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“avoided the quagmire and preserved his two triumphs: the ex-
traordinary cooperation among coalition members and the revived
self-confidence of Americans,” who “greeted the Feb. 28 cease-fire
with relief and pride — relief at miraculously few U.S. casualties
and pride in the brilliant performance of the allied forces” (NYT,
Aug. 2, 1991). Surely these triumphs far outweigh the “awesome
tragedies” in the region.

These are chilling words. One can readily understand the reac-
tion of the non-people of the world.
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tlement. If that comes about, it will be hailed as another triumph
for our great Leader, a renewed demonstration of our high-minded
benevolence and virtue. The other possibility is that the “peace
process” will fail, in which case we will read of “a classic cultural
clash between American and Middle Eastern instincts,” a conflict
between Middle Eastern fanaticism and Baker’s “quintessentially
American view of the world: that with just a little bit of reasonable-
ness these people should be able to see that they have a shared in-
terest in peace that overrides their historical antipathies” (Thomas
Friedman).?! It’s a win-win situation for U.S. power.

The “Two Triumphs”

The “peace process” aside, there is not a great deal that can be
brought forth to illustrate U.S. achievements in the Gulf. This too
is not much of a problem; as state priorities shift, respectable folk
follow suit, turning to approved concerns. But it would have been
too much to allow the August 2 anniversary to pass without no-
tice. A last-ditch effort was therefore necessary to portray the out-
come as a Grand Victory. Even with the journalistic achievements
of the past year, such as the suppression of the possibilities for a
peaceful negotiated settlement and the rigorous exclusion of Iraqi
democrats and world opinion generally, it was no simple matter to
chant the praises of our leader as we survey the scene of two coun-
tries devastated, hundreds of thousands of corpses with the toll
still mounting, an ecological catastrophe, and the Beast of Bagh-
dad firmly in power thanks to the tacit support of the Bush-Baker-
Schwartzkopf team.

It is a relief to discover that even this onerous task was not
beyond the capacity of the cultural commissars. In its anniversary
editorial, the New York Times editors dismissed the qualms of
“the doubters,” concluding that Mr. Bush had acted wisely: he

*' NYT, May 19, 17, 1991.
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on the high seas or the tens of thousands who have been jailed with-
out charges in the occupied territories. In the same journal, a lead
op-ed derides the “frenzy” of Arab politics which “expresses the re-
sentments of a civilization which has at once been left behind and
overwhelmed by modernity” and which must be helped to “accom-
modate to reality” (Martin Peretz, who reveals his own grasp of
reality by accusing Baker of “a fixed animus to the Jewish state”).3
One can imagine the reaction to a call for “extermination” of Jews
or similar derisive commentary about Jewish culture.

The approved current practice is sanctimonious and patroniz-
ing condemnation of the Palestinians for having applauded Sad-
dam Hussein, and for PLO support for Iraq against the U.S. attack
(while calling for Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait). Therefore, Amer-
ican and Israeli hypocrites argue, the Palestinians have abdicated
their right to participate in determining their own fate. Let us put
aside the fact that that right had been forcefully rejected by the
United States and both Israeli political groupings long before the
invasion of Kuwait; one will search far for a U.S. or Israeli com-
mentator in the mainstream who was willing to grant Palestinians
even the right to select their own representatives, a right explicitly
denied in the Baker-Shamir-Peres plan. Let us consider, however,
what the same logic implies about Israel, which not only applauds
but directly participates in horrifying atrocities in Latin America,
Africa and Asia, not to speak of its loyal support for U.S. aggression
in Indochina and elsewhere, and its own shameful crimes. The con-
clusions are obvious enough, but, again, fail the test of political
correctness, and will therefore not be drawn in a well-disciplined
and deeply conformist culture.

For Washington’s purposes, it is not of great importance that the
“peace conference” succeed. If it does, the U.S. will have rammed
through its traditional rejectionism, having sucessfully rebuffed
the near-unanimous world support for an authentic political set-

* Editorial, BG, Aug. 15; Peretz, Aug. 9, 1991.
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Voices from Below

In concluding its report The Challenge to the South, the South
Commission, chaired by Julius Nyerere and consisting of leading
Third World economists, government planners, and others, called
for a “new world order” that will respond to “the South’s plea for
justice, equity, and democracy in the global society” — with a touch
of pathos, perhaps, since its analysis offered little basis for such
hopes.! Some months later, George Bush appropriated the phrase
“new world order” as part of the rhetorical background for his war
in the Gulf. The powerful determine the rules of the game and
the meaning of the rhetoric adopted to disguise them. It is George
Bush’s New World Order, not that of the South Commission, that
will prevail. Accordingly, it is not surprising that the Third World
did not join in the enthusiastic U.S. welcome for the uplifting vision
proclaimed by the President and his Secretary of State.

In earlier articles as Bush’s war plans unfolded, I have quoted
Third World reactions, including the Iraqi democrats who were re-
buffed throughout by Washington and scrupulously excluded from
the propaganda system because of their opposition to every phase
of U.S. policy: the enthusiastic Reagan-Bush support for their gang-
ster friend as long as he followed orders; the rush to war and bar-
ring of the danger of a peaceful negotiated settlement; the slaughter
itself; and the support for Saddam Hussein as he crushed the pop-
ular uprisings that Bush had called for when it suited his purposes,
then abandoned as priorities changed. To survey Third World opin-
ion is no simple matter; the traditional colonial areas are of little in-
terest to Western privilege unless they fall “out of control,” at which
point there is a quick transition from silence to frenzied abuse. But
from what information I can gather, there was broad agreement
with the interpretation of the editor of Germany’s leading daily,

! The Challenge to the South, Report of the South Commission (Oxford,
1990), 287.



Theo Sommer of Die Zeit, who saw in the U.S.-UK. reaction to the
Gulf crisis “an unabashed exercise in national self-interest, only
thinly veiled by invocations of principle”* — invocations that were
proclaimed with due pomposity and self-righteousness as long as
the interests of power were served thereby.

In a typical Third World reaction, the Jesuit journal Proceso
(El Salvador) warned of the “ominous halo of hypocrisy, the seed
of new crises and resentments.” The hypocrisy “is extreme in the
case of the United States, the leader of the allied forces and the
most warmongering of them all” Writing in the Chilean journal
La Epoca under a caricature of Bush in a bathtub filled with war
toys, Uruguayan writer Mario Benedetti agreed that Bush has
“succeeded in outdoing Saddam in hypocrisy” “When liberation
fever hits the United States” he continued, “the alarms sound
everywhere, particularly in the Third World,” which lacks the
Western talent to turn quickly away from “the liberated wreckage”
and where it is no secret that “the abyss between the First World
and the Third World is wider with each passing day.” There is noth-
ing accidental, he writes, about the resemblance of Bush’s phrase
“New World Order” to Hitler’s “Neue Ordnung” and Mussolini’s
“Ordine Nuovo.” The “express intent” of Bush’s Gulf war was
nothing other than “to show both the Third World and its old and
new European allies that from now on it is the United States that
orders, invades, and dictates the law, period” For the Third World,
“the combination of the weakening of the USSR and the [U.S.]
victory in the Gulf could turn out to be frightening...because of the
breakdown of international military equilibrium which somehow
served to contain U.S. yearnings for domination”; “the contempt
that this triumph has brought about (thirty countries against one)
could stimulate even wilder imperalist adventures.” For the South,

? Guardian (London), April 13, 1991.

enter Germany, the Hebrew press reported. Israel is also reported
to have persuaded the Soviet Union to deprive departing Jews of
Soviet citizenship, to bar return there, a growing problem as many
Russian Jews seek to leave Israel despite the serious impediments
imposed by its government, including severe financial liabilities.?’

Israel will never agree to the establishment of an independent
Palestinian state unless the U.S. withdraws the huge subsidy that
maintains it as a wealthy Western society. And that is unlikely. Is-
rael’s services as a “strategic asset” have been highly valued for
thirty years, with roots extending beyond. The Israeli lobby (not all
Jewish, by any means), with its political clout and its finely-honed
techniques of defamation, slander, and intimidation is highly ef-
fective in containing discussion within the narrow framework of
U.S.-Israeli rejectionism and support for Israeli power and repres-
sion.

In contrast, the Palestinians, as noted, offer the U.S. nothing,
and there is no domestic lobby pressuring for their rights. What is
more, anti-Arab racism is endemic, so rampant as to be unnoticed.
The concept of “rejectionism,” mentioned above, is demonstration
enough, with its unquestioned assumption that Jews have rights
denied in principle to Palestinians. The same is true of the stan-
dard assumption, also taken as uncontroversial, that Palestinians
should not even have the minimal right to select their own repre-
sentatives to negotiate their capitulation. An editorial in the liberal
Boston Globe calmly observes that the “ultimate control” of terror-
ists who take hostages is “extermination,” referring, of course, to
Arab hostage-takers, not to Israel with its hundreds of Lebanese
and Palestinian hostages held under grotesque conditions to ensure
compliance with Israel’s terrorist army in South Lebanon or to in-
duce Lebanese terrorists to release Israeli soldiers captured in the
course of Israeli aggression, not to speak of Palestinians kidnapped

¥ Ha’aretz, Feb. 18, May 19; Yediot Ahronot, March 15; Christian Science
Monitor, July 29, 1991.
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To force Soviet Jews to Israel, it is necessary to gain U.S. coop-
eration in barring their entry. That is readily obtained, with the
support of those who had been vociferously calling on the Sovi-
ets to “let my people go” — as long as they go where we tell them
to. The Jerusalem Post quotes Democrat Charles Schumer of New
York, a ranking member of the House immigration, refugee and in-
ternational law committee, who said on August 15 that there would
be no increase in the ceiling on Soviet immigration (50,000, with
“some 40,000 slots reserved for Jews”). “This comes as a relief to
absorption officials [in Israel], who worry that Soviet aliya [“as-
cent” to Israel] would drop-off dramatically if the U.S. allows more
Soviet Jews in,” the Post news report continues. “American Jews
and Israel,” Schumer explained, “both seem happy with the current
equilibrium,” effectively barring non-Jews from the U.S. altogether
and restricting Jewish immigration sufficiently to ensure that many
will be compelled to go to Israel against their will.28

Nevertheless, there are some clouds on the horizon. Ha’aretz
reports that a Jewish organization was formed in the United
States to campaign for admission of Russian Jews. This dangerous
development led to a closed debate of the Jewish Agency in
Jerusalem, where participants “expressed sharp opposition” to any
such plan and agreed that “the other Jewish bodies in the United
States should unite to sabotage this attempt, which might harm
the immigration of Jews to Israel” These moves extend pressures
of many years on American Jewish communities not to provide
assistance to refugees from the Soviet Union. Prime Minister
Devid Levy was sent to Germany to induce its Government to
stop providing refugee status to Soviet Jews. “Our policy...is that
Jews should go to Israel” not here, the spokesman for the Israeli
Embassy said in Bonn. Michael Kleiner, head of the Immigration
and Absorption Department of the Knesset, “sharply attacked the
decision of the German government to permit Russian Jews to

% Jp, Aug. 16, 1991.
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he concludes, the only hope is to pray to every imaginable deity
to “try to convince Bush and Powell not to come liberate us.”

Few in the former colonial domains would take issue with
the judgment of the Times of India that the traditional warrior
states sought a “regional Yalta where the powerful nations agree
among themselves to a share of Arab spoils... [The West’s] conduct
throughout this one month has revealed the seamiest sides of
Western civilisation: its unrestricted appetite for dominance, its
morbid fascination for hi-tech military might, its alien’ cultures, its
appalling jingoism...” The general mood was captured by Cardinal
Paulo Evaristo Arns of Sao Paolo, Brazil, who wrote that in the
Arab countries “the rich sided with the U.S. government while the
millions of poor condemned this military aggression.” Throughout
the Third World, he continued, “there is hatred and fear: When
will they decide to invade us,” and on what pretext?*

Prior to the Gulf crisis, the South Commission had given a grim
though accurate assessment of the latest phase of the 500-year
European assault against the world — whether called “the Vasco da
Gama era,” “the Columbian era,” “imperialism,” “neo-colonialism,”
or the era of “North-South conflict,” the current euphemism. There
were some gestures to Third World concerns in the 1970s, the
Commission observed, “undoubtedly spurred” by concern over
“the newly found assertiveness of the South after the rise in oil
prices in 1973” — which were, incidentally, not entirely unwel-
come to the U.S. and UK., which are producers of high-cost oil, the
home of the energy corporations that benefited mightily from the
price rise, and the recipients of much of the flow of petrodollars
(primarily the US.).> As the threat of Southern assertiveness
abated, the Commission report continues, the industrial societies
lost interest and turned to “a new form of neo-colonialism,’

% Editorial, Proceso, Jan. 23, 1991. Benedetti, La Epoca, May 4, 1991.
A May 1991. Foreword, Thomas Fox, Iraq (Sheed & Ward, 1991), ix.
> On these matters, see my Towards a New Cold War (Pantheon, 1982).



monopolizing control over the world economy, undermining the
more democratic elements of the United Nations, and in general
proceeding to institutionalize “the South’s second class status.”

Japan and continental Europe recovered from the recession of
the early 1980s, though without resuming earlier growth rates. U.S.
recovery involved massive borrowing and state stimulation of the
economy, mainly through the Pentagon-based public subsidy to
high technology industry, along with a sharp increase in protec-
tionist measures and a rise in interest rates. This contributed to the
crisis of the South, as interest payments on the debt rose while in-
vestment and aid declined, and the wealthy classes invested their
riches in the West. There was a huge capital flow from South to
North, with effects that were generally catastrophic, apart from the
NICs of East Asia, where the state is powerful enough to control
capital flight and direct the economy efficiently. The catastrophe
of capitalism in the 1980s was mirrored, though to a lesser extent,
in Eastern Europe, contributing to the disintegration of the Soviet
tyranny and its virtual disappearance from the world scene.

The “New World Order” is perceived in the South, not unrealis-
tically, as a bitter one-sided international class war, with the ad-
vanced state capitalist economies and their transnational corpora-
tions monopolizing the means of violence and controlling invest-
ment, capital, technology, and planning and management decisions
at the expense of the huge mass of the population. Local elites in the
Southern dependencies can share in the spoils, including, probably,
much of the ex-Nomenklatura in the parts of the Soviet system that
will revert to their traditional status. The U.S. and U.K., which wield
the whip, may well continue their decline toward societies with no-
table Third World characteristics, dramatically obvious in the inner
cities and rural areas.

that the U.S. and Israel will not permit. For many years, it has been
well-known that Israel relies heavily on West Bank water; control
over water has also always been a major reason for Israel’s concern
over the Golan Heights and southern Lebanon, and any Syrian or
Jordanian development projects in the region. Furthermore, some
of the most popular suburbs are in the West Bank (including the
vastly expanded area called “Jerusalem”). Israel has also benefited
from the supercheap Palestinian labor force and a controlled mar-
ket (meanwhile preventing any independent development), though
these needs will reduce if the Arab boycott officially ends, and if
enough Soviet Jews can be forced to Israel to do the dirty work that
has been assigned to Palestinians.

The issue is not Israel’s survival or even its security, which would
not be threatened by a Palestinian state. As David Ben-Gurion ob-
served in December 1948, “an Arab state in Western Palestine [that
is, West of the Jordan] would be less dangerous than a state linked
to Transjordan [now Jordan], and maybe tomorrow to Iraq.” Noth-
ing that has happened since has changed that assessment, and an
Israel within the internationally-recognized borders could well be
integrated into the region as its most technologically advanced and
military powerful element. The problem lies elsewhere. It is that
under such arrangements, Israel could not “exist according to the
scale, spirit, and quality she now embodies,” as General Ezer Weiz-
mann explained in justification of Israel’s decision to launch the
1967 war by attacking Egypt, at a time when he was air force com-
mander and one of the top military planners.?’

%7 Ben-Gurion’s diaries, quoted by Avi Shlaim, Collusion across the Jordan
(Columbia, 1988), 364. Weizmann, Ha’aretz, March 20, 1972. On Israel’s deci-
sion for war, see now Andrew and Leslie Cockburn, Dangerous Liaison (Harper
Collins, 1991), an important and informative study, as indicated by the hysterical
and infantile reviews in the New York Times and other major journals (for some
amusing examples, see David Schoenbaum, NYT Book Review, Aug. 18, 1991;
John Yemma, Boston Globe, Aug. 15, 1991).
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among the top party ranks. Much the same is true today. In the
Hebrew press, Knesset Member Yossi Sarid, regarded as a leading
dove, writes that in a meeting of the Labor Party Committee on
Foreign and Security Affairs, Peres sought to undermine any posi-
tive response to the conciliatory stance of Syria that had been wel-
comed by Prime Minister Shamir. “He, Peres, is attacking Shamir
from the right,” Uzi Baram of the Labor Party reported. On most
matters, Sarid continues, the Labor Party is following the Likud
lead, but on the matter of the Golan Heights, Peres is mimicking the
fringe rightwing Ha-Tehiya party, denouncing any negotiations
with Syria as a trap that must be avoided. Peres’s Labor Party rival
Yitzhak Rabin took the same position at the meeting. “The stand
of the two with regard to the Golan Heights is rejectionist to the
point of despair,” Sarid writes. Earlier, Rabin had denounced the
Baker conference plan as “a deadly trap [for Israel], while Peres
demanded that Israel not relinquish the Golan Heights under any
circumstances,” the press reported. These are matters of no small
moment, since, as the military command and military correspon-
dents have been emphasizing, failure to reach an agreement with
Syria on the Golan Heights is likely to lead to war in the not-too-
distant future.?®

Peres’s stand was in accord with the largest sector of the Kibbutz
Movement (Ha-TAKAM), which called for “permanent rule over
the Golan Heights” by Israel, and steps for further development of
the Heights.?¢

In fact, there has never been any serious difference between the
two major political groupings on the matter of Palestinian rights,
which both reject. The U.S. has always backed them in this rejec-
tionist stance. The official reasons are hardly worth even refuting.
The real reasons are that a Palestinian state, even if it lacked a pistol
or an ally anywhere, would control its own land and resources, and

%5 Sarid, Ha’aretz, Aug. 1; Hana Kim, Hadashot, July 23, 1991.
2% Nahman Gilboa, Al-Hamishmar, July 7, 1991.
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Controlling the Plunderers

In looking ahead to the New World Order, it is useful to re-
call some well-established truths, rarely voiced because they lack
the redeeming value of supporting privilege and power. They are,
therefore, deemed unacceptable by the vigilant guardians of politi-
cal correctness, along with such matters as the U.S. role in interna-
tional terrorism and human rights abuses, the actual functioning
of the doctrinal system in consciousness-lowering, and so on. But
they merit consideration on the part of those who hope to under-
stand the world.

North-South relations are based on the principle that the South
has a service role. Independent nationalism, interfering with the
prerogatives of the rulers, is unacceptable, whatever its political
cast. Murderous tyrants are fine as long as they are properly obe-
dient; Saddam Hussein is only the most recent example. But mean-
ingful democracy, which might allow popular pressures on state
policy, is a danger unless the institutional foundations of business
rule are so firm that basic decision-making is safely protected from
challenge. In occupied Europe and Japan after World War II, un-
til this result was achieved the U.S. worked effectively to under-
mine labor, democratic forces, and the anti-fascist resistance while
reinstating the traditional elites, including Nazi and fascist collab-
orators (simultaneously, domestic U.S. power launched a massive
and effective campaign against labor and independent thought and
politics). In the less stable societies of the South, the conditions of
business rule are often not yet securely established. Therefore any
hint of popular organization and meaningful democracy sets off
the alarm bells, often a savage reaction as well.

In these respects, nothing has changed. Thus a Latin America
Strategy Development Workshop at the Pentagon in September
1990 concludes that current relations with the Mexican dictator-
ship are “extraordinarily positive,” untroubled by stolen elections,
death squads, endemic torture, scandalous treatment of workers



democracy opening’ in Mexico could test the special relationship
by bringing into office a government more interested in challeng-
ing the U.S. on economic and nationalist grounds,” the fundamen-
tal concern over many years. The hostility to democracy is taken
as uncontroversial — probably even unnoticed — by the academic
and other participants.®

Signs of successful development simply magnify the dangers of
independence and, even worse, popular organization: the “virus”
might spread and the “rotten apple” might “infect” the barrel as oth-
ers are tempted to pursue the same path — the “domino theory” of
public rhetoric. As Washington moved to overthrow the first (and
last) democratic government in Guatemala in 1953, State Depart-
ment officials warned that Guatemala “has become an increasing
threat to the stability of Honduras and El Salvador. Its agrarian re-
form is a powerful propaganda weapon; its broad social program
of aiding the workers and peasants in a victorious struggle against
the upper classes and large foreign enterprises has a strong appeal
to the populations of Central American neighbors where similar
conditions prevail.”’

Such thinking is pervasive, and understandable. It will persist,
as long as the threat of “broad social programs” of the Guatemalan
variety, or other forms of independence, has not been extinguished.
From 1917 into the 1980s, it was possible to portray the rotten
apples as agents of the Evil Empire, poised to conquer us and “take
what we have,” in the words of one of Lyndon Johnson’s laments.
The paranoid fantasies were not entirely lacking in substance.
Targets of U.S. subversion and economic warfare did, naturally,
turn to the Soviet Union for support, and U.S. intervention was
constrained by the deterrent effect of Soviet power — the “inter-
national military equilibrium which somehow served to contain

6 Latin America Strategy Development Workshop, Sept. 26 & 27, 1990, min-
utes, 3. Andrew Reding, “Mexico’s Democratic Challenge,” World Policy Journal
(Spring 1991).

7 Quoted by Piero Gleijeses, Shattered Hope (Princeton, 1991), 365.
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lines of the [Israeli] Government,” which exclude any Palestinian
rights. Palestinians must, furthermore, be denied even the right
to select their own representatives to discuss their capitulation
to US.-Israeli terms (no PLO); and there will be “free elections”
under Israeli military rule with much of the Palestinian leadership
in prison camps without charges. These terms would be regarded
as a sick joke if they were not advocated by the U.S. and its client.

There remain, however, some problems in implementing this
project, notably the recalcitrance of both Shamir and Peres, who
lead the two major parties (though Labor is in serious decline).
Shamir has repeatedly dragged his feet, and Peres is trying to out-
flank Shamir from the jingoist extreme (what is called “the right”).
The difficulties with Shamir are familiar: he is the preferred scape-
goat for the media, and his recalcitrance offers the opportunity to
present Washington’s extreme rejectionist position as a “middle
ground,” suitably “moderate” and “pragmatic.” But it is harder to
deal with the stand of the Labor party, traditionally presented as
“the good guys” who line up with U.S. positions. Shimon Peres, in
particular, has been designated by the media as a man of “healthy
pragratism” and a leading dove, deeply troubled by the lack of a
“peace movement among the Arab people” such as “we have among
the Jewish people,” to sample a few of the fairy tales relayed by
the New York Times and its Pulitzer Prize-winning correspondent
Thomas Friedman.?*

Peres’s current stand is familiar in Labor Party annals. Lead-
ing figures in the Labor Party had opposed Menahem Begin’s ac-
ceptance of the Camp David agreement, a great boon to Israeli
power because it removed the sole Arab deterrent (Egypt) from
the conflict, thus enabling Israel to accelerate its integration of the
occupied territories and attack Lebanon, with massive U.S. assis-
tance. But the agreement compelled Israel to yield settlements that
Labor had established in Egyptian territory, eliciting opposition

2 For details, see Necessary Illusions.

27



and Israel have always blocked an international conference and
demanded that the PLO must be excluded. Virtually any partici-
pant in an international conference would express at least token
support for Palestinian rights, a sour note that must be silenced.
And since the PLO will, naturally, advocate such rights, it has
never been accepted as an interlocutor by either Israel or the U.S.
— including the period of the “negotiations” between the U.S. and
the P.L.O., an utter fraud, as was well-understood by the Israeli
leadership. The facts have been efficiently suppressed here, but
are known at least to readers of this journal, so I will not repeat
them.?®

There has long been a tacit alliance between the “Arab Facade”
that manages the energy system and the regional gendarmes that
provide protection from nationalist currents — Israel among them,
alongside of Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan — with U.S.-British power
on call if needed, and various modifications as conditions change
(e.g., the fall of the Shah). The tacit alliance is coming quite close to
the surface now that Arab nationalism has been dealt yet another
crushing blow, thanks to the murderous gangster who disobeyed
orders, and PLO tactics of more than the usual foolishness. The
Arab rulers therefore have less need than before to respond to pop-
ular pressures and make pro-Palestinian gestures; accordingly, the
prospects for U.S. rejectionism have advanced several notches.

The U.S.-run “peace conference” will be permitted to discuss
only one topic, as James Baker made clear and explicit in 1989: the
Shamir Plan, actually the Shamir-Peres Plan of the Likud-Labor
coalition, then governing. The basic terms of this Plan, it will be
recalled, are that there can be no “additional Palestinian state”
(Jordan already being one) and no “change in the status of Judea,
Samaria and Gaza other than in accordance with the basic guide-

» See my articles “The Trollope Ploy and Middle East Diplomacy;” “The Art
of Evasion: Diplomacy in the Middle East,” Z, March 1989, Jan. 1990, and my Nec-
essary Illusions (South End, 1989).
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U.S. yearnings for domination” (Benedetti). The Cold War itself
had North-South dimensions that should not be ignored. Soviet
domains had in part been quasi-colonial dependencies of the
West, which were removed from the Third World and pursued
an independent path, no longer available “to complement the
industrial economies of the West,” as a prestigious study group
defined the threat of Communism in 1955. Furthermore, the Soviet
Union offered a model of development that was not without
appeal in the Third World, particularly in earlier years.

The USSR was, in short, an enormous “rotten apple,” and in
this case, a menacing one as well. It is understandable, then, that
leading scholars should justify the Western invasion of the Soviet
Union after the revolution as a defensive action “in response to
a profound and potentially far-reaching intervention by the new
Soviet government in the internal affairs, not just of the West, but
of virtually every country in the world,” namely, “the Revolution’s
challenge...to the very survival of the capitalist order” (John Lewis
Gaddis).® The same reasoning applies to a huge country or a speck
in the Caribbean: intervention is entirely warranted in defense
against a change in the social order, interfering with the service
function, and a declaration of revolutionary intentions, particu-
larly when there is a fear that “the rot may spread.” Although the
Sandinista “Revolution without Borders” was a government-media
fabrication, the propaganda images reflected an authentic concern:
from the perspective of a hegemonic power, declaration of an
intent to provide a model that will inspire others amounts to
aggression.

The “Communist” danger was further enhanced by their unfair
advantages. The Communists are able to “appeal directly to the
masses,” President Eisenhower complained. Our plans for “the
masses” preclude any such appeal. Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles, in private conversation with his brother Alan, who headed

]

¢ John Lewis Gaddis, The Long Peace (Oxford, 1987), 10.
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the CIA, deplored the Communist “ability to get control of mass
movements,” “something we have no capacity to duplicate” “The
poor people are the ones they appeal to and they have always
wanted to plunder the rich” The same concerns extended to “the
preferential option for the poor” of the Latin American bishops
and other commitments to independent development or democ-
racy — and also to such friends as Mussolini, Trujillo, Noriega,
and Saddam Hussein when they forget their assigned role.

While the end of the Cold War frees the U.S. to exercise vio-
lence more readily than before, there are several factors that are
likely to inhibit the resort to force. Among them are the successes
of the past years in crushing popular nationalist and reform ten-
dencies and the resulting demoralization of “the masses” who seek
to “plunder the rich” In the light of these achievements, and the
economic catastrophes of the past decade, the “threat of a good ex-
ample” has been notably reduced. Limited forms of diversity and
independence can be tolerated with less concern that they will lead
to meaningful change. Control can be exercised by economic mea-
sures: structural adjustment, the IMF regimen, selective resort to
free trade measures, and so forth. And although the narrow ideo-
logical constraints of elite Western culture protect us from these
visions, Third World observers are quite capable of perceiving the
savage retribution visited upon those who step on the toes of the
master: Vietnam, Nicaragua, Iraq, indeed anyone who does not un-
derstand that “What We Say Goes,” in the President’s fine words.

Another inhibiting factor is that German-led Europe and Japan
have their own priorities, which may not conform to those of
the United States, though there is a shared interest in subduing
Third World independence, and the internationalization of capital
gives competition among national states a different cast than

° Eisenhower to Harriman, quoted in Richard H. Immerman, Diplomatic
History (Summer 1990). John Foster Dulles, Telephone Call to Allen Dulles, June
19, 1958, “Minutes of telephone conversations of John Foster Dulles and Christian
Herter,” Eisenhower Library, Abilene KA.

