned the U.S. troops at thanksgiving, “brings Saddam one step closer to realizing his goal of a nuclear weapons arsenal. And that’s why, more and more, your mission is marked by a real sense of urgency…he has never possessed a weapon he didn’t use.” 36

			Bush was knowingly exaggerating Iraq’s capability to produce nuclear weapons. It is indeed ironic that his son, some 11-12 years later, would resort to the same type of ‘lies’ to sell his own war with Iraq to the American people.

			On both the occasions, the mainstream U.S. news media would join hands with the government and ‘toe’ the government line. By doing so and not opposing the warmongers in Washington, they would do a great disservice to the American people and humanity around the globe.

			Perhaps the greatest lie told during this time was the story about the “incubator babies”. A 15 year old Kuwaiti girl, introduced only as ‘Nayirah’, testifying to the Congressional Human Rights Caucus on October 10, 1990, claimed that she herself witnessed babies being taken out of the incubators and being left on cold floors to die.37

			After the war ended, the story was totally discredited. It was found that the witness, who testified before the Security Council and the Congress, used false names and fictitious identities. The surgeon, a Mr. Issah Ibrahim was really Ibraheem Behbehani, an orthodontist.38 The 15 year old girl Nayirah who claimed that she was volunteering at the hospital when the atrocities allegedly occurred, turned out to be non-other than the daughter of the Kuwaiti ambassador to the United States. This fact was known by the organizers of the October 10th hearing.39

			In April 1991, Amnesty International retracted its support for the story. Middle East Watch, in February 1992 issued a report saying that the story was “clearly wartime propaganda” as were other stories of mass rape and torture by the Iraqis.40

			Rejection of any Negotiations

			“No nation should rape, pillage, and brutalize its neighbor”, Bush declared (conveniently forgetting that he had done just that a few months ago to Panama!), “No nation should be able to wipe a member state of the United Nations and the Arab League off the face of the earth.”41

			From the beginning, President Bush had said that any negotiation with Saddam Hussein will be a “reward of aggression”. Here is a man, the president of the United States, who just a few months earlier, had committed a brutal aggression against its neighbor, a small helpless country of Panama, and had kidnapped its president while thousands of innocent civilians were killed by U.S. troops according to the reliable unofficial reports. If this was not aggression and a crime, what else could it be called? Yet, the same man had become very angry at Saddam Hussein who had invaded his small neighbor Kuwait! Saddam Hussein, after the invasion was seeking negotiations to withdraw. Not only were his pleas rejected, but even early peace efforts by the Arab countries were torpedoed by Washington.

			On August 12th, 1990, Iraq proposed talks linking withdrawal from Kuwait to comprehensive discussions of Israel’s occupation of Palestinian lands and other standing regional problems. His proposal was not only ridiculed but also loudly denounced by Washington. Another proposal, a much simpler and modest one was made by Iraq, in mid-August. This plan proposed an Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait and the release of all the Americans and Europeans who were not permitted to leave Iraq. Iraq, in return, simply requested the UN sanctions be lifted, access to the Persian Gulf be guaranteed and the control of the Rummaila oil field be given to Iraq. Not only did the media take no notice to this proposal, but the State Department even denied receiving the proposal! Another outright lie.42

			There were people who believed that negotiations would have avoided the war. A Congressional Summary of Iraq’s proposal, prepared by a Democratic staff member for the Intelligence Oversight in January 1991, argued that the war could have been avoided if the U.S. gave a serious consideration to the proposal. The summary stated, “The Iraqis apparently believed that having invaded Kuwait, they would get everyone’s attention, negotiate improvements to their economic situation and pull out… Diplomatic solution satisfactory to the interest of the United States may well have been possible since the earliest days of the invasion.”43

			Washington was not interested in a compromise though. It was preparing for war. In fact, President Bush and his advisors were probably afraid that if Saddam Hussein at this stage, ultimately withdrew, then all their plans of controlling Middle Eastern oil would be thwarted.

			On August 22, the day after Tarik Aziz said that Iraq was willing to negotiate, Saudi Arabia implied a strong interest in a territorial compromise, and said so. But Washington immediately pressured the Saudi government into retracting its statement.44

			Iraq, despite the rebuff, continued to try to negotiate. On November 14, Saddam Hussein told an ABC interviewer in Baghdad that he wanted talks. He even hinted that Iraq might leave Kuwait eventually. Soviet envoy Yevgeny Primakov also had reported two weeks earlier that Iraq wanted talks.45 All his appeals were unheeded by the Bush administration.

			Corrupting the United Nations

			On the diplomatic front, the United States worked hard to get the United Nations’ support to legitimize its planned attack on Iraq. So it engaged in open bribery, blackmail, and coercion when necessary in order to obtain votes on November 29th for the crucial Resolution 678. The resolution authorized member states “to use all necessary means” to force Iraq to withdraw from Kuwait if it failed to do so by January 15, 1991.

			The Soviet Union, traditionally a friend and supporter of Iraq, but now in a dire economic condition, was provided $4 billion in loans and emergency aid by Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and the UAE after it voted ‘yes’ for the resolution. It is likely the USSR was also promised that a real effort for a negotiated settlement would be made as it was a good friend of Iraq.

			China, after it abstained from the vote on resolution 678, was awarded $114 million in differed aid by the U.S. controlled World Bank in less than a week.

			Enormous pressure was also applied on Malaysia. Being predominantly Muslim, its vote for the resolution was criticized widely by its people.

			Egypt was an economic basket case, very much dependent on U.S. aid. It supported the United States with votes and troops. As a reward, Washington forgave seven billion dollars in Egyptian debt. Saudi Arabia canceled another four billion in Egyptian debt while other Gulf States forgave an additional three billion. These were obviously the bribes paid to Egypt for its support at the UN.

			World Bank credits, new aid packages, rearrangements of International Monetary Funds grants, or loans were given to Zaire and Ethiopia after they voted ‘yes’ for the resolution. The Ethiopian government was on the verge of defeat by rebel forces. The United States had previously rejected all its requests for arms. But now, it was given new military aid. Columbia was offered a larger aid package including both military and economic components.

			The two countries that were to vote against the resolution were subjected to both an earnest request and punishment. Cuban representative Isidro Malmierca and James Baker, the U.S. Secretary of State met on the eve of the November 29 vote. But as always, Cuba courageously voted against the resolutiuon.46

			Yemen was expected to abstain on Resolution 678 as it had often abstained during votes on earlier resolutions. However, enormous amounts of pressure were put on Yemen. It was especially vulnerable as it was economically very weak and politically still shaky after the unification of the two Yemens only six months earlier. Yemen’s ambassador, Abdallah Saleh al Ashtos, within moments after he voted against the Resolution 678, was told that this would be “the most expensive ‘no’ vote you ever cast”.47 The United States, three days later, canceled its $70 million aid package to Yemen. Also soon, some 900,000 Yemeni workers were banished from Saudi Arabia, including several hundreds who were tragically removed from hospital beds.

			Thus, the United Nations was totally corrupted by the United States. The UN merely became a bystander as the U.S. led coalition committed grievous war crimes against the country.48

			Rushing To War

			With all the evidence available, there is little doubt that this assault was planned years in advance. It is clear that Iraq was provoked to invade Kuwait. Rather than have a peaceful settlement of the dispute, the Bush administration frustrated and sought the failure of every effort to have a negotiated solution to the crises—and it succeeded. The United Nations, it seems, became a tool in the hands of the United States and failed miserably to uphold peace. So did the U.S. constitution and the always-obedient U.S. mainstream media. Even though the people of the United States and the world had almost six months to stop this immoral war, they could not do it. A tragedy of massive proportions was allowed to take place.

			As planned, the United States’ military moved formidably and with tremendous speed to get this war going. On the day of the invasion, August 2, 1990, President Bush prohibited U.S. trade with Iraq and froze some $30 billion worth of its assets.49 Huge numbers of sophisticated U.S. aircrafts of all sorts started going to the Gulf. Ships and aircraft carriers from around the world started making their way to the Gulf. As told by the British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher to King Hussein of Jordan, 50,000 US troops were already halfway to their destination before Saudi Arabia was coaxed into giving permission to land there.50 40,000 troops were deployed immediately without Congressional approval. Bush had declared that the build up was defensive, but it was a lie. By September 4, 100,000 troops were in the Gulf and by mid-October that became 200,000. Though there was no substantive change in the crisis, by October 30, Bush again doubled that number to 400,000.

			The massive build up continued at a hectic pace. By mid-January the United States had amassed 540,000 troops in the Gulf. They were supported by air and ground forces from the U.K., France, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Kuwait, and other countries. This was the biggest U.S. mobilization since the Vietnam War.

			The Slaughter-Not War

			It was not a war in the general sense of the word. A better way to describe it would be as a one sided slaughter involving the mass killing of the defenseless by a power armed to its teeth. The casualty figures give credence to this fact. Iraq’s military was no match for U.S. technology warfare and offered no resistance.

			The war lasted 42 days. The ground assault continued for 100 hours. The U.S. deployed 540,000 troops and its allies over 200,000. The assault on Iraq was named “The Dessert Storm”. The pilots of “The Dessert Storm” dropped 142,000 tons of bombs on Iraq and Kuwait, this being about 5 percent of those dropped in the years of World War-II. Iraq lost between 125,000 to 154,000 soldiers. More than 300,000 were wounded. Some 60,000 of them surrendered. During the war, Iraq lost 3,700 tanks, 2,300 armored vehicles and 2,600 artillery pieces. Against these massive losses, American casualties were 148 killed in actions and out of these, 37 were caused by the ‘friendly fire’. The number of planes & helicopters lost were 57. Iraq’s infrastructure, its communications and power network and its armament industry were laid waste.51

			Seldom has there been a war so one sided. That is why it was rather a massacre. Some rightly called it “The Turkey Shoot”.

			The new feature of this war was that the slaughter of Iraqi troops was carried out overwhelmingly by aircraft and missiles. As real ground combat did not occur, there was very little risk to the U.S. forces. This kind of war and its planning required years of preparation. Saudi Arabia has spent billions of dollars installing the network of bases from which the United States mounted the awesome attack. Some 109,876 sorties were flown during the war. Only 38 aircrafts were lost. That is the rate lower than the normal accident rate in combat training. The Iraqi forces could not target stealth bombers, the low-flying attack planes, let alone the B-52s flying above 40,000-feet altitude.52

			U.S. pilots killed Iraqi troops wherever they could find them. The aerial bombardment also consisted of guided missiles launched from sea, air, and land. F-111s & F-117s attacked from Turkey at the rate of one each hour throughout the war. B-52s in each sortie carpet-bombed battlefield sectors without any warning with up to 40,000 pounds of bombs. Tomahawk cruise missiles were fired from the U.S.S. Pittsburgh; General Powell so arrogantly called the war ‘a party’ on the television. A party where thousands were being killed by the American bombs!

			For 42 days, a constant roar of bombers continued at an average of one every 30 seconds. Over Iraqi military targets, more than 80 million pounds of bombs were dropped. In the beginning, the lifeline of Iraqi troops in Kuwait and southern Iraq was cut off, thus depriving them of military supplies, food, reinforcements, water, and medical supplies. Their communication systems were badly damaged, so the troops didn’t know the fate of supporting units or even their own fellow soldiers. Around the clock they were battered by an enemy they could not even see.53

			The Washington Post reported that Iraqi troops were suffering ‘horrendous’ casualties as the U.S. and allied forces pounded them with air strikes and artillery barrages.54 The Los Angeles Times of February 5 reported that according to the calculations of a British defense consultant in Dharan, “the tonnage of high explosive bombs already released had exceeded the combined allied air offensive of World War-II.” 55

			According to an intelligence expert quoted in the Los Angeles Times, the air-war alone caused 100,000 deaths.56 The treatment of the wounded soldiers was further impaired as the U.S. bombs hit at least five Iraqi hospitals.57

			Using Horrific Weapons

			The United States violated various international laws during the war by using some of the most dreadful weapons in its arsenal. The use of cluster bombs, napalm bombs, fuel-air explosives (FAES) and the GBU-28 ‘Super bomb’ was ordered by the U.S. Generals in ways that were in violation of international law. These highly destructive weapons, claimed by Pentagon for being used to clear minefields, were also used against human beings.

			FAEs are explosive devices with destructive capabilities not far off from nuclear power. They release highly volatile vapors upon impact that mix with air and detonate. The United States freely used these weapons against the Iraqi troops. Napalm bombs also were used against the Iraqi troops just like they were widely used in Vietnam. They were especially able to reach the entrenched troops. Also, the use of cluster bombs was widespread during this war.

			Both Iraqi troops and civilians were bombed with cluster bombs by the Americans and the British. The Rock eye II MK 20 was a typical cluster bomb weighing 222 kilograms that spreads 247 bomblets over an acre, spewing 500,000 high-velocity shrapnel fragments. It was reported by the Aviation Week and Space Technology in February 1991 that F-16As carried four rock eye cluster bombs per sortie.58 Other cluster bombs used are called “gut rippers” or “bouncing Betties”, which when they hit the ground, jump into the air and explode at the stomach level.

			The U.S. government tried to assassinate Saddam Hussein by dropping two 5,000-pound GBU-28 “Super bombs”, one after another, onto a hard bunker at al-Taji air base. The Americans had false intelligence that Saddam Hussein was in this bunker.

			According to the Defense Officials, President Bush ordered Colin Powell, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to target Saddam Hussein for attack, shortly after Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait on August 2.59 This shows how low the U.S. president and his close advisors would stoop in a war they themselves desperately wanted.

			The Ground War

			After consistently refusing to consider any cease fire or to acknowledge any Iraqi offer to withdraw, the United States began its ground assault on Iraq. Saddam Hussein’s February 15 proposal, though never mentioned by the press to the American people, was called a “cruel hoax”, while the U.S. air force continued to slaughter Iraqi troops and civilians. The U.S. showed utter indifference to the last ditched efforts by international negotiators.

			The Soviet Middle East envoy Yevgeny Primakov, on February 23 announced on U.S. television that Saddam Hussein had agreed to withdraw on February 22nd (a day before) and that within a day or two, the situation could be resolved. President Bush retorted by saying that the chance for Saddam Hussein to withdraw was his own February 22nd ultimatum but that the leader of Iraq was “redoubling his efforts to destroy completely Kuwait and its people.” 60 Apparently, fearing that Saddam Hussein might withdraw anytime, President Bush ordered the ground attack immediately.

			When the ground action began, there was little or no resistance. Thousands of Iraqi troops were already burned by FAEs or buried by bulldozers. Thousands who had survived started surrendering en masse. In one grue-some incidence according to a testimony by Mike Erlich of the Military Counseling Network at the March-April 1991 European Parliament hearings on the Gulf war:

			…hundreds, possibly thousands of Iraqi soldiers began walking toward U.S. position unarmed, with their arms raised in an attempt to surrender. However, the orders for this unit were not to take any prisoners…

			The commander of the unit began the firing by shooting an anti-tank missile through one of the Iraqi soldiers. This is a missile designed to destroy tanks, but it was used against one man. At that point, everybody in the unit began shooting. Quite simply, it was a slaughter.61

			Retreating Iraqi troops, northward out of Kuwait, were attacked by U.S. troops with antitank missiles and mortars. Iraqi troops had no combat capability & did not fire on the U.S. troops. They were being pounded by relentless air assaults. The U.S. troops on the way, attacking with missiles and mortars destroyed their vehicles by the hundreds.

			The same story was repeated all over the ‘battle’ zones.

			The U.S. army division that broke through Saddam Hussein’s defensive frontline used plows mounted on the tanks and combat earth movers to bury Iraqi soldiers by the thousands—some still being alive and firing their weapons—covering more than 70 miles of trenches as reported by the U.S. Army officials.

			In the first two days of fighting during the “Operation Desert Storm”, three brigades of the 1st Mechanized Infantry Division used terrible innovation by which they destroyed trenches and bunkers burying thousands of Iraqi soldiers, dead, alive, still firing and wounded, beneath tons of sands as reported by those who had participated in the assault carefully planned and rehearsed in advance.62

			The Highway of Death

			This was one of the cruelest crimes committed by the United States during the Desert Storm. Thousands of foreign workers fleeing Kuwait were massacred by U.S. forces. These were not Iraqi soldiers but were foreign workers consisting of Egyptians, Palestinians, Sudanese, and others. They were simply trying to save their lives by escaping Kuwait. Newsday reported as follows:

			The vast majority of vehicles photographed were cars, buses and military and civilian trucks apparently carrying Iraqi soldiers and some civilians, as well as their rifles and large quantities of goods they had looted from Kuwait. Reporters described one section of the highway as a virtually unbroken wall of wrecked and fire-blackened vehicles, piled on top of each other in a jumble of charred, twisted metal; truck cabs crushed; cars flattened underneath buses; other cars flipped upside down, tank guns pointing crazily skyward while the rest of the tank lay on its side.

			Less than 10 percent of the vehicles in one section photographed were tanks, personnel carriers or artillery…63

			An air force analyst proclaimed: “This was an outrage.” But Washington insisted in justifying the slaughter. “These were the torturers, the looters, the rapists”, it said about the dead along the highway.64 The Pentagon continuously tried to portray this slaughter as militarily justified. The Pentagon simply tried to silence the reporting about the “Highway of Death” and distorted the facts. Bush simply claimed that there was no Iraqi withdrawal although he knew very well that the withdrawal was ordered and was underway.

			Thus, countless numbers of poor people, mostly civilians were unnecessarily slaughtered by the U.S. military machine. Most Americans, as usual, were simply unaware of the mass murder carried out on the name of ‘freedom’, thanks to the U.S. mass media.

			Another aerial slaughter of retracting Iraqi soldiers was described by reporter Bob Dorgin of the Los Angeles Times. Ten days after the cease fire, it was discovered on the road to Umir Quaar in Kuwait:

			For 60 miles hundreds of Iraqi tanks and armored cars, howitzers and anti-aircraft guns, ammunition trucks and ambulances are strafed, smashed and burned beyond belief. Scores of soldiers lie in and around vehicles, mangled and bloated in the drifting desert sands.

			Most were retreating on this two-lane road before midnight February 25, one of the two huge Iraqi caravans to flee ravaged Kuwait city as their army collapsed under the fast- approaching allied blitzkrieg.

			Both convoys were caught by allied warplanes… on the main highway north of Safwan…Every vehicle was strafed or bombed…Every windshield is shattered. Every tank is burned. Every truck is riddled with shell fragments. No looting by the dead soldiers is evident. No survivors are known or likely…

			At one spot, snarling wild dogs have reduced two corpses to bare ribs. Giant Carrion birds claw and pick at another; only a boot clad foot and eyeless skulls are recognizable…

			One flatbed truck has nine bodies. Each man clutches the next. Their hair and clothes are burned off, skin incinerated by heat so intense, it melted the windshield onto the dashboard.65

			This slaughter has been largely ignored. This is probably the tip of the iceberg. Only the cruelest minds, devoid of any humanity, can commit such acts…of killing thousands of innocent civilians as well as soldiers fleeing for their lives. What crimes have these Iraqi soldiers committed? They were simply following the orders of a vain & ruthless dictator.

			The War Crimes

			The massive bombing of Iraq for 42 days was certainly a war crime against Iraqi civilians.

			The United States, starting early on January 17, 1991, carried out a relentless missile and bombing campaign against Iraq. With 2,000 sorties a day, more than 109,000 over flights were carried out in these 42 days of assault. Most of them were bombing runs. More than 88,500 tons of explosives were mercilessly dropped on Iraq. The people of Iraq were subjected to the cruelest horror a civilian population can endure.66 It is beyond doubt that this massive bombing was basically a war against Iraqi civilian life.

			The bombings unquestionably targeted the Iraqi civilians—contrary to any assertions by the Pentagon that they were “surgical strikes” and that everything possible was done to avoid civilian casualties. According to those who visited Iraq during the war, judging from the level of civilian damage, “to claim the bombs were accurate only proves they were aimed at Iraq’s civilian population. The surgical strike myth was a cynical way to conceal the truth. The bombing was a deadly, calculated and deeply immoral strategy to bring Iraq to its knees by destroying the essential facilities and support systems of the entire society.”67

			One does not bomb Iraq’s infrastructure and its cities to drive out Iraq from Kuwait. The real purpose of destroying all of Iraq’s vital facilities was to convert an independent political and military power in the region, into a destitute nation who would be dependent on the west for years to come and eventually become a puppet of the United States and like certain other Gulf countries, take orders from Washington.

			Before the war, despite its eight years’ struggle with Iran, Iraq was making rapid progress. It possessed modern infrastructure, major dams, modern hydroelectric facilities, thousands of miles of modern highways, efficient telephone systems, irrigation systems, flood control, electric grid networks etc. These were signs of a fast- growing developing nation.

			Socially it was quite progressive with well established institutions; a secular government; well advanced women’s citizenry compared to its medieval backward neighbors like Saudi Arabia, Kuwait or the UAE.

			Thorough planning to bomb Iraq’s civilian sector was completed before Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait. At Shaw Air Force Base in South Carolina, in July 1990 war games, 27 strategic sites were identified in Iraq, based on “Southwest Asia Contingency” projecting Iraq as an aggressor. The list was expanded to 57 strategic targets, which grew to 87 targets later.68

			Plans to bomb civilian sites appeared in the press in August and September 1990, pointing out air strikes against water treatment plants, power plants, industrial plants, etc. Another war game, as described by the Los Angeles Times of August 5, was conducted at the Naval War College in July. In it, the participants were asked what the most effective U.S. response to an Iraqi invasion of Kuwait was. The options fell into 3 categories: (1) try to kill Saddam Hussein (2) punitive raids on such economically vital targets as the refineries, pipelines and power plants and (3) committing ground troops with air support to the Arabian penninisula.69 Needless to say, each option was pursued. All this planning was going on before Iraq invaded Kuwait!

			All the evidence clearly shows that the Pentagon had been planning for sometime, the bombing of Iraq’s civilian economy so that it became dependant on the West. For the U.S. strategy, the bombing of Iraq’s civilians was central, not collateral.

			To inflict maximum hardship on the Iraqi people, the most precise missiles and laser-guided bombs were used to destroy the main elements of Iraq’s infrastructure—its oil refineries, electric generators, communications systems, dams, water treatment facilities, and transportation centers.

			Out of a total of 88,500 tons of bombs dropped, only 6,520 tons-only 7 percent were ‘smart’ bombs. And these smart bombs were used for high priority targets—Iraq’s infrastructure—especially in Baghdad, which was destroyed in the first weeks of the air war.70

			Early in the bombing, U.S. and British agents placed homing devices near targets to enhance the bombing accuracy. These were secret missions by the commandos of the Special Forces.

			Britain’s secret Special Air Service (SAS) played a major role in placing the homing devices. A British intelligence officer, shortly before the ground war got underway, told U.S. reporters speaking anonymously how the SAS was operating:

			“The SAS man fires his hand-held laser pistol at the target and ‘warms’ it long enough for the ‘smart’ bombs to be guided in… The SAS is crawling all over Iraq doing very nasty things. They are dressed as Arabs, they speak as Arabs, and they look like Arabs.”71

			Iraq’s electric plants were bombed by hundreds of sorties by Tomahawk cruise missiles, laser-guided GBU-10 Paveway II bombs, and unguided bombs. According to Patrick Tyler’s report in the New York Times, the U.S. and its allies had developed a secret weapon to shut down Iraq’s electric power. He reported that the weapon dropped thousands of metallic filaments onto the electrical network key points to create huge short-circuits and blackouts on the night of January 17, 1991, when the war started. Even unexploded fragmentation mines were dropped over the same area to make the repairs hazardous.72

			Within the first hours, 90 percent of Iraq’s electrical capacity was taken out. U.S. air attacks destroyed the country’s 11 major electrical power plants along with 119 substations. To destroy such civilian facilities as electrical power plants is a war crime.

			The United States and its allies mercilessly bombed and destroyed all civilian facilities by which people can survive and get by. Dams, highways, water-storage facilities, water pumping stations, sewage facilities, hydro-electric power stations, and telecommunications facilities were bombed several times to ensure their total destruction. Major highways and roads including 39 automobile and railway bridges were hit.

			The War Crimes Commission members Gemma and Abed reported as follows:

			In every city we visited, we documented severe damage to homes, electrical plants, fuel storage facilities, civilian factories, hospitals, churches, civilian airports, vehicles, transportation facilities, food storage and food testing laboratories, grain silos, animal vaccination centers, schools, communication towers, civilian government offices, buildings and stores. Almost all facilities we saw had been bombed two or three times ensuring that they could not be repaired. Most of the bridges we saw destroyed were bombed from both ends.73

			Almost half of Iraq’s irrigation systems such as pumping stations, storage dams, barrages, and drainage projects were bombed. Due to their farmer’s inability to irrigate their lands, food production was cut in half. In the Baghdad province, at least three food warehouses were hit, and in the Basra province, seven. Pesticide storage facilities and three Iraqi Dates company facilities were damaged. Iraq’s milk powder factory at Abu Ghraib was attacked. It was a deliberate attempt to target Iraq’s food production. The vegetable oil factory, sugar factory, and frozen meat storage and distribution center in Baghdad were hit. Even farm herds were decimated-primarily from feed shortages. About ninety percent of Iraq’s poultry production was destroyed.

			More than a year after Iraq had been forced out of Kuwait, in June 1992, the U.S. bombed grain & wheat fields with incendiary bombs near Mosul in Northern Iraq. According to James Ridgeway, in the Introduction, “Why did we go to war with Iraq” in March to War, (Four Walls Eight Windows Publishers, New York, 1991 pp. 19-21), he writes:

			One purpose of U.S. attack on Iraq’s agriculture production was to ruin its agriculture and destroy its environment. To the U.S., that would open up the markets for American foodstuffs. Iraqi dependence on the American food imports would foster a growing political dependence on the United States as it has happened in case of Egypt as well as Ethiopia.

			With a likely devastation of Iraq’s environment, this war will have created yet another dependent state. It will be docile recipient of Western aid and with it comes U.S. bidding. Thus the United States would have its foot firmly in the desert sands of the Middle East.

			28 civilian hospitals and 52 community health centers were bombed. Five of Iraq’s military medical facilities were damaged, 676 schools were damaged, while 38 were totally destroyed. Mosques and historic sites were not spared. They were hit all across Iraq.74

			A wide range of manufacturing plants were destroyed. Seven textile factories, three chlorine plants, four car assembly plants, a major ammonia export facility and 16 chemical, petro-chemical, and phosphate plants were hit. All of Iraq’s major cement plants were not spared. The razor company, a cosmetic company, and a clothes factory were also destroyed.

			Iraq’s oil facilities were a high priority target. Many oil tankers, 11 oil refineries, and five oil pipelines were attacked. Rail stations, airports, bus stations, and car lots were bombed. Civilian traffic was not spared. Many civilian cars, buses, trucks, and taxis were attacked along Iraq’s major highways.

			Thousands upon thousands of ordinary men, women, and children were killed during and after the war. Those fortunate enough to survive went through living hell in Baghdad and other parts of Iraq during those horrific 42 days of bombing.

			Why so much carnage and hatred? Yes, Saddam Hussein was a terrible dictator to be despised by all. But what had the innocent people of Iraq done to the United States? Why subject them to the hell they went through during and after the war? Only the most ruthless, crooked, and sinister minds can subject other innocent people, hundreds of thousands of them, to such cruel treatment.

			Washington claimed throughout that it resorted to pinpoint bombing. But these were lies. As a matter of fact, more than 90% of the bombing was inaccurate. That resulted in thousands of casualties, which the United States did not count and arrogantly called “collateral damage”.

			Bombing Amariyah Shelter

			One of the most horrific attacks by the U.S. bombing occurred in Baghdad in the early morning of February 13, 1991. An F-117 aircraft dropped two 2,000-pound bombs on a bomb shelter called Amariyah Civilian Air Raid Shelter.

			The first bomb hit the shelter at 4:30 a.m. It opened a hole in the shelter’s roof. The second bomb, a much bigger and more powerful one, went through the hole, blasted its way through one floor to the bottom floor of the shelter and there it exploded. The neighborhood homes, windows, and doors were shattered by the second bomb.

			The 4:30 a.m. first bomb did not kill everyone. There were lots of screams heard in the neighborhood as people scrambled to get out of the shelter. For four minutes they screamed. Then the second bomb hit, killing almost everybody. The screaming stopped. Many men, women, and children were roasted alive by the unbearable heat.75

			The U.S. public saw sanitized and highly edited footage of the bomb shelter. The Columbia Journalism Review had obtained the footage via unedited CNN feeds and Baghdad’s WTN. It was described as follows:

			The reporter viewed the unedited Baghdad feeds… They showed scenes of incredible carnage. Nearly all of the bodies were charred into blackness; in some cases the heat had been so great that entire limbs were burned off. Among the corpses were those of at least six babies and ten children, most of them so severely burned that the gender could not be determined. Rescue workers collapsed in grief, dropping corpses; some rescuers vomited from the stench of the still-smoldering bodies.76

			Personal visits by (War Crimes) Commission staffers, the Gulf Peace Team (GPT), and Palestine Human Rights Information Center Director Louise Cainkar revealed that the number of civilians killed was close to 1,500. The neighborhood residents recounted that there were usually 1,500-1,800 people using it. They also said that the shelter was being used mostly by women and children. Many believed that with all its spying, it is impossible the United States did not know that women and children mainly used this shelter.77

			Needless to say, this was yet another brutal crime committed against the civilians of Iraq.

			Other Illegal Bombings

			The U.S. planes engaged into regular search and destroy missions against civilian traffic. Thus, Amman-Baghdad highway was relentlessly subjected to these attacks, which received less news coverage than Amariyah bombing. The civilian vehicles on this road were intentionally strafed. All along the highway, one could see destroyed civilian vehicles such as trucks, vans, buses, taxis, and cars. Even truckers transporting humanitarian shipments were not spared. Many vehicles and ships carrying food and medicine—which were exempt from the U.S. and U.N. embargoes—were either bombed or boarded and prevented from entering Iraq. Basically, all these attacks were designed to terrorize and paralyze the nation by preventing any flight or the receiving of any imports.

			Bombing of Civilians

			Thousands of civilians paid with their lives by the indiscriminate bombing. It was carried out by B-52s and other aircraft. Civilian deaths and injuries were inevitable when thousands of sorties were targeting densely populated areas. The bulk of the bombing was carried out recklessly by B-52s which dropped unguided, free falling bombs. From the beginning to the end, B-52s were widely used. They flew at 40,000 feet, dropping 40-60 bombs of 500-750 pounds each, carpet-bombing entire areas.77 Bombing of highways was carried out throughout Iraq to kill or destroy all vehicles, civilian as well as military, traveling across Iraq.78

			Journalist Paul Williams Walker, who traveled with Bedouin tribes in Iraq during the bombing, testified on his experience at the Montreal Commission hearing on November 15, 1991. He told that the air attack was unlike anything he had witnessed in Vietnam as a war correspondent. He recalled:

			There were three waves of bombings a night. And I experienced bombing in Cambodia, but this was nothing like that … After 20 minutes of this carpet-bombing, there would be a silence and you would hear a screaming of children and people and then the wounded would be dragged out. I found myself with everyone else trying to treat injuries, but the state of people generally was one of pure shock. They were walking around like zombies and I was too, because the disorienting effects of the blasts themselves formed a psychological warfare if you like; but if you’ve been kept awake every night for the past 10 days as everyone had, you begin to lose your perspective on reality.79

			Inhumanity of Sanctions

			Sanctions were the cruelest weapon the United States used against the people of Iraq. Though it was meant to destabilize Saddam Hussein’s government or to bring his regime to its knees, it was the ordinary people of Iraq who suffered the most, especially the young and the elderly.

			Before a single bomb was dropped, the war against the Iraqi people had already started with the sanctions. And those inhumane sanctions would continue for more than twelve years, until 2003 when the United States would wage a second war against Iraq, invade and occupy it.

			The United States, soon after Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, manipulated the UN Security Council to impose worldwide sanctions against Iraq. They seem to have been meant for no purpose other than as war strategy. Before the bombing and the sanctions, Iraqis enjoyed a relatively good life with ample food, water, medical care, sanitation, good education, etc. The bombing had destroyed all these essential services. The sanctions added further misery to the Iraqi people. By February 1992, the sewage and sanitation systems were destroyed, and potable water was delivered by trucks in Basra. Most of the communication systems were non-functional. The transportation was limited. Healthcare facilities were not functioning with hospitals operating at 25 percent of their capacity. Airports were closed. Each day, hundreds of people were dying.80

			Iraq used to import 70 percent of its food from through foreign exchange generated from the sale of oil, which accounted for 90 percent of its exports. But with sanctions, foreign ports rejected Iraqi ships and foreign tankers now stopped filling up on Iraqi oil. So its oil revenue dwindled, with it its food supply.

			Washington had full knowledge of this. The U.S. embassy in Baghdad, just a month before the invasion of Kuwait, had prepared a confidential report which indicated Iraq’s heavy dependence on food imports. The Los Angeles Times had obtained a copy of this report in August 1990. According to its estimate: Iraq had stockpiles of two months’ worth of wheat, nine days’ worth of corn and 38 days’ worth of Barley.81 As farm feed, Barley and corn were vitally important.

			Iraq requested Turkey, once one of its main food suppliers to provide emergency food aid but Turkey refused the request. Also it stopped the flow of Iraqi oil through its pipeline. By late August, there were long breadlines in Iraq and now it was forced to ration food. By October 1990, according to The Washington Post, there was no feed left for farm animals. Iraqis started slaughtering the dairy cows because they would die anyway from starvation. Food prices started to double, triple, and quadruple.

			Between August 6, 1990 and March 22, 1991, any food shipment going to Iraq through the Persian Gulf was militarily blocked. This was a violation of international law, which provides the right of free passage for medical and humanitarian foodstuffs to countries at war, regardless of any sanction (by U.N.) or blockade. Despite being exempt from the sanctions, medical supplies were blocked too. Hospitals all across Iraq were experiencing acute shortages by December 1990. The infant mortality rate had started increasing drastically now. Essential medicines like insulin, gamma globulin, pediatric vaccines, intravenous penicillin, and potassium chloride for intravenous use had been depleted as they were not allowed. What amounted to an act “tantamount to letting them die”, older patients were being taken off hemodialysis as reported by IPPNW.82

			By February 1991, according to the Iraqi Red Crescent, Iraq needed 2,500 tons a month of infant formula but it had been able to import only 17 tons since November 1990. Also, it had by now, no raw milk to domestically produce infant formula.

			According to Ann Montgomery of GPT, who was in Baghdad on January 7, 1991, in her testimony at the Commission of Inquiry’s hearing, 40 babies were dying everyday due to lack of milk or simple medications. She said… “The Iraqi doctors were very angry, saying, ‘Please tell them not to make war on children’”… she said further…. “the embargo was war, the embargo still is war when you hear about these ships being stopped.”83 Now, Iraq was unable to feed its people. This was not a war against the regime, whose members were well provided for. This was a war against the civilians of Iraq, especially its children. According to the Harvard International Study Group who visited Iraq in August-September 1991, 1 million Iraqi children were malnourished, with 120,000 suffering severe and acute malnutrition.

			Though the embargo ostensibly was imposed to force Iraq out of Kuwait, it firmly remained in place for more than a decade. The United States had no intentions of lifting the embargo any time sooner. Requirements for lifting the embargo kept changing and involved billions of dollars of reparations which Iraq could not pay.

			By the time the embargo was lifted in 2003, after the defeat of Saddam Hussein’s forces and subsequent occupation of Iraq, according to some reports, an estimated 1 million people had died in Iraq as a result of the sanctions. According to the United Nations’ report, more than half a million of those were children.

			Sanctions were the “weapons of mass destruction” utilized by the United States against a helpless and poor nation and its people whose condition went from poor to destitute.

			The sanctions continued through George Bush’s (Sr.) presidency; through eight years of Clinton presidency; and finally until the 3rd year of Bush (Jr.) presidency and the occupation of Iraq in 2003 when they were lifted.

			Civilians Killed

			Thousands of civilians were killed by the brutal and continuous bombing of Iraq for the 42 days that the war lasted. The ground war that followed and the long-term continuous sanctions killed hundreds of thousands more.

			According to The International Commission of Inquiry, research shows that, very likely, more than 150,000 civilians have died as a result of the U.S. attack on Iraq. This includes around 100,000 post war deaths according to many experts who have direct knowledge of the situation. Many have given even higher figures than this. In December 1991, UNICEF estimated that by the war’s anniversary, some 87,000 children would have died. According to Ramsey Clark, who was there in Iraq during the bombing, at least 25,000 Iraqi civilians died as a direct result of the bombing. Further, he estimated that by March 1, 1991, another 25,000 civilians died from the indirect effects of the bombing, embargo, destroyed infrastructure, and damaged safety and health services. Thus, adding 25,000 bombing deaths, 25,000 indirect deaths and minimum of 100,000 postwar deaths, the total civilians killed were in excess of 150,000.84

			This death toll would continue for more than a decade. As mentioned before, it had claimed the lives of (according to some estimates) as many as 1 million Iraqi civilians from malnutrition, lack of medicines, contaminated water, and dysfunctional medical services. The 1 million figure includes the United Nations estimate of half a million children killed directly as a result of the sanctions. This will go down in history as perhaps one of the worst modern crimes against humanity committed by the United States.

			The Environmental Disaster

			The Gulf war was one of the greatest environmental disasters the world had ever faced. The Gulf region, its waters, its desert and coastal lands, its ecosystem, its atmosphere, as well as the global environment were damaged beyond human imagination. For thousands of years to come, this U.S. manufactured war with Iraq will bear its ugly scars on the global climate and the people of the world. In particular, those in the Middle East will pay a heavy price for it.

			Warning Ignored

			The United States was warned in advance that the war would be an environmental disaster, but the U.S. was not deterred.

			On January 2, 1991, the Conference of Environmental Organizations in London—two weeks before the start of the war—reinforced the predictions of the dire consequences of the war. With the members of British Parliament, the Iraqi ambassador, oil industry representatives, and invited representatives of the Middle Eastern countries present-Dr. John Cox of the British Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament and other participants predicted, “The burning of 3 million barrels of oil would release 15,000 tons of black smoke a day into the atmosphere.” 85 The World Meteorological Organization, after the war, reported the smoke-release figure closer to 100,000 tons a day.86

			A few days later, on January 11, environmental experts met in New York City. They discussed the potential dangers of this war. At a news conference, hosted by Arms Control Research Center, Dr. Abdullah Toukan of Jordan predicted the environmental damage caused by smoke from oil well fires. Editor of Golob’s Oil Pollution Bulletin, Richard Golob, warned, “A series of well blow-outs could develop into the largest spill in history quickly dwarfing that of the Exxon Valdez.” 87

			But the Bush administration downplayed all these warnings in its desire for the war.

			Fallout from Chemical & Nuclear Facilities

			It was not unknown to U.S. planners, the hazards of nuclear and chemical fallout by bombing these facilities in Iraq. The international laws prohibit such acts of destruction even during wars. But Washington didn’t care. It is too far from the United States anyway!

			Anticipating the problem, the U.N. on December 4, 1990, passed a resolution specifically prohibiting attacks on nuclear facilities. Yet during the war, Iraq’s nuclear, biological and chemical weapons factories were prime targets. They were bombed and destroyed. As a result, highly toxic, and poisonous vapors were released in huge quantities that killed scores of innocent Iraqi civilians. Other bombed targets such as asbestos factories, textile mills, and sponge and rubber factories released carbon dioxide, nitrous oxide, and sulfur into the atmosphere. Wildlife in the area, especially a large number of birds, perished.

			The Radioactive Fallout

			The people of the Gulf will suffer the effects of radiation poisoning for years to come as a result of this war. During the war, the United States, against all international laws, used depleted uranium shells which formed the most dangerous radioactive debris that rained over Iraq during the entire 42 days of the war.

			The Independent of London had obtained a secret report proposed by the United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority (UKAEA) in April 1999. According to the report, the U.S. and British aircrafts launched about 50,000 depleted uranium (DU) rockets and missiles. Also, the report confirmed that between 5,000 and 6,000 rounds of advanced DU armorpiercing shells were fired by U.S. ground forces. As a result, Iraq and Kuwait were left with tons of toxic and radioactive rubble.88

			Thousands of Iraqi soldiers were either directly killed by these shells or were exposed to their hazardous radiation. Apache helicopters, M1A1 Abrams tanks, and A-10 attack planes were used to fire these deadly DU shells. James Ridgeway in January 15, 1991 Village Voice, described the effects of DU shells piercing the tank armor:

			When fired, the uranium bursts into flame and all but liquefies, searing through steel armor like a white-hot phosphorescent flare. The heat of the shell causes any diesel fuel vapors in the enemy tank to explode and the crew inside is burned alive.89

			Besides incinerating the humans, the DU shells’ fire creates uranium oxide that spreads and contaminates the body, the ground, and all the equipment. The Uranium-238 that was used to make these weapons is an extremely dangerous material. Though what the Pentagon used is wrongly called “depleted uranium”, it is indeed a radioactive material and stays radioactive for millions of years. It can cause genetics defects and cancer when inhaled. It is, like lead, chemically toxic. If inhaled, it causes heavy metal poisoning as well as kidney and lung damage.

			The Uranium tipped shells’ dangerous effects are well known to the United States military. The DU weapons testing grounds in New Mexico and Minnesota have been rendered permanently radioactive. George Sea, a radiation expert, says “Depleted uranium ammunitions have caused serious contamination problems in every community in which they have been used.” 90

			As many as 500,000 people could die as a result of 40 tons of debris in the desert, according to the UKAEA. As Uranium-238 stays radioactive for millions of years, entire regions in Iraq and Kuwait may be uninhabitable and deadly forever.

			Huge Oil Spills

			The Pentagon had reported on January 25, 1991, an alarming oil slick spreading in the Gulf. President Bush blamed it on Saddam Hussein—calling it, “kind of sick”. Saddam Hussein was accused by Washington, who claimed that Iraq had caused the newly discovered oil slick by opening spigots at the Sea Island Terminal and on nearby tankers at Mina al-Ahmadi. Shock and outrage was expressed by American officials.

			The truth however is different than Bush’s accusations of Saddam Hussein deliberately releasing the oil in the Gulf. According to the Baghdad radio, the U.S. aircrafts had hit two Iraqi oil tankers in the Persian Gulf.91

			Saudi scientists had estimated that 30 percent of the oil spill was due to U.S. bombing. The United States had intentionally targeted oil tankers and storage facilities in the Gulf without any regard to the enormous environmental damage it was going to create in the Gulf region. Most of the U.S. news media were busy blaming Iraq for all these oil spills though, in reality, it was the Untied States which was responsible for the spillage.

			Friends of the Earth International have given the following report:

			The oil spilled into the Gulf was at least twenty times greater than the Exxon Valdez spill. Although about one-sixth of the oil was recovered, the remainder has contaminated mangrove and wet lands areas along 200 miles of coast. The spill is estimated at 68 million barrels, the largest in history. 92

			T.M. Hawley in his book, Against the Fires of Hell, (Harcourt Brace Jovanich, p. 42) describes it as follows:

			During most of 1991, the Gulf was transformed into a striking sea of death, fouling its own shores, bed, and even the air above it. Up to eleven million barrels of oil entered the Gulf because of the war, and that deluge was just the beginning, rather than the conclusion of the war’s attacks on the Gulf… You could smell it hundreds of yards away if you walked across the claylike desert soil known as Sabkha that extends inland from the low dunes near the Gulf shore. When you reached the water, the enormity of the spill overwhelmed you. Turning the air greasy with its fumes, it stretched to the hazy horizon north, east and south and fell heavily on the shore in viscous waves too burdened by their own weight to resemble normal surf. It was no mere slick… it was a tide of crude oil… Twice a day for weeks on end, the tides threw up the clinging goo and left a gargantuan streak across 400 miles of shore-line.

			Tens of thousands of birds were killed because of the oil slick. Flamingos were soaked with oil while dolphins left the area. Shrimp fishing in the coast of Saudi Arabia was rendered impossible. Enormous damage was applied upon the marine food chain, algal mats of photosynthetic bacteria, and sea grass beds. Much sea life has been destroyed.

			The Fires from Oil

			Before the U.S. air assault was 24 hours old, all over Iraq, smoke clouds were rising ominously. The United States was carrying out the extensive bombing of Iraqi oil refineries, oil storage facilities, and even gas stations. By early February 1991, from almost every horizon in Iraq, a huge, dense black smoke plume was visible due to fires from these bombed facilities. The majority of the total of 800 oil fires came from bombed oil refineries due to the targeted allied bombing.

			On February 22, 1991, President Bush blamed the Iraqis for torching 140 wells as they began to leave Kuwait. But they knew long before this that it was allied bombing that was causing all the fires that sent the oily black rain to Iran as early as January.

			Only five days after the bombing of Basra began and a month before Bush’s accusation of Iraq torching the wells, according to the Nuclear Defense Agency report, Iran experienced repeated black rain events starting January 22nd. 93

			According to a Pentagon report recounted by the San Jose Mercury News of February 13, Kuwait was covered with black smoke resulting from some 50 fires that were already burning.

			Satellite images and discussions—which revealed that allied bombing of Iraqi refineries and oil storage facilities had “created an appalling smoke cloud”—were ordered withheld by the White House until the war was over, according to the Scientific American.94

			Iraqi soldiers were blamed by Washington to have torched oil wells in Kuwait, between the 16th of February and the 22nd—but that was not possible as they were being relentlessly pounded from the air by U.S. bombing for four weeks. Most, who were alive, were pinned down in their bunkers. Their communication system was destroyed. They had no air defense from the beginning. It was impossible for Iraq to drop Napalm from the air because to torch the wells, one needed to raise the temperature very high. Only fire from napalm bombs could raise the temperature to 5,500 degrees. Then the small bore pipes would burst due to internal pressure of the napalmigniting the oil.95

			Australian author and oil consultant, O.J. Vialls wrote in the Australian Guardian in March 1992 that “in a minimum of 66 known cases in Kuwait” allied strikes blew the wellheads off oil wells.96

			The fact remains that the U.S. Forces had used napalm. They used it to bomb Iraqi soldiers in trenches. Consequently, the wells were very likely torched by American napalm bombs rather than by the Iraqi soldiers as the U.S. propaganda proclaimed during and after the war.97

			Scientists around the world knew and warned that the effects of such huge quantities of burning-oil-wells and the Gulf-oil-fires would be catastrophic for the planet. According to the American scientist Richard Tureo who told a British scientific journal that, “Gulf oil fires burning for one month could release 3 million tons of black smoke into the upper atmosphere, shading up to 100 million square kilometers, more than the fifth of the planet’s surface.”

			Another harmful effect of the burning oil wells would be the production of acid rains as the smoke eventually returns to earth combined with rainfall. Kuwaiti crude oil contains 2.44% sulfur and 0.14% nitrogen. Accordingly, it is estimated that daily sulfur dioxide and nitrous oxide emissions could be between 750 and 10,000 tons per day. The effect of the acid rain upon agriculture could be devastating. Not only could it affect the Gulf, but if the plume of smoke spreads further, it could affect North Africa and the Indian sub-continent where millions have died due to famine before. 98

			The torching of hundreds of oil wells had produced thick black clouds of soot and smoke spanning over a thousand miles. Skiers by late March 1991 reported that some two inches of black oily snow had fallen on the Himalayan slopes in Kashmir. Many respiratory problems were reported due to air pollution. Doctors, both in Kuwait and Iraq, were seeing many patients with breathing difficulties, sore throats, diarrhea, and boils.99

			Environmental Disaster - Oil Fires & Oil Lakes

			The Iraqi landscape was immensely polluted with flames from hundreds of wells burning in Kuwait and Iraq. Continuously flowing oil from oil wells and bombed tankers had covered the ground in pools and ponds. Sooty clouds blocked the sunlight and black soot rained all over the desert. As a result of moisture released from the burning fires, metals rusted faster. Slaughtered sheep were found to have black lungs, butchers reported. The smoke from the fires covered large parts of Iraq, Iran, Turkey, and Kuwait. Tehran reported air pollution levels 17 times higher than normal. Vast regions stretching from Afghanistan and Pakistan to southern Bulgaria and Romania experienced acid rain. Black rain even fell on many parts of Eastern Europe, the Soviet Union, China, and East Africa.

			As far away as Germany, Japan, and Hawaii, scientists found traces of the soot. The continental United States was found to have unusually high concentrations of particulate matter as per researchers at the University of Wyoming.

			During August 1991, U.S. astronauts detected a black-edged strato-sphere haze hovering over the world.100

			Half of Iran’s crops had been destroyed by black rain as reported by the Gulf Environmental Emergency Response Team (GEERT). According to GEERT, 850,000 tons of carbon dioxide, 100,000 tons of soot, and 50,000 tons of sulfur per day were emitted by the oil fires.

			By mid-March 1991, satellite images showed that heavy pollution from Kuwait’s burning oil wells extended for hundreds of miles, the smoke was 50,000 square kilometers (19,300 square miles), stretching from Kuwait to Karachi, Pakistan and out over the Indian Ocean. Gulf regional daytime temperatures fell to 20-30 degrees below normal, because of the blockage of the sun by the soot particles.101

			As expected, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, (EPA), minimized the oil fires’ effects claiming that the pollutants were not “at levels of concern”.102

			At an international conference on Kuwaiti oil fires held at Cambridge, Massachusetts, Richard Wilson, a Harvard physicist estimated that in the region between Basra and Bahrain, some 50,000 people would have their lives “shortened in some way” by the smoke.103 The fact of the matter is that no one in the Washington ruling circle could care less.

			Kuwaiti estimates, conservative by any standard, gave figures of 35 million barrels of oil standing in surface lakes in Kuwait. NOAA’s chief scientist Dr. John Robinson gave the figure closer to 150 to175 million barrels.104

			That comes to a staggering 7 billion gallons of oil at 42 gallons per barrel. Vast stretches of oil covered many kilometers in Kuwait. Large amount of hydrocarbons continued to evaporate from these lakes. These lakes will pollute the ground water underneath for decades to come.

			To mount a campaign of environmental restoration, the International Maritime Organization (IMO) announced the creation of the Gulf Oil Pollution Disaster Fund on March 15, 1991. The cleanup of the Exxon Valdez disaster, which was 1/40 the size of the Gulf spills, had cost $2.5 billion.

			To the IMO fund, the U.K. gave 1 million pounds, Japan, 1.5 million U.S. dollars, the European Community, 1 million ECUs, Switzerland, 300,000 Swiss Francs, the Netherlands, 1.25 million Dutch Guilders and Denmark, 150,000 U.S. dollars. Also, Germany, China and Luxembourg provided some money.

			But the United States, which spent $7.4 billion to carry out the war, donated neither any money nor any equipment! It is estimated that the coalition countries spent $460 billion to prosecute this immoral war.105

			According to Dilip Hiro, (Nation Magazine, September 12, 2005 issue, p.10), the deputy prime minister of Iraq at the time, Sadoun Hamadi estimated the damage to Iraq’s infrastructure from the first twenty-six days of war at $200 billion. Later, the estimate by the Arab Monetary Fund was put at $190 billion for Iraq’s total losses. Hiro, with his conservative estimate of damage done to Iraq’s civilian and military infrastructures, put the figure at $100 billion—which is, according to him, more than five times the $18.4 billion U.S. Congress allocated for Iraq’s reconstruction.

			Conclusion

			This immoral, unjust, and avoidable war brought unimaginable misery, death, and destruction to the people of Iraq. The war lasted some 42 days. The ground assault lasted 100 hours. The United States deployed 540,000 troops while its ‘allies’ from 27 countries, over 200,000. About 142,100 tons of bombs were dropped on Iraq and Kuwait. It is estimated that from the beginning of the war till early 1992, a minimum of 150,000 Iraqi civilians were killed as the result of the war. Research analysis and the documentation by the Commission of Inquiry put the number of Iraqi soldiers killed at 125,000 to 150,000. Overall, by conservative estimates, a quarter of a million Iraqi civilians and military men died from the 110,000 air attacks. This was not a war. It was a massacre. Against this, 148 Americans were killed in action. 35 of them being killed by friendly fire.106

			Vast areas of Iraq and Kuwait as well as coastline of Saudi Arabia were polluted beyond imagination. Because of wide spread usage of illegal depleted uranium, many areas of Iraq and Kuwait are rendered radioactive. Large areas of the Gulf coastline and ocean water were polluted by the spilled oil. The skies of the region were filled with millions of tons of sulfurous and nitrous oxide containing black smoke. The effect of this biggest pollution ever was global and could last for years.

			One wonders for what purpose all this carnage and destruction was undertaken. Who was really responsible for this war and why? Undisputed evidence points towards following possible conclusions:

			That the planning for the Iraq war was undertaken long before Iraq invaded Kuwait.

			Iraq was encouraged to attack Iran in what started the devastating Iran-Iraq war lasting 8 years and killing one million people.

			Kuwait, after the end of Iran-Iraq war in August 1988, was encouraged and perhaps told to provoke Iraq by damaging it financially. Though there is no direct evidence of this, plenty of circumstantial evidence does exist. Kuwait had started drilling from the oil fields called the Rumaila oil field. It was a disputed oil field between Iraq and Kuwait. Also, while Iraq was preoccupied with Iran, Kuwait had moved its border northward, illegally seizing an additional 900 square miles of disputed Rumaila field.

			Kuwait was drilling from Iraqi oil fields by using U.S. supplied horizontal drilling equipment. Thus it was actually stealing oil from Iraq. Additionally, despite many requests by Iraq’s president as well as by OPEC countries’ agreement, Kuwait kept violating its quota by overproducing its output. Thus it was deliberately bringing oil prices down hurting Iraq which was in dire financial situation. To top this off, Kuwait’s Emir and his team were rude and arrogant towards Iraq throughout this period. How could they behave like that and not be afraid of their big neighbors who were more than 15-20 millions compared to just 700,000 Kuwaitis? It was a case of David vs. Goliath. Yet, despite many warnings from Iraq, Kuwait was unperturbed, arrogant, and reckless.

			Such behavior could only have occurred if Kuwait had specific secret guarantees from the United States that in case of Iraqi attack, the U.S. would stand by Kuwait and protect it.

			Even, if one believes that the United States played no part in Kuwait’s provocation of Iraq into the invasion, it was certain that after the invasion of Kuwait, the U.S. was going to restore the ruling al-Sabah family to power for following reasons:

			According to Peter Dale Scott in “U.S. hungry for Kuwaiti Petrodollars-Not Just Oil”, Pacific News Services, (James Ridgeway’s, The March to War):

			Besides oil in Kuwait, another reason for U.S.’s concern about Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait was the protection of Kuwait’s al-Sabah ruling family and the restoration of their rule in Kuwait. The United States didn’t want some other government; say people’s government to come to power in Kuwait.

			Because al-Sabah family’s overseas investments especially in the west has been substantial. They have been estimated to be $100 billion but Middle Eastern experts believe that over $250 billion have been invested by Kuwait in the economies of the United States and Britain alone. This kind of prudent investments by the al-Sabahs has bought them considerable political influence in Washington and London.

			According to the Manchester Guardian, Kuwait owned substantial stocks in almost all the top 70 firms on the New York stock exchange. The Kuwait Petroleum Company by 1981 had invested some $250 billion in other U.S. oil companies. These petrodollars of Kuwait’s ruling family, along with those by Saudi Arabia and other Gulf oil Sheikhdoms, were a significant factor in the deficitfed economies of the U.S. and Britain. Thus, the rulers of Kuwait, the al-Sabahs had to be protected and restored back to power in Kuwait by any means.107

			Saddam Hussein was falsely assured by the U.S. ambassador April Glaspie on July 25, 1990 that the U.S. had taken no side in Iraq’s dispute with Kuwait. In other words, the Iraqi president was deliberately misled to believe that he could do whatever he wanted with Kuwait. Thus, he was practically lured into attacking Kuwait.

			Once Iraq invaded Kuwait, the United States rejected all attempts by Iraq, Russia, France, and other Middle Eastern countries at compromise. Iraq was given the choice of: vacate and capitulate or face war with the United States.

			On August 3, 1990, the day after the invasion, the Arab League Summit was called. Saddam Hussein had told Jordan’s king that he would withdraw from Kuwait soon. But if the Arab League condemned Iraq, he would not withdraw but also would annex Kuwait. Knowing this, the United States applied tremendous pressure on Egypt to condemn Iraq. Egypt finally capitulated to U.S. arm-twisting, moved the resolution and the Arab League condemned Iraq for the invasion.

			Thus, the United States made it difficult for Iraq to withdraw its troops from Kuwait. Washington did everything in its power to block any negotiation or compromise. A compromise was quite possible for avoiding the war. But it becomes quite clear from U.S. actions at the time that it was not compromise that Washington wanted. Quite the contrary, the U.S. seemed to want the war so that Iraq could be destroyed and the U.S. could establish its presence in the Middle East.

			The U.S. tradition of double standard and utter hypocrisy was also clearly evident in this war. President Bush was very angry at the invasion of a small neighboring country by Iraq. He often said, selling his forthcoming war with Iraq, that such aggression cannot be rewarded and cannot go unpunished!

			Yet, a few months before Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, the United States, in violation of all international laws, carried out a shameless invasion of a tiny neighbor Panama in December, 1989. According to some reports, about 4,000 civilians were killed.108 Panama’s president—though a corrupt thug who was, a short time ago, a good friend of George Bush and America and on the CIA payroll—was kidnapped and brought to Miami, Florida. There he was tried and sentenced to forty years’ imprisonment.

			In 1986, the United States bombed Libya and killed several people. Three years before that, the United States invaded Grenada on October 25, 1983. A few months before that, even, on June 4, 1982, Israel invaded Lebanon and reportedly killed 20,000 civilians while the United States kept supporting a ‘friend’ by footing the bill then and ever since. Israel, still after more than 40 years since 1967 Arab-Israeli war, illegally occupies the West Bank, the Golan Heights and the Gaza it captured in that war. And yet, Israel has gotten away with it! This would not be possible without the unwavering U.S. support of course.

			The United States may not realize or care, but people in most countries (but not in the U.S. itself!) do notice such hypocrisy. How can all these invasions of or attacks on other weaker nations by the United States and Israel be different from the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq?

			The United States wanted this war so that it could first destroy Iraq and later control it. With control of Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Kuwait, Jordan, the UAE, and adding Iraq to the list along with the client state Israel in its lap, the Washington rulers could and would control the Middle East and its oil for years to come. That was the motive behind the war.

			The U.S. hypocrisy and the question of double standard were rightly raised by Congressman Stokes of Ohio who, in a January 12, 1990 debate, said, on the use of force resolution prior to the war:

			There is no question that the outrageous violations of human rights reported by Amnesty International defy all standards of human decency. But I have to wonder where was the outcry from the administration when three United States servicemen were recently murdered in El Salvador…In Guatemala, China, Kenya, and South America pervasive human rights violations have occurred and continue to occur…I venture to say that if Kuwait produced Bananas instead of oil, we would not have 400,000 American troops there today.109

			In short, all along, long before Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, the United States was setting up traps for Iraq. Saddam Hussein was not only a ruthless murderer, but was also stupid. He fell for this trap, got caught in the web and could not untangle himself.

			While he and his unfortunate countrymen including women and children were suffering unbearable death, destruction, and hardship as a result of George Bush’s war, back in Washington and New York, there were celebrations of this great American victory …the celebration not of a triumphant victory in a war against a powerful enemy but a shameful rejoicing of a massacre of a weak nation whose poor people had done no harm to the United States.

			Edward Said, who was a well-known author and professor of Humanities at Columbia University, in his article “Ignorant Armies Clash by Night”, in the February 11, 1991 issue of The Nation, wrote:

			Since 1973, the United States wanted a physical presence in the Persian Gulf: to control oil supply, to project power and above all, recently to refurbish and refinance its military. With his crude brutality no match for the U.S. and Israeli propaganda, Saddam became the perfect target, and the best excuse to go in. The United States will not soon leave Middle East.

			“Desert Storm” as this war against Iraq was called, has created thousands of war veterans joining the ranks of the homeless in America, as did Vietnam, and other wars. In addition, according to some reports, thousands of Gulf War veterans are now suffering from a mysterious disease called: “The Gulf War Syndrome” which the U.S. military has refused to even recognize. The lives of these thousands of young men are ruined for ever.

			Just a few months after the bombing had ceased, one of the ‘benefits’ of the destruction of Iraq was proclaimed in front-page stories across the United States….. “Gulf War Gives Boost to U.S. Self-Confidence”, one such headline boasted, “Americans Have New Faith in Themselves”, said another.

			Perhaps more than anybody else, Ramsey Clark, who had worked so hard to prevent this war, summed it up so nicely when he wrote in the same book (The Fire This Time):

			The moral impoverishment of finding benefit from such appalling human cost cannot be laid at the feet of leadership alone. The people deprived of historical knowledge, contemporary facts, democratic power and political wisdom, victimized by a culture that glorifies violence and worships mammon, accept the equation. There in lies the problem. Presidential popularity reached new heights in the polls after vicious assaults on Grenada, Libya, Panama and Iraq. People wear ‘just cause’ (name of the Panama assault), T-shirts with a racist pineapple-face portraying Noriega (Panama’s president at the time) after the mindless bashing of a neighbor. Orwell’s double speak has become the official language of the Pentagon. The media was more adept and equally committed to the double-speak and glorification of the war. It was largely responsible for the mauling of truth that enabled the American people to celebrate a slaughter and make heroes of those who ordered and committed it.

			The apparent popular approval by the American people of the destruction of Iraq is the greatest threat to the future.110

			History will never forget nor pardon such crimes as committed by the United States against the innocent civilians of Iraq.

		

	
		
			CHAPTER 15 
War For The Empire - Iraq War-II

			Background

			When the first Gulf war was over in the spring of 1991, the United States and the ‘coalition’ forces did not go ‘far enough’ as the thinking went. They didn’t march on to Baghdad to oust Saddam Hussein. The concern about possible significant casualties and the break up of coalition forces had probably stopped George Bush Sr. from marching on to Baghdad.

			By manipulating the United Nations, however, Washington succeeded in having the UN impose brutal sanctions on Iraq as part of the conditions of ceasefire.

			The sanctions didn’t harm Saddam Hussein or his regime, but had devastating impacts on the citizens of Iraq. These brutal sanctions, the handiwork of the rulers in Washington, lasted for some twelve years. Under these sanctions, vast varieties of drugs, disinfectants, water-purifying chlorine, medical equipment, hospital supplies, air-conditioners, papers, pencils, and a host of other items were banned from entering Iraq. The deprivation of vital health-related and other supplies had devastating effects on the ordinary people; especially children and the elderly. The sanctions proved to be the actual weapons of mass destruction, ruthlessly imposed and enforced by the United States against the Iraqi people. As a result, according to the UN report, more than 500,000 children had perished. According to George Galloway, the British Member of Parliament, it had claimed more than one million lives, with the vast majority being the children. According to him, every six minutes, a child was dying in Iraq for more than a decade.1 Those in power in Washington could not have been unaware of this. Like Madeleine Albright, the former secretary of state so callously had said on the ‘60 Minutes’ TV program, “it is worth it”!

			Meanwhile, Saddam Hussein was bypassing and cheating on the sanctions. He was selling his oil off the record. The sanctions were not working well. Throughout the decade, the United States and Britain were regularly bombing Iraq and maintaining the no-fly zones. Thousands of bombing sorties were costing significant amounts of money. The world public opinion, especially amongst the Arabs and other Muslims, was dangerously turning against America. If the sanctions were lifted, then Saddam Hussein would declare victory. Additionally, he would ban any American or British company from getting lucrative contracts worth billions of dollars for the reconstruction of his country. Consequently, there was much pressure from the U.S. corporations too. So, Washington now had a dilemma. On the one hand, it could not go on indefinitely continuing the sanctions which it knew were killing thousands of Iraqi children. Nor could it lift the sanctions just like that, leaving Saddam Hussein in power. Something needed to be done, that was for sure.

			Movement for war on Iraq and greater global empire had its roots in the 1990s. After the collapse of the Soviet Union around 1991, America emerged alone as the singular imperial superpower. The high officials in George Bush Sr.’s administration had already begun planning for the “new world order” of unparalleled U.S. global dominance. The 1991 ‘Desert Storm’ war on Iraq was intended to initiate this defining event of U.S. global hegemony.2

			The Defense Department’s 1992 “Defense Guidance” articulated this grandiose vision perfectly. This document was written by Paul Wolfowitz, Zalmay Khalilzad, and Lewis Libby, under the supervision of then Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney. They would all become top officials in Bush-II’s administration, eight years later. The document asserted that the U.S. should ensure “that no rival superpower is allowed to emerge in Western Europe, Asia or the territory of former Soviet Union” and that only the United States should remain the world’s predominant power for the indefinite future. The document envisioned these far reaching goals by pre-emptively attacking rival states seeking weapons of mass destruction, fortifying the U.S. control of the Persian Gulf and its oil, and refusing to permit international law or any coalitions to come in the way of U.S. freedom of action.3

			Unfortunately for U.S. imperialists, the ‘Desert Storm’ had failed to usher in the era of U.S. global pre-eminence and supremacy. The Clinton regime did not implement the grandiose visions of the Defense Guidance’s architects. Saddam Hussein remained in power and the United States was helpless vis a vis Iraq. Hence, the thinking of regime change in Iraq and establishing a puppet regime was gaining momentum. The Clinton administration officials were frustrated. The Reagan and Bush-Sr. officials as well as the U.S. Corporate-Political elites were outraged that Clinton was squandering the global control and dominance due to the United States. In the meantime, the ‘neocons’, the right-wing strategists and the think tanks such as American Enterprise Institute, The Washington Institute for Near East Policy, the Wall Street Journal and, the Rupert Murdock funded Weekly Standard, were actively promoting their agenda of total control of Middle East oil by the United States. A number of neocons such as William Kristol, Paul Wolfowitz, Richard Perle, Robert Kagan, Zalmay Khalilzad (former Ambassador to Iraq-2006)—many of whom had close ties with Israel and the Jewish lobby AIPAC—were aggressively promoting their agenda of occupying Iraq and instituting regime change. Then Iran was next, followed by Syria and the ultimate plan was the total control of the Gulf-oil flow. This thinking, by the way, was not limited to right-wing neocons. It is the current thinking of a large number of ruling elites in Washington as well as CEOs of many major corporations, especially the giant oil companies. The idea is that, if the United States controlled the flow of oil from the Middle East-Persian-gulf region, then it will wield enormous power and influence over Europe, Japan, China and India for the next 40 or 50 years until the Middle East oil runs out because all these countries heavily depend on Middle East oil.

			Upon his being elected (selected) president, George W. Bush brought in all these neocons and other right-wingers into powerful positions in his administration in 2000. They all believed in an extended and more hegemonic U.S. Empire.

			As veteran Senator Robert Byrd so rightly points out in his book, Losing America: Confronting a Reckless and Arrogant Presidency (W.W. Norton & Company, New York, 2004):

			George W. Bush entered the White House with fewer tools than most. He had virtually no experience in foreign policy and a little more in domestic policy….....the son has quite skimpy hands-on public service credentials…. George W. Bush served only four-year term and only half of a second term as a Governor of Texas before moving into the White House. Prior to that, he could claim as his own only a mediocre academic record, a raucous youth, a failed run for the U.S. House of Representatives, less than stellar stints in the oil business and part ownership of a Texas baseball team…….In short, George W. Bush, a child of wealth and privilege and heir to an American political dynasty, did not pay his dues.4

			But he had a few things going for him: a father, a former president with his vast network of contacts in the U.S. political establishment; his father’s corporate connections; and, the knowledge of how to raise enormous amounts of money for a political campaign.

			It is indeed a major drawback of U.S. democracy that such an inexperienced man is able to rise to the presidency of the United States and that also by dubious means! Unfortunately, it is the powerful U.S. corporate elites who decide who gets elected to the presidency by pumping millions of dollars into campaigns. These corporate elites knew well that this man, George W. Bush, could be counted on for doing their bidding, once elected to the presidency. Not surprisingly, Bush was able to raise $191 millions for the 2000 election, compared to Al gore’s $133 millions. Hence, quoting Senator Robert Byrd again, “George W. Bush, a man of formidable political skills but with little grounding in substance or experience, became our forty-third president.”5

			It is interesting to quote others about George W. Bush, the 43rd U.S. president. T. D. Allman, in his book, Rogue State: America at War with the World, (Nation Books, New York, 2004), starts his book with the following statement:

			The reasons this unelected president has given us to cry are as numberless as the sands of the Iraqi desert. He has done more than Osama bin Laden or Saddam Hussein to endanger America. All by himself, he’s destabilized the fragile emerging world order. He’s poisoned alliances; he has torn up treaties. He has convinced foes they had better get nuclear weapons and get them quick. He’s made America the global enemy of law and order. No enemy of human rights, or of the environment, or of a realistic approach to dealing with the problems of living sanely on this planet is friendless so long as George W. Bush is in the White House. 6

			Quite an accurate indictment of the U.S. president who is perhaps the most hated person on the globe today!

			Here is another opinion of a well-known U.S. journalist, David Corn, the Washington editor of the Nation magazine. In his book, The Lies of George W. Bush: Mastering the Politics of Deception, (Crown Publishers, New York, 2003) he writes:

			George W. Bush is a liar. He has lied large and small. He has lied directly and by omission. He has misstated facts knowingly or not. He has misled. He has broken promises, been unfaithful to political vows. Through his campaign for the presidency and his first years in the White House, he has mugged the truth-not merely in honest error, but deliberately, consistently, and repeatedly to advance his career and his agenda. Lying greased his path toward the White House; it has been one of the essential tools of his presidency. To call the 43rd president of the United States a prevaricator is not an exercise of opinion, not an inflammatory talk-radio device. This insult is supported by an all too extensive record of self-serving falsifications. So constant is his fibbing that a history of his lies offers a close approximation of history of his presidential tenure. 7

			David Corn does not mince words. He very likely speaks for the vast majority of the people around the world!

			Except for the accident of his birth, Bush-II would have been an ordinary man perhaps working as an insurance salesman or at best as a small company executive given his limited capabilities and (in) competence. His dismal past record of failure running small companies speaks for itself. Throughout U.S. history, many presidents have lied to the American people and the world. Franklin Roosevelt lied about the German submarine attacking “USS Greer”. Harry Truman exaggerated the possible casualty figures of American lives saved (1/4 million to 1 million, see chapter-6), and dropped the atomic bomb on Japan. Eisenhower lied about the U-2 spy plane by having his aids say that the aircraft had been only a weather plane that had wandered 1,500 miles off course. In 1962, John Kennedy lied about the Bay of Pigs invasion by denying the U.S. government’s involvement (Chaptor-10). Lyndon Johnson lied about the Gulf of Tonkin incident by falsely claiming that two American destroyers were attacked by the North Vietnamese torpedo boats in the Gulf of Tonkin in 1964 (Chaptor-12).

			Richard Nixon lied to the American people when he claimed to have a plan to end the Vietnam War, when in reality he had none. He lied about Watergate too. Ronald Reagan in the fall of 1986 told the American people that he “did not-repeat…. did not trade weapons or anything else for hostages with Iran” and that “there is no U.S. government connection” with the efforts to supply arms to the Contra rebels fighting the Sandinista government in Nicaragua. He was lying on both counts. His vice-president, George H. W. Bush also lied about the Iran-contra. When the scandal broke out, he denied that he was “in the loop”. Yet, when the government documents were released later, it was disclosed that he was present in many high-level meetings on Iran-contra affair. During his acceptance speech at the 1988 GOP convention, he vowed: “Read my lips. No new taxes.” In order to balance the budget deficit two years later, he raised the taxes by signing the legislation.

			Bill Clinton tried to avoid the scandal by lying: “I did not have sexual relations with that woman.” This became a famous lie by him which became the basis for the Republican attempt to impeach him. He also lied while visiting Rwanda in 1998. Four years earlier, a horrific genocide had occurred but he had disingenuously remarked, “All over the world, there were people like me sitting in offices who did not fully appreciate the depth and speed with which you were being engulfed by this unimaginable terror.” The fact was that the White House knew all along that the horrific massacre was taking place in Rwanda.8

			Yet, all these lies fade into insignificance when compared to the litany of lies perpetrated by George W. Bush. Not only he, but all his cronies, Vice-president Dick Cheney, Donald Rumsfeld, Colin Powell, and Condoleezza Rice, all resorted to outright lies to prepare the American people and the world for an illegal and immoral invasion of a sovereign nation (Iraq) which had done no harm to the United States and posed no threat to its security.

			Selling the War by Lies

			Why, of course, the people don’t want war. Why would some poor slob on a farm want to risk his life in a war when the best that he can get out of it is to come back to his farm in one piece? Naturally, the common people don’t want war; neither in Russia nor in England nor in America nor for that matter in Germany. That is understood. But after all, it is the leaders of a country who determine the policy and it is always a simple matter to drag them along, whether it is a democracy or a fascist dictatorship……. voice or no voice, the people can always be brought to the bidding of the leaders. That is easy. All you have to do is tell them they are being attacked and denounce the pacifists for the lack of patriotism and exposing the country to danger. It works the same way in any country.

			Hermann Goering 
Nuremberg Diary (1947) Quoted by G. M.Gilbert

			Bush-II managed to survive the 2000 election by lying about his past and ultimately getting selected in an election which was fraught with irregularities and deceits. He became the first unelected president of the United States. Then in 2004, despite many irregularities and questionable tactics, he managed to get “re-elected”.

			Soon after assuming the office for the first time, the Bush national security team assembled in the Situation Room, down the stairs from the Oval Office. Vice-president Dick Cheney, Secretary of State Colin Powell, and National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice were in attendance in this first high-level meeting. The topic was Israel and Iraq, not terrorism, China, or Russia. From the beginning, the Bush foreign policy started focusing on three goals: To get rid of Saddam Hussein, to end U.S. involvement in the Israeli-Palestinian peace process, and to rearrange the political dynamics in the Middle East. “Preemption was going to be the key to the policy shift of this new administration.”9

			As a matter of fact, just a few years before, in 1988, a small group of hard core “neocons” (neoconservatives) lobbied the Clinton administration to support regime change in Iraq, by force if required. The group consisted of Paul Wolfowitz, Richard Perle, Donald Rumsfeld, and about a dozen others. They sent a letter to Clinton urging him to implement “a strategy for removing Saddam Hussein’s regime from power.” But Clinton was not too thrilled about it, though he agreed on principle of removing Saddam Hussein from power. He believed that the long established policy of containing the dictator “in a box” was a success. So he opted for letting the people of Iraq take the initiative and never considered war with Iraq as a worthwhile option.10

			Bush and his lieutenants were greatly helped in their agenda of attacking Iraq by the fateful and terrible events of September 11, 2001. By the time of the attack in New York, it seems the decision was already made to attack Iraq. But they had to find the connection between Al Qaeda and Iraq and between 9/11 and Iraq. This connection was missing because Iraq had no connection with Al Qaeda or 9/11. But unless this connection was somehow shown, the American people and the world would not justify the war. Hence Bush-II and his cabinet colleagues went on a lying spree to fabricate the case against Iraq.

			The campaign of lies for selling the war to the American public took official lying to new heights of hypocrisy, brazenness, cynicism, and immorality. The case against Iraq by the Bush team rested on two lies, repeated time and again: The first was that Saddam Hussein had connections with Al Qaeda and 9/11 and the second was that his possession of biological, chemical, and possibly nuclear weapons posed a “grave and growing threat” to the United States and the Middle East region. The case was made by creating the fear in the minds of Americans that Saddam Hussein could pass on some of these weapons to terrorists who could strike at America anytime—indifference to this threat could be catastrophic, they claimed. Additional links were fabricated by the Bush II team members and the President by their mentioning of 9/11 and Saddam Hussein in one breath.

			Long before September 11, U.S. intelligence agencies were well aware of the absence of any link between Al Qaeda and Saddam Hussein. The Congressional Commission set up in 2002 to investigate the 9/11 attacks found absolutely no Iraqi connection but a Saudi connection. The Bush administration, according to Max Cleland (D-Ga), intentionally delayed the release of their report until after Iraq was invaded and occupied due to their fear of undermining their rationale for the war.11

			As a result of relentless campaigns of deception about Iraq by Bush II and his cronies, some 69 percent of the Americans believed that Saddam Hussein was involved in the Sept. 11 attacks according to polls taken by Washington Post in September 2003, two years after the attacks.12

			It was also clear that pre-war claims by the Bush administration concerning Iraq’s military capability and its possession of weapons of mass destruction were wildly “sexed up” and fabricated.

			Bush, in his January 2003 State of the Union speech, warned that Saddam Hussein had or could have “biological weapons materials sufficient to produce over 25,000 liters of anthrax; enough dozes to kill several million people…materials sufficient to produce more than 38,000 liters of botulinum toxin; enough to subject millions of people to death by respiratory failure…materials to produce as much as 500 tons of sarin, mustard and VX nerve agent…upwards of 30,000 munitions capable of delivering chemical agents.” He went on further, claiming that the Hussein regime during 1990s had “an advanced nuclear development program”, and then uttered those 16 most famous words: “The British government has learned that Saddam Hussein recently sought significant quantities of uranium from Africa.”13

			The Defense Intelligence Agency, the primary arm of the Pentagon, months before in its September 2002 assessment, came to a conclusion that there was “no definitive reliable information that Iraq either possessed or was manufacturing chemical or biological weapons.”14 Even five years before these dubious nuclear claims by Bush, in 1998, the International Atomic Agency had certified that Iraq no longer had a nuclear program.

			Former Ambassador Joseph Wilson, a year before Bush’s speech, at the behest of the CIA, went to Niger to investigate the claim that Iraq tried to buy uranium. He found that it was “highly doubtful that any such transaction had ever taken place” and he reported this to the Bush administration.15

			Soon after Iraq’s invasion in 2003, some 1,400 American and British experts searched all over Iraq for months. But they failed to find any biological, chemical, or nuclear weapons or banned missiles. Hence, culpability of the Bush regime was obvious.

			Most arms experts believe that all these weapons were destroyed in early 1990s. The U.S. had no legitimate evidence or intelligence that Iraq did possess biological, chemical, let alone nuclear weapons. The Bush administration was fully aware that Iraq was not “a grave or growing threat”.

			All these charges by the Bush team were either outright lies or fabrications or were deliberate distortions and exaggerations. For many years, the U.S. government was lying about Iraq’s dangerous weapons to the world.

			The rulers in Washington were so serious about attacking Iraq that they set up a new intelligence operations arm—the Office of Special Plans—in October 2001, directly under the control of Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz and Under Secretary of Defense Policy, Douglas Feith…both hardcore neocons. Not surprisingly, this body played a key role in the spinning, distorting, fabricating and slanting of ‘intelligence’ that could be used to justify war and propagating it to the White House as well as to the mainstream media.16

			Iraq is about the size of California with 25 million people. It was so weakened by 25 years of war and 12 years of brutal sanctions, the Bush team, like vultures, saw it as a target of opportunity, not a growing threat. They misguidedly figured that a quick and decisive victory would give increased momentum and legitimacy to their war on terror and would dramatically enhance Bush’s chances for re-election.

			Military planning had begun by November 2001. By late spring, a number of options were being thrashed out, such as a major air-bombardment followed by an invasion. Unfortunately, both for them and for the United States, they failed to plan for the kind of resistance that grew after the invasion.

			The Lying Campaign

			“I would remind you that when the inspectors first went into Iraq and were finally denied access, a report came out of IAEA (International Atomic Energy Agency) that they were six months away from developing a weapon. I don’t know what more evidence we need.”17

			--George W. Bush, September 7, 2002

			The IAEA has denied ever issuing such a report.18 The IAEA in 1998, did issue a report around the time the weapons inspectors were denied access to Iraq for the last time but the report made no such assertion as claimed by Bush. Even David Kay, the Bush administration’s Chief Inspector for the Iraq Survey Group (ISG), had to concede that Iraq’s nuclear program was in a very rudimentary state.19

			“As a result of the intelligence we judge that Iraq has... sought significant quantities of uranium from Africa, despite having no active civil nuclear program that could require it.” 20

			September 2002, “Blair Dossier”

			“The British government has learned that Saddam Hussein recently sought significant quantities of uranium from Africa...Saddam Hussein has not credibly explained these activities. He clearly has much to hide.” 21

			Another lie by Blair Dossier and by the U.S. president. Hans Blix, the UN Weapons Inspector had this to say on this matter:

			Consider the case of the production of contracts for a presumed Iraqi purchase of enriched uranium from Niger. This was a crude lie; All false. The intelligence was provided to the International Atomic Energy Agency by the U.S. intelligence services. …..When one sees the things that the United States tried to do to show that Iraqis had nuclear arms, one does have many questions. 22

			Mohammed El Baradei, head of the International Atomic Energy Agency had this to say: “Documents provided by unidentified states may have been faked to suggest that the African country of Niger sold uranium to Iraq between 1999 and 2001.” He said the documents were “not authentic” after scrutinizing “the form, format, contents and signatures”…of the alleged procurement-related documentation.23

			The article in the New York Times of September 27, 2002 stated:

			Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld said today that American intelligence had “bulletproof” evidence of links between Al Queda and the government of President Saddam Hussein of Iraq.

			Mr. Rumsfeld said that recently declassified intelligence reports about suspected ties between Al Qaeda and the Iraqi government, including the presence of senior members of Al Qaeda in Baghdad in “recent periods”, were factual and “exactly accurate”.24

			A lie; It is now, as it was then, known that Iraq had nothing to do with September 11, 2002 attacks.

			According to the New York Times, intelligence officials from Israel, Jordan, and Saudi Arabia do not believe there is any serious Husseinbin Laden connection.25 UNSCOM inspector Scott Ritter called this absurd, saying that Osama bin Laden hated the secular Saddam Hussein.26 Even British intelligence said that there was no Iraq-Al Qaeda link, as reported by BBC: “There are no current links between the Iraqi regime and the Al Qaeda network, according to an official British intelligence report seen by BBC News”…....27

			“In 1998, information from a high-ranking Iraqi engineer who had defected revealed that despite his public promises, Saddam Hussein had ordered his nuclear programs to continue.” 28

			George W. Bush, October 7, 2002

			Bush was referring to Khidir Hamza who had retired in 1991 from the Iraqi nuclear program. He had no knowledge of Iraq’s program after 1995.29

			Every Bush administration officer peddled his own share of lies. It was indeed a team effort. According to the New York Times of August 27, 2002 (While preparing the country for the war), Vice-president Dick Cheney was quoted as follows:

			Vice-president Dick Cheney today presented the administration’s most forceful and comprehensive rationale yet for attacking Iraq, warning that Saddam Hussein would “fairly soon” have the nuclear weapons……“What he wants is time, and more time to husband his resources to invest in his ongoing chemical and biological weapons program and to gain the possession of nuclear weapons”, Mr. Cheney said. “The risk of inaction”, he said, “are far greater than the risk of action.”30

			Perhaps, the biggest liar in the team was Dick Cheney. He kept lying until the end. Again this was a blatant lie. The IAEA Director General, Dr. Mohammed El Baradei, had already stated that, Iraq had not attempted to import uranium since 1990...there is no indication that Iraq has attempted to import aluminum tubes for use in centrifuge enrichment …there is no indication that Iraq has resumed any nuclear related activities…31

			The evidence indicates that Iraq is reconstituting its nuclear weapons programs…….Satellite photographs reveal that Iraq is rebuilding facilities at sites that have been part of its nuclear program in the past. 32

			-George W. Bush, October 7, 2002

			According to analysts, Bush is referring to Iraq’s former nuclear complex at Tuwaitha. But the site was repeatedly inspected by IAEA with a much better degree of care and accuracy than a satellite photo—and they asserted that Tuwaitha “now conducts civilian research in the non-nuclear field”. 33

			Secretary of State Colin Powell gave a dramatic presentation at the UN on February 5, 2003. His presentation, as it turns out, was based on faulty information and exaggerations…..

			Let me take you inside that intelligence file and share with you what we know from eye witness accounts. We have firsthand descriptions of biological weapons factories on wheels and on rails.

			The trucks and train cars are easily moved and are designed to evade detection by inspectors. In a matter of months, they can produce a quantity of biological poison equal to the entire amount that Iraq claimed to have produced in the year prior to the Gulf War.34

			-Colin Powell assertion at the UN, February 5, 2003

			Powell’s information on the mobile laboratories was attributed to Iraqi defectors. But Powell failed to or avoided to report that the defectors’ claims including one of a secret biological laboratory beneath the Saddam Hussein Hospital in central Baghdad were repeatedly proven false by UN inspectors. 35

			A microbiologist and former UN weapons-inspector named Raymond Zilinskas told the Washington Post that the 24-hour production cycle Powell reported was not sufficient for significant amounts of anthrax. 36

			Also, the Kay report of October 2003 stated, “We have not yet been able to corroborate the existence of a mobile BW (Biological Weapons) production effort.” 37

			Thus, lies after lies were thrown at the American people and the world by President George Bush, his cronies, as well as the British prime minister and his deputies. The American people were scared after 9/11, and majority, it seems, bought these lies. However, people around the globe refused to believe them.

			As a result of this litany of lies and deceptions, the Bush administration succeeded in convincing the American people of their case on Iraq. As mentioned before, 69% of the U.S. public believed that Saddam Hussein was somehow involved in 9/11 attacks even after the war began, according to a Washington Post poll taken in September, 2003. But two weeks after the release of these polls and about six months after the invasion of Iraq, due to lack of any evidence and the constant unraveling of their pretexts for war, Bush and Rumsfeld were forced to admit that there was no evidence involving Iraq with the September 11 attacks. 38

			Though Iraq was being blamed constantly by the Bush gang for its chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons possession, the United States was the major supplier to Iraq (in the 1980’s) of most of these weapons. So what was the US complaining about? It was totally complicit in arming Iraq just as it was involved in the creation and arming of the Taliban of Afghanistan before and during the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. One cannot provide guns to the terrorist and then blame him for using it!

			Arming Iraq

			The United States was a major supplier of arms—biological, chemical, as well as conventional—to Iraq in the 1980s.

			During the Iraq-Iran war, the US feared that Iraq was losing. So, President Reagan, in June 1982 decided to do whatever was necessary to prevent Iraq’s defeat, as the war, from a stalemate was moving in favor of Iran by then. Reagan had signed a secret National Security Directive 114. After the signing of the new directive, the United States actively supported the Iraqi war effort by supplying them with billions of dollars of credits and started providing U.S. military intelligence and advice to the Iraqis. It also closely monitored the third country arms sales to Iraq to ensure that Iraq had all the military weaponry necessary. 39

			In 1982, Iraq was removed from the State Department’s list of sponsors of ‘terrorism’, where it was placed in 1979. So, according to author Lawrence Everest, in his book, Oil, Power and Empire: Iraq and the U.S. Global Agenda, (Common Courage Press, 2004), the flow of weapons to Iraq—both conventional and unconventional—began in earnest.

			As Everest points out, over the next eight years, the United States gave Iraq some $5 Billion in economic aid and encouraged its allies to provide arms worth billions of dollars more. The British sold them artillery, tanks and missile parts; the French supplied Exocet missiles, howitzers, and Mirage jet fighters; and the West Germans provided the technology used in Iraqi plants that allegedly produced nerve and mustard gas. 40

			The Soviets were also providing Iraq with conventional arms. Much of Iraq’s hardware was paid for by Kuwait and Saudi Arabia which loaned it between $60 and $50 billion during the war. They also transferred millions of dollars in U.S. military hardware to Iraq. 41

			Everest mentions that though the full extent of U.S. military involvement in the Iran-Iraq slaughter is still emerging, it is now quite clear that the U.S. and its European allies were directly complicit in many of Iraq’s worst wartime atrocities, including its alleged use of chemical weapons. 42 U.S. firms directly supplied Iraq with biological weapons. Author William Blum in his informative book (Rogue State: a Guide to the World’s only Superpower, Common Courage Press, Monroe, Maine, 2005), points out that, as per the May 25, 1994 Senate Banking Committee report, “From 1985, if not earlier, through 1989, veritable witch’s brew of biological materials were exported to Iraq by private American suppliers pursuant to application and licensing by the U.S. Department of Commerce.”

			Blum writes further that the Senate report details about 70 shipments from the U.S. to Iraq over three years that included botulism, anthrax, and E. coli bacillus. Although no evidence was found that Iraq ever used these agents, the report concluded that the U.S. exported microorganisms were identical to those the U.N. inspectors found and recovered from the Iraqi biological warfare program. 43

			Iraq was helped by the U.S. and its allies with chemical weapons. The December 2002 arms declaration by Iraq to the United Nations stated that since 1983, it had imported 17,602 tons of chemicals which could be used in making chemical weapons (mainly from Germany, Egypt, India, the Netherlands and Singapore); 340 pieces of equipment used to make chemical weapons were received from France, Germany, and Austria, and 200,000 artillery shells for delivering the deadly weapons, primarily from Spain and Italy. 44

			Between 1985 and 1990, it was U.S. corporations—with governmental approval—that provided Iraq with precursor chemicals for weapons, including for nerve gas. Additionally, $782 million in dual-use technology and equipment was supplied; including helicopters used in chemical attacks, machine tools, computers which could be used in ballistic missiles, graphic terminals and lasers for designing and building ballistic missiles.45

			A Washington Post investigation in 2002 concluded, “The administration of Ronald Reagan and George H. W. Bush authorized the sale to Iraq of numerous items that had both military and civilian applications, including poisonous chemicals and deadly biological viruses such as anthrax and bubonic plague.” 46

			Besides supplying Iraq with a wide variety of weapons, the United States helped it to achieve maximum impact on battlefields. According to the New York Times of August 2002, more than 60 U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) officers were secretly giving Iraq details about Iranian deployments, tactical planning for battles, air-strike plans, and bomb damage assessments. 47

			By 1982, accounts of Iraqi chemical attacks started coming out. One report by the State Department mentioned Iraq’s almost daily use of CW (Chemical Weapons). The Reagan administration in 1984 publicly condemned the use of chemical weapons in the war. 48

			Still, U.S. military assistance to Iraq kept increasing despite such occasional public pronouncements. This included the assistance Iraq required in waging chemical warfare. As per an August 2002 New York Times story, “critical battle planning assistance” given by the U.S. intelligence officers continued even after it was clear that Iraq had integrated chemical weapons throughout their arsenal and was adding them to strike plans that American advisors either prepared or suggested. 49

			Even the Washington Post had reported that Iraq used U.S. intelligence to “Calibrate attacks with mustard gas on Iranian ground troops.” It is estimated that between 50,000 to 100,000 were killed or wounded by these gas attacks, including many civilians. 50

			The United States knew and supported the use of high-tech weapons (including the chemical weapons) by Iraq because its population was 1/3rd the size of Iran’s and could not afford a 1:1 casualty rate. It is estimated that Iraq used some 100,000 chemical shells and bombs, mainly nerve and mustard gas during this war.51

			It is clear from above mentioned details that it was mainly the United States (and other European powers) who had supplied the deadly chemical and biological weapons to Iraq. It was the U.S. who helped Iraq in its use of these chemical weapons against the Iranians and even while in full knowledge of these weapons being used by Iraqis against the Iranians, the United States increased the military assistance to Iraq…and now, the U.S. president is loudly complaining to the world that Iraq used chemical weapons against people!

			When Saddam Hussein used chemical attacks against the Kurds, according to Scott Ritter, the former U.S. Marine and UN weapons inspector, the U.S. assisted the regime in these attacks on Kurds. He said, Wafig Samarai, the former head of the Iraqi intelligence service responsible for Iran—“I have met with him many times and he has said that the U.S. advisors were sitting there as Iraq planned the inclusion of chemical weapons in the Anfal Offensive (of 1987-88).” 52

			Millions Protest Around the Globe

			While the Bush regime was preparing for an attack on Iraq on February 15, 2003, some ten to fifteen million people marched on the streets of five continents against the impending immoral war. Some reports put the number at eighteen million. The civilized people of the planet knew that the foolish war mongers in Washington were following their agenda of world-domination by further asserting their control over the entire Persian-Gulf and Middle-East. This truly was the amazing mobilization of peace-loving humanity the world had ever seen in these large numbers. Some called it the “other super-power”!

			The turnout broke all the records: Three million in Rome, two million in Spain, a million and a half in London, half a million in Berlin, and over a hundred thousand in Paris, Athens, and Brussels. Mass demonstrations took place in New York, San Francisco, Los Angeles, and Chicago. Smaller demonstrations took place in virtually all the state capitals. In all, over a million people marched in the United States. Canada saw half a million protesters. Half a million in Sydney and a quarter of a million in Melbourne took to the streets. Calcutta saw three-hundred thousand people marching in the streets.

			Additionally, mass demonstrations took place in Cairo, Sanna and Jordan. Over thirty thousand marched in Yemen. In the streets of Jakarta, Indonesia, the number of protesters exceeded two hundred thousands. Karachi and Peshawar saw thousands of protesters filling its streets.53

			In the United Nations, all major countries were against this immoral and unnecessary war. Russia, France, Germany, China, India—all were against this war. Only Tony Blair of Britain, Jose Maria Aznar of Spain, Silvio Berluscony of Italy, John Howard of Australia, and the newly independent East European puppets of the United States joined Bush’s war wagon. To their credit, the majority of the people of Britain, Spain, and Italy were against this war despite their governments’ actions. That reveals quite a lot about their “democracies”. People called Tony Blair, a “poodle” of George Bush. A well-deserved title indeed.

			According to the UN charter and international law, there are only two legitimate reasons for war—collective or individual self-defense in response to an armed attack or an action duly authorized by the United Nations’ Security Council. The U.S. had neither, making its 2003 war on Iraq an illegal act of naked aggression on another sovereign member country.

			The War, War Crimes and its Aftermath

			The rain of bombs began to fall on Baghdad on March 20, 2003 at 3:15 A.M. The relentless downpour would not stop until 29,199 bombs fell on Iraq. During the first four weeks of this assault, the Pentagon carried out 37,000 air sorties, launched 23,000 precision-guided missiles and fired 750 cruise missiles. To this enormous damage must be added the losses caused by the relentless looting and arson that the victorious occupiers, (the US and Britain), allowed to go on uncontrolled in Baghdad and elsewhere. The conservative estimate of the damage done to Iraq’s civilian and military infrastructures is $100 billion. This is many times the $184 million Congress had allocated for Iraq’s reconstruction.54

			Just six weeks earlier, Colin Powell had lied to the skeptical world in order to sell the preemptive, illegal war on Iraq with his infamous speech at the United Nations. It was full of false charges, outright lies, and exaggerations—as the world soon found out. But, the brutal attack on Iraq called “The Iraqi Freedom” had begun. “Operation Shock and Awe” led the way. The rulers in Washington had misguidedly figured that the war would be a ‘cakewalk’! As fortold by corrupt Iraqi exiles, including Ahmed Chhalabi, the Americans would be welcomed as liberators and would be greeted with sweets and flowers. But the U.S. and the rest of the ‘coalition’ invading forces were in for a disappointing surprise. They were greeted with bullets and bombs instead. Within a few months of the occupation, a home-grown resistance had developed. They had started resisting the occupation of their country.

			After subjecting Baghdad to the most horrific bombardment the world had ever witnessed, the US-British led forces, 140,000 strong, entered Iraq from the base in Kuwait. Iraqi soldiers offered little resistance and the ‘coalition’ forces soon marched to Baghdad. Saddam Hussein went underground with his regime and Iraq was taken over by the U.S. military. The U.S. military and their British puppets soon established themselves as occupying powers. Paul Bremmer (after Jay Garner) was appointed as virtual ‘Viceroy’ of Iraq. A third grade country with most of its military and infrastructure deliberately destroyed in the first Gulf war, and still reeling after some twelve years of brutal sanctions and bombings, Iraq was easy to conquer.

			The Bush regime, the Pentagon, the U.S. military, and their counter-part in Britain rejoiced and gloated over their easy victory over a destroyed nation. On May 1, 2003, an arrogant President Bush, commanding an air force plane, landed on the aircraft carrier USS Lincoln. To a crowd of hundreds of naval officers with a banner in the background saying “Mission Accomplished”, Bush prematurely and foolishly declared that major combat was over. Little did he, his neocon cronies, and his right-wing advisors realize that the “real war” was just beginning. How little did these people know about Iraq! Rather than garlands of flowers, their path in Iraq was laid out with roadside bombs. But it wasn’t these war mongers who would pay the price for their foolish misadventure. None were fired or forced to resign yet. It would be the thousands of young Americans and hundreds of thousands of innocent Iraqi men, women, and children who would pay, many with their lives.

			The War Crimes

			The United States used the deadliest conventional weapons in its arsenal. One of the worst weapons used in the air attacks over Baghdad and other cities in Iraq was the cluster bomb. It was used widely all over. Upon impact, it opens up like a clamshell and spews hundreds of mini bombs. In densely populated areas, it causes hundreds of civilian casualties. As per U.S. Central Command Report, during the first three weeks of the war, more than ten thousand cluster bombs were dropped, dispersing about two-million bomblets—almost one per second for three weeks continuously. The British bombers and ground launchers dropped thousands more.

			Human Rights Watch reported that, although cluster bombs are particularly dangerous in populated areas, the U.S. and British ground forces repeatedly used these weapons in attacks on Iraqi positions in residential neighborhoods. Its conclusion was that both these powers’ ground forces caused significant numbers of civilian casualties with the widespread use of cluster munitions, particularly in the populated areas.

			Often times, cluster bomblets fail to explode when they hit the ground. Then they turn into landmines. Counting average rate of failure at five percent, as many as 90,000 live bomblets are left in the playgrounds and backyards of Iraq. As a result, weeks, months, and years after these attacks, thousands of Iraqis, especially the children will continue to die or get maimed when they accidentally step on these bomblets. Children are especially vulnerable as these bomblets are shiny and attractive, enticing them to pick them up only to explode in their hands, killing or injuring them badly.55

			During the bombing raids, the people of Iraq were subjected to indescribable horrors handed out to them by the United States. Bush’s war of “Bringing freedom to the Iraqi people” brought instead unbearable death, destruction, and misery to millions of people in Iraq and to thousands of grieving parents and relatives at home of American soldiers killed there. The Bush administration had forbidden the pictures of dead U.S. soldiers arriving back home as that would decrease the support for his war.

			According to www.antiwar.com , by September 3, 2007, 3,740 U.S. soldiers had been killed while official figures reported 27,662 wounded in this war. Some estimates ranged from 23,000 to 100,000 injured or maimed for life. By now, more than 297 ‘coalition’ soldiers had also been killed. In addition, thousands of Iraqi soldiers were killed in the initial phase of the war. As predicted by many, especially in the Arab world, the short war quickly turned into a long, bloody, and brutal quagmire reminiscent of the Vietnam War.

			The Bush administration claimed that they exerted extreme care in avoiding casualties, but their strategy relied heavily on overwhelming fire-power and speed. With intense brutality they wanted to crush Iraq’s resistance and achieve a quick victory. In the process, civilian casualties were acceptable. They, once again, called it “collateral damage”! That kind of rhetoric implies that the deaths of civilians are simply part of the price for U.S. victory.

			It was acknowledged by the post-war Air Force Assessment that one-third of the bombs dropped were not ‘smart-bombs’ but old fashioned ‘dumb’ bombs. More than 240,000 anti-personnel cluster bombs were used on Iraq. At least, dozens of ‘Mark 77 firebombs’, also known as napalm bombs, were dropped on Iraqi troops during the drive toward Baghdad. In short, the estimate of Iraqi troops killed during the fighting ranged from 10,000 to 45,000. 56

			Civilians suffered heavy casualties as well. Many neighborhoods were reduced to rubble and destroyed. All Iraqi hospitals were full or overflowing with thousands of wounded, dying, or dead. Just as during the 1991 Persian Gulf War, the Pentagon, with an utter display of arrogance, has refused to count the Iraqi civilian casualties. When the Associated Press reporter Helen Thomas asked if the Pentagon was tabulating Iraqi dead as carefully as American, ‘they don’t count…they are not important’, explained a Pentagon official with utter arrogance!

			The grim reality of thousands of civilian men, women, and children being blown to pieces or maimed, has been hidden away from the American public in the most cunning display of highly sanitized war coverage by the mainstream news media. As Amy and David Goodman wrote in their book, (The exception to the Rulers, Hyperion Books, New York, 2004):

			Then there was the fake war—the one Americans saw on TV. In this war, there were no victims. The United States overran a whole country, destroyed a foreign army, engaged in street-to-street combat and intense aerial bombing, rescued a brave young woman soldier from enemy hands—and barely saw a victim. The American flag starred in this war.

			A study by the project for excellence in Journalism-of 40.5 hours of prime-time coverage spread over three days by ABC, CBS, NBC, CNN and FOX- examined 108 reports from embedded reporters. Not a single story depicted people hit by weapons…not a single one. 57

			This shows how the main-stream news media in the U.S. ‘toe’ the government line and support the war by hiding the truth from the American public. They are using airwaves freely that belong to the people but instead of serving the people, they do them a great disservice by sanitizing and supporting the war. In our democracy, one would expect that they would remain neutral and report the truth to the American people.

			But some independent journalists painted a grim picture of the war and its civilian fatalities. The British medical journal “The Lancet” said that about 100,000 Iraqi civilians—more than half of them women and children—have died in Iraq since the invasion; mostly as a result of air strikes by coalition forces. 58 Later reports have raised that number much higher.

			According to the veteran journalist Robert Fisk of ‘Independent’ (UK), who was in Iraq many times during the war, some 3,000-4,000 Iraqis were being killed per month. With the war and the subsequent occupation till the end of 2005, an estimated 100,000 Iraqi civilians have been killed mostly by coalition forces and bombings. But he says the 100,000 estimate is quite conservative. 59 Later reports put these numbers much higher.

			Use of Depleted Uranium

			The internationally well-known anti-nuclear advocate Dr. Helen Caldicott wrote some years ago, “The United States has conducted two nuclear wars; the first against Japan in 1945, then the second in Kuwait and Iraq in 1991”. Adding to this, author William Blum (Rogue State) points out that “We can add a few more, Yugoslavia in 1999, Afghanistan beginning in 2001, and Iraq in 2003.” 60

			Depleted Uranium (DU) is a by-product from the production of the enriched uranium fuel used in nuclear weapons and reactors. The United States has found a way of making use of the huge stockpile of DU collected from thousands of nuclear weapons and reactors as a weapon of deadly destruction by using it in bombs, cartridges, rockets, and missiles. As it is denser than steel, DU tipped shells when fired can drill a hole through the strongest tank armors. It can penetrate thick walled bunkers underground. But DU is radioactive and its vapors are extremely toxic. Upon impact, part of DU vaporizes into fine dust or a mist of particles. These when in-haled or ingested, will be trapped into the lungs, kidneys, and other parts of the body and would keep radiating, giving the victim excessive radiation dosages. These fine DU particles can be carried downwind for miles.

			Exposure to DU can lead to varieties of cancers such as lung cancer, bone cancer, genetic defects, kidney disease, and a host of other ailments.

			Thousands of Iraqis, soldiers and civilians, have suffered increased rates of cancers and other diseases as a result of the U.S. usage of DU in 1991. The United States also recklessly used DU shells in the 1999 Kosovo War. And again, during this Iraq war, the United States utilized DU extensively all over Iraq. Thousands of people of Iraq would be affected again though we may not know immediately the devastating effects of this poison. It will take a few years to know its full impact on the people of Iraq.

			Use of Napalm and White Phosphorous Bombs

			Just like in the Vietnam War, the United States used Napalm bombs on certain occasions.

			The U.S. army, during April 2004, attacked Falluja and totally destroyed the city, killing at least 600 civilians. There, according to some reports that have filtered out now, the U.S. military used white phosphorous bombs which burn the victims to death or severely damage their skin. The use of these weapons is prohibited by the Geneva Convention. The March/April 2005 issue of ‘Field Artillery’ reported the use of the white phosphorous by the U.S. army as an offensive weapon against Iraqi insurgents in the siege of Falluja.

			Looting of Baghdad Museum

			In the beginning days of its occupation, the coalition forces failed to protect the famous museum in Baghdad. Displaying utter disregard for the priceless cultural artifacts—some of which were thousands of years old and from the early periods of the civilization of Mesopotamia—the U.S. forces allowed the museum to be looted of all these priceless artifacts which the world may never see again. The world lost some of the most valuable remnants of early human civilization. But the American soldiers could care less.

			As a matter of fact, the first thing the U.S. occupation forces did was to secure Iraq’s oil fields! They were not interested in preserving the invaluable cultural heritage of Iraq, known as the cradle of civilization which is thousands of years old. They just cynically watched while the museum was being looted.

			Abu Ghraib—the Torture of Prisoners

			On a Wednesday evening, April 28th, 2004, Dan Rather, the CBS veteran anchorman went on the ‘60 minutes’ program with a shocking report with the photographs which showed the horrible torture of Iraqi prisoners at the prison at ‘Abu Ghraib’ outside Baghdad. Rather conceded at the end of the report that he had delayed the report after an ‘appeal’ by the Joint Chiefs of Staff but that other journalists, (Seymour Hersh) were about to publicize their own versions of the story. So the Defense Department agreed to cooperate. Just two days later, Hersh’s story and a portfolio of horrifying pictures went on the New Yorker Magazine’s website, www. newyorker.com. The story, the basis of which became the ‘Abu Ghraib Scandal’, spread, and shocked people all over the World.

			From the story, it was found that U.S. prison officials tortured hundreds of Iraqi prisoners at Abu Ghraib in the most inhumane ways. The prisoners were undressed naked, forced to perform sexual acts with each other, some were given electric shocks, while others were bitten by ferocious dogs. All this was happening while U.S. prison personnel were laughing and taking photographs. In the process, many prisoners were wounded and some were killed. All the Iraqi prisoners, it became clear, were subjected to horrifying and despicable tortures by U.S. officials.

			From Seymour Hersh’s three stories in the New Yorker Magazine, it became clear that Abu Ghraib was not an ‘isolated incident’ but rather it was a concerted attempt by the U.S. government and the military leadership to bypass and circumvent the Geneva Convention in order to extract intelligence so as to quell the Iraqi resistance.

			Though the whole civilized world was horrified and shocked at what the U.S. government was doing to its prisoners, in violation of all international laws and the Geneva Convention, no high official of the Bush administration was ever demoted, fired or punished. It was obvious that such techniques had to be sanctioned and approved by the highest authorities of the Bush regime.

			Similarly, brutal torture was still being carried out by U.S. interrogators at Guantanamo prison on prisoners picked up randomly from Afghanistan during the war in 2001. Most of the hundreds of prisoners have yet to be charged or tried, some five or more years after their confinement. Some were young boys, as young as 12 or 14 years of age. To avoid being blamed for violating the Geneva Convention on prisoners of war treatment, they are termed “enemy combatants” by the Bush administration.

			Awarding Lucrative Contracts to Cronies

			As per their style, shamelessly huge ‘no bid’ contracts about rebuilding Iraq and building permanent U.S. bases etc. were awarded to the American companies—most of which were major donors to Bush’s electoral campaign or to the Republican party. The contracts ranged from hundreds of millions of dollars to billions. Halliburton, Vice-president Cheney’s former company, and its subsidiary Kellogg, Brown & Root were perhaps the biggest beneficiaries of these contracts.

			Others included Bechtel Group Inc., General electric, Fluor Corp., Parsons Corp., Custer Battles, Dyn Corp., The Washington Group International, and many more.

			As of September 3, 2007, according to www.pushbackcnn.com, the war has cost more than $448.419 billions so far and is rising every day by the minute.

			That amounts to around $93.417 billions a year, $7.784 billions a month, $1.796 billions per week, $255.937 millions a day, $10.664 millions an hour and $177,735 per minute and $2962 per second! And in Afghanistan, they currently spend about $800 million a month or about $18,000 per minute.

			According to Harvard budget expert Linda Bilmes and the Nobel-prize winning Columbia economist Joseph Stiglitz, the final cost to the U.S. could be staggering $2 trillion, 10 times higher than $200 billion originally estimated by White House officials. But they take into account factors such as life-time cost of disability payments and health care to 16,000 injured soldiers, increased recruitment budgets; debt financing of war expenditures and the effects of higher oil prices.

			Final Comments

			The Neocons succeeded in carrying out their agenda through a president who was inexperienced, devoid of much knowledge of history, poorly read, yet arrogant. This president (George Bush) needed Vice-president Dick Cheney to hold his hand when the 9/11 commission interviewed him, so that he didn’t commit any blunders by screwing up his answers!

			Veteran reporter Seymour Hersh in his book, Chain of Command, (Harper Collins Publishers, 2004), asked the most pertinent question:

			How did they do it? How did eight or nine neo-conservatives who believed that a war in Iraq was the answer to international terrorism get their way?… How did they redirect the government and rearrange long standing American priorities and policies with so much ease? How did they overcome the bureaucracy, intimidate the press, mislead the Congress and dominate the military? Is our democracy that fragile?… I have tried in this book to describe some of the mechanisms used by the White House—the stove piping of intelligence, the reliance on Ahmed Chalabi, the refusal to hear dissenting opinions, the difficulty of getting straight talk about military operations gone bad, and the inability—or unwillingness—of the president and his senior aids to distinguish between Muslims who supported terrorism and those who abhorred it.

			Then he concludes, “Many of the failings were in plain sight. The administration’s manipulation and distortion of intelligence about Iraq’s ties to Al Qaeda and its national security threat to the United States was anything but a secret in Washington”… 61 Hersh then mentions that the Republican led Senate Intelligence Committee in its report in July 2004, concludes that the critical mistakes were made not in the White House but at the CIA.

			It was not only Bush and his cronies who lied, twisted, exaggerated, subverted intelligence, and frightened the American people by imagery of “Mushroom Clouds”. The corporate controlled U.S. news media also played a major role in drumming up support for the war, never allowing any or only very few opponents of the war on the airways and always bringing in so called military ‘experts’ who always supported the forthcoming invasion of Iraq.

			The neocons, the Bush regime, the right-wing supporters of the president, the corporate controlled news-media, the war-profiteering corporations, the all-pervasive fear in the minds of the American public after 9/11, along with the rubber-stamp Republican-controlled Senate and Congress with spineless, cowed down Democrats who so easily gave away the authority to wage war to this war-monger president…all these factors contributed to the idea and approval of invading Iraq! After so much propaganda, most Americans believed that Saddam Hussein was connected to the 9/11 attacks, that he had connections with Al Qaeda, and that he had weapons of mass destruction such as chemical and biological weapons and that he was even close to developing nuclear bombs.

			It is interesting to note what John Dean—the man who was made the fall guy and who went to the jail as a result of President Nixon’s Watergate scandal—writes about the Bush-Cheney administration in his book, Worse than Watergate (Little Brown & Company, 2004):

			Never before we have had a pair of rulers— like Bush and Cheney, men whose obsession with control of information and spin is so strong that they are willing to subvert the democratic process for their own short-term personal political gain. Not since Nixon left the White House have we had such political paranoia. When I first began to compare Nixon and Bush, I assumed that their similarities would be superficial. Unfortunately, they are not. 62

			There is no doubt that this dubiously elected president came to power with the clear intention of invading Iraq. He prides himself on being a war president as he mentions it often. Also he has said more than once, “he tried to kill my dad”, referring to Saddam Hussein’s alleged attempt to assassinate George H. W. Bush a few years earlier, after “Desert Storm”, the first Iraq war. In other words, he almost seemed to be seeking revenge. It is also now known that in their first National Security Council meeting on January 30, 2001, they discussed the possibility of a preemptive blitzkrieg against Baghdad. 63

			In March, the Pentagon circulated a document entitled “Foreign Suitors for Iraqi Oil Field Contracts” where the accompanying maps displayed properties of interest to American Corporations and various European governments. A few months later, the Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, the ‘gung-ho’ war-monger, ordered his staff to produce intelligence briefings that would justify an attack on Iraq.

			A few days later, President Bush, at a private dinner told Tony Blair that “When we have dealt with Afghanistan, we must come back to Iraq.” 64

			All these incidents clearly point out the fact that from the moment they assumed power early in 2001, the Bush-Cheney team had one major agenda on the table: to oust Saddam Hussein and his regime and to replace it with a puppet regime, compliant and beholden to the United States.

			John Conyers Jr. (D - Mich) had started the hearings in December, 2005 to prepare grounds for the impeachment of the president. According to his report, sometime in March 2002, President Bush peered into the office of Condoleezza Rice, the then National Security Advisor and said, “Fuck Saddam, We are taking him out.”! 65

			Harper’s magazine editor Lewis H. Lapham, in his article, ‘The Case for Impeachment’, makes some interesting observations. He, in short, says that this administration has misused government funds, has violated the Geneva Convention by holding individuals arbitrarily without trials by designating them as “enemy combatants”, and has subjected them to torture.

			Then he writes further that to commit fraud is a good enough reason to impeach the president. But he argues….after reading (the Conyers’) report, he does not know why “we should run the risk of not impeaching the man.”… Then he points out that…

			“We have before us in the White House a thief who steals the country’s good name and reputation for his private interest and personal use. A liar who seeks to instill in the American people a state of fear…a wastrel who squanders a vast sum of nation’s wealth…in a word, a criminal—known to be armed and shown to be dangerous…”.66 Quite courageous and compelling arguments!

			One may go back to the election (selection) of this man. What kind of a deceptive political system (that we mistakenly call ‘democracy’!) is it which is so controlled by the big corporations and is so highly influenced by the special interest groups that it fraudulently elects a man named George Bush, a mediocre and inexperienced man whose only qualification was his birth in a privileged political dynasty?

			Long before September 11, it was made clear by the Bush administration that the U.S. would no longer be impeded by past alliances or treaties. Just in its first months in office, this regime in Washington downgraded or simply walked away from its commitment to the International Criminal Court, the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, the Kyoto Agreement on Global Warming, and the Biological Weapons Convention. Also the United States has refused to sign the Anti-Land-Mine Treaty. Obvious signs of a rogue state! 67

			The Bush administration claims that it is waging this war to protect Americans and to save American lives. On the contrary, up to September 3, 2007, 3,740 young American soldiers and the lives of many U.S. contractors were lost. Americans around the world are hated and their lives as a result of this war are now in greater danger.

			What kind of a country do we have, that first wages an unnecessary, immoral, and brutal war against a defenseless 3rd grade power, kills anywhere from 100,000 to 150,000 or perhaps many more innocent men, women, and children, and refuses even to keep count of the victim country’s soldiers or civilians killed by its war? “We don’t do body counts”, an arrogant Tommy Franks had declared during the war!

			The Bush-Cheney regime and their cronies in their immoral and un-wise grand design of greater U.S. Empire have plundered hundreds of billions of dollars. In addition, they have brought about unbelievable death, destruction and indescribable misery to thousands of Americans and hundreds of thousands of Iraqi civilians. They have destroyed an unfortunate country and have permanently polluted its environment using depleted radioactive uranium. What worse crimes against humanity are there?

		

	
		
			CHAPTER 16 
Conclusion

			History is richly dotted with the emergence of empires treading their nefarious and deadly path around their immediate neighborhood or around the globe. All of them have ultimately declined and most have collapsed. The Roman Empire was perhaps one of the longest lasting ones. But there were the others too. The Greeks, the Spanish, the Ottomans, the Moguls, the British, (and many others) and the last one was the Russian Empire. They all rose to their glory and finally, with time, declined and disappeared.

			But one empire is perhaps the deadliest of them all. Not only it possesses the enormous power capable of destroying other countries and killing hundreds of thousands or even millions of innocent people, it ruthlessly uses it. This empire is still alive and kicking. It is busy committing terrible crimes of killings, destruction, and bringing unbelievable misery to the poor people of its victim countries. That modern day empire is The United States of America. The most amazing aspect and tragedy of this fact is that except for a small minority of its enlightened people, the vast majority of Americans are totally unaware that they are the citizens of an empire which is treading its path of destruction, crushing many victim countries around the globe. Most of its citizens are unaware that America is an empire! Its propaganda machine has succeeded in keeping the majority of its citizens in darkness. This fact is not obvious to average Americans as these crimes are committed at intervals of 5, 10, 15 or 25 years, the crimes of subversions of democracies, coups, overthrows, assassinations, economic blackmails or sanctions…and, if all else fails, naked invasions and wars.

			Most Americans believe that it is a “free country”. Yet, they do not know or fail to ask why there are more than 2 million people in jail in America? This is the largest number and percentage of people compared to any other country including China. Many of them are blacks and Latinos. A large number of them are rotting there for minor non-violent crimes such as the possession of small quantities of drugs.

			The United States boastfully declares around the world that it is the “leader of the free world”! But then where are the followers of this leader? When one looks at the last 30 years of voting records on the United Nations General Assembly resolutions, one finds that usually the “leader of the free world” has one or two followers such as Israel and Marshall Island who invariably vote with it (due to selfish interests), while the rest of the world, comprising of more than 190 countries, vote the other way! This leader has only one or two followers!

			Most Americans do not realize how spread out the U.S. Empire is. By the time the first Gulf War and the U.S. bombing of Iraq ended in 1991, the United States had established military bases in Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Oman, Qatar, Bahrain and the United Arab Emirates.

			At the end of the bombing of Yugoslavia during the Kosovo war in 1999, the United States established bases in Kosovo, Bosnia, Albania, Croatia, Bulgaria, Hungary and Macedonia.

			When the US bombing of and the war with Afghanistan was over in 2001-2002 (though the war still continues), the United States established bases in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Yemen, Georgia, and Djibouti.1

			As the current war is going on with Iraq, the United States already has established several permanent bases there.

			According to the Defense Department’s annual “Base Structure Report” for the fiscal year of 2003, the Pentagon occupies 702 overseas bases (the current number is now around 737) in about 180 countries. In addition, it has another 6,000 bases in the U.S. and its territories. The Military High Command deploys some 253,288 uniformed personnel to these overseas bases along with an equal number of dependants and Department of Defense civilian officials. In addition it employs 44,446 locally hired foreigners.2

			The United States maintains 120,000 American troops in Europe, 92,000 in East Asia and the Pacific, some 30,000 in North Africa, South Asia, and the Middle East and 15,000 in the Western Hemisphere outside the United States.3

			The Criminal Record

			History has been witness to many nations committing crimes against their own citizens or against the people of other countries. The Spanish conquistadors like Cortéz or Pizzaro in Mexico and Peru respectively; Christopher Columbus in Haiti and other Spaniards in the Americas. Their campaign of murder and oppression against the innocent and helpless American Indians is well documented.

			Millions of Russians have lost their lives to Stalin’s terror, just like millions of Chinese who were killed during Mao Tse-tung’s revolution. Some six million Jews were brutally sent to gas chambers by Hitler and his Nazi followers. Japan was responsible for the deaths of thousands of Chinese in its brutal occupation of Manchuria during the 1930s. Britain has many crimes to its credit against the people of India and its other colonies. Turkey has reportedly killed at least a million Armenians, early in the 20th century. During the1971 Bangladesh War, West Pakistan is reported to have systematically killed hundreds of thousands of Bengalis (the Bangladesh authorities claim 1 to 3 millions killed by Pakistan) while raping according to some reports, 200,000 to 400,000 women. Some 10 million people fled East Pakistan seeking the safety of India in the prelude to war.

			Description of these crimes by other nations, no matter how horrendous, is beyond the scope of this book. Here, we are concerned with the crimes committed by the United States against the people of the world.

			From its independence in 1776 until the recent invasion of Iraq in 2003, counting World War I, World War II, and the Vietnam War as a single intervention, the United States has used its military forces on more than 235 occasions. From 1945 to 2005, the United States has tried to overthrow fifty governments including many democracies. In the same time span, it has attempted to crush thirty popular movements fighting tyrannical regimes. In the course of American history, ten former generals ultimately rose to become US presidents. Several others who became Presidents like Theodore Roosevelt, John Kennedy, and George Bush Sr. were aided in their rise to the presidency due to their war records.4

			If one totals up all the estimated people killed as a result of the United States’ policy of countless wars against the people and the nations around the globe since the early period of America’s beginning till the current second Iraq war, we reach a staggering figure of more than 29 to 30 million people! That means the United States has been responsible for the deaths of more than 29 to 30 million people due to its ruthless policy and brutal wars waged against others since its birth. The actual statistics could be higher or lower by a few percentage points. But, this doesn’t even include the huge number of Africans killed in the slave trade and throughout slavery. In the slave trade and especially in the slavery, the United States played a significant part since its founding in 1776 until President Lincoln abolished it with the Emancipation Proclamation of January 1, 1863. The fact remains that millions of Africans perished or died early deaths as a result of the slave trade and slavery in the New World. By all accounts, 29 to 30 million dead is probably an under estimate. The real number could be much higher. But it is a staggering number anyway. It is seldom mentioned in any newspapers, TV media, or radio news anywhere and never taught in any high school or college textbooks. This figure of course includes the millions of Native Americans who perished during the Indian Wars. It also includes those killed during the occupation of the Philippines, the atomic and fire-bombings of Japan, the Korean War, the Vietnam War, the bombings of Cambodia and Laos, the Iraq wars and the sanctions on Iraq. This doesn’t include hundreds of thousands who lost their lives in Latin America—such as 200,000 killed in Guatemala over 25-30 years—directly as a result of U.S. policies there. Nor does it take into account the millions of ruined lives as a result of serious injuries such as 4 million Vietnamese (according to Vietnamese government figures) who were the victims of terrible effects of the poison Dioxine recklessly sprayed there by the United States during the Vietnam War. Nor accounted for are hundreds of thousands of American soldiers, Iraqi solders, and Iraqi civilians whose lives are ruined as a result of inhaling the depleted uranium dust due to the use of depleted uranium shells by the United States in Iraq wars. If one tabulates the total number of people killed, wounded and sickened by the U.S. wars waged on native Americans and on people of other nations, then the figure skyrockets to more than 40 millions of people who lost their lives and/or whose lives were ruined due to serious injuries or debilitating sicknesses they acquired because of the Agent Orange poisoning (4,000,000 in Vietnam alone as per Vietnamese government figures and reportedly 2.5 millions in Cambodia and Laos); or 210,000 American war veterans suffering debilitating illnesses due to other poisonous chemicals and the depleted uranium dust in ‘Desert Storm’ war in Iraq. Additionally, millions of people have lost their homes, were forced to flee as refugees (more than 2.5 millions have fled Iraq recently), or have lost their livelihood and homes as a result of the American wars; these are other atrocities perpetrated on the poor people of the world as a result of U.S. initiated wars. Of course these are only the approximations or estimates based on historical records. The true figures may never be known. If at all, the real numbers could be higher. But the world is very tolerant and forgetful! These figures are never reported anywhere in the U.S. media! There is no outcry for such crimes heard anywhere around the world. Why? Because most people are not aware of these crimes committed in the past. The majority of them are busy making a living or just living their day-to-day lives.

			It should be noted here that for every individual that is killed, injured or sickened, there are at least 10 to 15 close relatives who plunge into deep grief, anguish and perhaps poverty for rest of their lives. So to how many…400 to 600 millions of people around the world, America… the land of opportunity… the ‘free country’… the ‘democracy’…. has brought so much misery and unhappiness? If these are not crimes against humanity then what else are these? The Americans and the rest of the world need to ponder over this. Especially the Americans really need to think about what crimes their “political leaders” are committing around the world on their name even today. How can anyone with conscience, accept such behavior even if it is their own country or that is where you live or it is an ally of your motherland?

			So this superpower remains on its deadly path, as per its habit, bombing, attacking and invading other nations at certain time periods. Obviously, it should be exposed. If humanity at large becomes aware and aroused, it can stop this empire from treading on such a violent path of war and invasion of weaker nations.

			The United States has assassinated nationalist leaders and has replaced them with brutal dictators in countless countries. These dictators and their regimes, supported and armed by the United States, have ruled their countries with iron fists for many years—in the process, jailing, murdering and disappearing thousands of their opponents. Washington has supplied arms, intelligence, and economic aid to many of these repressive regimes. In most instances, these brutal dictators even came to power with American approval and help. The United States has inspired and has carried out or supported countless coups against many governments. They were replaced by client dictators who have carried out killings of their own civilians. These are all indirect victims of the U.S. policy. If all these numbers—killed indirectly by U.S. policy or by U.S. supplied arms and economic support to the brutal regimes—are added up, then that number would add up to a staggeringly higher number of people killed, maimed, and injured for life. In recent times, in any war, the number of injured is usually many times larger than the number killed. How many lives must have been ruined by these serious and permanent injuries?

			As mentioned above, when one adds up people sickened—whether by the use of Agent Orange in Vietnam or by radiation burns suffered in Hiroshima and Nagasaki, deformed babies in Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, and the hundreds of thousands of Iraqi civilians and American “Desert Storm” veterans who still suffer from terrible sickness resulting from inhaling depleted uranium dust—that total comes to millions of innocent people. How many more Iraqi children in the future will be seriously injured or die when they come across thousands of unexploded cluster bombs that the United States has showered over Iraq?

			Throughout its violent history, instead of supporting people’s movements or nationalist revolutions for peoples’ rights, Washington has supported the wrong side, the side of the ruthless dictators in country after country. Chinag-kai-shek of China, the Shah of Iran, countless dictators in the Latin Americas, Batista of Cuba, Mobutu of Congo, Idi Amin of Uganda, Marcos of the Philippines, Somoza of Nicaragua, the military junta of Argentina and Greece, Pinochet of Chile, Lon Nol of Cambodia, the Diem brothers of South Vietnam, Suharto of Indonesia, Ayub Khan, Zia ul-Haq and Musharaff of Pakistan…the list goes on and on.

			So one might ask what is the real purpose of the U.S. global agenda? Well, the real intentions behind the U.S. global policy is to make the world safer for exploitation by U.S. corporations; to install compliant governments in other countries who do their (America’s) bidding, opening up their markets for American manufactured goods. This agenda includes other countries’ resources and labor for exploitation by U.S. corporate interests and controlling the world’s vital resources (oil and key minerals) for uninterrupted supply to the U.S. for its voracious and unsustainable appetite.

			Here, it is interesting to mention Noam Chomsky’s quote which is so appropriate. Writing in the preface of his 1988 book, The Culture of Terrorism (South End Press), he so brilliantly points out:

			The central and not very surprising conclusion that emerges from the documentary and historical record is that the U.S international and security policy, rooted in the structure of power in the domestic society has its primary goal the preservation of what we call ‘the fifth Freedom’, understood crudely but with a fair degree of accuracy as the freedom to rob, to exploit and to dominate to undertake any course of action to ensure that the existing privilege is protected and advanced. This guiding principle was over-looked when Franklin Delano Roosevelt announced the four freedoms that the U.S and its allies would uphold in the conflict with fascism: freedom of speech, freedom of worship, freedom from want and freedom from fear.

			He then further elaborates that these four freedoms are in subordination to the fifth freedom, the operative principle that accounts mostly for what the U.S does in the world. Then he concludes that “when the four freedoms interfere with the fifth freedom, a regular occurrence, then they are set aside…”

			The Defense Budget

			Though the exaggerated Soviet threat is gone with the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1989, the United States as of 2020, still maintains its ‘defense’ (offense in reality) budget at more than $738 Billion. That amounts to, as per William Blum (Rogue State), more than $35,000 per hour for every hour since the birth of Jesus Christ. NATO, which was built to defend Western Europe from the Soviet threat at the beginning of the cold war, is not only maintained but is being expanded. One wonders, for what purpose?

			The United States itself is sitting on a stockpile of more than 10,000 nuclear weapons in its arsenal and yet it is still carrying on research for a new series of nukes, “the Bunker Buster Bombs”, they call them or the smaller “Usable Nuclear Bombs”. When it serves its purpose, it threatens the weaker or smaller nation who defies its hegemony or bullying with sanctions and surgical strikes or invasions for regime change. In addition, it has the audacity to tell them and others that they cannot develop any nuclear weapons.

			Also, the United States is now working hard to militarize space, which should be free from any weapons systems as specified in the UN charter.

			It is estimated that this year, the United States will spend on its “Defense Budget” a staggering amount that will equal or surpass the total defense spending by the rest of the world combined.5 Why?

			Let us face it. Obviously, these are not the attributes of a diplomatic nation willing to live peacefully within the community of nations, promoting democracy. Rather, these are the characteristics of an arrogant hegemon, an empire intoxicated with its military might and economic strength that is constantly strengthening its military muscle so that it can continue to dominate, exploit, and control other weaker nations around the globe to fulfill its selfish interests at their expense.

			Defying International Treaties

			The current U.S. administration and others in the past think that they are above international law. They seem to believe that they should be exempt from major international treaties while the rest of the world should belong and comply with them! So, the U.S. has either withdrawn from some treaties or has refused to sign others. The Bush administration has withdrawn from the 1972 Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty. It has refused to sign the Kyoto Protocol on Global Warming while 140 other countries have chosen to sign it. The United States has opposed the International Criminal Court, being afraid that some day the U.S officials or army personnel might actually be tried for their crimes. It has rejected the enforcement protocol of the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention and voiced opposition to the 1963 Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. Also, it has rejected or scuttled the ban on the use of land mines, the ban on trade in small arms and the Chemical Warfare Treaty.6 All these actions alone qualifies this superpower to be termed rather a “Rogue Power”. This entire refusal to conform to international treaties is the clear sign of a power that does not believe in international laws when inconvenient.

			U.S. - Israel Nexus

			The trillions of dollars being spent today in the war on Iraq, homeland security, the security of U.S. interests around the globe, the maintenance of thousands of troops in the Middle East and the continuous development and purchase of new weapons of destruction along with significant rise in oil prices; all these staggering sums of money could have been saved and used for the benefit of the American public if the US policy in the Middle East was fair and just. If United States’ politicians had the courage to ask Israel to withdraw to its pre-1967 war borders; if Israel was coaxed to sign a fair peace treaty with its Arab neighbors, even 9/11 could have been avoided if the U.S. pursued a just and fair Middle East policy.

			Unfortunately, Israel is taking the United States down a dangerous path, a path of continuous wars, bloodshed and oppression…a path that could land the whole Middle East and perhaps the entire world in a state of turmoil and catastrophe…

			Today, the misguided U.S. Middle East policy has created, sustained, and increased a thousand fold more terrorists than ever before. The United States is viewed by most people, not only in the Middle East but around the World, as the most dangerous nation, a nation that is to be feared, not admired…

			A culture of belief seems to have been created in the minds of most Americans that what is in Israel’s interests is also in America’s interests. Credit for this misguided notion goes to the mainstream U.S. news media—TV, radio and newspaper magazine —network. But this belief is indoctrinated and simply untrue. U.S. interests in many areas differ from those of Israel. But our foreign policy, especially our Middle East policy, seems to be geared towards serving the interests of Israel, even at the detriment of our own interests! Yet, most of our politicians dare not challenge such policy that is harmful to the long term U.S. interests. Though they know it, they are afraid to say anything against Israel or against Israel’s interests! Our politicians (with few exceptions) are more interested in getting re-elected than serving their country honestly.

			The Biggest Arms Merchant

			The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) said in a March 11, 2019 report that the gap between the United States and the rest of the world widened further in the most recent five-year period of 2014-18, with American exports rising to 36 percent of the global total from 30 percent in the previous period. The US exported arms to at least 98 countries in the last five years. U.S. exports of major arms were 75 percent higher than Russia’s in the 2014–18 period. In a report released in December 2018, SIPRI said arms exports by U.S. companies in 2017 amounted to $222.6 billion, while Russia had $37.7 billion in arms exports for that one year.7

			By selling arms to smaller countries, the United States gains certain control over their military leadership, which it exploits when necessary. On some occasions, two warring countries both buy arms from the United States, like Israel and Jordan and other Arab countries except Syria. Expanded NATO countries are now important U.S customers.

			Thus, by peddling deadly arms around the world, the United States has become the great purveyor of violence around the planet. But does that bother the superpower? Certainly not. It loves the billions of dollars and employment it generates in the United States. It helps keep a decent part of its economy going.

			When oil runs out from the planet, drastic changes and restructuring might be required in the global economy and its working systems. The U.S. economy could be adversely affected then. That could also speed up the end to this empire. How long could it take? The global oil resource is likely to run out in 40 to 50 years according to most experts. The U.S. military-economic juggernaut which is so heavily dependent on this oil today, may run out of steam then. Of course they might invent or find better ways to harness other forms of energy such as alcohol, nuclear energy, solar energy etc. But there is no guarantee that these new sources would be feasible or sufficient to keep the wheels of this empire running. Also, the United States is running a deficit with China as well as with most of the other major countries of the world today. How long could such deficit financing last? It is possible that America then may not simply have the wherewithal to support the current utterly extravagant network of U.S. bases and troops around the world, its monstrous defense budget and the life-style it is accustomed to. Hence, it is quite feasible that by the end of the twenty-first century or even earlier, the U.S. Empire would have collapsed either due to over-extension, by running out of resources, or because of the countless wars that it is addicted to, driving it to bankruptcy. Of course, America as a nation would survive. But by then, hopefully, it will be a nation that would know its limitations. It would be a benign and peaceful nation, a nation with limited power but more wisdom. Then, like an old man who finally realizes that the crimes and violence he committed as a youth was an utter folly never to be repeated again. So…just like the Roman, the Ottoman, the British, the Spanish or the Russian Empires—all former empires but now nations with limited power and perhaps more wisdom—the United States will join their ranks in the next 50 to 75 years…

			But the question is, how can this power get away with committing these crimes for so long? Who can stop it and divert its resources and technological power for the betterment of its own people and for the humanity at large? Well, only the awakened people of the world, especially of America, when joined together can stop it.

			What is of paramount importance to the people of the United States as well as the world is to know both the enormity and the tragedy of such crimes committed against them by the United States, spanning more than two and a quarter centuries. Only when the majority of Americans and people worldwide realize this, will there come a time when they will unite in a global force—united for peace that will prevent this and any other nation from committing such crimes against humanity in the future. Today, this world of ours does not need a superpower which is intoxicated with its military might bent on the domination of weaker nations, and in the process committing crimes against humanity.

			America has lot of positive sides too. Though corrupted by its corporate domination and morally corrupt politicians, its political democracy is still one of the best, its institutions are excellent and its people are straight forward, friendly and benevolent. But the corporations and the special interest groups have hijacked this old democracy…. without the knowledge of the American people.

			If the United States really wants to be a nation that is loved rather than hated and feared around the world; that is admired rather than condemned by the people around the globe; that is an example of a true democracy worth emulating rather than being a bully and an empire, then the United States must do the following:

			
					1)	Stop interfering in other nations’ internal affairs.

					2)	Wind up all the military bases around the globe and bring back all the U.S. soldiers home.

					3)	Stop the exploitation of many poorer and weaker nations under the guise of globalization.

					4)	Start treating every nation as an equal partner in trade and commerce.

					5)	Force Israel to vacate all the territories illegally acquired and occupied since the 1967 war with the Arabs and to sign a fair peace treaty with its Arab neighbors.

					6)	Let the Palestinians have their own country and let all the Palestinians who were driven out, return to Palestine.

					7)	Stop selling and supplying arms around the world and encourage other arms supplier to do the same. Also stop selling or supplying arms to Israel or to any other country.

					8)	Stop all aid to Israel until it vacates all the Arab lands it still occupies since the 1967 Arab-Israeli war. Use that money to help Americans who are needy.

					9)	Reduce the unnecessary defense budget by 70% or more and use the billions of dollars thus saved for education, healthcare and other needs of millions of Americans who have so little.

					10)	Stop purchasing newer weapons of war and use that money towards better education of our children.

					11)	Stop private, corporate, PAC and Special Interest Group contributions to the presidential candidates and start the public financing of the presidential, Senatorial and Congressional races. Also the presidential debates should be government financed and must include all the candidates with certain minimum reasonable qualifications.

					12)	Start a Universal Healthcare System in this country similar to that of Canada or the European countries or synthesize the best features of all these countries’ healthcare systems to formulate our own.

					13)	Stop the exploitation of poor countries by American corporations abroad by applying rigid codes of conduct for the multinationals.

					14)	Stop militarizing space.

					15)	Join all the international treaties such as The Kyoto Protocol on Global Warming, The Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty, The International Criminal Court, and Ban on The Land Mine Treaty, the Biological Weapons Convention, and the Ban on Trade in Small Arms and the Chemical Warfare Treaty and others.

					16)	Start negotiations with all the nuclear powers and formulate a definite time table for dismantling of all the nuclear weapons from the face of the earth. Do the same for eliminating chemical and biological weapons from this planet.

					17)	Work with all the major industrial nations to formulate a policy combating global warming.

					18)	Give citizenship or permanent resident status to all the illegal immigrants who are already in the United States working for little wages. Treat them as equal citizens.

					19)	Stop sales and import of cars and SUVs in this country which give, on the average, less than 35 miles per gallon. Increase this minimum mileage to 40 miles per gallon in 5 years. Also expand or establish in every major U.S. city a mass transit system for the people to commute.

					20)	Create a department of “Alternate Sources of Energy” which initiates a crash program of research and development to find other sustainable and clean sources of energy to reduce our dependence on oil and coal.

					21)	Establish a government financed television and radio network nationally where every issue of public concern is discussed freely by experts of varying view points so that the American public is educated in the critical issues that affect their lives.

					22)	Create a Department of Peace in the government and create a cabinet level post of the secretary of peace and justice who will constantly be working for peace and justice around the world.

					23)	Have every high school in America teach the subject of non-violence, peace and justice from grade eight onwards. Every student must pass in this subject.

					24)	Pass the legislation in the U.S. Congress which stipulates that no president can take this country to war with another nation by bombing, by invasions or by any other means without the majority approval by the American people, the Senate and the Congress.

					25)	Start paying the U.N. dues fairly and in a timely fashion. Stop manipulating it and start treating it with the respect that it deserves.

					26)	In case of any dispute anywhere in the world, let the United Nations handle it free of any pressure from any power.

					27)	Eliminate the monopoly of permanent veto holding powers of only five nations or increase the number of veto holders to ten or more to encompass every continent and to have fair representation of all humanity.

					28)	In short, work with the rest of the humanity towards a beautiful world which is peaceful, free from wars and exploitation, environmentally clean, free of nuclear weapons… a world that is beautiful and that our great grand children can enjoy and be proud of us for the kind of world we left them......

			

			If the United States did pursue these lofty ideals, then it surely will be a beacon of light for rest of the humanity to follow. America certainly has the capacity to be that nation….that ‘indispensable nation’ who can lead the humanity to “the heaven on earth”….peacefully living with each other like a civilized society, everyone in every country progressing to their potential, helping each other while protecting the environment. But will the future American leaders have the sagacity and foresight to grab the opportunity to change this country from a ‘Wicked Empire’ to an ‘indispensable nation’, a leader nation for human kind? Only time will tell.......

		

	
		
			Final Comments

			As intended, the worldwide control of humanity’s economic, political, and social activities is under the helm of U.S corporate and military power. Underlying this process are various strategies of direct and indirect military interventions. These strategies are designed to win and maintain global subordination. US strategists, over the years and especially since 9/11/2001, in an attempt to justify their military interventions in different parts of the world, conceptualized the greatest fraud in US history, namely “The Global War on Terrorism”. Under this fabricated pretext, the US carries out global war against all those who oppose US hegemony. If naked aggression is not possible, economic war against these countries is carried out to force their submission.

			This truth was formulated with brutal candor as far back as 1948, at the beginning of the cold war, by the historian and the US diplomat George Kennan: the US has “50 percent of the world’s wealth but only 6.5 percent of its population. In this situation, our real job in the coming period…is to maintain this position of disparity. To do so, we have to dispense with all sentimentality…we should cease thinking about human rights, the raising of living standards and democratization.” The same mind-set pervades today in the minds of the power elites in Washington DC.

			Basically, major elements of the conquest and world domination strategy by the US are designed to gain and maintain control of the global economy and its financial markets and to take over natural resources—namely oil and other rare metals. This is achieved through the activities of its multinational corporations. The US has established its control (military, economic, or both) over most of the world’s governments. This conquest, occupation, and/or otherwise supervision of these various regions of the world is supported by an integrated network of military bases and installations covering the entire planet. All this is achieved by the workings of this extensive empire. Amazingly, most Americans are unaware of these facts.

			There is another aspect to the U.S. war machine. In the early 1970s, the United States, in collaboration with the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia created the petro-dollar which forced all foreign nations to make their payment for oil purchases in the U.S. dollar. The benefactor of this system were the American financial institutions as well as the American corporations; which means U.S. economy. The constant pressure to keep this system intact and going foments a culture of regime change by U.S. wars on other nations through economic sanctions and if this fails, then by military means or vice versa. The idea is to keep the U.S. dollar as the dominant world currency by any means. Any nation that challenges this set-up and tries to bypass the U.S. dollar and trades in other currency becomes a victim of U.S. aggression by military or economic means. Recent examples are Iraq and Libya which were decimated by the American military. Iran is the current example facing ruthless U.S. economic sanctions.

			No wonder, as reported by Nick Turse in TomDispatch (January 15, 2019), the US has 95% of the world’s foreign military bases with personnel in more than 160 countries and all 7 continents, while countries like France, Russia, and the UK have perhaps 10-20 foreign outposts each. China and India have just one each. Put another way, the US has a military presence of some sort in approximately 84% of the nations of the world.

			The United States is suffering from arrogance of power. Around the world, it acts like an outlaw country, violating many international treaties and the United Nation’s charter; and it is getting away with it. Over the years, the US has either refused to sign, not ratified, or withdrawn from as many as 46 international treaties. Why does the United States have military bases in so many countries of the world wasting hundreds of billions of dollars while close to 40 million of its own people live below poverty line?

			As evidenced and exposed by this book, the United States’ foreign policy has been extremely harmful to the rest of the world. 

			What is amazing is that after each immoral war on another small country, after having killed scores of people and having destroyed that poor small nation, there is business as usual in the United States. No American president and his cabinet who were responsible for their crimes are punished. On the contrary, some of them get reelected as president like George W. Bush did in 2004. Some of them make millions of dollars writing their memoirs and going on speaking tours.

			Henry Kissinger, the former US Secretary of State, and later National Security Advisor to President Nixon, was greatly responsible along with Nixon for prolonging the Vietnam War; as a result, hundreds of thousands more Vietnamese and some 22,000 more American troops were killed. Yet, after his retirement from politics, he made millions of dollars writing books and going on a lecture circuit. “People with Money” reports that in 2018-19, Kissinger was the highest paid politician in the world pulling in several millions of dollars between November 2018 and November 2019.

			Often, our political leaders of either party, once elected, get intoxicated with the power of the presidency and America’s military might and want to look ‘strong’ to the American public. So by any excuse or pretext they undertake invasion, bombing, sabotage, or coups—and if that fails, then brutal economic sanctions—in small vulnerable countries where a little diplomacy would have worked. These politicians in power know that they can brazenly commit crimes on other countries because, after retirement, they will get away with it and live happily ever after with millions of dollars in their pockets. 

			On the mainstream news-media, you never hear the discussion of, analysis of, or criticism of these past wars carried out by our ‘leaders’ which brought so much death, destruction, and misery to poor people of the victim countries, not to mention the hundreds of billions or trillions of US tax-payers’ dollars squandered foolishly on these misadventures. No real experts or critics are interviewed on TV to analyze or criticize these wars and invasions. The great experts and critics of US foreign policy, Noam Chomsky, Chris Hedges, or Ralph Nader are never interviewed on mainstream news media because they know that they will tear apart US foreign policy of wars and invasions of other countries. Mind you, we are spending trillions of dollars on these wars while millions of Americans--11.8 percent--live below poverty line. Poverty rate for blacks is around 21%.

			The estimated US military spending is $989 billion or close to 1 trillion dollars covering the period from October 1, 2019 through September 30, 2020. After Social Security, military spending is the second largest item in the federal budget. The United States spends more on defense than the next nine countries combined. All this staggering amount is spent on defense while there is no enemy like the Soviet Union anymore! All this while 13 million U.S. children—one in six—don’t know where their next meal is coming from or if it will come. 

			Then there is the question of NATO, the Western Military Alliance. NATO was created during the cold war to counter the Soviet threat. But ever since 1989, after the collapse of the Soviet Union, that threat is gone. If current Russia starts an invasion of a small European country today—which it won’t—the United States and Western European countries can easily counter that by giving a clear warning to Russia to stop or they all can join that victim country in its defense. Russia knows that, so it will not undertake such adventure. So there is no reason for the existence of NATO today. The real reason behind NATO today is to dominate the world which should be unacceptable to Russia, China, and India, I am sure. Another reason for NATO’s existence is to facilitate billions of dollars’ worth of arm sales to NATO countries. It is about money and dominance.

			One should note that America is the biggest producer and seller of arms—killing weapons—in the world and keeps producing more and more sophisticated killing machines for its own use on other people.

			Ever since its birth in 1776, America has been involved in countless killings around the world. Invasions, wars, sabotage, coups, assassinations and overthrows have been the policy of this country. From the exploitation of Africa, coups, assassinations, overthrows, and invasions in Latin America, to wars and invasions in the Middle East, no country has been immune to the US’ criminal hands. Since World War II, the US has destroyed more than fifty democratic governments or movements. Unfortunately, most Americans and the people of the world except educated academicians and progressives, are unaware of this. As the United States is so powerful, no other nation can stop this global hegemon. Only the people of America can stop their nation from being such a violent nation, but most of them are unaware of the history. So America’s lawless behavior around the world goes on unabated. 

			A most recent example of this is George W. Bush’s war with Iraq and Afghanistan. This immoral and unnecessary war will cost this country more than $5 trillion. It has killed, by some estimates, a million innocent Iraqi people and has devastated the country. It also killed more than 4400 young Americans. Yet, what did the US achieve by this war? All this carnage for controlling Iraq’s oil! Mind you, 72% of Americans supported this immoral war! The whole war was based on blatant lies!

			Even today, after 17 years, we are still entangled in the Afghanistan war despite the cost of many lives and billions of dollars.

			After the disastrous Iraq war, George Bush wrote a book and made millions of dollars. Also after his criminal presidency, he went on speaking tours around the country charging $100,000 or more getting richer and richer. Rather than belonging to a jail cell, he is enjoying his life playing golf. In a just and moral world, the whole Bush cabinet—Dick Cheney and others—should have been tried and sentenced to prison for a long time. But this is not a just world. Americans and the majority of the world forget these crimes. The US continues to manufacture newer and more sophisticated weapons to kill people and dominate the world.

			Only the United States has used the most deadly weapon ever produced: the atom bomb. Under inexperienced President Harry Truman’s leadership—despite urging by countless well-known figures—the United States dropped its 1st atomic bomb on the civilian population of Hiroshima, Japan on August 6th, 1945 and a 2nd bomb three days later on August 9, 1945 on Nagasaki. These cities had little military significance; they were mainly populated with innocent civilians. The bombs were used to have a maximum psychological impact on Japan’s people and its military. In total, 95% of the combined casualties of both the cities were civilians. Despite the lies by the Truman government, the real reason behind this monstrous act was that the U.S. wanted to demonstrate its newly acquired deadly weapon to the world in order to gain political and diplomatic advantage over the Soviet Union in the postwar settlement in both Europe and Asia.

			Depending on which report you believe, about 250,000 Japanese civilians were killed as a result, a heinous crime. Mind you, Japan would have surrendered anyway in a short time. It was only asking to spare the life and title of its emperor who was like God to the Japanese. But Truman refused and used this deadly weapon on civilians anyway.

			Ever since that day, America has been warning every non-nuclear country—with which it has problems—with the threat of nuclear attack. Which decent and peace loving country does that?

			Recently, at President Donald Trump’s order, a top Iranian general, Qasem Solemeini—the number 2 man in Iran—along with high Iraqi military officers totaling ten people were assassinated by a US drone-fired missile. This is an act of war. Only gangsters and criminals assassinate other people. That is not the characteristic of a civilized nation. America has carried out such murders in the past. With this, no leader of another country is safe from America’s assassination policy. As recently quoted in Noam Chomsky in Truthout, “In the eyes of much of the world, in fact, the prime rogue state today is the United States” (Harvard professor of the science of government and government advisor Samuel Huntington; President of the American Political Science Association Robert Jervis. Foreign Affairs, 2001). No wonder, Dr. Martin Luther King Jr., more than 50 years ago called the government of the United States “the greatest purveyor of violence in the world today”. It is still very true.

			Gallup runs regular polls of international opinions. In 2013, for the first time it asked which country is the greatest threat to world peace. The US won. No other country even came close. Far behind in 2nd place was Pakistan. Iran, the greatest threat to world peace in US opinion, was scarcely mentioned.

			America does have many good attributes such as tremendous technical innovations, technological progress, freedom to do business, other freedoms for its citizens guaranteed by “The Bill of Rights” in the first ten amendments of its constitution etc. But this book is not about that. This book is about its dark and violent history of foreign interventions.

			As you can see from the details of this book and this summary, the United States’ policy for more than 200 years, but especially since World War II, has been nothing but domination by violence and by interfering in the internal affairs of so many other countries around the world. Like Britain before, they have messed up the world and hundreds of millions of people globally are suffering as a result. Who can stop this hegemon? Only we, the American people, can. Or with the passage of time, like all other empires of history, this violent empire too will fade away due to overstretch.

			According to Transcend Media Service, the U.S. has killed 20 to 30 million people since World War II. Adding to that the millions killed by the U.S. since 1776 and other casualties—number of injured is always much higher than the numbers killed in any war--how many millions have been injured, many permanently, over so many of the US’ immoral wars? The numbers are staggering. What should we call such a record of this superpower? I will leave that for the reader to judge. 

		

	
		
			Notes – Chapter 1

			The Genocide of American Indians

			1.	Zinn Howard, People’s History of the United States, New York, Harper Perennial, 1980, pp.11-13

			2.	On the First Colorado and its participation, see O.J. Hollister, Boldly They Road: a History of the First Colorado Regiment of Volunteers (Lakewood, Co; Golden Press, 1965 reprint of 1873 Original).

			3.	Quoted in Hoig, Sand Creek Massacre, Op. Cit. pp. 142, 147

			4.	U.S. Dept. of War, Sand Creek Massacre, Op. Cit. p. 138

			5.	Hoig, Sand Creek Massacre, Op. Cit. p.151

			6.	U.S. Senate, The Chivington Massacre, Op. Cit. pp. 95-6

			7.	The Chivington Massacre, Op. Cit., pp 57

			8.	The Chivington Massacre, Op. Cit., p. 42. Also see Sand Creek Massacre, “U.S. House of Representative”, “Massacre of the Cheyenne Indians”, Op. Cit., “The War of Rebellion”, Op. Cit. and Hoig, Sand Creek Massacre, Op. Cit. pp. 177-92

			9.	William A. Starna, The Pequots in the Early Seventeenth Century, in Laurence M. Hamptman and James D. Where, eds. The Pequots in Southern New England: The Fall and Rise of an American Indian Nation (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1990) pp. 45-6

			10.	On the Pontiac, see, Howard Henry Peckham, Pontiac and the Indian Uprising (New York: Russell and Russell, 1970)

			11.	Stearn and Stearn, The Effects of Smallpox, Op. Cit., p. 49, Also see John Duffy, “Smallpox and the Indians in the American Colonies”, Bulletin of the History of Medicine, No. 25, 1951

			12.	Stearn and Stearn, The Effects of Smallpox, Op. Cit. p. 49

			13.	Steele, Warpaths, Op. Cit., p. 142. Also see James Axtell, “The Scholastic Philosophy of the Wilderness”, in “The Scholastic Philosophy of the Wilderness”, in The European and the Indian, Op. Cit. p. 143

			14.	Quoted in John Teblel and Keith Jennison, The American Indian Wars (New York, Harper and Row, 1960) p. 124

			15.	Ibid., p. 124

			16.	Tebbel and Jennison, American Indian Wars, Op. Cit. p. 125. Also see the early chapters of Wallace, “The Death and Rebirth of the Senecas”, Op. Cit. David E. Stannard, American Holocaust, Oxford University Press, 1992, Op. Cit. p. 121

			17.	Perry, Op. Cit., Frank E. Stevens, The black Hawk War: including a review of Black Hawk’s Life (Chicago: Aldine 1903); Edward J.

			Nichols Zack Taylor’s Little Army (Garden City, NJ: Doubleday, 1963)

			18.	Full story of the campaign is in Miriam Gurko’s Indian America: The Black Hawk War (New York;, Crowell, 1970)

			19.	Axelrod, Chronicle, Op. Cit., p. 151

			20. Richard Slotkim, Regeneration Through Violence: The Mythology of the American Frontier, 1600-1860 (Middletown, Conan, Wesleyan University Press, 1973) p. 565

			21.	Churchill Ward, A Little Matter of Genocide, Holocaust and Denial in the America’s, 1492 to the present (San Francisco, City Lights Books, 1997) p. 250

			22.	Ibid, p. 42 Dobyns, in April, 1988 delivered a public lecture where he said that his continuing research had led him to conclude that the hemispheric estimate should be revised upward of 145 million. However, the basis for his conclusion remains unpublished.

			23.	Russell Thornton, American Indian Holocaust and Survival: A Population History Since 1492 (Norman: A University of Oklahoma Press, 1987) pp xxii, 242. The Higher end of the range is expressed in his, “American Indian Historical Demography, A Review Essay with suggestions to the Future” American Indian Culture and Research Journal, No. 3, 1979

			24.	See, e.g., Kirkpatrick Sale, The Conquest of Paradise: Christopher Columbus and The Columbian Legacy (New York; Alfred A. Knopf, 1990) p. 316

		

	
		
			Notes - Chapter 2

			The Slavery of the Africans

			1.	Franklin John Hope & Moss Alfred A. Jr., From Slavery to Freedom, p. 33

			2.	Ibid, p. 35

			3.	Blackburn Robin, The Making of New World Slavery, pp. 384, 398

			4.	Davidson Basil, The African Slave Trade, pp. 68, 75

			5.	Franklin John Hope & Moss Alfred A. Jr., From Slavery to Freedom, p. 37. Also see Blackburn Robin, The Making of New World Slavery, pp. 392-3

			6.	Franklin John Hope & Moss Alfred A. Jr., From Slavery to Freedom, p. 41

			7.	Ibid, p. 41

			8.	Ibid, p. 58

			9.	Ibid, p. 61

			10.	Ibid, p. 116

			11.	Ibid, p. 124

			12.	Ibid, pp. 124-5

			13.	Ibid, pp. 130-1

			14.	Ibid, p. 141

			15.	Ibid, p. 153

			16.	Ibid, p. 169

		

	
		
			Notes - Chapter 3

			Annexing half of Mexico

			1.	Frasier Donald, editor, “The United States and Mexico at War, Nineteenth-Century Expansionism and conflict, New York, Simon & Schuster and Prentice Hall International, 1998, p. 85

			2.	Meyer Michael C. & Sherman William L., “The Course of Mexican History,” 3rd edition, New York, Oxford University Press, 1987, pp. 335-36

			3.	Ibid pp. 336-37

			4.	Ibid p. 340

			5.	Ibid pp. 340-42

			6.	Price Glenn W. “Origins of the War with Mexico”, The Polk-Stock-ton Intrigue, Austin, Texas, University of Texas Press, 1967, p. vii

			7.	Durfour Charles L., “The Mexican War”, A Compact History 1846-1848, New York, Hawthorne Books, Inc. Publishers, 1968, pp. 51-2

			8.	Meyer Michael C. & Sherman William L., The Curse of Mexican History, p. 346

			9.	Durfour Charles L., The Mexican War, p. 134

			10.	Meyer Michael C. & Sherman William L., The Course of Mexican History, pp. 346-49

			11.	Ibid pp. 350-51

			12.	Ibid pp. 352-53

		

	
		
			Notes - Chapter 4

			The Stolen Kingdom

			1	Dougherty M., To steal a Kingdom, pp. 15, 22, 32

			2	Mellen K.D., An Island Kingdom Passes, pp. 2, 3

			3	ibid, pp. 14, 17

			4	ibid, pp. 174, 175

			5	Dougherty M., To Steal a Kingdom, p. 165. Also see, Mellen K.D., An Island Kingdom Passes, pp. 252, 253

			6	Harrison B. to James Blaine, pp. 173-174

			7	Dougherty M., To Steal A Kingdom, pp. 166, 167

			8	Kuy Kendall R. S., The Hawaiian Kingdom, pp. 584, 585. Also see, Dougherty M., To Steal A Kingdom, pp. 261, 262

			9	Mellen K.D., An Island Kingdom Passes, pp. 263, 264

			10	ibid, pp. 265 to 268

			11	Liliuokalani, Hawaii’s Story, pp. 368 to 371

			12	ibid, p. 372

			13	Mellen K.D. An Island Kingdom Passes, pp. 288 to 292

		

	
		
			Notes - Chapter 5

			The Spanish - American War and Philippine Quagmire

			1.	Zinn Howard, “A peoples History of The United States”, 1492-Presendt, Revised & updated Edition, New York, Harper Perennial, 1995, pg. 291, 92, 93

			2.	ibid, pg. 295-96

			3.	ibid, p. 299 Also, see Hoyt Edwin, America’s Wars: & Military Encounters from Colonial Times to the Present, New York, Da Capo Press, Inc. 1987, p. 286

			4.	Tebbel John, America’s Great Patriotic War with Spain, “Mixed Motives, Lies and Racism in Cuba and the Philippines, 1898-1915, 1st Edition, Manchester Center, Vermont, Marshall Jones Company Publishers, 1996, p. 116

			5.	ibid, p. 157

			6.	ibid, p. 182

			7.	ibid, p. 215

			8.	ibid, pg. 247, 48

			9.	ibid, p. 253

			10.	ibid, pg. 274 to 284

			11.	ibid, pg. 321-22

			12.	ibid, pg. 323-24

			13.	O’Toole G.J.A., “The Spanish War”, An American Epic 1898, New York, W.W. Norton & Co., Inc. 1984, p. 389

				Please also see, Tebbel John, ibid, p. 343, 45

			14.	O’Toole, ibid, p. 391

			15.	Tebbel John, ibid, p. 363, 64

			16.	Zinn Howard, ibid, pg. 307, 08, 09

			17.	O’Toole G.J.A., ibid, p. 391-92

				Also see, Tebbel John, ibid, pg. 365, 66, 67

			18.	Tebbel John, ibid, pg. 367, 68

			19.	O’Toole, G.J.A., ibid, p. 392

			Also see, Tebbel John, pg, 376 to 378

			20.	Tebbel John, ibid, pg. 399, 400, 405

			21.	Tebbel John, pg. 408, 09, 10

			22.	Hoyt Edwin P. ibid, p. 304 Also see, O’Toole G.J.A., p. 395

		

	
		
			Notes - Chapter 6

			The Atomic Bombing of Japan

			1.	Griffith Robert, “Harry S. Truman and The Burden of Modernity”, p. 296

			2.	Stimson Diary, March 13, 1944

			3.	Stimson Diary, March 2, 1945, Memorandum for the secretary of War, from Harrison, May 1, 1945, File 3 sub-series II, Roll 4, Top Secret Files, Med, M1109, NA

			4.	Notes of the Interim Committee Meeting, May 31, 1945, pp. 13-14, File 100, Roll 8, H-B Files, MII08, NA

			5.	Ibid, p.14

			6.	Stimson Diary, June 6, 1945

			7.	The New York Times, April 17, 1945, p. 1

			8.	FRUS, Pots I, p. 44; U.S. Department of Defense “The Entry of the Soviet Union Into the War Against Japan”, Washington, D.C., U.S. Government printing office, 1955, p.74

			9.	Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, from HLS, May 30, 1945, “Japan (After Dec 7/41), “Box 8, Stimson Safe file, Entry 74A, RG 107, NA

			10.	Memorandum for the Secretary of War, from GCM, June 9, 1945, “ABC 337 (11 Jan. 45) sec. 1-A,” Entry 421, RG 165, NA

			11.	Alperovitz Gar, The Decision To Use The Atomic Bomb, and the Architecture of an American Myth, Alfred A. Knopf, New York, 1995, p. 33

			12.	“Answer to Japan”, Booklet, pp 22-23, Box 2, Lilly Papers, JCS Historical Section, RG 218, NA

			13.	FRUS, Pots II, pp. 36-37 on Churchill’s July 18 approach to Truman, see Ehrman, Grand Strategy, pp. 302-03

			14.	Skates, The Invasion of Japan, p. 239.

			15.	Ibid, p. 238

			16.	Alperovitz Gap, The Decision to Use the Atomic bomb, p. 300

			17.	Allen Dulles, The Secret Surrender, (New York, 1966) pp. 255-56

			18.	FRUS (U.S. State Dept. Foreign Relations of the United States Series), 1945, Vol. VI, p. 488

			19.	FRUS, 1944, Vol V, p. 1184

			20.	FRUS, 1945, Vol. VI, p. 477

			21.	Ibid

			22.	FRUS, 1945, Vol. VI, pp. 479-80

			23.	FRUS, Pots, II [U.S. State Dept., Foreign Relations of the United States: Conference of Berlin (Potsdam), Vol. II], pp. 1589-90

			24.	USSBS, Japan’s Struggle to End the War, p. 7; also see Butow, Japan’s Decision to Surrender, pp. 117-20

			25.	MAGIC, No. 1204, July 12, 1945, RB (record group) 457, NA

			26.	MAGIC, No. 1205, July 13, 1945, RG 457, NA

			27.	MAGIC, No. 1207, July 15, 1945, RG 457, NA

			28.	Vidal Gore, speaking to Amy Goodman on Democracy now, KPFK, Feb, 2005

			29.	Truman Interview with Jonathan Daniels, November 12, 1949, “Research notes used in connection with writing, The Man of Independence, p. 67, Part I, Notes on Interviews, Daniels Papers, HSTL (Harry S. Truman Library)

			30.	Jonathan Daniels, The Man of Independence, (Port Washington, NY, 1971), p. 266

			31.	FRUS, Pots II, p. 1360

			32.	Stimson Diary, July 16, 1945

			33.	Stimson Diary, July 18, 1945

			34.	FRUS, Pots II, pp. 1360-61

			35.	Rhodes, The Making of the Atomic Bomb, p. 688

			36.	FRUS, Pots II, xxiii

			37.	FRUS, Pots II, p. 251

			38.	Messer Robert, The End of an Alliance, p. 214

			39.	Truman, Year of Decisions, p. 416

			40.	Zacharias Ellis, Secret Missions, pp. 420-21

			41.	FRUS, Pots I, p. 201

			42.	FRUS, Pots I, pp. 226-27

			43.	Forrestal, The Forrestal Diaries, Millis, ed., pp. 78-79, Unpublished Forrestal Diary, April 25, 1947

			44.	HLS (Henry L. Stimson, Secretary of War), “The Conduct of the War with Japan”, July 16, 1945, “Stimson, Henry L.”, Box: III, Pre-Presidential Papers, DDEL (Dwight D. Eisenhower Library, Abilene, KS

			45.	Dwight D. Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe, (Garden City, NY, 1948), p. 443

			46.	The Press Conference of Lt. Gen. Barney Giles, Maj. Gen. LeMay and Brig. Gen. Emmett O’Donnell, Sept. 20, 1945, 8.76, Box 50, Murray Green Collection, SAFAL (U.S. Air Force Academy Library) Colorado Springs, Co.

			47.	“What the President Saw: A nation Coming into its Own”, Time, July 29, 1985, p. 48. Former President Richard Nixon recalled in a long interview in 1985 on the fortieth anniversary of Hiroshima bombing

			48.	Esker interview with Hugh N. Ahmann, Feb. 10-11, 1975, p. 551, U.S. Oral History Program, AFHRA (Air Force Historical Research Agency) Maxwell Air Force Base, AL.

			49.	The New York Times, Sept. 22, 1945, p. 3

			50.	A Petition to the President of the United States, July 17, 1945, File 76, Roll 6, H-B Files, M1108, NA ‘(National Archives, Washington D.C.)

			51.	Ringquist interview with Henry H. Adams, no date cited in Henry Adams, Witness to Power: The Life of Fleet Admiral William D. Leahy (Annapolis, MD, 1985) p. 299

			52.	“Einstein Deplores Use of Atom Bomb”, The New York Times, August 19, 1946, p. 1

			53.	FRUS, 1945, Vol. Vii, pp. 957-74

			54.	The New York Times, August 9, 1945, p. 1

			55.	Wallace, The Price of Vision, ed Blum, p. 474

			56.	Magic No. 1233, Aug. 10, 1945, RG 457, NA Preprinted in Butow, Japan’s Decision to surrender, p. 244

			57.	George H. Gallup, The Gallup Poll, Public Opinion, 1935-1971, Vol. I; 1938-1943 (New York, 1972) pp. 521-22

			58.	Truman, Truman Speaks, p. 67

			59.	DOD, Entry, p. 79; DOD, Top Secret Entry, see V, pp. 22-23

			60.	Alperovitz Gar, The Decision to Use The Atomic Bomb, pp. 527-18

			61.	Public Papers of the Presidents: Harry S. Truman, 1945, p. 197

			62.	Public Papers of the Presidents: Harry S. Truman, 1945, p. 212

			63.	Truman, Truman Speaks, p. 73

			64.	Ibid

			65.	Seldon Kyoko & Mark, The Atomic Bomb, Voices from Hiroshima & Nagasaki, p. xxi. Also see Alperovitz Gar, The Decision to Use the Atomic Bomb, for underlying reasons.

			66.	Feis, Herbet, Japan Subdued, pp. 178-79

			67.	The Pacific War Research Society, The Day Man Lost: Hiroshima, 6 Aug. 1945, pp. 223, 228

			68.	Ibid, p. 236

			69.	Ibid, pp. 236-37

			70.	Ibid, p. 237

			71.	Thomas Gordon & Witts Max Morgan, Ruin from the Air, The Enola Gay’s Atomic Mission to Hiroshima, pp. 323-324

			72.	Seldon Kyoko & Mark, The Atomic Bomb, Voices From Hiroshima and Nagasaki, pp. xxi, xxii

			73.	Guillain Robert, I Saw Tokyo Burning: an eyewitness Narrative From Pearl Harbor to Hiroshima, pp. 241-42

			74.	Akizuki Tatswichiro, Nagasaki 1945, pp. 20, 21, 22

			75.	Chinoock Frank W. Nagasaki: The Forgotten Bomb, pp. 108, 109

			76.	Ibid, p. 89, 90

			77.	Ibid, p. 92

			78.	Akizuki Tatsuichiro, Nagasaki: 1945, pp. 52, 53

			79.	Ibid, p. 53

			80.	The Pacific War Research Society, The Day Man Lost, Hiroshima, ap. 98-102

			81.	Ibid, p. 102

			82.	Kerr, Bartlett E., Flames Over Tokyo: The U.S. Army Air Forces’ Incendiary Campaign against Japan, 1944-1945, pp. 202, 203

			83.	The Pacific Research Society, The Day Man Lost Hiroshima, p. 102

			84.	Ibid, p. 102. Also see, Guillain Robert, I Saw Tokyo Burning, p. 187

			85.	Guillain Robert, I saw Tokyo Burning, p. 188

			86.	The Pacific War Research Society, The Day Man Lost Hiroshima, p. 102

			87.	Kerr Batlett E., Flames Over Tokyo, pp. 254, 281, 337, 338

			88.	Ibid, p. 293

			89.	Hoyt Edwin P., America’s Wars & Military Encounters from Colonial Times to the present, pp.406, 407

		

	
		
			Notes - Chapter 7

			The Korean Disaster

			1.	Goulden Joseph C., Korea: The Untold Story of the War, Times Book, New York, N.Y. 1982, p. XV

			2.	Diplomatic Papers, “The Conferences of Malta and Yalta”, 1945 (Washington D.C.: Dept. of State, 1955), p.770

			3.	See Walter Mills Ed, The Forrestal Diaries (New York: Viking, Press 1951), P. 46 Stalin’s remarks as quoted by Harriman do not appear in minutes of this meeting taken by Charles Bohlen (Conferences on Malta and Yalta, p. 770).

			4.	Memorandum to acting secretary of state Joseph C. Grew, May 15, 1945; in United States, State Department, Foreign Relations of the Unite States, The Conference of Berlin, 1945 (Washington D.C. 1960): 14 (Hereafter designated Postdam Papers)

			5.	Cummings Bruce, The Origin of the Korean War, Liberation and the Emergence of Separate Regimes, 1945-1947, Princeton University Press, Princeton, N.J., 1981, p. 120

			6.	See Stalin’s Correspondence with Churchill, Atlee, Roosevelt and Truman, 1941-1945 (New York, E.P. Dutton & Co., 1958) Originally Published in Moscow by the USSR ministry of Foreign Affairs), pp. 261-266

			7.	Cable to the Secretary of State, November 12, 1945, in State Department, FRUS (1945), 6: 1, 121-1, 122

			8.	Cable to Secretary of State, January 25, 1946; in FRUS (1946), 8:619

			9.	Cummings Bruce, The Origin of the Korean War, p. 240

			10.	Ibid, p. 240 or see 97th MG Company, “Unit History”

			11.	Ibid, p. 264

			12.	Ibid, p. 427

			13.	Langdon to the Secretary of State, August 23, 1946, in FRUS (1946), 8: 726-729

			14.	See, G-2 “Weekly Report”, No. 9, November 4-11, 1945

			15.	Cummings Bruce, The Origin of the Korean War, p. 403

			16.	Ibid, p. 437

			17.	Appleman Roy E., Disaster in Korea: The Chinese Confront MacArthur, Texas A & M University Press, College Station, 1989, pp 8-11

			18.	Ibid, pp 386, 387

			19.	George Alexander Lensen, The Strange Neutrality: Soviet-Japanese Relations during the Second World War, 1941-1945 (Tallahassee, FL, Diplomatic Press, 1972) p. 156

			20.	Cummings Bruce, The Origins of the Korean War: Liberation and the Emergence of Separate Regimes, 1945-1947, Princeton University Press, Princeton, N.J. 1981, p. 385

			21.	Hoyt P. Edwin, American Wars: and Military Encounters from Colonial Times to the Present, DA Capo Press, Inc., 1987, p. 432

			22.	Ibid, p. 440

			23.	Lt. Col. Appleman Roy E., Disaster in Korea: The Chinese Confront MacArthur, Texas A & M University Press, College Station, 1989, p. 11, 12 Also see, Appleman, South to the Naktong: North to the Yalu, p. 751

			24.	Lt. Col. Appleman Roy E. Disaster In Korea, (Ibid), p. 22

			25.	Hoyt Edwin P. America’s Wars, p. 446

			26.	Lackie Robert, Conflict: The History of the Korean War, 1950-1953, G.P. Putnam’s Sons, New York, 1962, p. 387

			27.	Paige Glenn D., The Korean Decision: June 24-30, 1950, The Free Press, New York, 1968, p. 4

			28.	Hoyt Edwin P., The Day The Chinese Attacked: Korea 1950, McGraw-Hill Publishing Company, New York, 1990, p. 217

			29.	Leckie Robert, Conflict: The History of the Korean War, 1950-1953, G.P. Putnam’s Sons, New York, 1962, p. 387

			30.	Hanley, Choe and Mendoza, The Bridge at No Gun Ri: A Hidden Nightmare From The Korean War, 1st Edition, Henry Holt & Company, New York, 2001, p. 57

			31.	Cummings Bruce, The Origins of the Korean War, p. 390

			32.	Hanley, Choe and Mendoza, The Bridge at No Gun Ri, p. 75

			33.	Ibid, p. 98

			34.	Ibid, pp. 121-145

			35.	Ibid, pp. 163, 164, 175-177

			36.	Ibid, pp. 150-152

			37.	Endicott Stephen & Hagerman Edward, The United States and Biological Warfare, Indiana University Press, Bloomington & Indianapolis, 1998, pp. 188, 189

			38.	Conversation with Stephen Endicott, 25 March 1996 in Beijing

			39.	Enclosure in Escot Reid, Memorandum for the Minister, 15 May 1952, File: 50208-40 pt. 2, vol. 5919, RG 25, NAC. Also see the U.S. & Biological Warfare, p. 190-191

		

	
		
			Notes – Chapter 8

			Meddlingin - Iran, Congo, Indonesia and E. Timor

			1.	Kinzer Stephen, All The Shah’s Men, p. 41, 42

			2.	Ibid, p. 45

			3.	Ibid, p. 50

			4.	Ibid, p. 51

			5.	Azimi Fakhreddin, The Reconciliation of Politics and Ethics, Nationalism and Democracy: an overview of the Political career of Dr. Musaddiq, In Bill, James A., and Louis, William Roger (eds.), Mussadiq: Iranian Nationalism and Oil (London I.B. Tauris, 1988), p. 50

			6.	Farmanfarmanian Manucher and Farmanfarmanian Roxane, Blood and Oil: Inside the Shah’s Iran (New York, Modern Library), 1999

			7.	Acheson Dean, Present at the creation: My years at the State Department (New York: Norton, 1969), p. 504

			8.	Wibbar Donal N. Adventures in the Middle East: Excursions and Incursions, Princeton, N.J. Darwin, 1986, pp. 188-89

			9.	Kinzer Stephen, All The Shah’s Men, pp. 162, 63

			10.	Roosevelt Kermit, Countercoup, pp. 147-49

			11.	Nejati, Jonbeshe, pp. 363-64, Nejati, who interviewed most of the officers involved in the abortive coup of August 15, gives a detailed account of event. Also see, Elm Mustafa, Oil, Power and Principle, pp. 302, 303

			12.	Bekhtare-Emruz, August 16, 1953

			13.	Gasiorowski, The 1953 coup, p. 274

			14.	Roosevelt, Countercoup, p. 180

			15.	RG218, CC5092 Iran (4-23-48) Sec. 9, Arthur W. Radford, Chairman, Joint Chief of Staff to General Ridgeway, and Admiral Carney, August 19, 1953.

			16.	Nejati, Jonbeshe, pp. 409, 418, Lapping, End of Empire, p. 221

			17.	Ibid, pp. 409, 418

			18.	Kinder, All The Shah’s Men, p. 182

			19.	Nejati, Jonbeshe, pp. 407-29. Here is the account of Nejati’s interview with most of the officers involved on both sides of the coup.

			20.	Though the real amount may never be known, Mostafa Elm in his well documented book, Oil, Power and Principle, arrives at the sum of $7 Million p. 308

			21.	Kinzer Stephen, All The Shahs Men, p. 201

			22.	Roosevelt Kermit, Countercoup, pp. 208, 209, 210

			23.	Ludo De Witte, The Assassination of Lumumba, Verso, London, 2001, p. xxii. Also see, A. Gizenga, declaration of 15 May 1961, in J. Cenlemans, A. Gizenga, p. 19

			24.	Rajeshwar Dayal, Mission for Hammerskjold, Princeton University Press Princeton, N.J. 1976, pp. 15, 16

			25.	Ibid, p. 16

			26.	Ludo De Witte, The Assassination of Lumumba, pp. 1, 2, 3

			27.	Rajeshwar Dayal, Mission for Hammerskjold, p. 296

			28.	Dulles 22 July 1960, quoted by M. Kalb, The Congo Cables, p. 29, Eisenhower, 18 August 1960, according to the testimonies of Vice-minister Dillon and National Security Council Staff member Johnson, in ibid, pp. 53-5, Devlin and Kalb, in ibid pp. 190, 207

			29.	Quoted in Saint Petersburg Times, Oct. 12, 1975

			30.	Editors Ellen Ray, William Schaap, Karl Van Meter, Louis Wolf, Dirty Work 2, The CIA in Africa, Lyle Stuart, Inc, Secaucus, N.J. 1979, p. 15

			31.	Ibid, p. 184

			32.	A. Dulles, message of 26 August, 1960 and Bissell, in M. Kalb, The Congo Cables,l pp. 64-6, Timberlake’s telegram of 17 and 19 August 1960, in ibid, pp. 52, 61

			33.	Ibid, p. 68

			34.	Stephen Weissman, Dirty Work-2, Chapter-The CIA and U.S. Policy in Zaire and Angola, p. 186, also see, Weismann, American Foreign Policy in the Congo, 1960-1964, Ithaca, N.Y. Cornell University Press, 1974, pp. 88-98

			35.	“Analytical Chronology”, p. 30

			36.	Senate Select Committee, Assassination Plots, p17. Also see, Weismann, Ch-The CIA and U.S. Policy in Zaire and Angola, Dirty Work-2, p. 186

			37.	Ludo De Witte, The Assassination of Lumumba, pp. 31, 32

			38.	Ibid, p. 24, 25. Also see, Telegrams from Marliere to Loos of 17 and 28 September 1960, unnumbered and message 60826 from Loos to Marliere, 27 September 1960. All messages are in the foreign ministry archives.

			39.	UNOC, “Summary of events leading to the arrest of Mr. Patrice Lumumba at Mweka in Kasai Province on December 2 1960”, United Nations archives; telegram from Dayal to “H” of 1 December 1960, B-1561, United Nations Archives.

			40.	“H” Statement of 15 February, 1961, Press Release, SG/1008

			41.	Ellen Ray, William Se Haap, Karl Van Meter, Louis Wolf, Dirty Work-2, The CIA in Africa, p. 187

			42.	Document Verchieure, in J. Brassinne, “Enquete”, Vol. III, annexes 31.1, G. Weber, in ibid, Vol. IV, testimony 21.1

			43.	On the journey to the place of execution, see J. Brassine, “Enquete”, Vol. II, p. 326, on the prisoner’s arrival, preparations for the execution and a sketch of the execution spot, see ibid, Vol. II, pp. 337ff and ibid, Vol. IV, F. Verscheure’s testimony 38.1

			44.	G. Soete’s testimony, in the documentary of B. Govaerts and K. Schoetens on Patrice Lumumba (VRT. Canvas, 21 and 28 October 1999), and G. Soete’s interview in Humo, 5 October 1999. Also see, Ludo De Witte, The assassination of Lumumba, pp. 140, 141

			45.	Ellen Ray, William Schaap, Karl Van Mater and Honis Wolf, editors, Dirty Work-2 article CIA said to have Aided Plotters Who Overthrew Nkrumah in Ghana, by Seymour Hersch, p. 159, 160

			46.	Ibid, p. 161

			47.	The voice of Vinekananda was published by the Indian Community of Indonesia in 1963. Also see, Jones Howards Palfrey, Indonesia, The Possible Dream, pp. 10, 61

			48.	Ibid, pp. 372, 373

			49.	Ibid, pp. 373, 374

			50.	Chomsky Noam, Year 501, The Conquest Continues, pp. 122, 123

			51.	McGehee, Nation, April 11, 1981. Also, news from Asia Watch, June 21, 1990

			52.	Ibid, Rusk Cited by Kolko

			53.	Brands H.W., “The Limits of Manipulation: How the United States Didn’t Topple Sukarno”, J. of American History Dec. 1989

			54.	Chomsky, Year-501, pp. 124, 125

			55.	Confronting McNamara and Congressional Report cited in Wolpin, Military Aid, 8, 128, McNamara to Johnson, Brands, op. cit. ch. 7-3

			56.	Robert Marten, US news & World Report June 6, 1966, Time, July 15, 1966. Also see, Chomsky, Year-501, p. 128

			57.	Chomsky, Year-501, p. 131

			58.	Ibid, p. 131. Also see, Kadane, San Francisco Examiner, May 20, 1990. The Washington Post, May 21, Associated Press, May 21, Guardian (London), May 22, Boston Globe, May 23, 1990. One exception to the general dismissal was the New Yorker, “Talk of the Town”, July 2, 1990.

			59.	Green Marshall, Indonesia, Crisis and Transformation 1965-1968, p. 154

			60.	Chomsky, Year-501, pp. 132, 133

			61.	John G. Taylor, Indonesia’s Forgotten War – The Hidden History of East Timor, Zed, 1991, p. 1

			62.	Taylor 1991, p.12

			63.	Taylor 1991, p.26-27

			64.	Constancio Pinto and Mathew Jardin, East Timor’s Unfinished Struggle, p.18. Also see, James Dunn, East Timor, p. 3

			65.	Los Angeles Times, December 7, 1975

			66.	Jack Anderson, Another Slaughter, San Francisco Chronicle, November 9, 1979, p. 61

			67.	Julie Southwood and Patrick Flanagan, Indonesia: Law, Propaganda and Terror, London, Zed, 1983, p. 22, 23

			68.	James Dunn, East Timor, pp. 244, 246

			69.	Pinto and Jardine, East Timor’s Unfinished Struggle, p. 22 Also see, Chomsky, Year-501, p. 136

			70.	Pinto and Jardine, p. 246

			71.	James Dunn, East Timor, p. 379

			72.	John Pilger, Freedom Next Time, pp. 20-33

		

	
		
			Notes-Chapter- 9

			Assassinations, Coups and Interventions - Latin America

			1.	Chomsky Noam, Latin America, From Colonization to Globalization, Ocean Press, New York, 1999, p.40

			2.	For a review of this period, see Richard Millet, Guardians of the Dynasty: A History of the U.S. created Guardia Nacionale de Nicaragua and the Somoza family (Mary Knoll, NY, Orbis Books, 1977) and Thomas W. Walker, Nicaragua The Land of Sandino (Boulder, CO: Westview Press 1986) pp. 15-19.

			3.	Foreign Relations of the United States, 1911 (House Document, 62nd Cong. 1st sess. (Washington, 1918), pp. 661-662

			4.	Foreign Relations, 1912, 1032, 1043. Also see Edwin Lieuwen, U.S. Policy in Latin America (New York: Praeger, 1965), pp. 44-46, and Walker, Nicaragua, pp. 18-19.

			5.	Thomas A. Bailey, Interest in a Nicaraguan Canal, 1903-1931, Hispanic American Historical Review 16 (Fall 1936), pp. 2-28.

			6.	James W. Gantenbein ed., The Evolution of our Latin American Policy: A Documentary Record (New York: Columbia University Press, 1950), p. 626; Also see William Kammen, A Search for Stability: United States Diplomacy Toward Nicaragua, 1925-1933 (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1968).

			7.	Neil Macaulay, The Sandino Affair (Chicago: Guadrangle Books, 1967), pp. 48-

			8.	The Committee of Santa Fe, “A New Inter-American Policy for the Eighties” (Washington: Council on Inter-American Security, May 1980).

			9.	Mollineu Harold, U.S. Policy Toward Nicaragua from Regionalism to Globalism, Boulder, Colorado, Westview Press, 1990.

			10.	Dixon Marlene, Editor, ONTRIAL, Reagan’s War against Nicaragua, testimony of the Permanent Peoples’ Tribunal, Synthesis Publications, San Francisco, 1985.

			11.	Ibid, pp. 210, 211.

			12.	Ibid, p. 211.

			13.	Ibid, pp. 213, 214.

			14.	Ibid, p. 214

			15.	Ibid, p. 221.

			16.	Ibid, p.230, 233.

			17.	Chomsky Noam, Latin America, From Colonization to Globalization, Ocean Press, New York, 1999, pp. 56, 57.

			18.	Molineau Harold, U.S. Policy toward Latin America from Regionalism to Globalism, Westview Press, Boulder, CO, 1990, p. 57.

			19.	May Stacy & Plaza Galo, The United Fruit Company in Latin America (National Planning Association, Washington, 1958).

			20.	Immerman, The CIA in Guatemala, pp.49-50

			21.	Quoted in Susanne Jonas, “Guatemala: Land of Eternal Struggle, “Also in New York Times, March 16, 1951, p.17: Christian Science Monitor, March 13, 1951, p. 9.

			22.	Jonas, “Guatemala, 159

			23.	Schlesinger and Kinzer, Bitter Fruit, pp.76-65. Also see Melville Thomas and Marjorie, Guatemala, The Politics of Land Ownership (New York, Free Press, 1971), pp.61-65. Also see Jonas, “Guatemala”, p. 160.

			24.	Immerman, CIA in Guatemala, p.89-90.

			25.	New York Times, May 18, 20, 26, 1954.

			26.	Schlesinger and Kinzer, Bitter Fruit, p.185.

			27.	Ernesto (Che) Guevara was present there that week in Guatemala City, as an Argentine doctor. He later fled to Mexico and teamed up with Fidel Castro to lead the revolution in Cuba. See Andrew Sinclair, Che Guevara (New York, Viking, 1970),p.10.

			28.	Chomsky Noam, Year 501, The Conquest Continues, South End Press, Boston. 1993, pp. 172-173

			29.	John Bartlow Martin, Overtaken by Events, The Dominican Crisis from the Fall of Trujillo to Civil War (New York, 1966), p. 22.

			30.	Foreign Relations of the United States, 1912 (House Document), 62nd Cong. 2nd Sess. (Washington, 1919), p. 366. Foreign Relations of the United States, 1913 (House Document), 62nd Cong. 2nd sess. (Washington, 1920), pp.425, 449. Also see Richard Barnet Intervention and Revolution (The Word Publishing Co, New York, 1968) pp. 153, 154.

			31.	Senate, Alleged Assassination Plots, p.192.

			32.	Ibid, pp. 211, 213-215.

			33.	Harold Molineu, U.S. Policy toward Latin America, pp. 79, 80, 81., Also see Jerome Slater Intervention and Negotiation: The United States and the Dominican revolution (New York: Harper & Row, 1970).

			34.	New York times, May 2-9, 1965.

			35.	U.S. Department of State, Bulletin 52 (May 17, 1965), pp. 746,747: and Bulletin 52 (May 24, 1965), p. 822.

			36.	U.S. Department of State, Bulletin 52 (June 28, 1965), p.1046

			37.	Stater, Intervention and Negotiation, pp.73,75.

			38.	Harold Molineu, U.S. Policy toward Latin America! pp.44, 45.

			39.	Larry Rohter, “America’s Blind Eye”, New York Times Magazine, May 29, 1988 25 ff.

			40.	Quoted, along with the statement by Secretary of State Schultz, in The New York Times, January 17, 1988, p.3 E.

			41.	Richard Millett, “Looking beyond Noriega”, Foreign Policy 17 (summer 1988), pp. 46-63

			42.	As Quoted in The New York Times, April 24, 1988, p.3E. Also see, The New York Times, April 6, 1988, p. 6.

			43.	As quoted in “Amateur Hour”, Newsweek, October 16, 1989, p. 26.

			44.	Harold Molineu, U.S. Policy toward Latin America, pp. 248, 249. Also see, Iwan Musicant, The Banana Wars, p. 417.

			45.	As quoted by Noam Chomsky, Year 501, The Conquest Continues, p.197

			46.	Ibid, p.197.

			47.	Ibid p.198,

			48.	Ibid, pp. 200, 201, 202.

			49.	Schmidt, The United States Occupation of Haiti, pp.64-81. Also, see Mary A. Renda, Taking Haiti, p. 10.

			50.	Noam Chomsky, Year 501, pp.202, 203.

			51.	Amy Wilenz, Rainy Season, p. 275.

			52.	Lee Hockstader, WP Weekly, Feb. 10, WP-MG, Feb. 16, 1992.

			53.	Coha Press release, Jan. 10, Feb. 25, 1992. Barbara Crosette. New York Times, Feb. 26; French, NYT. Feb. 27, June 21, James Slavin, NCR, Aug. 14, 1992

			54.	Paul E. Sigmund, The Overthrow of Allende and the Politics of Chile, 1964-1976 (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1977).

			55.	Ibid, pp. 88-90.

			56.	Harold Molineu, U.S. Policy toward Latin America, p. 178.

			57.	James Petra and Morris Morley, The United States and Chile, pp. 10-12.

			58.	Quoted by Roger Morris, Uncertain Greatness (New York: Harper & Row, 1977), p.241.

			59.	Senate Select Committee on Intelligence Activities, Alleged Assassination Plots Involving Foreign Leaders (Interim Report), 94th cong., 1st sess. (Washington, 1975), p.229

			60.	Christopher Hitchens, The Trial of Henry Kissinger, Verso, London, 2001, pp. 55, 56

			61.	Senate Select Committee, Alleged Assassination Plots, p.231

			62.	Ibid, pp. 244-246. Also see Colby and Forbath, ‘Honorable Men’, p. 304.

			63.	Christopher Hitchens, The Trial of Henry Kissinger, pp.62-65

			64.	As reported in The New York Times, September 14, 1970, p.59.

			65.	Sigmund, The Overthrow of Allende, pp.174, 175,190

			66.	Ibid, pp.236-240

			67.	Nathaniel Davis, The Last Two Years of Salvador Allende (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1985)

			68.	New York Times, February 16, 1987, p. 4; and the Associated Press, June 25, 1989. Also see, Martin Disking and Kenneth Sharpe, The Impact of U.S. Policy in El Salvador, 1979-1985 (Berkley, University of California, Institute for International Studies, 1986).

			69.	Haig, Caviat, pp.118, 122.

			70.	Raymond Bonner, Weakness and Deceit: U.S. Policy in El Salvador (New York Times Book Co, 1984). Also see, Cynthia Arnson, El Salvador: A Revolution Confronts the United States (Washington Institute For Policy Studies, 1982).

			71.	Newsweek, May 23, 1988, p.32; Charles Lone, The War That Will Not End, New Republic, October 16, 1989, p.23.

			72.	Reported in New York Times, May 5, 1984, p. 8; and May 13, 1984, p.10E.

			73.	Report of the National Bipartisan Commission on Central America (Washington: Government Printing office, January 1984).

			74.	James Dunkerly, Rebellion in the Veins: Political Struggle in Bolivia, 1952-1982 (London, Verso editions, 1984).

			75.	Ibid, p. 58. Also see Cole Blasier, The U.S. and the Revolution, in James M. Malloy and Richard S. Thorn, Eds, Beyond the Revolution, Bolivia Since 1952 (Pittsburgh University Press, 1971), pp. 53-109.

			76.	Cole Blasier, The Hovering Giant: U.S. Response to Revolutionary Change in Latin America, 1910-1985 (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1985), p.136.

			77.	William H. Brill, Theories of Military Intervention and the Bolivian Case, in Paul Sigmund Ed, Models of Political Change in Latin America (New York: Praeger, 1970), pp. 56-60.

			78.	For more background on Brazil’s policies see Peter Flynn, Brazil: A political Analysis (London, Earnest Benn, 1978).

			79.	Skidmore, Politics in Brazil, 1930-1964: An experiment in Democracy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1967). Albert Fishlow, Flying Down to Rio: Perspectives on U.S.-Brazil Relations, Foreign Affairs, 1964 (New York: Harper & Row, 1965), pp. 201-207

			80.	Phyllis R. Parker, Brazil and the Quiet Intervention, 1964 (Austin, University of Texas Press, 1981) p. 173.

			81.	Quoted in New York Times, April 4, 1964, p. 1.

			82.	Seabury and McDougall, Eds; The Grenada Papers. Also see, Anthony Payne, Paul Sutton and Tony Thorndike, Grenada, Revolution and Invasion (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1984).

			83.	See Bishop’s interview with Barbara Crossette in New York Times, August 7, 1983, p. 1, 6.

			84.	See Patrick Tyler, Washington Post, October 30, 1983, p. A 14.

			85.	See the transcript in New York Times, October 28, 1983, p. 5.

			86.	Jane Mayer “Contract Sport: What did the vice-president Do for Halliburton?” New Yorker, Feb. 16 & 23, 2004, p. 83

			87.	For more details on jackals and other types of hit men, see P.W. Singer, Corporate Warriors: The Rise of the Privatized Military Industry (Ithaca, NY and London: Cornell University Press, 2003). James R. Davis, Fortune’s Warriors: Private Armies and the New World Order (Vancouver and Toronto: Douglass and McIntyre, 2000): Felix I. Rodriguez and John Weisman, Shadow Warrior: The CIA Hero of 100 Unknown Battles (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1989).

			88.	John Perkins, Confessions of an Economic Hit Man, pp. 142, 143. For extensive details on SIL, see Gerard Colby and Charlotte Dennet, Thy Will be Done, The Conquest of the Amazon; Nelson Rockefeller and Evangelism in the Age of Oil (New York: Harper-Collins, 1995); Joe Kane, Savages (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1995).

			89.	John D. Martz, Politics and Petroleum in Ecuador (New Brunswick and Oxford: Transaction Books, 1987), p. 272.

			90.	Gerard Colby and Charlotte Dennet: Thy Will Be Done, The Conquest of the Amazon: Nelson Rockefeller and Evangelism in the age of oil (New York, Harper Collins, 1995), p. 813.

			91.	John D. Martz, Politics and Petroleum in Ecuador, p. 303.

			92.	Ibid, pp. 331, 400. Also see, John Perkins, Confessions of an Economic Hit Man, pp. 156, 157.

			93.	See David McCullough, The Path Between the Seas: The Creation of the Panama Canal 1870-1914 (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1999), William Friar, Portrait of the Panama Canal: From Construction to the twenty-first Century (New York: Graphic Arts Publishing Company, 1999).

			94.	Graham Green, Getting to Know the General (New York: Pocket Books, 1984), p.11. Also see, John Perkins, Confessions of an Economic Hit Man, p. 158, 159.

			95.	Ibid, pp.159, 160.

		

	
		
			Notes - Chapter 10

			Bay of Pigs Fiasco and Subsequent Assaults on Cuba

			1.	Wriston Henry, a Historical Perspective, in John Plank, ed., Cuba and the United States (Washington: The Brookings Institution, 1967), p. 29.

			2.	Eisenhower Milton S., The Wine is Bitter: The United States and Latin America (New York: Doubleday, 1963).

			3.	U.S. Department of State, Cuba (White Paper)), Inter-American Series 66 (Washington, 1961), and Bulletin 41 (November 16, 1959), pp. 715-718

			4.	U. S. Department of State, “U.S. Reaffirms Principles of Monroe Doctrine,” Bulletin 43 (August 1, 1960), pp.170-171

			5.	U.S. Department of State, Bulletin 43 (July 25, 1960), pp.139-140 Department of State, Cuba (White Paper), Inter – American Series 66 (Washington, 1961), and Bulletin 41 (Nov. 16, 1959), pp.715-718

			6.	Ted Szulc, Fidel: A Critical Portrait (New York: William Morrow, 1986), pp.514-523; and Peter Wyden, Bay of Pigs, (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1981), pp. 19, 24-25

			7.	The Best sources for an account of the invasion are: Wyden, The Bay of Pigs; Szulc and Meyer, The Cuban Invasion

			8.	Molineu Harold, U.S. Policy toward Latin America, Boulder, Colorado, West View Press, 1990, pp.72-74

			9.	Quoted by Theodore Sorensen, Kennedy, (New York, Harper and Row 1965), p.309

			10.	Szulc, Fidel, pp. 496-507

			11.	Senate Assassination Plots Report, p.72

			12.	David Wise and Thomas B. Rose, The Espionage establishment (New York: Random House, 1970) p.130

			13.	Jack Anderson, “Merry-Go-Round,” San Francisco Chronicle, January 4, 1978.

			14.	Senate Assassination Plots Report, pp.79-80.

			15.	Ibid, p.80.

			16.	Roy Norton, The CIA’S Worldwide Kill Squads-Saga, June 1970.

			17.	Jay Mallin, “The Call to Arms That Never Came,” Miami Herald Sunday Magazine, March 10, 1974.

			18.	Interview of Gerry Patrick Hemming, Miami, November 28, 1973 by authors Warren Hinckle and William W. Turner. Also see, Mallin and Andrew St. George, “The Untold Story Behind the Bay of Pigs Disaster’” Parade, April 12, 1964

			19.	Tad Szulc, “Cuba on our Mind, “Esquire, February 1974.

			20.	Warren Hinckle & William W. Turner, Deadly Secrets, The CIA-Mafia War Against Castro and the Assassination of JFK, pp. 113, 114, 115.

			21.	Senate Assassination Plots Report, p. 141

			22.	Philip Agee, Inside the Company: CIA Diary (London: Penguin Books, 1975), pp. 123, 168, 196.

			23.	The Times (London), The New York Times and El Tiempo, September 25, 1961.

			24.	Fletcher Knebel, “Washington in Crisis”, Look, December 18, 1962.

			25.	Haynes Johnson, The Bay of Pigs (New York: Norton, 1964), pp. 261-62

			26.	Ibid

			27.	The New York Times, August 27 and 30, 1962.

			28.	Warren Hinckle and William Turner, Deadly Secrets, pp. 155-56, as per their interviews of “Pepe”, a former gunner’s mate on Rex, Miami, December 3, 1973.

			29.	Ibid, p. 160

			30.	Cuba, the U.S. & Russia 1960-63 (New York: Facts on File, 1964), p. 107

			31.	Ibid, pp. 126-27

			32.	Life, April 12, 1963.

			33.	Information supplied by the Cuban government to the authors Hinckle and Turner, Deadly Secrets, as reported by them in the book. Pp. 194-95.

			34.	Hinckle and Turner, Deadly Secrets, p. 349 as per their interview of participants in the China Lake Project, Ridgecrest, California, September 27, 1975.

			35.	Newsday, January 6, 1977

			36.	Richard Russell, “Three Witnesses,” New Times, June 24, 1977. Also see, Jack Anderson, “Merry-go-Round”, San Francisco Chronicle, January 20, 1977.

			37.	Hinckle and Turner, Deadly Secrets, pp. 349-360, as per their interview of Gerry Patrick Hemming.

			38.	Ron Ridenour, Backfire: The CIA’s Biggest Burn, (Havana: Jose Marti Publishing House 1991), pp. 60-61. Mena recounted his contact with CIA when he surfaced in 1987 as a double agent actually working for the Cuban security service.

			39.	Hinckle and Turner, Deadly Secrets, p. 417

			40.	Ibid, pp. 417-419.

			41.	Daniel James, Edited by, The Complete Bolivian Diaries of Che Guevara, p. 14.12.

			42.	Ibid, p.12.

			43.	Hinckle and Turner, Deadly Secrets, pp. 370-371.

		

	
		
			Notes - Chapter 11

			School of the Assassins

			1.	Hars Shoultz, National Security and the United States Policy toward Latin America, 1987, pp. 179-80

			2.	Robert Holden H., “The Real Diplomacy of Violence”: United States Military Power in Central America, 1950-1990, International History Review 15 (2); 1993 p. 29

			3.	Leslie Gill, The School of the Americas, (2004), pp. 63, 64 Also see Holden, 1993

			4.	Ibid, p. 78

			5.	Hugh O’Shaughnessy, Pinochet: The Politics of Torture, New York, New York University Press, 2000

			6.	Leslie Gill, The School of the Americas, 2004, pp. 6, 113

			7.	SOA Watch, Washington D.C., see the SOA graduate database. Also see National Security Archive, Gellman Library, George Washington University, Washington D.C.

			8.	Human Rights Watch, 1994.

			9.	See SOA Watch’s list of notorious graduates at www.soawatch. org

			10.	Human Rights Watch, 2001, 81

		

	
		
			Notes - Chapter 12

			Devastation of Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos

			1.	Department of State Bulletin, February 13, 1950, p. 244

			2.	For the full text of all three of the signed armistice agreements, see Robert F. Randle, Geneva 1954: The Settlement of Indo Chinese War (Princeton University Press, 1969) pp. 572-607

			3.	For defying & depressing Bao Dai, see Scigliano, South Vietnam, p. 207. On the election procedure, see Donal Lancaster, The Emancipation of French Indo-China (Oxford University Press, 1961), p. 398. On election fraud, see Bernard Fall, The Two Vietnams: A Political and Military Analysis (Praeger, 1964), p. 257. Lancaster, Emancipation of French Indo-China, p. 399

			4.	See Cable from Dubrow to Secretary of State, Feb 7, 1961. Also Dulles lobbied India’s Nehru, so India’s Chairman of ICC agreed along with Canadian support to an interpretation in support of that totally.

			5.	About the Mansfield report, see New York Times, February 25, 1963, p. 1; U.S. Congress, Senate, committee on Foreign Relations: Vietnam and Southeast Asia, Report of Senator Mike Mansfield, Senator J. Caleb Boggs, Senator Claiborne Pell and Senator Benjamin Smith, 88th Cong., 1st Sess. (U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963) especially pp. iii, iv, 8-9

			6.	See Robert Hilsman, Jr., To Move a Nation, p. 518. Also, see Also, Pham Van Tuy, Coup de’tat of November 1, pp.50-52, 58-59. For different Speculation concerning Felt’s visit with Diem, see Mecklin, Mission in Tarmact, p. 251

			7.	For more details, about Minh’s orders to pick up the brothers, see pp (gravel), 2:269. The Analyst in the Pentagon Papers states that most accounts place blame for the murders on Geneal Mai Hun Xuan (ibid, p. 269). For other assessments, see He Tu Hung, Bon Tuong Dalat (The Four Dalat Generals), (Saigon: Dong Nai, 1971), pp. 74-76, 89

			8.	See George McT. Kalvin, Intervention: How America Became Involved in Vietnam, Anchor Books Garden City, NY, 1987 p. 197. That U.S. Support was crucial for the success of the coup became obvious in presentations in seminars at Cornell University by Khanh, Don and Dinh.

			9.	This quote is from cable from department of state to American Embassy, Saigon, April 28, 1964. Increased figures are in pp (gravel), 3:72 cable from Sate to American Embassy, Saigon, July 21, 1964; Figure for aid is in Peter Grosse, Crisis in Vietnam: How it developed, New York Times, September 4, 1964

			10.	See revealing cable from dept. of state for Ambassador Taylor, Sept, 12, 1964. Also see also Rusk’s cable of August 3, 1964, to Taylor Acknowledging that he believed the North Vietnamese attack of the day before was “directly related to their effort to resist” these OPLAN 34-A activities. On air strikes, see NMCC operational survey; Corrigendum, August 6, 1964

			11.	For a detailed account of the Gulf of Tonkin episode and the controversy surrounding it, see Anthony Austin, The President’s War (Lippincott, 1971); Also, see Joseph C. Golden, Truth is the First Casualty (Rand McNally, 1969); and Eugene Windchy, Tonkin Gulf (Doubleday, 1971). Also for some details, see Robert McNamara, In Retrospect: the Tragedy & Lessons of Vietnam, (Random House, 1995), pp. 129 to 143

			12.	For figures, See JCS Study Group Report, July 14, 1965; PP (Gravel) 4:295; 3:706. For U.S. Troops Number in Vietnam at this time, see memorandum for the President from McGeorge Bundy, “The History of Recommendations for increased U.S. Forces in Vietnam”, July 26, 1965.

			13.	By 1962, President Kennedy had authorized Napalm’s use, see Michael Krepon, Blanket Coverage: Two Case Studies of Area Weapons in Indochina, in The World Military Order, Ed. Mary Kaldor and Asbjorn Eide (Praeger, 1979), p. 54

			14.	For these figures see Robert McNamara, In Retrospect: The Tragedy and Lessons of Vietnam, (Random House, 1995), p. 321

			15.	For more details, see Christopher Hitchens, The Trial of Henry Kissinger, (Verso, London, 2001) p. 41

			16.	Edwin P. Hoyt, America’s Wars: and Military Encounters from Colonial Times to the Present, (Da Capo Press, Inc. 1987) New York, p. 475

			17.	The War Museum, Ho Chi Minh city, Vietnam. Also, Link T.V., Ch 9415, Documentary “Aftermath, the Remnants of 6:30 A.M.”, September 21, 2005.

			18.	Michael Bilton and Kevin Sim, Four Hours in My Lai, pp. 98, 99

			19.	Ibid, pp. 113, 129, 130

			20.	Ibid, pp. 120, 121

			21.	Ibid, pp. 121-123

			22.	Vietnamese reports at the time reported about five hundred deaths. The Son My Memorial at My Lai lists 504 names. See Tim O’Brien, “The Vietnam in Me,” New York Times Magazine, ‘2 October 1994, 54i peers, Reports, pp. 2-3, 2-7, and 2-8. Also see, David L. Anderson, Facing My Lai: Moving beyond the Message, pp. 3, 4

			23.	Ibid, pp. 1,2, Also, see Michael Bilton and Kevin Sim, Four Hours in My Lai, pp. 218, 219, 220, 338, 382, 283, 384, 385

			24.	William Shawcross, Sideshow, Kissinger, Nixon and the Destruction of Cambodia, New York, Simon and Schuster, 1979, pp. 20, 91

			25.	Ibid, pp. 24-26, 63-71, Marvin & Bernard Kalb, Kissinger (New York, Dell, 1975), pp. 178-79, Sihanouk, p. 23, Sihanouk interview in New York Times, July 8, 1973. Francois Ponclaud, Cambodia: Year Zero (New York: Holt Rinchart & Winston, 1977), p. 174.

				Also see, Joseph A. Amter, Vietnam Verdict, A Citizens History, pp. 187-88

			26.	Kalb and Kalb, pp. 155-56, Shawcross, pp. 30-32, testimony of Hal Night, Bombing in Cambodia, pp. 2-70

			27.	Kalb and Kalb, p. 178, Caldwell Malcolm and Lek Tan, Cambodia in the Southeast Asia War, New York: Monthly Review Press, 1973. Scott Peter Dale, The War Conspiracy: The Secret Road to the Second Indochina War, Indianapolis: Bobbs, 1972.

			28.	See Joseph A. Anter, pp. 192-93.

			29.	Norodom Sihanouk, My War with the CIA, pp. 37, 38

			30.	New York Times, April 30-July 1, 1970, Alexander Kendrick, The Wound Within: America in Vietnam Years, 1945-1974, Boston, Little, 1974, p. 299

			31.	Edgar O’Balance, The Wars in Vietnam 1954-1973, New York: Hippocrene Books, 1975, p. 156

			32.	See Josph A. Amter, p. 201

			33.	See Shawcross, pp. 265-76

			34.	Mansfield, Quoted in Shawcross, p. 323

			35.	Shawcross, pp. 284-85

			36.	Ibid, pp. 296-97

			37.	McCloskey, Hearings on Supplemental Assistance to Cambodia before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, February 24, 1975, p. 64

			38.	Shawcross, pp. 357-64. Also see, David P. Chandler, The Tragedy of Cambodian History, p. 234-35.

			39.	Noam Chomsky, Democracy Now, KPFK-90.7, Pacifica Radio, Los Angeles, July 8, 2005

			40.	See Sihanouk, pp. 258, 259

			41.	“The Vientiane Agreements” (Joint Communiqué by Prince Souvannaphouma and Prince Souphanouvong, November 2, 1957) in, Gentlemen: Conflict in Indochina, pp. 157-71, Ackland, p. 148, Bernard S. Fall, Anatomy of a Crisis: The Laotian Crisis of 1960-61 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1969) p.78

			42.	Fall, Anatomy of a crisis, pp. 154-55

			43.	Jonathan Mrisky and Stephen Stonefield, “The Nam Tha Crisis, Kennedy and the New Frontier on the Brink,” in Adams and McCoy, pp. 163-68, Toye, pp. 182-83, Also see, Fall: Anatomy of a Crisis, pp. 173-213

			44.	“Declaration on the Neutrality of Laos (1962)” in, Gentleman, Conflict in Indochina, pp. 185-90, “Protocol to the Declaration on the Neutrality of Laos (1962)”, in Ibid, pp. 191-200

			45.	Charles Stevenson, The End of Nowhere: American Policy Toward Laos Since 1965 (Boston: Beacon Press, 1972), pp. 184-85, 208-12

			46.	Stearns, deputy chief of mission, Quoted in Fred Branfman, Presidential War in Laos: 1964-1970, in Adams and McCoy, p. 240

			47.	Branfman, pp. 231-33

			48.	Ibid, pp. 240-41

			49.	“The Situation in Laos: The case for escalation” (Nixon’s March 6, 1970 Speech) in, Gentleman, Conflict in Indochina, pp. 259-68

			50.	Edgar O’Balance, The Wars in Vietnam 1954-1973, New York, Hippocreme Books, 1975, pp. 160-62

			51.	Richard Nixon, RN: The memoirs of Richard Nixon, New York, Grosset & Dunlap, 1978, p. 4983

		

	
		
			Notes-Chaptor-13

			Partners in Crimes - Arab - Israeli Conflict and U. S. A.

			1.	McCarthy Justin, The Population of Palestine: Population History and Statistics of the Late Ottoman Period and the Mandate. New York: Columbia University Press, 1990, P.1.

			2.	Ibid, Chap. 1; Scholch, 19-43. Also see, Benny Morris, Righteous Victims, p. 654

			3.	Morris Benny, Righteous Victims, A History of the Zionist-Arab Conflict, 1881-1999, p.5

			4.	Sherbok Dan Cohu and Alami Dawood el, A Beginner’s Guide to the Arab-Israeli Conflict, p. 92

			5.	Ibid, pp. 20, 103

			6.	Walter Laqueur and Barry Rubin (Eds.), The Israel-Arab Reader: A Documentary History of the Middle East Conflict, pp.30-1

			7.	Ibid, pp. 30-1

			8.	Sherbok Dan Cohu and Alami Dawood el, A Beginner’s Guide to the Arab-Israeli Conflict, p. 26

			9.	Obrien, CC., The Siege, London, Widenfeld & Nicholson, 1986, p. 176

			10.	Noam Chomsky, The Fateful Triangle, p.90

			11.	Flapan, Zionism and the Palestinians, pp. 141-2, citing a 1938 speech.

			12.	Chomsky, The Fateful Triangle, pp. 96, 97

			13.	Chomsky, The Fateful Triangle, pp. 96, 97

			14.	Alami Dawood al in The Palestine Israeli Conflict, pp. 184-85

			15.	Chomsky, The Fateful Triangle, pp. 99 & 171, note 31

			16.	Ibid, pp. 162, 163

			17.	Benny Morris, Righteous Victims, p. 657

			18.	Ibid, pp. 51,52

			19.	Benny Morris, Righteous Victims, pp. 296, 297

			20.	Menachem Begin, August 8 speech at the National Defense College, excerpts in the New York Times, Aug. 21, 1982, reprinted from Jerusalem Post.

			21.	Sherbok dan Cohu in The Palestine-Israel Conflict, p. 57

			22.	Chomsky, The Fateful Triangle, p. 191

			23.	Rashid Khalidi, Conflict and Violence, pp. 115,124, (citing the New York Times, Oct. 2, 1977)

			24.	Chomsky, The Fateful Triangle, p. 192

			25.	Robin Wright, “Israeli ‘provocations’ in Southern Lebanon fail to goad PLO-so far,” Christian Science Monitor, March 18, 1982; Alexander Cockburn and James Ridgeway, Village Voice, June 22, 1982, citing U.N. records.

			26.	Chomsky, The Fateful Triangle, p. 213

			27.	Claudia Wright, New Statesman, Aug. 20, 1982. In These Times, Sept. 8, 1982

			28.	Chomsky, The Fateful Triangle, p. 213

			29.	Ingela Bent & James Downing, We Shall Return, 1982

			30.	David K. Shipler, N.Y. Times, July 3, 1982

			31.	Tom Segev, Ha’aretz Supplyment, June 18, 1982

			32.	Dan Connell, MERIP Reports, Sept./Oct. 1982

			33.	New York Times, Aug. 12, 1982. Also Newsweek, June 28; New York Times, Sept. 2; Christian Science Monitor, Nov. 18, Dec. 21; Los Angeles Times, Aug. 23; Boston Globe, Sept. 3; Yediot Ahronot, Sept. 6, 1982, reporting a government announcement.

			34.	Monday Morning, Sept. 6-12; Robert Fisk, “The ugly reality of war Israel is trying to hide”, London Times, July 13, 1982

			35.	David Lamb, L.A.Times, June 28, 1982

			36.	T. Elaine Carey, CSM, Aug. 4, 1982

			37.	Christopher Walker, London times, Aug. 2, 1982

			38.	Keene Sentinet, New Hampshire, Aug. 7, 1982

			39.	Zu Haderech, Israeli Communist Party Journal, Oct. 27, 1982

			40.	Chomsky, The Fateful Triangle

			41.	Friedman, N.Y.Times, Sept. 26, 1982

			42.	Thomas L. Friedman, New York Times, Sept. 26, 1982. Also, Christian Science Monitor, Oct. 14, 1982.

			43.	Friedman, N.Y.Times, Sept. 20, 1982

			44.	Ha’aretz, Feb. 18, 1983

			45.	David Lamb, L.A.Times, Sept. 20, 1982

			46.	Hirsh Goodman, Jerusalem Post, Sept. 24, 1982

			47.	Wolf Blitzer, Jerusalem Post, Sept. 24, 1982

			48.	Newsweek, Octo. 4, 1982

			49.	David Richardson, Jerusalem Post, Dec. 12, 1982; also see, William E. Ferrell, New York Times, Nov. 18, 19, 27, 1982

			50.	CSM, Octo. 14, 1982

			51.	Daniel Block, Davar, Nov. 13, 1981 (Israeli Mirror)

			52.	Amos Perlmutter, Michael Handel, Uri Bar-Joseph, (the three experts), Two Minutes Over Baghdad, (Valentine, Mitchell & Co; London, 1982), also see, Chomsky, The Fateful Triangle, pp. 465-66

			53.	Curtiss Richard H., Stealth Pac, Washington D.C. American Educational Trust, 1996

			54.	See Curtiss, Stealth Pac, pp. 30, 31

			55.	Ibid, pp.39, 40

			56.	Ibid, pp.104, 208

			57.	Ibid, pp. xiii, xiv, forward by Andrew Kilgore

			58.	Mark Weber, essay, A Look at the ‘Powerful Jewish Lobby’, Institute of Historical Review, Nov. 4, p.1.

			59.	John Pilger, Freedom Next Time, pp. 148-149

			60.	Noam Chomsky, The Fateful Triangle, p. xiii

			61.	Mark Gaffney, Dimona, The Third Temple: The Story Behind the Vanunu Revelation, Amana Books, 1989, p. 165

		

	
		
			Notes-Chapter 14

			The Manufactured War - The Desert Storm

			1.	This historical perspective is according to an article by Richard Becker, “The U.S. and Iraq in Historical Perspective, Richard Becker is a West Coast coordinator of the International Action Center. He has traveled to Iraq several times, frequently with Ramsey Clark. For more information, please go to www.answeria.org.

			2.	Clark Ramsey, The Fire This Time, U.S. War Crimes in the Gulf, pp.12-13.

			3.	Middle East Economic Survey, May 12, 1961.

			4.	New Statesman, July 15, 1983.

			5.	Christopher Hitchens, “Why We Are Stuck in the Sand Realpolitik in the Gulf: A game Gone Tilt, Harper’s Magazine, January 1991, p.70.

			6.	Dilip Hiro, The Longest War (New York, Rutledge Chapman and Hall), 1991

			7.	Shahram Chubinl and Charles Trip, Iran and Iraq at War (Boulder Co: West view Press, 1988), p.207.

			8.	The Christic Institute, “Covert Operations, the Persian Gulf War and the New Order” (Washington D.C.: The Christic Institute).

			9.	“Nightline on the Bush-Iraq Connection” in Israel and Palestine Political Report, June 1991 (No.164), p.5.

			10.	Fred Halliday, Arabia Without Sultans: A Political Survey of Instability in the Arab World, (New York: Vintage Books) 1975.

			11.	Milton Viorst, “A Reporter at Large: After the Liberation”, The New Yorker, September 30, 1991, pp.37-72.

			12.	Ibid.

			13.	Memorandum by Kuwaiti intelligence labeled top secret, from Brigadier General Fahd Ahmad Al-Fahd, Director General of the State Security Dept., to Sheikh Salem Al-Sabah Al-Salem Al-Sabah, Minister of the Interior; allegedly found by Iraqi forces from Kuwait’s Internal Security Bureau. The Iraqi Embassy has supplied the translation from Arabic. This is noted in Ramsey Clark’s The Fire This Time, pp. 15, 16.

			14.	Saddam Hussein, Saddam Hussein on the Post-cold War Middle East, Orbis, Winter 1991, pp. 117-119.

			15.	John K. Cooley, Payback: America’s Long War in the Middle East. (London: Brassey’s 1991) p.185.

			16.	Khalidi Walid, Iraq vs. Kuwait: Claims and Counterclaims in The Gulf War Readers, Micah Sifry and Christopher Cerf, eds. (New York Times: Times Books, 1991).

			17.	Ibrahim Youssef, Iraq Threatens Emirates and Kuwait On Oil Glut, New York Times, July 18, 1990.

			18.	Michael Emery, invitation for Saudi Arabia’s King Fahd to the Kuwaiti Emir to the Kuwaiti Amir to the July 31, 1990 Summit in Jidda, Saudi Arabia.

			19.	Michael Emery, Open Magazine Pamphlet Series, No. 9, April 1991 (West field, N.J. Open Magazine), 8.

			20.	George D. Moffet III, “PLO Chief Says U.S. Thwarted Efforts to Resolve Gulf Conflict”, Christian Science Monitor, February 5, 1990.

			21.	The Wall Street Journal, July 25, 1990, p.A2.

			22.	“The Glaspie Transcript: Saddam Meets the U.S. Ambassador”, in The Gulf War Reader, Micah Sifry and Christopher Cerf, Eds., (New York: Times Books, 1991) p.130.

			23.	Leslie H.Gelb, “Mr. Bush’s Fateful Blunder, “New York Times, July 17, 1991, p.A21.

			24.	Thomas Friedman, “Envoy to Iraq, Faulted in Crisis, Says She Warned Hussein Sternly, “New York Times, March 21, 1991.

			25.	“U.S. Messages on the July meeting of Saddam Hussein and American Envoy, “New York Times, July 31, 1991. see also Sydney Blumenthal, “April Bluff: The Secrets of Ms. Glaspie’s Cable”, The New Republic, August 5, 1991.

			26.	Developments in the Middle East, July 1990. Report of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives (Washington D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1990), p.14.

			27.	Pierre Salinger and Eric Laurent, Secret Dossier: The Hidden Agenda Behind Gulf War, translated by Howard Curtis (New York: Penguin Books, 1991), p.89.

			28.	See Salinger, p.112.

			29.	See Cooley, p.201.

			30.	Andrew Rosenthal, “Bush Sends U.S. Forces to Saudi Arabia as Kingdom Agrees to Confront Iraq”, New York Times, August 8, 1990, p.A8.

			31.	See Sifry and Cerf, p. 197.

			32.	“Transcript of President’s address to Joint Session of Congress”, New York Times, September 12, 1990, p. A20.

			33.	See U.S. News & World Report, Triumph Without Victory, pp. 97-98.

			34.	James Ridgeway, The March To War (New York: Four walls Eights Windows Press, 1991), p.84.

			35.	Thomas Friedman, “U.S. Jobs at Stake in Gulf, Baker Says”, New York Times, November 4, 1990

			36.	See Ridgeway, p.84.

			37.	Middle East Watch, Kuwait’s ‘Stolen’ Incubators: The Wide-spread Repercussions of a Murky Incident”, White paper, Vol. 4; Issue 1 (February 6, 1992), p.5.

			38.	Ibid.

			39.	John R. MacArthur, “Remember Nayirah, Witness for Kuwait”? New York Times, January 6, 1992. p. A17.

			40.	See Middle East Watch.

			41.	News conference remarks, November 30, 1990. Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Administration of George Bush, 1990, p.1948

			42.	Newsweek, September 10, 1990, p. 17.

			43.	Robert Parry, “The Peace Feeler That Was”, The Nation, 480-482.

			44.	Youseff M. Ibrahim, “Saudi Prince Hints at Deal with Iraq for Kuwaiti Port”, New York Times, October 23, 1990, p. 1.

			45.	Philip Shenon, “Hussein Offers to Talk with U.S.”. New York Times, November 16, 1990. p. A14.

			46.	Phyllis Bennis, “U.S. Bribes, Threats Win U.N. War Support”, The Guardian, December 12, 1990.

				Also see, Phyllis Bennis, “Bush’s Tool and Victim”, Covert Action Information Bulletin, summer 1991, p 4.

			47.	Rick Atkinson and Barton Gellman, “Iraq Trying to Shelter Jets in Iran, U.S. says: Saddam says much Blood will be shed”, Washington Post, January 29, 1991, A1.

			48.	See Ramsey Clark, p. 154-55.

			49.	Tom Matthews et al. “The Road to War”, Newsweek, January 28, 1991, pp. 54, 57, 58, 60, 61.

			50.	See Emery, Open Magazine Pamphlet Series, No. 9. Also see Ramsey Clark, The Fire This Time, p. 38.

			51.	Jean Edward Smith, George Bush’s War, p. 9, also see Ramsey Clark, The Fire This Time, p.38.

			52.	Anthony Cordesman, The Persian Gulf War: An Analysis: in The World Almanac and Book of Facts: 1992 (New York: Pharos Books, 1991) p. 35

			53.	Ramsey Clark, The Fire This Time, pp. 40, 41.

			54.	William Branigin, “Iraqi Losses ‘Horrendous’ official says”, Washington Post, February 20, 1991, p. A7

			55.	John Balzar, “Marius Feel Pity as B-52s Pound Iraqis”, Los Angeles Times, February 5, 1991, p. A1.

			56.	Melissa Healy and John Broder, Number of Iraqis Killed in War May Never be Known, L.A. Times, March 8, 1991, p.A7.

			57.	See Ramsey Clark, p. 42

			58.	Jeffrey Henorowitz, “Air National Guard Units F-16 Pilots Say Small Arms Fire is Primary Threat”, Aviation Week and Space Technology, February 25, 1991, p.42

			59.	“Hussein to Be Target in War, says Pentagon, “Minneapolis Star-Tribune, January 11, 1991, p. 7.

			60.	Patrick Tyler, “Cheney Cancels News Briefings on Gulf Assault”, New York Times, February 24, 1991, A7.

			61.	Mike Erlich, Testimony, European Parliament Hearings, March-April, 1991.

			62.	Patrick Sloyan, “Buried Alive”, Newsday, September 12, 1991, A1.

			63.	Knute Royce and Timothy Phelps, “Pullback a Bloody Mis-match” Newsday, March 31, 1991, p.7.

			64.	See Royce & Phelps

			65.	Bob Dorgin “On Forgotten Kuwait Road, 60 miles of Wounds of War”, Los Angeles Times, March 10, 1991 A1.

			66.	Barton Gellman, “U.S. Bombs Missed 70% of the Time”, Washington Post, March 16, 1991, A1.

			67.	See Ramsey Clark p.59.

			68.	Barton Gellman, “Allied Air War Struck Broadly in Iraq”, Washington Post, June 23, 1991, A1.

			69.	Rudy Abramson and Melissa Healy, “Wide Range of Military Paths Open to Bush “Los Angeles Times, August 5, 1990, A1.

			70.	See Gelman, “U.S. Bombs Missed 70% of the Time.” Also see Ramsey Clark, p.62.

			71.	Paul McEnroe, “Commandos in Iraq Guide Allied Bombers”, The Minneapolis Star Tribune, February 21, 1991, 1A; Joshua Hammer, “Special Ops’: The Top Secret War”, Newsweek, March 18, 1991, p.32.

			72.	Patrick Tyler, “U.S. Officials Believe Iraq will take Years to Rebuild”, New York Times, June 3, 1991, A1.

			73.	Adeed Abed and Gavrielle Gemma, “Impact of the War on Iraqi Society” – Report on Commission Trip to Iraq from April 3, 1991 to April 14, 1991.

			74.	See Ramsey Clark-p.66.

			75.	Ibid, p. 70. Also see Middle East Watch Report, Needless Deaths in the Gulf War, New York, Human Rights Watch, 1991, pp.128-131.

			76.	Laurie Garrett, “The Dead”, Columbia Journalism Review, May/ June, 1991.

			77.	See Ramsey Clark, pp. 70, 71

			78.	Ibid, p. 74

			79.	Testimony of Paul William Roberts at Commission of Inquiry meeting in Montreal, November 16, 1991, pp. 54-58.

			80.	See Ramsey Clark P.75.

			81.	David Lauter and Kim Murphy, “Trade Embargo Already Putting Squeeze on Iraq, “Los Angeles Times, August 9, 1990, A1.

			82.	International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War, “Middle East Trip Report”, December 14-22, 1990 (Cambridge, MA: IPPNW, 1990)

			83.	Testimony of Ann Montgomery, International Gulf Peace Team at New York Commission of Inquiry hearing, May 11, 1991.

			84.	See Ramsey Clark, pp.83, 84.

			85.	Penny Kemp, “For Generations to Come: The Environmental Catastrophe”, from, Beyond the Storm: a Gulf crisis Reader, Phyllis Bennis and Michael Moushabeck, eds., (New York, Olive Branch Press, 1991), p. 326

			86.	Brian Tokar, “Disaster in the Gulf and Poison at Home”, Z Magazine, December 1991, p.57.

			87.	See Kemp, p. 332.

			88.	Nick Cohen, “Radioactive Waste Left in Gulf by Allies”, London Independent, November 10, 1991.

			89.	James Ridgeway, “Using Nuclear Bullets, (Moving Target Column)”, Village Voice, February 15, 1991.

			90.	John M. Miller, Hidden Casualties, and volume-II: Environmental and Human Impacts of the Gulf War (Brooklyn, N.Y.: Arms Control Research Center).

			91.	Gerald Seib, “U.S. Takes Kuwaiti Island, Saudis Down Two Iraqi Jets”, Wall Street Journal, January 25, 1991, A3

			92.	Friends of the Earth, Washington D.C.

			93.	John Horgan. “Science and the Citizen: Burning Questions” and Why Are the Data from Kuwait being Withheld? Scientific American, July 1991, p. 20

			94.	John Horgan, “Science and the Citizen: Up in Flames” and “U.S. Gags Discussion of Wars’ Environmental Effects”, Scientific American, May 1991, p. 17-24.

			95.	O.J. Vialls, Letters to Commission of Inquiry, October 29, 1991.

			96.	O.J. Vialls, “Another Middle East Oil Disaster”? Australian Guardian, March 25, 1992.

			97.	See Penny Kemp, p.328

			98.	Ibid

			99.	Ibid, p. 331

			100.	See Tokar.

			101.	Randy Thomas, (GEERT) quoted in Angela Blackbarn, “Deadly Ecological War Rages On in the Persian Gulf, Oakville Beaver, September 20, 1991, 3.

			102.	William Booth, “You can Taste the Oil”, Washington Post, April 12, 1991, A29.

			103.	Matthew Wald, “Experts Say Kuwaiti Fires May Shorten Lives”, New York Times, August 14, 1991, A29.

			104.	Fred Pearce and Stephanie Pain, Oil from Kuwaiti Wells Still Pouring into the Desert, New Scientists, November 9, 1991

			105.	T.M. Hawley, Against the Fires of Hell, pp. 63, 64.

			106.	See Ramsey Clark, p.209. Also see, Smith Jean Edward, George Bush’s War. p.9.

			107.	Peter Dale Scott, U.S. Hungry for Kuwaiti Petrodollars-Not Just Oil, Pacific News Services, (see James Ridgeway), The March to War, pp. 161-162.

			108.	Barbara Ehrenreich, ‘Who Wants another Vietnam’, in The Gulf War Reader, p.300.

			109.	Congressional Record, January 12, 1991, p. H287-288.

			110.	See Ramsey Clark, pp. 219-20

		

	
		
			Notes—Chapter 15

			War for Empire — Iraq War II

			1	The UN report Also, George Galloway in a speech at Immanuel Presbyterian Church. Los Angeles, CA, fall, 2005.

			2	Patrick E. Tyler, “U.S. Strategy Plan Calls for insuring no rivals develop”, New York Times, March 8, 1992.

			3	Tyler, New York Times, March 8, 1992. Also see, Steven R. Weisman, “Pre-emption: Idea with a Lineage Whose Time Has Come”, New York Times, March 23, 2003.

			4	Robert C. Byrd, Losing America, pp. 18-19.

			5	Ibid, pp. 19, 20.

			6	T.D. Allman, Rogue State, p.1.

			7	David Corn, The Lies of George W. Bush, p. 1.

			8	Ibid, pp. 2-4.

			9	James Bamford, A Pretext for War, pp. 260, 261.

			10	Ibid, p. 382.

			11	“Commissioner: Bush Deliberately Delayed Inquiry Report Until After Iraq War”, UPI, July 26, 2003.

			12	Dana Milbank and Claudia Deane, “Hussein Link to 9/11 Lin-gers in Many Minds”, Washington Post, September 6, 2003, A1.

			13	“Bush’s State of the Union Speech”, CNN.com January 29, 2003.

			14	Bryan Bender, “Spy report saw no proof of Iraq arms”, Boston Globe, June 7, 2003.

			15	Joseph C. Wilson, “What I Didn’t Find in Africa”, New York Times, July 6, 2003.

			16	Jason Leopold, “CIA Probe Finds Secret Pentagon Group Manipulated Intelligence on Iraqi Threat”, Antiwar.com, July 25, 2003; Julian Borger, “The Spies who Pushed for War”, Guardian (UK), July 17, 2003.

			17	White House, “President Bush, Prime Minister Blair Discuss Keeping Peace”, September 7, 2002 (www.whitehouse.gov/news/ releases/2002/09/20020907-2.html).

			18	Joseph Curl, “Agency Disavows report on Iraq arms”, Washington Times, September 27, 2002.

			19	Priest and Pincus, Washington Post, October 3, 2003. Also see, Key report, October 2, 2003.

			20	“Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction: The Assessment of the British Government”, September 2002.

			21	“Bush’s State of the Union Speech”, CNN.com, January 29, 2003.

			22	Hans Blix: “War Planned ‘Long in Advance’”, News24.com, April 9, 2003.

			23	Bob Dragin and Greg Miller, “Top Inspectors Criticize CIA Data on Iraqi Sites”, Los Angeles Times, March 8, 2003.

			24	Eric Schmitt, “Rumsfeld Says U.S. has ‘Bulletproof’ Evidence of Iraq’s Links to Al Qaeda”, New York Times, September 27, 2002.

			25	Bonner, New York Times, October 11, 2001.

			26	William Rivers Pitt with Scoot Ritter, War on Iraq: What the Bush Team Doesn’t Want You to Know (New York: Context Books, 2002), p. 49.

			27	“Leaked Report Rejects Iraqi al Qaeda Link”, BBC, February 5, 2003.

			28	“President Bush Outlines Iraqi Threat”, October 7, 2002.

			29	Norman Dumber, “What Has He Got?” London Review of Books, October 17, 2002.

			30	Elizabeth Bumiller and James Dao, “Cheney says Peril of a Nuclear Iraq Justifies an Attack”, New York Times, August 27, 2002.

			31	“Statement to the United Nations Security Council by IAEA Director General Dr. Mohammed El Baradei”, March 7, 2003.

			32	“President Bush Outlines Iraqi Threat”, speech given at Cincinnati Ohio, October 7, 2002.

			33	Sheelah Doyle, “Fake Documents and Exaggerations”, Independent (UK), April 20, 2003...

			34	Powell, Guardian (UK), February 5, 2003

			35	Raymond Whitaker, “Revealed: How the road to war was paved with lies”, Independent (UK), April 27, 2003.

			36	Jo Warrick, “Despite Defectors’ Accounts, Evidence Remains Anecdotal,” Washington Post, February 6, 2003.

			37	Kay Report, October 2, 2003.

			38	“Rumsfeld Sees No Link Between Iraq, 9/11”, Associated Press, September 6, 2003. Dana Milbank “Bush Disavows Hussein-September 11 Link”, Washington Post, September 18, 2003, p.A18.

			39	Teicher Report

			40	Murray Waas, What Washington gave Saddam for Christmas: The Gulf War Reader, pp.85-95.

			41	Cleveland 404: Phythian, 35-36, Douglas Frantz and Murray Waas, “Bush Secret Effort Helped Build Iraq Its War Machine”, Los Angeles Times, February 23, 1992, A1.

			42	Larry Everest, Oil, Power & Empire, P. 101.

			43	William Blum, “Chemical Weapons, the US and Iraq: What the New York Times Left Out”, Counterpunch, August 20, 2002.

			44	“What Iraq Admitted About its Chemical Weapons Program”, New York Times, April 13, 2003.

			45	Waas, The Gulf War Reader, 90-91; Nathaniel Hurd with Glen Rangwala, “U.S. Diplomatic and Commercial Relationships with Iraq 1980-1982 August 1990”, December 12, 2001 update.

			46	Dobbs, Washington Post, December 30, 2002.

			47	Patrick E. Tyler, “Officers Say U.S. Aided Iraq in War Despite Use of Gas”, New York Times, August 18, 2002, A1.

			48	“Iraqgate: Saddam Hussein, U.S. policy and prelude to the Persian Gulf War, 1980-1994”, Digital National Security Archive, September 1, 2002. (http://nsarchive.chadwyck.com) Jentleson, 48-49.

			49	Tyler, New York Times, August 18, 2002.

			50	Bob Woodward, “CIA Aiding Iraq in Gulf War”, Washington Post, December 15 1986; Middle East Watch, p.81-82; Elaine Sciolino, “Iraq Chemical Arms Condemned but West Once Looked the Other Way”, New York Times, February 13, 2003.

			51	Dilip Hiro, “Iraq and Poison Gas”, The Nation, August 28, 2002 (online edition).

			52	Phil Donahue Show, January 13, 2003, MSNBC.

			53	Tariq Ali, Bush in Babylon, pp. 144, 145. Also see, Larry Everest, Oil, Power & Empire, p. 297

			54	James Bamford, A Pretext for War, p. 399. Please also see Dilip Hiro, “Iraq Reckoning”, Nation, September 12, 2005, p. 10.

			55	Ibid, p. 392.

			56	Mark Forbes, “Dumb bombs used to topple Saddam”, The Age (Australia, June 3, 2003; Crawley, San Diego Union Tribune, August 5, 2003. Jamie Wilson, “Mass graves to reveal Iraq War toll, Guardian (UK), August 19, 2003.

			57	Amy and David Goodman, The Exception to the Rulers, p. 198.

			58	James Bamford, A Pretext for War, p. 394.

			59	Robert Fisk, talking to Amy Goodman on Democracy Now, KPFK, 90.7 FM Los Angeles, December 14, 2005.

			60	William Blum, Rogue State, p. 127.

			61	Seymour Hersh, Chain of Command, pp. 362-63.

			62	John Dean, Worst than Watergate, p. 22.

			63	Paul O’Neill’s subsequent interview on 60 minutes.

			64	Lewis H. Lapham, Editor of Harper’s Magazine, “The Case for Impeachment”, Harper’s Magazine, March 2006, pp. 28, 29.

			65	Ibid, p.29.

			66	Ibid, p. 32.

			67	Zakaria, Newsweek, March 24, 2003.

		

	
		
			Notes- Chapter 16

			Conclusion

			1)	William Blum, Killing Hope, U.S. Military and CIA Interventions Since World War-II, Common Courage Press, Monroe, Maine, 2004, p.383

			2)	Chalmers Johnson, “Bases For an Empire”, Opinion Section, The Los Angeles Times, January 18, 2004, M.

			3)	For the statistics on the troops, please see, Clyde Prestowitz, Rogue Nation, p.26.

			4)	Jim Garrison, America as Empire, Global Leader or Rogue State? Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Inc., San Francisco, p.87. Also see, John Pilger, Freedom Next Time, pp.4-5.

			5)	For defense spending, Andrew J. Bacevich, Professor of international relations at Boston University, “American Coup De’tat, Military Thinkers Discuss the Unthinkable, Harper’s Magazine, April, 2006, p.45

			6)	See Jim Garrison, America as Empire, p. 52

			7)	See Clyde Prestowitz, Rogue Nation, p. 164

		

	
		
			Bibliography

			Adamson Alan H., Engeman Stanley L. and Genovese Eugene D., Race and Slavery in the Western Hemisphere: Quantitative Studies, Princeton, N.J., Princeton University Press, 1975

			Agel Philip & Wolf Louis, Dirty Work: The CIA in Western Europe, Secaucus, NJ, Lyle Stuart Inc. 1978

			Akizuki Tatsuichiro, Nagasaki 195, The First Full Length Account of the Atomic Bomb Attack on Nagasaki, London, Quartet Books, 1981

			Alexander Bevin, Korea: The First War We Lost, New York, Hippocrene, 1986.

			Ali Tariq, Bush in Babylon: The Decolonization of Iraq, New York, Verso Books, 2003.

			Allman T.D., Rogue State, America at War with the World, New York, Nation Books, 2004.

			Alperovitz Gar, The Decision to Use the Atomic Bomb: and the Architecture of an American Myth, New York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1995

			Amter Joseph A., Vietnam Verdict: A Citizen’s History, New York, The continuum Publishing Co., 1982

			Anderson David L. Ed, Facing My Lai: Moving Beyond the Message, Lawrence, Kansas, University Press of Kansas, 1998

			Bain Kenneth Ray, The March to Zion: United States Policy and the Founding of Israel, College Station Texas, Texas A & M University Press, 1979

			Bamford James, A Pretext for War: 9/11, Iraq, and the Abuse of America’s Intelligence Agencies, New York, Anchor Books, 2004, 2005.

			Barnet Richard, Intervention and Revolution: America’s Confrontation with Insurgents around the World, New York, The World Publishing Company, 1968

			Barnet Richard, Intervention and Revolution: America’s Confrontation with Insurgent Movements around the Word, New York, The World Publishing Company, 1968.

			Bauer Jack K. The Mexican war, 1846-1848, New York, MacMillan Publishing Co, Inc, 1974

			Bay of Pigs Declassified: the Secret CIA report on the Invasion of Cuba, New York, New Press, Distributed by Norton, 1998

			Beachery R.W., The slave trade of eastern Africa, New York, Barnes & Noble Books, 1976

			Bennis Phyllis and Moushabeck Michael eds., Beyond the Storm: A Gulf Crisis Reader, New York, Olive Branch Press, 1991

			Bevin Alexander, Korea: the first war we lost, New York, Hippocrene, 1986

			Bilton Michaels and Sim Kevin, Four Hours In My Lai, New York, Viking Penguin, A Division of Penguin Books, USA, Inc., 1992

			Blackburn, Robin, The Making of New World Slavery: from the Baroque to the Modern 1492-1800, London, Verso, The New Left Books, 1999

			Blair Clay, The Forgotten War: America in Korea, 1950-1953, New York, Times Books, 1987

			Blix Hans, Disarming Iraq, New York, Pantheon books, 2004.

			Blow Michael, A Ship to Remember: The Maine and the Spanish-American War, New York, William Morrow and Company, Inc., 1992

			Blum William, Rogue State: A guide to the World’s Only Superpower, Monroe, Maine, Common Courage Press, 2005.

			Brady, Terence, The Fight Against Slavery, New York, Norton, 1977

			Brown Charles H., The Correspondents’ War: Journalists in the Spanish-American War, New York, Charles Scribners Sons, 1967

			Brown, Dee, Bury My Heart at Wounded Knee: An Indian History of the American West, New York, Holt, Rinchart & Winston of Canada, Limited, 1970

			Burbach Roger and Flynn Patricia, Eds., The Politics of Intervention: The United States in Central America, New York, Monthly Review Press, 1984

			Bussey Charles M., Firefight at Yechon: Courage & Racism in the Korean War, Washington, Brassey’s, 1991

			Byrd Robert C., Losing America: Confronting a Reckless and Arrogant Presidency, New York, W.W. Norton & Company, 2004.

			Cantor Carrie Nichols, The Mexican War: How the United States gained its western Lands, Chanhassen, MN., Child’s World, 2003

			Carey Charles W., The Mexican War: “Mr. Polk’s War”, Berkeley Heights, N.J., Enslow Publishers, 2002

			Carey Peter and Bentley G. Carter, Editors, East Timor at the Crossroads: The Forging of a Nation. Honolulu, HI, University of Hawaii Press, 1995

			Catchpole Brian, The Korean War, New York, Carroll & Graf Publishers, Inc., 2000

			Chandler David P., The Tragedy of Cambodian History, Politics, War and Revolution Since 1945, New Haven, Yale University Press, 1991

			Chinoock Frank W., Nagasaki: The Forgotten Bomb, New York, The World Publishing Company, 1969

			Chomsky Noam, For Reasons of State, New York, Vintage Books, 1973

			Chomsky Noam & Herman Edwards., The Washington Connection and Third World Fascism: The Political Economy of Human Rights, Volume I, Boston, South End Press, 1979.

			Chomsky Noam, In conversation with Heinz Dietrich, Latin America: from Colonization to Globalization, Melbourne. Australia, Ocean Press 1999.

			Chomsky Noam, The Culture of Terrorism, Boston, MA, South End Press, 1988

			Chomsky Noam, The Fateful Triangle: The United States, Israel and Palestinians, Boston, South End Press, 1983

			Chomsky Noam, Year-501: The Conquest Continues, Boston, South End Press, 1993

			Churchill, Ward, A Little Matter of Genocide: Holocaust and Denial in the Americas, 1992 to the Present, San Francisco, City Lights Books, 1997

			Clark Ramsey, The Fire This Time: U.S. War Crimes in the Gulf, New York, Thunder’s Mouth Press, 1992.

			Cockburn Andrew and Leslie, Dangerous Liaison, The Inside Story of the U.S.-Israeli Covert Relationship, New York, Harper-Collins Publishers, 1991

			Colby Gerard with Dennett Charlotte, Thy will be Done: The Conquest of the Amazon, Nelson Rockefeller and Evangelism in the Age of Oil. New York, Harper Perennial, 2004.

			Collin, Palmer A., The First Passage: blacks in America, New York, Oxford University Press, 1995

			Corn David, The Lies of George W. Bush: Mastering the Politics of Deception, New York, Crown Publishers, 2003.

			Cummings Bruce, The Origins of the Korean War: Liberation and the Emergence of Separate Regimes, 1945-1947, Princeton, N.J. Princeton University Press, 1981

			Curtin, Phillip D., The Atlantic Slave Trade: a Census, Madison, University of Wisconsin Press, 1969

			Curtiss Richard H., Stealth PACs: Lobbying Congress for Control of U.S. Middle East Policy, Washington D.C., American Educational Trust, 1996

			Davidson, Basil, The African Slave Trade, Boston, Back Bay Books, 1980

			Davis, David Brion, Inhuman Bondage: The Rise and Fall of Slavery in the New World, New York, Oxford University Press, 2006

			Daws Gavan, Shoal of Time: A History of the Hawaiian Islands, New York, The Macmillan Co., 1968.

			Dayal Rajeshwar, Mission for Hammarskjöld: The Congo Crisis, Princeton, N.J., Princeton University Press, 1979

			De Witte Ludo, The Assassination of Lumumba, London, Verso, 2001

			Dean John W., Worse Than Watergate: The Secret Presidency of George W. Bush, New York, Little Brown & Company, 2004.

			Decosse David, eds., Elshtain Jean Bethke, Hauerwas Stanley Nusseibeh Sari, Walzer Michael, Weigel George: But was It Just?: Reflections on the Morality of the Persian Gulf War, New York, Doubleday, 1992.

			Deford, Deborah H., Africans in America, New York, Chelsea House, 2006

			Detzer David, an Asian Tragedy: America and the Vietnam, Brookfield, Conn., Millbrook Press, 1992

			Dimensions of U.S. Training of Foreign Military and Police Forces, Washington D.C., Amnesty International, 2002

			Dixon Marlene, Editor, On Trial: Reagan’s War against Nicaragua, San Francisco, Synthesis Press, 1985.

			Dodge Toby, Inventing Iraq: The Failure of Nation Building and a History Denied, New York, Columbia University Press, 2003.

			Dolan Edward F., The Spanish American War, Brookfield, Conn., Millbrook Press, 2001

			Dougherty Michael, To Steal a Kingdom: Probing Hawaiian History, Island Style Press, Waimando, Hawaii, 1992.

			Dunn James, East Timor: A Rough Passage to Independence, New South Wales, Australia, Longueville Books, 2003

			Dunn J. P. Jr., Massacres of the Mountains: a History of the Indian Wars of the Far West-1815-1875, New York, Archer House, Inc., 1965

			Durfour Charles L., The Mexican War, A Compact History, 1846-1848, 1st Edition, New York, Hawthorne Books, Inc. 1968.

			Eban Abba: Introduction by, The Beirut Massacre: The Complete Kahan Commission Report, New York, Karz-Cohl Publishing, Inc., 1983

			Ehle, John, The Trail of Tears: The Rise and Fall of Cherokee Nation, New York, Anchor Press Book, 1988

			Elm Mustafa Oil, Power and Principle, Iran’s Oil Nationalization and its Aftermath, Syracuse, N.Y., Syracuse University Press, 1992

			Endicott Stephen and Hagerman Edward, The United States and Biological Warfare: Everest Larry, Oil, Power & Empire: Iraq and the U.S. Global Agenda, Monroe, Maine, Common Courage Press, 2004.

			Faulk Odie B., The Mexican War-Changing Interpretations, Chicago, Sage Books, 1973

			Fehrenbacher Don Edward, The Slaveholding Republic: an account of the United States Government’s relations to slavery, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2001

			Feldman, Ruth Tenzer, The Korean War, Minneapolis, MN Lerner Publications Co; 2004

			Franklin, Dennis B., My Family Shall Be Free! - The Life of Peter Still, New York, Harper Collins, 2001

			Franklin, John Hipe & Mass Afred A. Jr., From Freedom to Slavery: A history of African Americans, Seventh Edition, New York, Mc Graw-Hill, Inc, 1994

			Fraser T. G., The Middle East: 1914-1979, New York, St. Martin’s Press, 1980

			Frazier Donald S., Editor, The United States and Mexico at War: Nine-teenth Century Freeman Lawrence, Kennedy’s Wars: Berlin, Cuba, Laos and Vietnam, New York, Oxford University Press, 2000

			Fulbright William J., The Price of Empire, New York, Pantheon Books, 1989

			Fuller John D.P., The Movement for the Acquisition of All Mexico: 1846-1848, New York, De Capo Press, 1969

			Galay Michael, The Spanish American War, New York, Facts on File, 1995

			Galiano Eduardo, Upside Down: A Primer for the Looking Glass World, New York, Metropolitan Books, 2000

			Genovese, Eugene D., The Political Economy of Slavery: Studies in the Economy & Society of the Slave South, Middletown, Conn., Wesleyan University Press, 1989

			Gill Leslie, The School of the Americas, Durham, Duke University Press, 2004

			Goldstein Joshua S., The Real Price of War: How You Pay for the War on Terror, New York, New York University Press, 2004.

			Goodman Amy and David, The Exception to the Rulers: Exposing Oily Politicians, War Profiteers, and the Media that love them, New York, Hyperion, 2004.

			Goulden Joseph G., Korea: The Untold Story of the War, New York, Times Books, 1982

			Green Marshall, Indonesia: Crisis and Transformation, 1965-1968, Washington DC, The Compass Press, 1990

			Grosse Peter, Israel in the Mind of America: The Untold Story of America’s 150 year Fascination with the Idea of a Jewish State and of the Complex Role Played by This Country and its Leaders in the Creation of Israel, New York, Alfred A. Knoff, Inc.,1983

			Grove A. Day & Kuykendal Ralph S., Hawaii: A History New Revised Edition, From Polynesian Kingdom to American Statehood, Prentice Hall, Inc., 1966.

			Guillain Robert, I Saw Tokyo Burning: An eyewitness Narrative from Pearl Harbor to Hiroshima, Garden City, N.Y., Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1981

			Haberle Susan E., The Mexican War, 1846-1848, Mankato, Minn., Bridgestone Books, 2003

			Halperin Maurice, The Taming of Fidel Castro, Berkeley, University of Ca. Press, 1981

			Hanley Charles J., Choe Sang-Hun and Mendoza Martha, The Bridge at No Gun Ri: A Harper Collins Publishers, Inc. 1995

			Harrison Benjamin, Correspondence between Harrison and James G. Blaine, 1882-1893, Philadelphia, 1940

			Hawley T.M., Against the Fires of Hell: The Environmental Disaster of the Gulf War, New York, Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Publishers, 1992.

			Heath, D.C., Slavery in American Society, Lexington Press, 1976

			Heikal Mohamed, Iran: The Untold Story: an Insider’s Account of America’s Iranian Adventure and its consequences for the Future, New York, Pantheon Books, 1982

			Heinz G. and Donnay H., Lumumba: The Last Fifty Days, New York, Grove Press Inc. 1969

			Herman Edward S. and Chomsky Noam, Manufacturing Consent-the political economy of mass media, New York, Pantheon Books, 1988

			Hersey John, Hiroshima, New York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1985

			Hersh Seymour M., Chain of Command: The Road from 9/11 to Abu Ghraib, New York, Harper Collins Publishers, 2004.

			Higgins Trumbull, The Perfect Failure: Kennedy, Eisenhower and the CIA at the Bay of Pigs, New York, Norton, 1987

			Hilderbrand George C., Cambodia: Starvation and Revolution, New York, New York Monthly Review Press, 1976

			Hinckle Warren & Turner William, Deadly Secrets: The CIA-Mafia War against Castro and the Assassination of J.F.K., New York, Thunder’s Mouth Press, 1992

			Hitchens Christopher, The Trial of Henry Kissinger, London, Verso, 2001.

			Hoyt Edwin P., Closing the Circle: War in the Pacific: 1945, New York, Van Nostrand Reinhold Company, 1982

			Hoyt Edwin P., The Day the Chinese Attacked: Korea 1950, New York, McGraw Hill Publishing Company, 1990

			Hoyt Edwin, America’s Wars & Military Encounters: From Colonial Times to the Present, New York, Da Capo Press Inc, 1987-88

			Hunt E. Howard, Give us this Day, New Rochelle, New York, Arlington House, 1973

			Huntington Samuel P., The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order, New York, Simon & Schuster, 1996

			Jacobs, Wilbur R., Dispossessing the American Indian: Indians and Whites on the Colonial Frontier, New York, Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1972

			James Daniel, editor, The Complete Bolivian Diaries of Che Guevara and other captured documents, New York, Stein and Day Publishers, 1968

			Johnson Chalmers, Blowback: the Costs and Consequences of American Empire, New York, an Owl Book, Henry Holt and Company, 2000

			Johnson Haynes Bonner, The Bay of Pigs, New York, Norton, 1964

			Jones Howard Palfrey, Indonesia: The Possible Dream, New York, Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc. 1971

			Kamm Henry, Cambodia: Report from Stricken Land, New York, Arcade Publishing, 1998

			Kaplan Amy and Donald E. Pease, eds. Cultures of United States Imperialism, Durham, Duke University Press, 1996

			Karnov Stanley, Vietnam: A History: The First Complete Account of Vietnam at War, New York, The Viking Press, 1983

			Kennedy Paul, The Rise and Fall of the Great Empires: Economic Change and Military Conflict from 1500 to 2000, New York, Random House, 1987

			Kerr Bartlett E., Flames over Tokyo: The U.S. Army Air Forces’ Incendiary Campaign against Japan, 1944-1945, New York, Donald I. Fine, Inc., 1991

			Khalidi Rashid, Resurrecting Empire: Western Footprints and America’s Perilous Path in the Middle East, Boston, Beacon Press, 2004

			Kimball Jeffrey P., Nixon’s Vietnam War, Lawrence, Kansas, University Press of Kansas, 1998

			Kinzer Stephen, All the Shah’s Men: an American Coup and The Roots of Middle East Terror, New York, John Wiley and Sons, Inc. 2003

			Kinzer Stephen, Overthrow: America’s Century of Regime Change from Hawaii to Iraq, New York, Times Books, 2006

			Kissinger Henry, White House Years, Boston, Little, Brown and Company, 1979

			Kupferberg Andrey E., The Spanish-American War, Detroit, Black birch Press/Thomson Gale, 2005

			Kurzman Dan, Day of the Bomb: Count Down to Hiroshima, New York, McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1986

			Kuy Kendal R.S., The Hawaiian Kingdom: 1874-1893, University of Hawaii Press, Honolulu, 1967.

			Leckie Robert, Conflict: The History of the Korean War, New York, G.P. Putnam & Sons, 1962

			Lester Julius, To Be a Slave, New York, Dial Press, 1968

			Lifton Robert Jay & Mitchell Greg, Hiroshima in America: Fifty Years of Denial, New York, G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1995

			Liliuokalani, Hawaii’s Story, By Hawaii’s Queen, Honolulu, HI Mutual Publishing, 1990

			Logewall Fredrik, Choosing War: the lost chance for peace and the escalation of war in Vietnam, Berkeley, University of California Press, 1999

			Lt. Col. Appleman Roy E., Disaster in Korea: The Chinese Confront MacArthur, College Station, Texas, Texas A & M University Press, 1989

			MacArthur John R., Second Front: Censorship and Propaganda in The Gulf War, New York, Hill and Wang/Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1992.

			Mann Robert, A Grand Delusion: America’s Descent into Vietnam, New York, Basic Books, 2001

			Marks, Paula Mitchell, In a Barren Land: American Indian Dispossession & Survival, New York, William Morrow, 1998

			Marrin Albert, The Spanish American War, New York, Maxwell Macmillan International Publishing Group, 1991

			McNamara Robert S. with Brian Van De Mark, In Retrospect: The Tragedy and lessons of Vietnam, New York, Times Books, 1995

			Mellen Kathleen Kickenson, An Island Kingdom Passes: Hawaii becomes American, 1873-1898. Hasting House, Publishers, New York, 1958.

			Meltzer, Milton, They Came in Chains: The Story of the Slave Ships, New York, Benemarle Books, 2000

			Meyer Michael C. & Sherman William L., The Course of Mexican History, 3rd Edition, New York, Oxford University Press, 1987

			Middle Brook Kevin J. & Rico Carlos, Editors, The United States and Latin America in the 1980’s: Contending Perspectives on a Decade of Crisis, Pittsburgh, PA, University of Pittsburgh Press, 1986

			Middle East Watch, Needless Deaths in the Gulf War: Civilian Casualties During the Air Campaign and Violations of the Laws of War, New York, Human Rights Watch, 1991.

			Molineu Harold, U.S. Policy toward Latin America: From Regionalism to Globalism, Boulder, Colorado, West view Press, 1990.

			Morris Benny, Righteous Victims: A History of the Zionist-Arab Conflict, 1881-1999, New York, Alfred A. Knoff, Inc., 1999

			Musicant Iwan, The Banana Wars: A History of United States Military Intervention in Latin America from the Spanish-American War to the Invasion of Panama, New York, Macmillan Publishing company, 1990.

			Nathan Susan, The Other Side of Israel, My Journey Across the Jewish/Arab Divide, Nan A. Talese, New York, an Imprint of Doubleday, a Division of Random House, Inc., 2005

			Nelson-Pall Meyer, Jack, School of the Assassins: Guns, Greed and Globalization. Mary knoll, N.Y. Orbis Books, 2001

			Newman Bernard, Background to Vietnam, New York, Signet Book, Roy Publishers, Inc.1966

			Nishimoto Richard S., Inside an American Concentration Camp: Japanese American Resistance at Poston, Arizona, Tucson, Az., The University of Arizona Press, 1995

			Nobleman Mark Tyler, The Mexican War, Minneapolis, Minn., Compass Point Books, 2005

			O’Shaughnessy, Hugh, Pinochet: The Politics of Torture, New York, N.Y., University Press, 2000

			O’Toole G.J.A., The Spanish War: an American Epic 1898, New York, W.W. Norton & Co., Inc. 1984

			Oswald Wendell H. & Neely Charlotte, Mountain View, Ca Mayfield Publishing Co., 1996

			Paige Glen D., The Korean Decision, June 24-30, 1950, New York, The Free Press, 1968

			Parenti Christian, The Freedom, Shadows and Hallucinations in Occupied Iraq, New York, The New Press, 2004.

			Parker F.M., The Slavers, New York, New American Library, 1959

			Perkins John, Confessions of an Economic Hit Man, San Francisco, Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Inc. 2004

			Petras James & Morley Morris, The United States and Chile: Imperialism and the Overthrow of the Allende Government, New York, Monthly Review Press, 1975.

			Pilger John, Freedom Next Time: Resisting the Empire, New York, Nation Books, 2007.

			Pinto Constancio and Jardine Mathew, East Timor’s Unfinished Struggle, Boston, South End Press, 1997

			Prados John, President’s Secret Wars: CIA and Pentagon Covert Operations since World War-II, New York, William Morrow and Company, Inc., 1986

			Prados John, The Hidden History of the Vietnam War, Chicago, Ivan R. Dee, 1995

			Price Glenn W., Origins of the War with Mexico: The Polk-Stockton Intrigue, Austin, University of Texas Press, 1967

			Ranelagh John, The Agency: The Rise and Decline of the CIA, New York, Simon and Schuster, 1986

			Rawley, James A., The Transatlantic Slave Trade: A History, New York, Norton, 1981

			Ray Ellen, Schaap William, Meter Karl Van and Wolf Louis, Editors, Dirty Work 2: The CIA in Africa, Secaucus, N.J., Lyle Stuart Inc. 1979

			Remini, Robert Vincent, Andrew Jackson & His Indian Wars, New York, Viking, 2001

			Ridgeway James, The March to War, New York, Four Walls Eight Windows Press, 1991

			Robbins Carla Anne, The Cuban Threat, New York, McGraw Hill, 1983

			Robertson Lindsay Gordon, Conquest by Law: How the Discovery of America Dispossessed Indigenous Peoples of Their Lands, New York, Oxford University Press, 2005

			Roosevelt Kermit, Countercoup-The Struggle for the Control of Iran, New York, McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1979

			Russo Gus, Live by the Sword: The Secret War against Castro and the Death of JFK, Baltimore, MD, Bancroft Press, 1998.

			Saffer Barbara, Life on the Reservation, Broomall, Mason Crest, 2003

			Salinger Pierre & Laurent Eric, Secret Dossier: The Hidden Agenda Behind the Gulf War, New York, Penguin Books, 1991, Institution Press, 1995

			Samuels Peggy and Harold, Remembering the Maine, Washington, Smithsonian Institution Press, 1995

			Scheer Christopher, Robert and Chaudhri Lakshmi, Lies Bush Told Us About Iraq, New York, Seven Stories Press & Akashic Books, 2003, 2004.

			Schiff Ze’ev and Yaari Ehud, edited and translated by Friedman Ina, Israel’s Lebanon War: The First inside Account of a Disastrous Military Adventure and its Ongoing Consequences, New York, Simon and Schuster, 1984

			Segev Tom, translated by Waltzman Haim, One Palestine: Conflict, Jews and Arabs Under the British Mandate, New York, Henry Holt and Company, LLC, 1999

			Seldon, Mark & Kyoko, The Atomic Bomb: Voices from Hiroshima and Nagasaki, Armonk, N.Y., M.E. Sharpe, Inc., 1989

			Sheehan Neil, A Bright Shining Lie: John Paul Vann and America in Vietnam, New York, Random House, 1988

			Sherbok Dan Cohu & Alami Dawood El, The Palestine-Israeli Conflict: a Beginner’s Guide, Oxford, England, One world Publications, 2002

			Sifry Micah and Cerf Christopher, Eds. The Gulf War Reade: History, Documents, Opinions, New York, Times Books/Random House, 1992.

			Sihanouk Norodom, My War with the CIA: as Related to Wilfred Burchett, The Memoirs of Prince Norodom Sihanouk, New York, Pantheon Books, 1972-73

			Singletary Otis A., The Mexican War, Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1960

			Skates John Ray, The Invasion of Japan: Alternative to the Bomb, Columbia, SC. University of South Carolina Press, 1994

			Smith Jean Edward, George Bush’s War, New York, Henry Holt and Company, 1992

			Smith Justin H., The War with Mexico, Volume 1, Gloucester, Mass., The MacMillan Company, 1963

			Sohn Won Tai, Kim Il Sung and Korea’s Struggle: An Unconventional Firsthand History, Jefferson, NC, McFarland & Company, Inc., Publishers, Jefferson, 2003

			Stannard, David E., American Holocaust: The Conquest of the New World, New York, Oxford University Press, 1992

			Stockwell John, In Search of Enemies: A CIA Story, New York, W.W. Norton & Company, 1978

			Swain Jon, River of Time, New York, St. Martin’s Press, 1997

			Tabrah Ruth, Hawaii: A Bicentennial History, New York, W.W. Norton & Co, Inc., 1980.

			Tanaki Ronald, Hiroshima: Why America Dropped The Atomic Bomb, New York, Little, Brown and Company, 1995

			Tebbel John, America’s Great Patriotic War with Spain: Mixed Motives, Lies and Racism in Cuba and the Philippines, 1898-1915, 1st Edition, Manchester Center, Vermont, Marshall Jones Company Publishers, 1996

			Tessler Mark, A History of the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict, Bloomington and Indianapolis, Indiana University Press, 1994

			The Pacific War Research Society, The Day Man Lost Hiroshima, 6 August 1945, Tokyo, Japan, Kodansha International Ltd., 1972

			Thomas Gordon and Witts Max Morgan, Ruin from the Air: The Enola Gay’s Atomic Mission to Hiroshima, Chelsea, MI., Scarborough House/Publishers, 1977

			Thomas, Hugh, The Slave Trade: The Story of the Atlantic Slave Trade: 1440-1870, New York, Simon & Schuster, 1997

			Trask David F., The War with Spain in 1898, New York, Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1981

			Trento Joseph J., The Secret History of the CIA, New York, Random House, Inc., 2001 U.S. News & World Report, Triumph Without Victory: The Unreported History of the Persian Gulf War, New York, Times Books/Random House, 1992.

			Van Boren, Charles & McHenry, Robert, eds. Webster’s guide to American History, Springfield, MA, G. & C. Merrian Company, 1971.

			Wallace, Anthony F.C., Jefferson and the Indians: The Tragic Tale of the First Americans, University Press, 1999

			Warren James A., Portrait of a Tragedy: America and the Vietnam War, New York, Lothrop, Lee & Shepard Books, 1990

			Weems John Edward, To Conquer Peace: The War between the United States and

			Wilcox Fred, Waiting for an Army to Die: Tragedy of Agent Orange, New York, Random House, 1983

			William, Jeane, Trails of Tears: American Indians Driven From Their Lands, Dallas, Texas, Hendrick-Long Publishing Co., 1992

			Wilson Joseph, The Politics of Truth: Inside the Lies that led to War and Betrayed my Wife’s CIA Identity, New York, Carroll & Gray publishers, 2004.

			Wilson, James, The Earth Shall Weep: A History of Native Americans, New York, Atlantic Monthly Press, 1998.

			Woodward Bob, Bush at War, New York, Simon & Schuster, 2004.

			Woodward Bob, Plan of Attack, New York, Simon & Schuster, 2004.

			Worth, Richard, The Slave Trade in America: Cruel Commerce, Berkeley Heights, N.J., Enslow Publishers, 2004

			Wright, Ronald, Stolen Continents: The New World Through Indian Eyes, New York, Houghton Mifflier Company, 1992

			Wrone, David R. and Nelson Russell S. Jr., editors, “Who’s The Savage?” A Documentary History of the Mistreatment of the Native North Americans, Greenwich, Connecticut, A Fawcett Premier Book, 1973.

			Wrong Michela, In the Footsteps of Mr. Kurtz: Living on the Brink of Disaster in Mobutu’s Congo, New York, Harper Collins Publishers, 2001

			Wyden Peter, Bay of Pigs: the untold Story, New York, Simon and Schuster, 1979-80

			Wyandotte Olive, Island of Destiny: A History of Hawaii, Tokyo, Japan, Charles E. Tuttle Company, 1968.

			Zinn, Howard, A People’s History of the United States: 1492 – present, New York, HarperCollins Publishers, Inc., 1980

			Zumwalt Elmo R., My Father My Son, New York, Macmillan, 1986

		

	
		
			About the Author

			[image: author.jpg]

			The author, Chaitanya Davé was born in India. He graduated from Bombay University and came to the United States in the mid-60s. He finished his engineering studies here.

			In 1980, he started a manufacturing company and is currently its CEO. Socially active, politically aware and well traveled around the world, he is the founder and Director of a non-profit rural development organization. He lives in Rancho Palos Verdes, California with his family.

			e-mail: cahumanity@gmail.com

		

	OEBPS/image/cover.jpg





OEBPS/toc.xhtml

		
			
				
						
					Cover Page
				


						
					Title Page
				


						
					Copyright Page
				


						
					Table of Contents
				


				
				
				
						
					Preface
				


						
					Acknowledgement
				


						
					Introduction
				


						
					Chapter 1: The Genocide of American Indians
				


						
					Chapter 2: The Slavery of the Africans
				


						
					Chapter 3: Annexing Half of Mexico
				


						
					Chapter 4: The Stolen Kingdom
				


						
					Chapter 5: The Spanish - American War and Philippines Quagmire
				


						
					Chapter 6: The Atomic Bombing of Japan
				


						
					Chapter 7: The Korean Disaster
				


						
					Chapter 8: Meddling In - Iran, Congo, Indonesia And E. Timor
				


						
					Chapter 9: Assassinations, Coups & Interventions-Latin America
				


						
					Chapter 10: Bay of Pigs Fiasco and Subsequent Assaults on Cuba
				


						
					Chapter 11: The School Of The Assassins
				


						
					Chapter 12: Devastation of Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos
				


						
					Chapter 13: Partners in Crimes-Arab-Israeli Conflict & U.S.A.
				


						
					Chapter 14: The Manufactured War - The Desert Storm
				


						
					Chapter 15: War For The Empire - Iraq War-II
				


						
					Chapter 16: Conclusion
				


						
					Final Comments
				


						
					Bibliography
				


						
					About the Author
				


			


		
	

OEBPS/image/author_fmt.jpeg





