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Introduction

September 11, 2001 deeply affected the way we perceive many things here in Asia. When
President Bush loudly voiced his opinion that “those who are not for us are against us” he
effectively stifled many legitimate criticisms of US policies abroad. Fear of being labeled in
league with terrorists, especially at that particular moment in history, was a great silencer. In
reality, the war on terrorism has been used by the US administration as an excuse to act unilat-
erally in the international arena and this has included an increase in US military presence and
activity in many parts of the world, including Asia.

Korea, Japan and Diego Garcia host some of the largest US military bases outside the continen-
tal United States. The US has special military arrangements with Taiwan, Philippines, Singapore,
Pakistan (especially before and after the attacks on Afghanistan), Australia and New Zealand
(ANZUS - although the NZ policy for a nuclear free zone has thrown the alliance into ques-
tion). Many other countries are conducting joint military exercises with the US military. Re-
cently Australia has offered to host a US military training base in Northern Australia.

It is very important for us to take a critical look at the US military bases in Asia because they
are very closely linked to the foreign policy of the US - particularly its expansionist and impe-
rialist tendencies. It is also important to look critically at US foreign policy because now US is
the only remaining super power in the world. As such their activities and grasping tentacles
should not be ignored. The US will continue to be a cause, as well as a potential solution, to
many problems/conflicts in Asia

One of the serious problems is that of the Status-of-Forces Agreements, or SOFA between the
US military and some Asian countries. SOFA has allowed the US military to operate freely
within many countries. SOFA has also allowed the US military, at times, to operate with impu-
nity within the countries where US military bases exist. This sometimes means that US mili-
tary personnel may go unpunished for crimes committed against the communities in which
they live. One can find many cases in the internet that are clear examples of this, especially of
criminal cases in Japan and Korea.

The war on terrorism being carried out by the US has also been used by some Asian govern-
ments to suppress voices and actions of the opposition in their own countries. Directly or indi-
rectly, US bases in Asia also influence and intrude into the domestic policies of weaker coun-
tries.

We hope this Dossier will help provide the reader with some information on the impact of the
presence of US military bases in Asia. This is by no means an exhaustive description of US
military policy and actions in Asia, but we hope that it can elicit interest in our readers to do
more research on their own. Perhaps if sufficient interest and concern con be generated, a
network of NGOs could form to constantly monitor the activities of US military bases overseas
and to strategically plan how to deal with them.

We want to thank Saw Victor for helping to collect most of the documents for this dossier
during his internship with DAGA and Sharon Schroeder for helping to complete the project -
especially the design and layout of the Dossier.

Max Ediger
CHAN Beng Seng
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DEFINITION
Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA). An international agree-
ment negotiated between the host country and the United
States that governs many of the fights, obligations, and
privileges of the military and civilian members of the U.S.
Forces.
[http://www.usapa.army.mil/cpol/ar690-300/chap-
ter301/chapter301.html]

STATUS-OF-FORCES AGREEMENT [SOFA]
[http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/
sofa.htm]

Status-of-forces agreements play a vital role in preserv-
ing command authority, guaranteeing fair treatment of
individual service members, and conserving scarce re-
sources. Consequently, an important first question to ask
in planning an Air Force operation or activity overseas is
whether an agreement exists. Your servicing legal office
can help you answer this question. How to proceed in the
absence of a status-of-forces agreement is a separate mat-
ter requiring a decision at the highest policy level.

Status-of-forces agreements are not basing or access agree-
ments. Rather, they define the legal status of U.S. person-
nel and property in the territory of another nation. The
purpose of such an agreement is to set forth rights and
responsibilities between the United States and the host
government on such matters as criminal and civil juris-
diction, the wearing of the uniform, the carrying of arms,
tax and customs relief, entry and exit of personnel and
property, and resolving damage claims.

Status-of-forces agreements generally come in three forms.
These include administrative and technical staff status
under the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Privileges,
commonly referred to as A and T status; a “mini” status-
of-forces agreement, often used for a short-term presence,
such as an exercise; and a full-blown, permanent status-
of-forces agreement. The appropriate arrangement is de-
pendent upon the nature and duration of U.S. military
activity within the host country, the maturity of our rela-
tionship with that country, and the prevailing political
situation in the host nation. Specialists who work status-
of-forces agreement issues within the Air Force, the office
of the secretary of defense, and the department of state are
available to help make this assessment and to assist in
negotiating any necessary agreements.

The SOFA is usually an integral part of the overall mili-
tary bases agreement that allows U.S. military forces to
operate within the host country. Each SOFA is negotiated
separately with the host country (although the United
States has a multilateral SOFA with NATO members).
Generally speaking, SOFAs have no standard points of
differences; some, however, may deal with particular cir-
cumstances unique to particular country.

Negotiating a SOFA begins with the assumption that the
presence of U.S. military forces is in the interests of the
host government as well as the U.S. government. The start-
ing proposition is that the host country exercises com-
plete authority over all of its territory and over anyone
who is in that territory, subject to any agreements that
make exceptions to that authority.

Although each SOFA is unique, all SOFAs normally deal
with issues necessary for day-to-day business, such as
entry and exit of forces, entry and exit of personal belong-
ings (i.e. automobiles), labor, claims and contractors, and
susceptibility to income and sales taxes. In situations
where U.S. forces will be present for a lengthy period,
SOFAs may also deal with ancillary activities such as
postal offices, and recreation and banking facilities.

More importantly, SOFAs deal with civil and criminal ju-
risdiction. They are a vital means by which the Depart-
ment of Defense carries out its policy directive “to protect,
to the maximum extent possible, the rights of United States
personnel who may be subject to criminal trial by foreign
courts and imprisonment in foreign prisons.”

Most SOFAs recognize the right of the host government to
“primary jurisdiction,” which is to say the host country
exercises jurisdiction for all cases in which U.S. military
personnel violate the host country’s laws. There are two
exceptions, however, which generally apply only in crimi-
nal cases involving U.S. forces personnel: When the of-
fense is committed by Americans against Americans (“in-
ter se” cases), and when the offense is committed by
Americans in carrying out official duty. In these situa-
tions, the United States has primary jurisdiction over the
accused American.

As a minimum, these agreements uniformly provide that
the United States—and not the foreign government—has
the primary right to exercise criminal jurisdiction over
U.S. personnel for offenses arising out of the performance
of official duty. In this way, the U.S. government ensures
that its officers and employees remain accountable only
to it for the way in which they perform their functions
and duties. In those agreements that give host nations
primary jurisdiction over some offenses, other than offi-
cial duty, Department of Defense personnel are protected
by fair trial guarantees, including provision of defense
counsel, interpreters, trial observers, and prison visits.
Similarly, relief from taxes and customs duties conserve
limited defense dollars. Claims provisions provide for
prompt payment to third parties who have suffered loss
or injury as a result of U.S. military activity, but within a
formula of checks and balances that protects against ex-
cessive claims while maintaining good host nation rela-
tions.

In 1998, 5,092 cases were processed by host country gov-

General INFO
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ernments under SOFA — these included minor offenses
involving the operation of motor vehicles, such as reck-
less driving. And as of June 1, 1999, there were 41 military
personnel serving sentences in foreign prisons.

U.S. military commanders are responsible for seeing that
individuals under their authority who run afoul with
host-county laws receive fair trials from the host country
under all circumstances. DoD directives list 14 “fair trial”
safeguards or guarantees that are considered applicable
to U.S. state court criminal proceedings by virtue of the
14th Amendment of the Constitution of the United States.
These safeguards include the right of the accused person
to be tried without unreasonable delay, to be tried by an
impartial court, and to be protected from the use of a con-
fession obtained by torture, threats, or violence.

Under American law, the burden of proof is on the gov-
ernment in all criminal trials. While U.S. military com-
manders must consider U.S. trial rights, they are directed
by DoD not to consider a trial by the host country unfair
merely because it is not identical with trials held in the
United States. Nonetheless, if the U.S. commanding officer
believes an American under his authority is not being
protected under the host country’s legal system because
of the absence or denial of constitutional rights the ac-
cused would enjoy in the United States, he will request
that the host country waive its SOFA rights. If the host
country authorities refuse, the U.S. commander will in-
form the Department of State to press the request through
diplomatic channels. U.S. military commanders may seek
waivers from the host country for reasons other than the
absence of trial protection, and in most countries waivers
are routinely granted.

Differences in culture and differences in legal approach
can cause problems. Some of the crimes that the local gov-
ernment may consider to be very egregious, the United
States may not and vice a versa. The U.S. government,
however, is very much concerned that justice be done,
that the accused be punished appropriately, and that the
case be settled within a reasonable period of time. In some
countries, it is not unusual for a case to take five years for
completion. In contrast, the U.S. military strives to pro-
cess a case within 90 days.

The United States recognizes that as threat perception
diminishes around the world, so too does general toler-
ance for the presence of foreign troops. In addition, there
is a growing misperception by almost every country that
the SOFA in that country favours the United States, par-
ticularly vis-a-vis SOFAs in other countries.

Today’s world is a complex one. Not only does the US con-
tinue to station forces at fixed bases in Europe and in the
Pacific, but the US is pursuing initiatives that include ac-
cess arrangements to support force projection and the
Partnership for Peace program. Other initiatives, which
were previously used, are being pursued with greater in-
tensity—foreign military sales, exercises, individual and
unit exchanges, and visits. In addition to traditional mili-

tary operations and humanitarian relief efforts, the US is
now engaged in new undertakings such as drug interdic-
tion and U.N. peace operations.

At the end of the Cold War, the U.S. had permanent status
of forces agreements with approximately 40 countries.
Today the number has grown to more than 90 which
means the U.S. has agreements with 46 percent of the more
than 190 nation-states comprising the world community.
The U.S. government and the Department of Defense have
devoted considerable attention to these agreements over
the past few years. For any overseas activity, whether an
access arrangement, peacekeeping, military exercise or for-
eign military sales case, unit exchange or aircraft visit,
careful thought should be given to the questions of what
status-of-forces agreement arrangements exist and what
additional arrangements are necessary.

US MILITARY ON THE MOVE
By Jim Lobe
June 17, 2004

[http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Front_Page/FF17Aa03.html]

WASHINGTON - Although hopes for transforming Iraq
into a pro-US base in the heart of the Arab world have
been badly set back, President George W Bush’s adminis-
tration is proceeding as fast as possible to reinvent US
forces worldwide as “globocops”, capable of pre-empting
any possible threat to its interests at a moment’s notice.

In the past month, the Pentagon has confirmed plans to
sharply cut forces stationed at giant US bases in Germany
and South Korea and to redeploy them to smaller, more
widely dispersed facilities - sometimes called “lily pads”
- along an “arc of crisis” stretching along a wide band
from Southeast Asia to West Africa, as well as to bases in
Guam and back home.

Pentagon officials have confirmed a proposal to reduce
one-third of the US forces in South Korea by the end of
next year. That would amount to a cut of 12,500 of the
37,000 US troops there. South Korean officials have
stressed that the reductions are only a proposal and sug-
gested it might be revised.

In Germany, more than half the estimated 70,000 US troops
stationed there - specifically the 1st Armored Division and
the 1st Infantry Division - could begin pulling out by next
year. About 100,000 US troops are stationed in Europe.

In Japan, about three-quarters of the 47,000 US personnel
in the country are located on the southern island of
Okinawa. Periodic calls for a reduction in the numbers
have been resisted, although the US is reportedly now
considering moving some Marines within Japan, from
Okinawa to the northern island of Hokkaido.

The Asahi Shimbun reported this move would involve
about 14,000 Marine Corps. The move was aimed at pro-
moting integration with Japan’s Self-Defense Forces to
improve efficiency as part of the US Defense Department’s
plan to globally transform its military, the daily said.
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Among the changes speculated in the Japanese press are
moving US Navy aircraft out of Atsugi, southwest of To-
kyo, and US Air Force units out of Yokota, in western To-
kyo.

The worldwide redeployments will be the topic of con-
gressional hearings beginning this week. Defense Secre-
tary Donald Rumsfeld, the force behind the shift in troops,
is scheduled to testify before the House Armed Services
Committee.

The planned redeployments, the most sweeping since the
onset of the Cold War more than 50 years ago, are all part
of a global strategy to build, in Rumsfeld’s words, a “ca-
pability to impose lethal power, where needed, when
needed, with the greatest flexibility and with the greatest
agility”.

As for where the “need” is, Pentagon officials state pub-
licly that would be defined by threats to “stability”. But a
closer look at where Washington is most interested in ac-
quiring access to military facilities suggests the determin-
ing factor may be proximity to oil and gas-producing ar-
eas, pipelines and shipping routes through which vital
energy supplies pass.

To most analysts, the proposed redeployments make a lot
of sense. With the collapse of the Soviet Union, the need
for big US military bases that housed conventional forces
in Germany and elsewhere in Western Europe evaporated
from a strategic point of view, while the steady build-up
of well-equipped and well-trained forces in South Korea,
where Washington has stationed nearly 40,000 troops for
the past 25 years, made it more than a match for North
Korea.

In addition, the presence and behavior of US forces in both
Western Europe and Northeast Asia, particularly in South
Korea and Okinawa, have become increasingly unpopu-
lar and a lightning rod for growing anti-Americanism and
resentment. Reducing their “footprint” might have the
opposite effect.

Indeed, Washington withdrew its troops altogether from
Saudi Arabia over the past year in large part because their
presence there had become politically untenable.

Nonetheless, both the plans - and the ways they are being
developed and implemented - are provoking growing
criticism at home, as well as abroad. The reasons for this
are not difficult to understand, particularly in light of the
Iraq war.

In the first place, the planned redeployments appear de-
signed to ensure that the US could indeed enforce a “Pax
Americana”, based on its ability to exert unilateral mili-
tary control over the production and flow of energy re-
sources from Central Asia, the Gulf region and the Gulf of
Guinea off the coast of West Africa in the face of potential
rivals.

In that respect, the strategy is an update of the controver-
sial 1992 draft Defense Planning Guidance written under
the auspices of current Deputy Defense Secretary Paul
Wolfowitz and Vice President Dick Cheney’s chief of staff

and national security adviser, I Lewis “Scooter” Libby -
both of whom played key roles in driving the Bush ad-
ministration to war in Iraq.

The 1992 paper, which was significantly watered down
at the insistence of then-secretary of state James Baker
and national security adviser Brent Scowcroft, called for
Washington to act as the guarantor of global security and
predicted that US military interventions would be a “con-
stant fixture” of the future - a prospect that, in light of the
unhappy and costly experience in Iraq to date, is not very
popular at the moment, either here or abroad.

A second concern is the damage that such a redeployment
could do to Cold War alliances, particularly Washington’s
commitment to Europe, where the Pentagon wants to cut
its military presence in Germany - currently some 70,000
troops and scores of warplanes - in half. Some of the forces
would be sent home, while most would be moved to
cheaper bases in Bulgaria and Romania, closer to the
Caucasus and the Middle East.
”The most serious potential consequences of the contem-
plated shifts would not be military but political and dip-
lomatic,” wrote Kurt Campbell, a former senior Pentagon
official now with the Center for Strategic and Interna-
tional Studies, and Celeste Johnson Ward, in a Foreign
Affairs article last year. The redeployments, they warned,
could be construed as the beginning of a withdrawal from
what Rumsfeld last year scornfully called “Old Europe”.

And that, in turn, could reinforce traditional isolationist
tendencies in the US that, before World War II, sought to
prevent Washington from engaging in political “entangle-
ments” with European countries or international institu-
tions in ways that might constrain its freedom of action
in the Americas or anywhere else.

Indeed, the repudiation of permanent alliances in favor of
“coalitions of the willing” - a major feature of the Bush
administration’s post-September 11 policies as it was in
the Wolfowitz-Libby paper - not only recalls isolation-
ism; it is also entirely consistent with the strategy under-
lying the proposed redeployments.
A similar consideration worries South Korea, where
Washington’s proposed 12,000-plus troop withdrawal
includes some 3,500 who are being sent to bolster belea-
guered US forces in Iraq.

The Koreans worry that such a significant withdrawal
now might not only complicate a particularly tense time
in intra-Korean relations, but may also signal
Washington’s desire to reduce Seoul’s say in whether or
not Washington attacks North Korea. “This is about psy-
chology,” Derek Mitchell, a former Pentagon Asia expert
recently told the Los Angeles Times.

A related concern was voiced by Campbell and Ward
when the proposed redeployments were still on the draw-
ing board. “Unless the changes are paired with a sustained
and effective diplomatic campaign,” they warned, “they
could well increase foreign anxiety about and distrust of
the United States.”
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global strategy.

While these officials have lost virtually all influence over
policymaking in Iraq as a result of their virtually total
failure to anticipate the challenges faced by US occupa-
tion forces after the war, they are working feverishly to
reconfigure Washington’s global military forces for the
coming generation.

Jim Lobe write on U.S. foreign policy for IPS, Foreign Policy in
Focus, TomPaine.com and AlterNet.

Issues and Perspectives

DIEGO GARCIA: EXILES STILL BARRED
June 13, 2003
[http://www.politics.guardian.co.uk/foreignaffairs/story/
0,11538,823709,00.html]

Four decades ago, when the U.S. and the Soviet Union
were racing to get footholds in this region, the U.S. discov-
ered Diego Garcia, a coral island in the middle of the In-
dian Ocean.

The Americans had asked the British, their long-time al-

lies, who still had colonies in the region, to find an unin-
habited island for their base.

There was just one problem — there were inhabitants on
Diego Garcia and they have been living there for more
than 200 years. Correspondent Christiane Amanpour re-
ports.

But the British didn’t see that as a problem. They simply
moved all the inhabitants 1,200 miles away to other tropi-
cal islands, Mauritius and the Seychelles.
Back then when the island was a British colony, Marcel

That, in effect, is what has happened, as officials from both
Germany and South Korea have complained that they
were not fully consulted about the redeployments before
they were leaked to the press or officially announced - a
failure that only increases the impression that Washing-
ton is proceeding unilaterally, even with its closest allies.

This is not surprising, because most of the same people -
including Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz and Douglas Feith, the
under secretary of defense for policy - who led the drive to
war in Iraq remain in charge of implementing the new
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Moulinie managed the coconut
plantation. He was ordered to ship
the people out.

“Total evacuation. They wanted no
indigenous people there,” says
Moulinie.

”When the final time came and the
ships were chartered, they weren’t allowed to take any-
thing with them except a suitcase of their clothes. The
ships were small and they could take nothing else, no fur-
niture, nothing.”

The people of Diego Garcia say they left paradise and
landed in hell when they were dumped here in the urban
slums of Mauritius. They had brought no possessions and
as islanders who had lived off fishing and farming they
had no real professional skills.

No one helped them resettle or pay for the homes they
lost. They were forced to become squatters in a foreign
land.

Before the final evacuation, the British had cut off the ships
carrying food and medicine to Diego Garcia.
Jeannette Alexis’ family was one of the last to leave: “My
father was told that we had to leave the island because
the Americans were moving in and it wasn’t safe to re-
main on the island anymore.”

The islanders say the other force that got them out was
fear when British officials ordered their pets to be exter-
minated. They were gassed with exhaust fumes from
American military vehicles.

”You can imagine the pressure it put on the population
there,” says Alexis.

”We were crying, we were hanging onto our mothers’ skirts
crying, because although we were very young we under-
stood that we were leaving something very valuable be-
hind, and that was our home.”

And for the next 30 years, the world never knew what
happened to Diego Garcia’s original people.
No outsiders are allowed onto Diego Garcia, so this secret
stayed hidden until one of the exiled islanders, Olivier
Bancoult, started organizing his community.
Bancoult was angry by the years of misery his people
were forced to endure. Three of his own brothers drank
themselves to death, dispirited by their poverty and un-
employment. And one sister was so homesick she com-
mitted suicide.

”That’s very sad, that’s why I will never give up,” says
Bancoult. “All the difficulty is because of U.S. and UK, they
turned peoples’ life into a nightmare.”
So three years ago, Olivier travelled to London to take the
British government to court. His big break came when he
and his lawyer, Richard Gifford, found secret documents
that had recently been declassified that described the
agreement between the United States and British govern-
ments to build the base on Diego Garcia.

”Here we have the legal expert in
the foreign office, in which he’s got
a paragraph headed, maintaining
the fiction,” says Gifford, referring
to the fiction that Diego Garcia had
no native people.

These British documents reveal
that colonial officials thought no

one would notice if they deported the islanders.

”I find it rather shameful, yes,” says Gifford. “Here we
have an interesting memorandum of the British Govern-
ment: There will be no indigenous population except
seagulls.”

Another British document confirms that “evicting the
people and leaving the island to the seagulls” was done at
the request of the United States. It reads: “The United
States Government will require the removal of the entire
population of the atoll by July.”

”And the British were only too happy to oblige,” says
Gifford.

What did the British get in return for providing the Ameri-
cans a population-free island? Polaris missiles for their
submarines. The U.S. reduced the price by $14 million
dollars, or $5 million British pounds.

”So five million pounds was a massive incentive com-
pared with a very modest conscience problem,” says
Gifford.

Uncovering the paper trail brought Gifford and Bancoult
a stunning victory. Britain’s highest court ruled that de-
porting Diego Garcia’s native population was illegal.

But the euphoria didn’t last long because the court didn’t
propose a remedy -- neither money nor what the people
wanted most - to return home and have the right to earn
a living on the base.

”The position of the islanders is that they never objected
to the U.S. base on Diego, but the islanders are extremely
bitter that they are denied employment on the base. Pre-
cisely because they come from there,” says Gifford.

The base currently employs several thousand civilian
workers from other countries like the Philippines - and
they don’t want visitors. When the islanders asked to visit
their family graves, they were told from the British gov-
ernment that the U.S. had to grand permission.

So last August, the islanders appealed directly to Presi-
dent Bush. The Bush administration, however, said it was
Britain’s call: “Because of the vital role the facility plays in
the global war on terrorism, British authorities have de-
nied permission to visit Diego Garcia. We concur and sup-
port the decision.”

Caseem Uteem, the former president of Mauritius, had

”We were crying, we were hanging
onto our mothers’ skirts crying,
because although we were very
young we understood that we were
leaving something very valuable
behind, and that was our home.”
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their land.

In 2000, a case before the British court decided that the
islanders could not be barred from returning, and or-
dered the foreign office to arrange for their return. At
the time, the foreign office agreed. However, the June 16
decision overturned that judgment. According to the June
17 British Guardian, foreign minister Bill Rammell said
that it was “not feasible” for the islanders to go back
because US “defence needs” had increased since 9/11.

The decision has been greeted with much anger, and
some disbelief. The Mauritian Prime Minister Paul
Berenger has finally threatened to go to the International
Court at the Hague in order to challenge the illegal dis-
memberment of Mauritius.

The socialist organisation Lalit has welcomed Berenger’s
decision. Lalit has been organising a flotilla to Diego
Garcia, to take refugees back. While a June 21 Lalit state-
ment conceded the British government’s decision makes
the flotilla “a little bit complicated”, the organisation
has decided to attempt it anyway.

The statement explained: “It becomes more important
than ever that we all call for the closure of this military
base. The Mauritian government should give the USA
and Britain notice to close down the military base, and
return the whole of Chagos to the people of the islands.
This way we can move towards the re-unification of
Mauritius.

“It is even more important today, now that we know
that Diego Garcia military base, and the sea around Di-
ego Garcia, is now known to be used for keeping prison-
ers. Diego Garcia is one of the ̀ unspecified locations’ used
for prisoners and for `rendition’ of prisoners. We, in
Mauritius, object to all these hideous infringements of
human rights being perpetrated on our land.”

WHY THE U.S. IS ITCHING TO FIGHT IN THE

PHILIPPINES
By Rene P. Ciria-Cruz, Pacific News Service,
NETWORK NEWS Spring 2003

[http://www.fex.org/3.2_fexnn.html#philippines]

Editor’s Note: The Funding Exchange’s National Grantmaking
Programs are focusing our international funding in the com-
ing year on two areas of the world: the Middle East and the
Philippines. Our focus on the Philippines is motivated in large
part by our concern over areas of the world, like the Philip-
pines, that are former U.S. territories and jurisdictions. This
article gives an important overview of U.S. interests & actions
in the Philippines, where FEX funding will support efforts
that address the economic, social and environmental effects of
US corporate and government policies and international lend-
ing practices on Filipino communities.

written the letter to President Bush on behalf of the is-
landers. He believes that both sides are passing the buck.

”That’s what they’re doing,” says Uteem. “I think it is not
only inhuman but illegal. They should never have expelled
them from their land.”

Neither the British nor the U.S. governments would talk
to 60 Minutes about the issue, but the former commander
of the base on Diego Garcia spoke to Amanpour.

“I have a great sympathy for them,” says Dan Urish. “I
think the British are probably legally responsible for it.
Morally, the U.S. certainly has an interest in seeing that
things are made right for the islanders.”

Until that happens, Olivier Bancoult, Jeannette Alexis and
the rest of the islanders say they will never give up. Now
they are suing both the U.S. and British Governments for
compensation and the right to return.

”It’s an important base, I agree, but at the same time they
should have realized that people are also important,” says
Alexis.

”The Americans and the British always talk about the
champions of human rights. What they did to us they
should rectify, they should look after us. You know, they
should do what they preach.”

MAURITIUS: BRITAIN EXILES THOUSANDS FOR
GOOD
By Alison Dellit, Green Left Weekly (June 30,
2004)
[http://www.greenleft.org.au/back/2004/587/587p19d.htm]

On June 16, the British government made a mockery of
any claim of avowing its colonial exploitation, with a
decision to reject the right of return of thousands of
Mauritians forced out of their homes 30 years ago.

The story goes back nearly 30 years, to 1965, when the
British Labour government decided to cut a piece out of
Mauritius before granting it independence. The Chagos
islands, whose largest island is Diego Garcia, became a
new mini-colony.

The British government made this outrageous decision
as a favour to the United States, which wanted a “de-
populated” island for a military base to help in the Cold
War. The whole islander population was forced onto
boats, and dumped in Port Louis in an act of mass kid-
napping that can scarcely be believed.

The British government leased the island to the US,
which established a military base there. Meanwhile, the
dispossessed struggled to survive on the streets of
Mauritius, and many failed. Since then, they have been
fighting to go home, and to get the poisonous base off
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Philippines President Gloria Macapagal Arroyo ruled out
the use of U.S. combat troops against the Abu Sayyaf ter-
ror gang, quieting speculations that the deadly Mar. 3
bombing in the Davao City airport in the island of
Mindanao could be used as a pretext for pushing through
with the planned deployment.

However, the plan could spring to life again. With pre-
emption driving the foreign policy of President George W.
Bush, there is one reason Washington is eager to fight the
ragtag band of kidnappers: location.

Increased U.S. military presence in the Philippines is just
the first step in a wider campaign envisioned against Is-
lamic insurgencies in Southeast Asia. The United States,
however, may be misjudging the risks of a bolder mili-
tary profile that could include engaging in combat in the
region for the first time since the Vietnam War.

The Pentagon’s leak of a “private agreement” with Fili-
pino officials for a U.S. combat role backfired when it trig-
gered a political crisis in the Philippines, because the
country’s constitution forbids foreign troops from fight-
ing on its soil.

Critics accuse Arroyo of Americanizing the fight against
domestic unrest, specifically against the more formidable
rebel force, the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF),
which has 20,000 fighters and controls “liberated territo-
ries” in Mindanao. Military officials are trying to pin the
bombing which killed 20 people, including an American,
and injured 170 others on the MILF despite the latter’s
vehement denial of responsibility.

On the largely Muslim island of
Jolo, where the remnants of the
Abu Sayyaf have dug in, local of-
ficials and inhabitants are in an
uproar. News of the possible ar-
rival of U.S. troops has ignited
fears of bloodshed and revived
bitter memories of the 1906 mas-
sacre of nearly a thousand Mus-
lims by American forces.

Evidently, the initial success of
joint efforts against the Abu
Sayyaf emboldened U.S. and Fili-
pino officials to approve a direct
U.S. military role. Advising Fili-
pino troops and using high-tech
intelligence methods, U.S. special
forces helped to rout the band,
driving its remnants to Jolo and
making an easy victory against
it seem possible. Abu Sayyaf now
has fewer than 200 lightly armed
fighters and its early-1990s links
to al Qaeda may no longer exist.

More important than delivering a coup de grace to the
rebels, successful U.S. operations in the southern Philip-
pines could give the United States a forward presence in
the Southeast Asian sea lanes. These waters are critical to
the movement of U.S. forces from the Western Pacific to
the Indian Ocean and the Persian Gulf. The United States
lost a strategic position when Filipino opposition and the
eruption of Mt. Pinatubo volcano forced the closure of
American military bases in 1992.

More immediately, the United States could stake out a stag-
ing area for future strikes against Islamic extremists in
Indonesia, which has the world’s largest Muslim popula-
tion, and possibly in Malaysia, both just some hours away
by smuggler speedboat. Widespread anti-U.S. sentiment
makes stationing American troops unlikely in either coun-
try.

In Indonesia, the Jemaah Islamiyah, which carried out the
deadly bombings in Bali last year, belongs to the al Qaeda
network. Deputy defense secretary Paul Wolfowitz, an
architect of current U.S. foreign policy and former ambas-
sador to Indonesia, told the New York Times that there is
a potential for extremists to link up with violent Muslim
groups in Indonesia’s Sulawesi and Malukus “and find a
little corner for themselves.”

He says Jakarta should deal with its own terrorists, but
“if Indonesia became an al Qaeda base the way Afghani-
stan was, then we might have to think of it differently.”

Malaysia is another potential hotspot. The government

An anti-US banner is displayed as students watch an anti-US
demonstration inside the campus of the Polytechnic University
in suburban Manila, Feb. 7, 2002. Photo courtesy Newscom
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has arrested some 70 suspected terrorists linked to Jemaah
Islamiyah. Recently, it deported 30,000 illegal immi-
grants—mostly Indonesian and Filipino Muslims—from
East Borneo, to rid extremists of potential bases among
poor migrant workers.

An anti-terrorist pact between the United States and the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) provides
only a thin diplomatic cover for projecting U.S. forces into
the region. Still, hinting that American presence is urgent,
Secretary of State Colin Powell last year proposed a re-
gional anti-terrorism centre in Malaysia to be jointly run
with the United States, according to Malaysian foreign
minister Syed Hamid Albar.

Going after the Abu Sayyaf, may prove riskier than ex-
pected. Jolo is home to renegade fighters of another, now
demobilized rebel army who might join forces with Abu
Sayyaf. At the peak of their rebellion in the early ’70s,
these Muslim guerrillas tied down 40 percent of the Phil-
ippine armed forces for years, inflicting thousands of ca-
sualties.

More ominously, critics of President Arroyo believe she is
trying to draw the United States into the bloodier counter-
insurgency campaign against the MILF on Mindanao is-
land. Her intelligence officials have been trying, unsuc-
cessfully, to link the group to al Qaeda.

Manila recently renewed hostilities with the group. In
response, MILF guerrillas on Feb. 27 bombed an electrical
tower, blacking out 90 percent of Mindanao, which is home
to 18 million people. In two military camps where some
U.S. advisers are billeted, alarms sent troops scrambling
for defensive positions. These could be a taste of things to
come.

PNS Associate Editor Rene Ciria-Cruz (reneccruz@pacificnews.org)
is also a longtime editor for Filipinas Magazine

TIME TO LEAVE SOUTH KOREA

By Thomas Henriksen - March 04, 2003

[http://www.recordonline.com/archive/2003/03/04/
edit04.htm]

Despite escalating tensions on the Korean peninsula as
well as with Iraq, it is time to consider a reduction of the
37,000 American troops stationed along the Demilitarized
Zone. The United States can honour its commitment to
defend South Korea from another Northern invasion by
our formidable land and carrier-based airpower. This mili-
tary reconfiguration in South Korea should be part of an
overhaul of American post-Cold War strategy.

There are two time warps on the Korean peninsula. There

is the familiar one north of the DMZ with a communist
regime that resembles Josef Stalin’s Soviet Russia of the
1930s, with prison camps, starvation, oppression and pro-
paganda campaigns against the United States.

The other, less acknowledged, time warp is south of the
DMZ. Since the end of the Korean War in 1953, U.S. forces
have been frozen in defensive positions against another
North Korean assault. Their mission is static, and their
training and equipment make them unfit for new fast-
paced operations. Moreover, North Korea’s heavy-duty
conventional artillery and probable nuclear weapons
make this force more hostage than defender.

South Korea’s 600,000 troops ought to assume the primary
role in defending their own country, relieving U.S. troops
for peacekeeping in a liberated Iraq, for example. Ameri-
can forces are spread-eagled around the globe in the
Balkans, Afghanistan, Japan, Germany and now the Phil-
ippines. A rebalancing of American power should have
taken place after the collapse of the Soviet Union, when
the world enjoyed a brief respite from major war fears.

The current war prospects are no excuse not to undertake
such review now – for it is actually during times of war,
hot or cold, that conditions compel change. Halcyon eras,
like the 1990s, breed complacency. The U.S. military and
geopolitical framework underwent profound change in
World War II and again with the onset of the Cold War.
The war on terror necessitates carefully executed adjust-
ments but so, too, does a world vastly altered by the end
of the Soviet confrontation. North Korea is no longer
Moscow’s proxy.

Obviously, there are risks. A sudden transformation could
cause instability in Asia. North Korea could interpret
American withdrawal as a lack of resolve. But this seems
unlikely given that an attack across the DMZ, with or
without our small Maginot-line force, would be seen as
act of war by Washington, triggering a counterattack and
imperilling the regime itself. In one sense, the absence of a
U.S. force on the DMZ would make a massive U.S. retalia-
tion easier, since otherwise American troops would no
doubt be overrun by the world’s fifth-largest army and
face the danger of errant friendly fire.

Our DMZ contingent has neither halted Pyongyang’s
nuclear weapons ambitions nor inhibited its missile sales
to Iraq, Pakistan, Libya or Syria. It cannot be expected to
stop nuclear material transfers to other rogue states or
possibly terrorist networks. More importantly, Ameri-
can ground units in Korea have not assuaged fears in Ja-
pan, Taiwan or military circles in South Korea of
Pyongyang’s nuclear sabre-rattling. These states will look
to their own defense. Japan, the most pacifistic state, has
now openly abandoned its long-held prohibition of U.S.
nuclear-powered warships in its harbours. Defense Min-
ister Shigeru Ishiba stated that his country is prepared to
wage a pre-emptive strike against a possible missile launch
by North Korea. Pyongyang’s likely production of 10 or
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more new atomic bombs will deepen anxiety among its
neighbours. They will consider defensive measures, per-
haps a nuclear option, even with U.S. ground forces in
South Korea.

Finally, the anti-American flavour of the current South
Korean political scene also dictates a new look at our pres-
ence at the DMZ. Led by their new president, Roh Moo
Hyun, many South Koreans no longer fear their brothers
across the DMZ, an impression that Pyongyang has fos-
tered and utilized against the United States. America is
caught between its commitment to defend the South and
that country’s awakened nationalism against a perceived
foreign tutelage.

The last time the United States was caught between pro-
tecting an Asian country from its northern communist
neighbour amid anti-Americanism and emerging nation-
alism in the south, it fared badly. While we look for Viet-
nam War analogies in a coming war with Iraq, we might
better see shades of them in the new Korea. It makes sense
to anticipate looming realities. Sooner rather than later,
the divide on the Korean peninsula will end. When it does,
the United States will cut its commitment just as we did
in reunified Germany after the fall of the Berlin Wall. States
nearby will counterbalance a reunified peninsula, which
in all likelihood will have nuclear capability.

In Germany, where anti-U.S. feelings have also risen, it
now makes strategic sense to reposition U.S. troops from
Cold War installations into the more pro-American former
Warsaw Pact countries, like Poland and Hungary. Recon-
stituted into expeditionary forces, these units could be
rapidly deployed in the Middle East and Central Asia in
tune with changing American interests. But nowhere are
the operational realities more out of date than in Korea. It
is time to recognize the historical wind shifts, and realign
our forces, or be buffeted by them.

Thomas Henriksen, an associate director and senior fellow at Stanford
University’s Hoover Institution, is working on a book about U.S.
foreign policy since the fall of the Berlin Wall.

REALIGNMENT OF U.S. TROOPS WILL LEAVE

JAPAN WITH GREATER DEFENSE BURDEN

By Mainichi Shimbun - June 4, 2003

[http://mdn.mainichi.co.jp/politics/0306/04troops.html]

Japan and the U.S. will soon begin discussing a major re-
alignment of American troops here, including the reduc-
tion of Marines in Okinawa, government sources have said.

The shift of U.S. troops from Japan is part of measures by
the U.S. military to transform itself to cope with global
terrorism and the spread of weapons of mass destruction

in a post-September 11 world.

Before sources spoke to the Mainichi about a military re-
organization, the Los Angeles Times reported on May 29
that the U.S. Department of Defense was planning on “mov-
ing Marines out of Japan and establishing a network of
small bases in countries such as Australia, Singapore and
Malaysia.”

In the wake of the Times report, Okinawa Prefectural offi-
cials asked the Pentagon if it was true. Pentagon officials
responded by saying that they would discuss the possi-
bility of withdrawing Marines from Okinawa although a
final decision has yet to be made.

Top Japanese government officials said they also had been
informed from their U.S. counterparts that reducing the
number of Marines in Okinawa would be on the agenda
for discussion.

When asked by the Mainichi about the issue, they added
that foreign affairs and defense policymakers from Tokyo
and Washington would decide on some details within this
year.

“U.S. officials have told us that at least 5,000 Marines
should stay in Okinawa even if they carry out a major cut
in personnel in the island prefecture,” a top Japanese offi-
cial said.

Tokyo and Washington said in a 1996 security alliance
declaration that they had to maintain American troops in
the Pacific.

After the September 11 terror attacks on the U.S. in 2001,
however, foreign and defense ministers of both countries
agreed in December last year that Tokyo and Washington
should step up security cooperation, including realign-
ment of U.S. troops in Japan.

But policymakers of both countries are keeping in mind
the threat of North Korea, thus the Pentagon intends to
maintain the offensive capability of its troops in Asia while
trying to realign and cut personnel in the region for more
efficient deployment, Japanese officials said.

Therefore, the Pentagon’s plan to transfer Marines out of
Okinawa will not be directly conducive to major cuts in
U.S. bases in the island prefecture, they added. The trans-
fer of Marines from Okinawa will probably come with a
request for Japan to share the burden in defense.

“The U.S. will ask us (Japan) to share a stepped-up role in
regional defense,” a top Defense Agency official said. “We
probably have to think about the possibility of helping
the U.S. military when they are under attack from en-
emies as part of collective self-defense.”

The Japanese government has long insisted that the coun-
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try was not able to help the U.S. militarily if it was at-
tacked because Tokyo says the nation’s war-renouncing
Constitution doesn’t allow such military action.

THE RISE OF U.S. MILITARY BASES

by Franz Schurmann, Pacific News Service

December 25, 2003

[Source: http://www.paknews.com/
specialNews.php?id=2447&date1=2003-12-25]

While America would certainly like to win every war it
fights, there are good reasons for thinking that in America’s
three current wars, our powers-that-be care less about
winning, losing or drawing so long as we get military
bases. Their rationale is that America can only keep up its
global political power and assure its people’s prosperous
lifestyle by peppering the entire globe with American
military bases.

Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld supports a policy
of “places not bases,” i.e., to be a strong presence in a re-
gion, shore up long-term allies instead of building mili-
tary bases that might have to be closed down. But whether
“places” or “bases,” they both boil down to unimpeded
access to domestic and foreign territory. Currently, the
United States has upwards of 700 military bases at home
and abroad. But chances are that the number of bases/
places will exceed 1,000 by this decade’s end, and most of
the new ones will be established abroad.

Of America’s three wars, the first, the War on Terror, be-
gan within hours after 9/11. The second, against Afghani-
stan, began on Oct. 7, 2001, and, in principle, was limited
to Afghanistan. The third began on March 20, 2003, in
Iraq.

The onset of the War on Terror saw a slew of U.S. bases
going up worldwide, especially in Asia and Africa. The
war in Afghanistan saw an American rush to set up bases
in Central Asia. As to the third war, Baghdad’s Interna-
tional Airport, where President Bush’s landed on his light-
ning Thanksgiving visit, will surely remain American
property no matter what kind of government comes to
power in Baghdad.

The history of post-World War II reconstruction encour-
ages Pentagon planners to push their bases/places-build-
ing projects, especially in ruined and impoverished coun-
tries. The two great success stories of this policy are post-
war Germany and Japan.

Though U.S. bombers flattened many cities and towns in
these two countries at the end of the war, hardly had the
war ended when U.S. bases went up like mushrooms af-
ter a rainstorm in American-occupied sectors of Germany.

The same was true in Japan.

U.S. dollars began circulating all over both countries at
an accelerating speed. By contrast, the Russians in East
Germany had little to offer, because the Soviet Union was
practically as ruined as Germany and Japan.

In both American-occupied and allied countries, millions
of local people soon discovered the “Post Exchange,” PX
for short. The PX offered goods to American soldiers at
low prices. After the war it became the first great stimu-
lus for the economic reconstruction.

As soon as the PX’s opened up, American soldiers started
exchanging dollars for goods and “services” (mostly
sexual). Black-marketeers used the U.S. dollars to buy
American cars, radios, etc., because all of Europe had been
pounded into ruination by American planes. The same
thing happened in Japan, and in much of Korea and coastal
China.

The big difference between PX’s and bases was that the
PX closed down when the soldiers went home. But the
Pentagon decided that permanent bases were more in the
American interest.

For the first quarter century after World War II, American
goods poured into other countries as well. For example,
soon after WW II, America granted the Philippines their
independence. But it also set up huge bases there. Their
PX’s were conduits for funneling dollars into the Philip-
pine economy.

From the early 1970s the economic scene changed.
America’s trade deficit started growing unstoppably. As
American-made goods got pricey, cheap foreign products
appeared in American malls.

Many of these competitor countries were not politically
stable. Having a few American bases on their territory
gives their leadership a sense of security. That was why
the South Koreans balked when President Carter proposed
moving U.S. troops out of South Korea in the late 1970s.
South Korea had just started to export more and more
goods to American markets.

Now the War on Terror has become so massive a force
that even economic giant China has joined it. Chinese prod-
ucts dominate American malls. While China shows no
desire for American bases or places, it welcomes huge air-
craft carriers into Hong Kong for R&R (rest and recre-
ation).

Of the three wars, the War on Terror will most likely
outlast the previous two, and it will conceivably continue
when the decade ends. Its wide reach will manifest itself
in both places and bases and have economic implications
all over the world.
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US WON’T RE-OPEN BASES, REALIGN

TROOPS IN S-E ASIA: TOP OFFICIAL

The Business Times Online Edition – June 3,
2003

[http://business-times.asia1.com.sg/story/0,4567,83326,00.html]

KOTA KINABALU, Malaysia - The United States will not
reopen military bases in Southeast Asia or redeploy its
troops in the region but will instead bolster joint training
exercises to support the war against terror, a top U.S. mili-
tary official said Tuesday.

‘We deny any redeployment of U.S. troops. The U.S. has
no intention of reopening any bases in the region,’ Admi-
ral Thomas Fargo, commander of U.S. military forces in
the Asia-Pacific, told reporters.

Admiral Fargo is visiting Sabah, which fronts the troubled
southern Philippine island of Mindanao, where Muslim
separatists are fighting the Manila government.

The U.S. embassy said Admiral Fargo would focus his
three-day visit on ways the two countries could co-oper-
ate in defeating terrorism and identifying ways to enhance
the military relationship.

 ‘The United States military has an ongoing and positive
relationship with the Malaysian armed forces, which in-
cludes exercises, port visits and security assistance,’ it said
in a statement.

The U.S. commander said any realignment of U.S. troops
in the region would be
done in cooperation
with the countries con-
cerned, who would all be
informed in advance.

Admiral Fargo hailed
the strong military co-
operation with Malay-
sia after witnessing a
military exercise by the
Malaysian armed forces
off the Sabah coast and
joined army chief Gen-
eral Mohamad Zahidi
Zainuddin aboard a
Malaysian aircraft in an

over-flight of several frontier islands.

‘I’m pleased with the coordination,’ Admiral Fargo said.
‘It is excellent by any standards.’

When asked if he would push Washington to lift a travel
ban on U.S. citizens to visit Sabah, he said: ‘What I will do
is to report precisely what I saw.’

The U.S. advisory, an extension of a previous statement
issued in November, urged its citizens to ‘exercise extreme
caution’ in Malaysia especially in Sabah, where members
of the banned Jemaah Islamiyah group, linked to Al-Qaeda,
have been active.

Australia, Britain, Germany and other countries have simi-
larly warned their citizens to exercise caution in travel-
ling to Malaysia. – AFP

U.S. ‘COMMITTED’ TO EAST ASIAN PEACE,
PROSPERITY
By Gerry J. Gilmore, American Forces Press
Service, SINGAPORE, May 30, 2003

[http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/
2003/05/mil-030530-afps01.htm]

The United States remains “committed” to peace and pros-
perity across East Asia, a senior U.S. defense official noted
May 29.

The official spoke with reporters en route here, travelling
aboard an Air Force KC-10 aircraft with Deputy Defense
Secretary Paul D. Wolfowitz at the start of a trip to
Singapore, South Korea and Japan. Singapore is 12 hours
ahead of Eastern Daylight Time.

Wolfowitz is slated to address the second annual Asian
Security Conference May 31, sponsored by the Interna-
tional Institute for Strategic Studies here, the senior offi-
cial said.

East Asia, including India, “is going to be the most signifi-
cant source of world economic growth … over the next 50
years,” the senior defense official pointed out. “The United
States understands how important East Asia is,” the se-
nior defense official emphasized, adding, “The future se-
curity and stability of East Asia is critical to our national

What has the United States said?
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security.”

Therefore, the United States has an important role to play
in ensuring a peaceful, stable, prosperous East Asia, the
senior defense official said. “And we are committed to play-
ing it,” he asserted.

For the most part East Asia is a part of the world “where
people are pretty good at solving problems,” the senior
defense official observed. He noted that Wolfowitz had
also attended last year’s Asian Security Conference in
Singapore.

And, the official continued, venues like that conference,
attended by senior-level defense and other officials from
20 nations, is a good place to discuss East Asian regional
issues.

The deputy defense secretary is also scheduled to travel
to South Korea, arriving June 1, the senior defense official
said. In consultations with South Korean officials, the
United States is “looking at ways,” he remarked, to re-
align its military force posture in South Korea. Currently,
about 37,000 U.S. troops are stationed in South Korea.

However, the official emphasized, any U.S. military re-
structuring in South Korea would be made “to make those
forces more effective and to strengthen the deterrent”
against any possible military moves by North Korea.
Wolfowitz is also slated to meet with U.S. troops while in
South Korea, the official noted.

North Korea is “going up a blind alley” regarding its pur-
ported development of nuclear weapons, the senior de-
fense official noted. The United States, Japan, South Korea,
China and Russia, he emphasized, all strongly oppose
nuclear weapons on the Korean Peninsula.

Also, Wolfowitz is slated to meet with the Japanese de-
fense minister and other officials June 3 in Tokyo, the se-
nior defense official noted.

The U.S.-Japan alliance, according to the U.S. State Depart-
ment, remains a key component of U.S. security interests
in Asia. And Japan is also a valued U.S. partner in the war
against global terrorism.

Singapore, a former British crown colony, has been an
independent nation since 1965. An island city-state of just
over 4 million people, Singapore is located between Ma-
laysia to the north and Indonesia to the south.
Singaporeans “have made a huge contribution” to secu-
rity efforts in the East Asia region, the senior defense offi-
cial said, by allowing the U.S. Navy to access some of their
naval facilities.

Wolfowitz is scheduled to return to Washington on June 3.

NO U.S. INTENTION TO ESTABLISH BASE,
PERMANENT PRESENCE HERE – MYERS

Malacanang, April 28, 2002
Reported by Sol Jose Vanzi – Philippine Head-
line News Online

[http://www.newsflash.org/2002/04/hl/hl015602.htm]

The United States has no plan to re-establish a military
base in the country, the chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of
Staff said yesterday.

“There is absolutely no intention to establish a U.S. base
here or permanent presence here,” Myers said at a news
conference.

But he said that if the Philippines — a staunch supporter
of the U.S. war on terrorism that is itself fighting Muslim
insurgencies in Mindanao and communist rebels in Luzon
— seeks more training or equipment, Washington will be
receptive.

At the same time, Palace officials said President Arroyo
would not violate the Constitution by allowing the estab-
lishment of a foreign military base in any part of the coun-
try.

“The government will never allow the establishment of
foreign military bases in the country. This will violate the
Constitution,” said acting Press Secretary Silvestre Afable.

Myers also dismissed any suggestion that the U.S. was
resorting to so-called “low-intensity conflict.” He said that
would not be a good strategy against the increasing mul-
tinational cooperation among terrorist groups.

Myers denied purported U.S. plans to set up bases here.
The Texas-based think tank Strategic Forecasting Inc.
(Stratfor) had claimed the U.S. could be using the ongoing
R.P.-U.S. “Balikatan” military exercise in Basilan as an
excuse to set up forward military bases in the country,
which can be used as a springboard for a war on terror in
Southeast Asia, starting with Indonesia.

According to National Security Adviser Roilo Golez who
met with Myers yesterday, Myers dismissed Stratfor’s
speculations as “ridiculous,” a term U.S. Embassy press
attaché Karen Kelly echoed in an official denial.

Golez also said the American general was not even aware
of the think tank’s existence, “implying that Stratfor is not
given importance in U.S. military-security circles.”

“General Myers belied it,” Golez told The STAR. “He found
it so ridiculous and said ‘Who are these people who cre-
ated the story?’”
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Myers explained that the U.S. does not need such forward
bases because they have rapid forward deployment ca-
pability, Golez said.

Moreover, Golez said Basilan, with its geography and
“conditions,” is not even an ideal place to set up a forward
base even if the U.S. could do it with a $4-million con-
struction program over 60 days.

“They can move personnel and equipment from the Pa-
cific Command in Honolulu or from bases in Japan with-
out creating a politically explosive option like a forward
base in the Philippines,” he said.

“They are aware of political sensitivities in the Philip-
pines and the physical limitations of Basilan as a forward
base (so) the Stratfor study has no basis,” Golez stressed.

Golez admitted he discussed “further enhancement” of
US military assistance to the country but did not elabo-
rate.

Officials said Myer’s visit had nothing to do with any
military base but only to inspect some 1,000 US troops in
Western Mindanao and check on the 2,700 American ser-
vicemen participating in the regular war games being held
in Central Luzon.

He is also scheduled to visit U.S. troops in Korea and Ja-
pan ahead of the installation of U.S. Admiral Tomas Fargo
as new commander-in-chief of the U.S. Pacific Command.
Fargo, Golez’ former classmate at the US Naval Academy
in Annapolis, Maryland, is set to replace Admiral Dennis
Blair who retires on May 3.

“Although the U.S. operations are ostensibly aimed at the
Islamic Abu Sayyaf militant group, Washington is likely
looking beyond the Southern Philippines in the war
against terrorism,” the Texas-based Stratfor said.

It noted that US military engineers reconstructing roads,
bridges and airstrips on Basilan Island — considered as
an Abu Sayyaf stronghold — were literally paving the
way for the setting up of a forward base for American
troops deployed against terrorists in Asia.

“U.S. participation in Balikatan has been dubbed the open-
ing of the second front in the war against terrorism. Yet
the Abu Sayyaf represents only a limited threat to the
United States,” the Stratfor report stated.

It added that the real reason for the manoeuvres “may be
evidenced” by the U.S. infrastructure development in
Basilan.

U.S. participation in the six-month exercise was initially
limited to 660 personnel, including 160 Special Forces
training and advising Filipino soldiers tracking down the
Abu Sayyaf bandits who have been holding three hos-
tages for almost a year now.

The captives consist of American missionary couple Mar-
tin and Gracia Burnham of Wichita, Kansas who were
snatched on May 27 last year from the posh resort of Dos
Palmas in Palawan, and Filipino nurse Deborah Yap, seized
during a raid by the bandits from a hospital in Lamitan
town in Basilan on June 2 while fleeing pursuing govern-
ment forces.

The U.S. strength in Balikatan was increased with the ar-
rival of 340 Seabees and Marines, 440 support and train-
ing staff stationed in nearby Zamboanga City, and some
300 aviation, logistics and intelligence personnel on
standby on Mactan Island in Cebu.

The U.S. forces are joined by about 4,000 Philippine troops
engaged in the hunt for the Abu Sayyaf bandits who styled
themselves as freedom fighters but staged mass kidnap-
ping for ransom.

Stratfor claimed that destroying the Abu Sayyaf which
has been linked to the al-Qaeda network of Saudi dissi-
dent Osama bin Laden “will accomplish little in
Washington’s fight against international terrorism.”

“But the continued, and even expanded, U.S. presence on
Basilan demonstrates a second layer to Washington’s op-
erations in the Philippines,” it added.

Stratfor also noted that Basilan’s location is strategic if
the U.S. wants to establish a forward logistics and opera-
tions base in Southeast Asia.

“Despite the political bickering in Manila, the Philippines
is a focal point for U.S. operations in the region due to
Washington’s close relations with the government and
the country’s proximity to Malaysia and, more impor-
tantly, Indonesia,” the U.S. think-tank said.

It pointed out that Indonesia, like Pakistan and Saudi
Arabia, “would be a very attractive location for al-Qaeda
to regroup due to massive Muslim population, limited
central control and the underlying sympathies of some
influential political and military figures.”

Stratfor revealed that U.S. military planners were look-
ing at General Santos City as an ideal location for facili-
ties, with both sea and land access.

— Marichu Villanueva, Aurea Calica
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a..... The Plans

BUSH PLANNED IRAQ ‘REGIME CHANGE’ BEFORE

BECOMING PRESIDENT

By Neil Mackay - [Scottish] Sunday Herald - 15
September 2002 [Excerpt]
{http://cryptome.org/rad.htm]

A SECRET blueprint for U.S. global domination reveals
that President Bush and his cabinet were planning a pre-
meditated attack on Iraq to secure ‘regime change’ even
before he took power in January 2001.

The blueprint, uncovered by the Sunday Herald, for the
creation of a ‘global Pax Americana’ was drawn up for
Dick Cheney (now vice-president), Donald Rumsfeld (de-
fence secretary), Paul Wolfowitz (Rumsfeld’s deputy),
George W Bush’s younger brother Jeb and Lewis Libby
(Cheney’s chief of staff). The document, entitled Rebuild-
ing America’s Defences: Strategies, Forces And Resources
For A New Century, was written in September 2000 by
the neo-conservative think-tank Project for the New
American Century (PNAC).

The plan shows Bush’s cabinet intended to take military
control of the Gulf region whether or not Saddam Hussein
was in power. It says: ‘The United States has for decades
sought to play a more permanent role in Gulf regional
security. While the unresolved conflict with Iraq provides
the immediate justification, the need for a substantial
American force presence in the Gulf transcends the issue
of the regime of Saddam Hussein.’

The PNAC document supports a ‘blueprint for maintain-
ing global U.S. pre-eminence, precluding the rise of a great
power rival, and shaping the international security order
in line with American principles and interests’.

This ‘American grand strategy’ must be advanced for ‘as
far into the future as possible’, the report says. It also calls
for the U.S. to ‘fight and decisively win multiple, simulta-
neous major theatre wars’ as a ‘core mission’.

The report describes American armed forces abroad as
‘the cavalry on the new American frontier’. The PNAC
blueprint supports an earlier document written by
Wolfowitz and Libby that said the U.S. must ‘discourage
advanced industrial nations from challenging our leader-
ship or even aspiring to a larger regional or global role’.

Originally published: [90 pages.]

Rebuilding American’s Defenses

[http://www.newamericancentury.org/
RebuildingAmericasDefenses.pdf]

THE PROJECT FOR A NEW AMERICAN EMPIRE
Who are these guys? And why do they think
they can rule the world?
by Duane Shank, issues and policy adviser for
Sojourners - September-October 2003

[http://www.sojo.net/
index.cfm?action=magazine.article&issue=soj0309&article=030911]

A British magazine called them “the weird men behind
George W. Bush’s war.” Their Project has led to countless
conspiracy theories. Their principles are now the govern-
ing foreign and military policy of the Bush administra-
tion—a plan combining U.S. military forces based around
the world with a doctrine of pre-emptive war and the
development of new nuclear weapons.

Who are they, the creators of the “Project for the New
American Century”? What is the “Project,” and why is it
cause for concern? The people behind it are now promi-
nent players in the Bush administration, and some of
them—most notably, Vice-President Richard Cheney and
Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld—are household
names. And their plan is for nothing less than securing
U.S. global domination for decades to come—and that’s
according to their own testimony.

The roots of the Project—both ideological and the people
identified with it—are in the Reagan administration. Com-
bining an aggressive foreign policy with a then-unprec-
edented military buildup, they helped lead the invasions
of Panama and Grenada, counter-insurgency wars in Cen-
tral America, the Cold War showdown with the Soviet
Union, and the arming of Iraq as a counter to radical Is-
lamists in Iran.

In 1989, the Soviet Union finally imploded—and with it
ended the bipolar world that had existed since World War
II. The United States remained as the lone superpower.
Neoconservative intellectuals, inside and outside the ad-
ministration of George Bush I, began plotting how to con-
tinue that situation into the future.

After the first Gulf war, Paul Wolfowitz, then
undersecretary of defense for policy, drafted a defense plan-
ning document that laid out the core ideas of what was to
become the Project for the New American Century’s vi-
sion. It was a strategy of maintaining and strengthening
unchallenged U.S. military superiority against a poten-
tial future superpower rival and against unrest around
the world, through pre-emption rather than containment
and unilateral military action rather than multilateral
internationalism. Bush Sr. administration officials rejected
it as too radical.

What is the United States doing?
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Bill Clinton’s foreign policy emphasized multilateralism,
involving the United States in peacekeeping missions in
Somalia and Bosnia. In response, the Project for the New
American Century (PNAC) emerged in June 1997. Its
founding “Statement of Principles” was released by a
who’s who of former Reagan administration and conser-
vative think tank intellectuals. After criticizing the Clinton
administration for “incoherent policies,” “squandering the
opportunity,” and “inconstant leadership,” they presented
their alternative.

“American foreign and defense policy is adrift,” the state-
ment said. “...As the 20th century draws to a close, the
United States stands as the world’s pre-eminent power….
Does the United States have the resolve to shape a new
century favourable to American principles and interests?”
The statement ended by calling for “a Reaganite policy of
military strength and moral clarity.”

From the beginning, the Project was obsessed with Iraq.
In a January 1998 letter to President Clinton, PNAC wrote,
“We urge you…to turn your administration’s attention
to implementing a strategy for removing Saddam’s re-
gime from power.” The letter was signed by, among oth-
ers, Donald Rumsfeld, Paul Wolfowitz, John Bolton, Elliott
Abrams, and Richard Armitage.

In September 2000, the Project released its grand plan for
the future in a report titled “Rebuilding America’s De-
fenses: Strategy, Forces, and Resources for a New Cen-
tury.” The report begins with the premise that “The United
States is the world’s only superpower, combining pre-
eminent military power, global technological leadership,
and the world’s largest economy…. America’s grand strat-
egy should aim to preserve and extend this advantageous
position as far into the future as possible.… Yet no mo-
ment in international politics can be frozen in time; even a
global Pax Americana will not preserve itself.”

The report recommends new missions for the U.S. armed
forces, including a dominant nuclear capability with a
new generation of nuclear weapons, sufficient combat
forces to fight and win multiple major wars, and forces
for “constabulary duties” around the world with Ameri-
can rather than U.N. leadership. It asserts that “The pres-
ence of American forces in critical regions around the
world is the visible expression of the extent of America’s
status as a superpower” and proposes “a network of ‘de-
ployment bases’ or ‘forward operating bases’ to increase
the reach of current and future forces.”

Specifically citing the Persian Gulf, the report notes that
“the United States has for decades sought to play a more
permanent role in Gulf regional security. While the unre-
solved conflict with Iraq provides the immediate justifi-
cation, the need for a substantial American force presence
in the Gulf transcends the issue of the regime of Saddam
Hussein…. Over the long term, Iran may well prove as
large a threat to U.S. interests in the Gulf as Iraq has.”

Concluding with the importance of transforming the U.S.
military for new challenges, it provocatively notes that

“the failure to prepare for tomorrow’s challenges will en-
sure that the current Pax Americana comes to an early end.”

This vision of American empire received little attention in
fall 2000 and was largely dismissed as the work of hard-
liners. The report itself admitted that the process of ac-
complishing this transformation was “likely to be a long
one, absent some catastrophic and catalyzing event—like
a new Pearl Harbor.”

FEW OF THE Project’s participants had supported George
W. Bush in his run for the presidency, fearing that with
his lack of foreign policy experience, he would be shaped
by the moderate Republicans who had dominated his
father’s administration. But Richard Cheney, one of the
Project’s founders, was named vice president and placed
in charge of the transition. Suddenly Project participants
were in key foreign and military policy positions.

They immediately began to implement their strategic
plan—withdrawing from the anti-ballistic missile treaty,
increasing military spending, and beginning a missile
defense program. But by the end of summer 2001, the ad-
ministration was in trouble. The president’s approval rat-
ing had sunk to 51 percent, the Democrats had regained
control of the Senate with the switch of Senator James
Jeffords, and the economy was entering a recession. Then
came Sept. 11, the type of catastrophe the Project had posed
as necessary for the realization of its agenda. For them, it
was the best thing that could have happened.

The Project lost no time. Only days after 9/11, it released a
letter arguing that “even if evidence does not link Iraq
directly to the attack, any strategy aiming at the eradica-
tion of terrorism and its sponsors must include a deter-
mined effort to remove Saddam Hussein from power in
Iraq.” That determined effort culminated in the war this
spring. The real rationale ultimately was not weapons of
mass destruction, oil, human rights violations, or any of
the other reasons given publicly. It was, as had been writ-
ten two years earlier, the desire for a permanent role in
the strategically important Gulf region.

President Bush’s 2002 State of the Union speech declared
that “Our war on terror is well begun, but it is only be-
gun.” He singled out Iraq, Iran, and North Korea as “an
axis of evil, arming to threaten the peace of the world.” In
June, the president signalled his support for a pre-emptive
war strategy, saying that the United States is “ready for
pre-emptive action when necessary to defend our liberty
and to defend our lives.” By the end of the year, this was
the official policy of the administration, outlined in two
White House planning documents.

The strategy makes pre-emptive war official policy against
“rogue states” with the alleged potential to develop weap-
ons of mass destruction. “To forestall or prevent such hos-
tile acts by our adversaries,” the White House documents
say, “the United States will, if necessary, act pre-
emptively.” To fight those countries the administration
accuses of attaining (or even seeking) weapons of mass
destruction, the planning documents threaten its own
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mass destruction: the possible first use of U.S. nuclear
weapons. Admitting that this is a “fundamental change
from the past,” the White House documents state that U.S.
military forces will use “pre-emptive measures” against
such states, including “the full range of operational capa-
bilities”—which many read as code for nuclear strikes.
Indeed, this year’s defense authorization bill includes new,
low-yield nuclear weapons, including the “bunker
buster.”

The real or exaggerated fear of terrorism is being used to
drive the militarization of U.S. foreign policy. There are
now U.S. troops in 130 countries around the world, per-
manent bases in 40, and a growing number of others pro-
viding basing rights. The Wall Street Journal recently de-
scribed it as “one of the biggest shifts in U.S. military think-
ing in the past 50 years,” and noted that the new strategy
is “pushing U.S. forces into far more remote and danger-
ous corners of the world.” Defense Secretary Rumsfeld,
architect of the strategy, is “preparing U.S. forces for a
future that could involve lots of small, dirty fights in re-
mote and dangerous places.”

HOW DID A GROUP of little-known intellectuals gain the
power to control an administration? Partly by capitaliz-
ing on fear, with the American people kept constantly on
edge by color-coded terror warnings. Partly by keeping
the focus on one piece at a time—Afghanistan, Iraq, and
now Iran. And partly by their arrogant belief that there is
ultimately no force that can defeat them. It is the same
hubris that always accompanies empire—a desire to domi-
nate the world through military power.

But there is an alternative to empire and endless war. The
plan of the Project for the New American Century must
be countered with a vision that insists militarization and
pre-emptive war is not the path to real security. We must
advance the vision of a world where international insti-
tutions are strengthened rather than destroyed, where
global poverty is seriously addressed, where all countries,
including the United States, are disarming their weapons
of mass destruction, and where human rights are taken
seriously. People of faith and goodwill in this country and
around the world stood up by the millions to oppose the
war against Iraq. We must now continue that opposition—
through doing justice, loving compassion, and walking
with God in the struggle.

PENTAGON PLANS TO REDEPLOY FORCES IN ASIA

By Norman Bordadora - Manila Time, May 31,
2003

[http://www.inq7.net/nat/2003/may/31/nat_13-2.htm]

“The story seriously overstates the extent to which deci-
sions have been made about new bases or operational
arrangements in Asia,” the embassy official said. “Any
new arrangements would require careful consultation
with the countries involved,” the official said.

Hagel and Reed were accompanied by U.S. Ambassador

Francis Ricciardone to the Department of Foreign Affairs
yesterday following their meeting with President
Macapagal-Arroyo in Malacanang.

“We had a very good meeting with the President about
mutual interests, security interest and-very high on the
agenda-economic interests,” Hagel said.

Ricciardone said the President’s support for the United
States in recent international crises has strengthened the
“partnership between equals” of the two countries.

”The relationship has fundamentally changed, not just
revitalized but brought to maturity. That’s the word
President Macapagal-Arroyo used,” Ricciardone said.

”It’s a partnership between equals. Partnership is better
and I think that’s what the President has accomplished
when she visited and I think when U.S. President George
W. Bush comes here, he will also take this up with her,”
Ricciardone added.

Hagel said the Philippines has always been a major non-
NATO ally of the United States.

”The Philippines is a major non-NATO ally for many,
many years. I think the importance of our relationship-
the geo-political location of the Philippines for trade, se-
curity, all the issues that are so important to our future-
intersects,” Hagel said.

”This is the reason why President Bush is coming this
fall,” he added.

Hagel said counter-terrorist measures in the country have
an impact on U.S. interests around the world.

”What President (Macapagal) Arroyo is doing in regard
to dealing with her urgent terrorist threats does have an
impact on American security threats around the world,”
Hagel said.

”That’s why we are working through some issues to see
how we can support her efforts,” he added.

”Given the nature of warfare today, the technology we
have and the skill of our fighting forces, the old structure
of coast and navy bases has to be re-evaluated, is being
re-evaluated not just here in Asia but also in Europe,”
Reed told reporters.

In Southeast Asia, the Philippines hosts the most high-
profile U.S. military presence, with a few thousand Ameri-
can troops taking turns over the last two years to train
the Armed Forces.

At present Washington has six military hubs in the Asia-
Pacific region but they are all oriented toward Northeast
Asia, where U.S. forces are positioned for a potential con-
flict in the Korean peninsula.

The U.S. has no permanent military base in Southeast Asia
since the closing of its Clark and Subic bases in the Philip-
pines in 1992.

Since the closure of the nearly 100-year-old bases, Wash-
ington has been using Singapore as a logistics hub for
warships moving from the Pacific Ocean to the Persian
Gulf.
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b..... The Military

U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND FACILITIES

June 3, 2003

[http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/
pacom.htm]

U.S. bases in Japan and Korea remain the critical compo-
nent of U.S. deterrent and rapid response strategy in Asia.
U.S. military presence in the region also enables the United
States to respond more rapidly and flexibly in other ar-
eas. The basic outlines of U.S. force presence in Japan and
Korea will remain constant. Japanese peacetime host na-
tion support (HNS) remains the most generous of any of
America’s allies around the world, averaging about $5
billion each year. Despite its severe financial crisis, Korea
provides substantial support for maintenance of U.S.
troops, recognizing like Japan that HNS is a critical stra-
tegic factor in the alliance.

Both nations continue to modernize their forces and have
procured substantial amounts of U.S. equipment, services
and weapons systems to enhance interoperability and
cooperation between alliance forces. In fact, the U.S. has
more equipment in common with Japan than any other
ally.

After the closure of U.S. bases in the Philippines in 1992,
the United States has benefited from a series of access
agreements and other arrangements with Southeast Asian
partners that have supported continued U.S. military en-
gagement. These arrangements, including port calls, re-
pair facilities, training ranges and logistics support, have
become increasingly important to the U.S. overseas pres-
ence. For example, Singapore announced in early 1998 that
its Changi Naval Station, which became operational in
the year 2000, would be available to U.S. naval combat-
ants and include a pier which can accommodate Ameri-
can aircraft carriers. In January 1998, the United States
and the Philippines negotiated a Visiting Forces Agree-
ment that, when ratified, will permit routine combined
exercises and training, and ship visits. Thailand remains
an important refuelling and transit point for possible op-
erations to neighbouring trouble spots, including the Ara-
bian Gulf. Australia has long provided key access to fa-
cilities for U.S. unilateral and combined exercises.

Although the U.S. overseas presence in Asia serves both
regional and U.S. security interests, the impact on local
communities in host countries can be great. The United
States understands and appreciates the sacrifices of the
citizens who live near training areas or bases, and who
sometimes endure noise and other inconveniences. U.S.
forces work to mitigate these effects and coordinate closely
with officials at both the national and local levels, and
local citizens groups to reach mutually satisfactory ar-
rangements. In Japan, for instance, U.S. forces have relo-
cated artillery training, and when possible, carrier land-
ing practice to alleviate the inconvenience to local resi-
dents. The United States has also worked with Japan to
establish quiet hours to minimize the impact of routine

air operations on local communities. In both Japan and
Korea, there has been a continuing effort to address envi-
ronmental issues associated with its base presence. The
United States has pledged to work closely with Japanese
and Korean authorities to ensure U.S. military operations
are carried out with due regard for the environment and
public safety. The U.S. has also made progress to return
base and training-related land, to alter operational pro-
cedures in host countries in an effort to respond to local
concerns, and to be better neighbours.

By mid-2003 the Pentagon was planning a broad realign-
ment of troops in Asia that may include moving Marines
out of Japan and establishing a network of small bases in
countries such as Australia, Singapore and Malaysia
where the U.S. has never had a substantial military pres-
ence. The 24,000 or so U.S. troops based with their fami-
lies elsewhere in Japan would remain where they were.
But the Pentagon would increase the military equipment
and weaponry stored and maintained at ports in Japan
and elsewhere, allowing it to cut back the number of
troops based in the region but leaving it able to deploy
them rapidly to conflicts in the area.

PAUL WOLFOWITZ’S INDONESIA AMNESIA

By Jim Lobe - July 18, 2003
[http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Southeast_Asia/
EG18Ae03.html]

WASHINGTON - Reports that the administration of U.S.
president George W. Bush has decided to release funds
that will permit it to train Indonesian military officers,
despite a recent vote by a key Senate committee that calls
for training to be suspended until the army’s role in the
killing of two U.S. teachers in West Papua is clarified, has
drawn strong expressions of concern on the part of hu-
man rights groups here.

Neither the Pentagon nor the State Department would
confirm that a final decision has been made. However,
non-governmental organizations (NGOs) who monitor In-
donesia closely said they understand that senior defense
officials, including, notably, Deputy Defense Secretary Paul
Wolfowitz, a former U.S. ambassador to Indonesia, have
decided to go ahead.

Wolfowitz has long argued that U.S. military re-engage-
ment with the Indonesian military (TNI) should be an
urgent priority in the U.S.-led “war on terrorism” and
that it can help improve the armed forces’ human-rights
performance, a contention with which rights organiza-
tions and many Indonesia analysts strongly disagree.

”For over three decades, the U.S. and Indonesian militar-
ies were extremely close and we saw no move to reform,”
said Ed McWilliams, a former State Department officer
who served as political counsellor in the U.S. Embassy in
Jakarta from 1996-99 when military relations were sus-
pended after TNI-organized militias went on a rampage
in East Timor.
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The violence, in which more than 1,000 Timorese were
killed and tens of thousands more displaced, prompted
the intervention of an Australian-led multinational force
and eventually East Timor’s independence from Indone-
sia.

”The TNI’s worst abuses took place when we were most
engaged,” McWilliams said.

While the amount of funds for Indonesia’s participation
in the International Military Education and Training
(IMET) program comes to a mere US$400,000, activists
argue that resuming training now would be seen in Indo-
nesia as a strong endorsement of TNI at a critical moment.

A State Department spokesman told Inter Press Service
that it “has not yet completed consultations” with U.S.
lawmakers as required under the 2003 IMET appropria-
tion. He denied that any final decision has been made.

Congressional sources confirmed they understand that
the administration wants to provide the training but that
it has not yet sat down with key lawmakers to explain
why.

”They know it will be an unpleasant experience when they
come up here,” said one aide who acknowledged that the
administration could go ahead despite congressional op-
position if it wished.

The TNI is currently engaged in its largest counter-insur-
gency operation against secessionist rebels in Aceh since
its invasion of East Timor in 1975, and reports out of the
gas-rich province in northern Sumatra since its launch in
mid-May have spurred growing concerns about the level
of serious abuses against the civilian population there.

On Monday, the World Organization Against Torture
(OMCT) in Geneva became the latest international hu-
man-rights group to voice its “deep concern” about the
situation there, particularly in light of the failure of the
global media to follow developments in Aceh. It said as
many as 1,000 civilians have been killed and 40,000 more
have been forced to flee their homes.

”The latest reports indicate that human rights defenders
are being subjected to harassment, arrest [and] torture
and face execution for pursuing their activities,” it said,
while foreign journalists and humanitarian organizations
have been prevented from entering the province.

Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch have
also voiced strong concerns about the counter-insurgency
campaign and its impact on civilians in recent weeks. Even
Wolfowitz himself complained on a recent trip to Jakarta
that no military solution in Aceh was possible and that
the government should return to the negotiating table in
search of a political settlement.

The TNI has been criticized for similar abuses in West
Papua. Last August 31, two U.S. teachers and one Indone-
sian were killed and another eight U.S. and three Indone-
sian citizens wounded in an ambush in the mining opera-
tions of the Louisiana-based Freeport-McMoRan Cooper
and Gold Inc - under circumstances that, according to both

Indonesian police and the U.S. Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation, implicated the TNI. After two previous FBI trips
were hindered by TNI obstruction, Jakarta recently al-
lowed the U.S. agency to return to continue its own inves-
tigation.

After a major Pentagon lobbying effort to persuade Con-
gress to renew IMET training for Indonesia after the Sep-
tember 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on New York and the
Pentagon to resume military ties with Indonesia, Con-
gress finally authorized $400,000 for IMET training for
Indonesia for fiscal year 2003, and it is that money that is
now at stake.

In light of the McMoRan ambush, however, the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee voted in May to condition
all IMET aid for Indonesia in fiscal year 2004, which be-
gins October 1, on Jakarta’s “taking effective measures” to
investigate fully and criminally prosecute those respon-
sible for the killings.

”The release of the IMET funds now would only cause
people to question America’s commitment to its own citi-
zens’ safety,” Patricia Lynn Spier, who was seriously
wounded and her husband killed in the ambush, said on
Monday. “The FBI must be allowed to complete its inves-
tigation of the attack on me and others at the Freeport
mine. No military assistance should be provided unless
the Indonesian military is deemed innocent.”

The Pentagon, however, is particularly eager to renew ties
with Indonesian military officers as part of the “war on
terrorism”, in which Washington hopes the TNI will play
a key role. Indonesia has the world’s largest Muslim popu-
lation, and last year’s bombing of a nightclub in Bali ap-
parently persuaded both President Megawati
Sukarnoputri and other senior government officials that
radical Islamists represented a serious threat to the coun-
try.

On Monday, a bomb exploded at Indonesia’s parliament
in what the police called a “terror” attack in which the
explosives used were similar to those found in the posses-
sion of alleged Islamist militants arrested in Jakarta last
week.

The Pentagon persuaded Congress to permit it to provide
the TNI with some $4 million in counter-terrorism train-
ing and non-lethal equipment last year but has made little
secret of its desire to provide more assistance to the Indo-
nesian military, particularly its officer corps.

”I believe exposure of Indonesia officers to US [military
personnel] has been a way to promote reform efforts in
the military, not to set them back,” Wolfowitz said this
year.

But other analysts strongly disagree, noting not only the
brutal record of the TNI when it was most closely en-
gaged with the United States during the 30-some years of
the former dictator Suharto’s rule, but also the concern
that the military will use its return to the IMET program
to trumpet its return to international respectability when,
in fact, it has done nothing to deserve it.
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”Rather than teach democratic values, the Indonesian
military will see IMET as a U.S. endorsement of business
as usual,” said Kurt Biddle, coordinator of the Indonesia
Human Rights Network (IHRN). “Since the administra-
tion has actively sought to restore military assistance,
the Indonesian military has sabotaged international ef-
forts to attain justice for crimes against humanity com-
mitted in East Timor, exonerated itself of last year’s mur-
der of two U.S. teachers, and undermined a U.S.-backed
ceasefire in Aceh.”

Rights groups have been particularly outraged at the
treatment accorded Major-General Adam Damiri, who is
leading the counter-insurgency campaign in Aceh. Damiri
has been charged with crimes against humanity in con-
nection with the havoc in East Timor in 1999 but missed
several days of his trial in May in order to help prepare
the TNI for its assault on Aceh.

”There has been no meaningful progress towards reform
of the military or the ending of impunity” since the East
Timor violence, according to a statement signed last month
by some 90 human-rights, peace, and church groups
around the world who called for an international mili-
tary embargo against Jakarta.

After the mayhem in East Timor, the U.S. Congress condi-
tioned the resumption of military-to-military relations
with the TNI on Indonesia punishing those military offic-
ers who were responsible and taking other steps to secure
civilian control over the military and end its impunity.
But Congress relaxed those conditions as a result of Pen-
tagon pressure after the September 11 attacks.

PACIFIC FLEET EXERCISE

July 24, 2004
[http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/ops/ex-
pacfleet.htm]

The Navy conducts more than 100 exercises per year with
nations throughout Asia. The 7th Fleet’s area of responsi-
bility includes more than 52 million square miles of the
Pacific and Indian Oceans — stretching from International
Date Line to the east coast of Africa, and from the Kuril
Islands in the north to the Antarctic in the south. As this
graphic shows, the region is more than 14 times the size of
the entire continental United States.

The United States has longstanding security treaties with
six nations in the area, and military-to-military contacts
with more than two dozen others.

Illustrating the depth and scope of Pacific Fleet naval pres-
ence in the region are the myriad activities and number of
countries engaged on a routine basis. There are over 125
joint and combined exercises conducted with friends and
allies each year. The 7th Fleet exercises include Tandem
Thrust, Valiant Blitz, Keen Edge and RIMPAC being some
of the larger ones. There are smaller exercises, too, where
fewer assets are used, and their names may be just as

unique as their goals: Sea Bat, Tricrab, Dieselex, Shin Kame,
Lungfish. The Pacific Fleet’s ships conduct more than 700
port visits throughout the region for crew liberty, peri-
odic maintenance, and theater engagement purposes.

A passing exercise can involve rather limited interaction
with local military forces, such as U.S. notification of neigh-
boring countries as ships pass through nearby waters.
Passing exercises can also involve more extensive joint
exercises with local forces. Naval passing exercises are
conducted with each country in the region, although their
scale varies significantly. Larger passing exercises can in-
volve a U.S. carrier group. In these cases, U.S. and local
forces may conduct joint naval and air exercises. Smaller
passing exercises might involve the passage of a single
U.S. destroyer, with interaction possibly limited to com-
munications. These small-scale exercises are thought to
be important in laying the groundwork for future mili-
tary-to-military relationships. The contribution of the
local country to passing exercises is typically smaller than
the U.S. force.
· ANNUALEX Bilateral USN/JMSDF Maritime Exercise
· CARAT Cooperation Afloat Readiness and Training:
· Bilateral SEA readiness and training exercise with Ma-

laysia, Singapore, Thailand, Philippines, Brunei, Indo-
nesia

· COBRA GOLD Joint air/land/sea/SOF exercise with Thai-
land

· COOP from the Sea Joint US/Russia amphib/humani-
tarian disaster relief exercise

· CROCODILE Joint/combined Fleet Training Exercise
with maritime/land defense focus with Australia

· DUGONG Bilateral Very Shallow Water explosive or-
dinance disposal/Mine exercise with Australia

· FLASH IROQUIOIS Interoperability training between
SOCPAC NSW and Indian SOF

· FOAL EAGLE Joint/combined training exercise in sup-
port of defense of Korea

· HONG KONG SAREX Improve multilateral coordina-
tion in Western Pacific

· INDUSA Bilateral naval training exercise series with
Indonesia

· INDUSA RECONEX Bilateral reconnaissance exercise
with Indonesia

· INDUSA SALVEX Bilateral USN/Indonesia salvage
training

· JMSDF DIESELEX Anti-diesel submarine exercise with
JMSDF

· JMSDF EODEX Bilateral JMSDF/USN explosive ordi-
nance disposal exercise

· JMSDF MCMEX Bilateral JMSDF/USN mine countermea-
sure exercise

· JMSDF MINEX Bilateral JMSDF/USN Mining exercise
· JTFEX Joint Task Force Exercise for deploying carrier

battle groups and amphibious ready groups
· KEEN SWORD Joint/Bilateral exercise to increase readi-

ness/interoperability for defense of Japan
· LUNGFISH Bilateral Australia/USN submarine Under-
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sea Warfare exercise
· MALABAR Surface/Submarine/Air interoperability

exercise with India
· Malay EODEX Bilateral Malaysia/USN explosive ordi-

nance disposal exercise with Malaysia
· MALAY MINEX Bilateral Malaysia/USN mine exercise

with Malaysia
· MERLION Bilateral exercise emphasizing

interoperability with US carrier battle groups and
Singapore

· MERLYNX Bilateral exercise for maritime special op-
erations with Singapore

· RIMPAC Rim of the Pacific: Biennial large scale multi-
national carrier battle group power projection and sea
control exercise.

· ROKN ANTISOFEX Bilateral anti-special operations
forces exercise with Republic of Korea

· ROKN DIESELEX Bilateral anti diesel submarine train-
ing exercise with Republic of Korea

· ROKN EODEX Bilateral USN/ROKN explosive ordi-
nance disposal exercise with Republic of Korea

· ROKN MCMEX Bilateral USN/ROKN mine countermea-
sure exercise with Republic of Korea

· ROKN MINEX Bilateral USN/ROKN mine exer-
cise with Republic of Korea

· ROKN SALVEX Bilateral USN/ROKN salvage exercise
with Republic of Korea

· ROKN SEALEX Bilateral USN/ROKN SEAL exercise with
Republic of Korea

· ROKN SUBEX Bilateral USN/ROKN submarine vs. sub-
marine exercise with Republic of Korea

· SEABAT Bilateral maritime exercise with Bangladesh
· TANDEM THRUST Joint readiness exercise to improve

interoperability and validate PACOM two-tiered com-
mand control concept

· THAI MINEX Bilateral USN/THAI mine exercise

· THAI SALVEX Bilateral USN/THAI salvage exercise

· TRICRAB Multi-national explosive ordinance disposal
exercise with Australia and Singapore

· ULCHI-FOCUS LENS Joint/combined exercise con-
ducted in conjunction with Republic of Korea national
mobilization exercise

· UNDERSEAL Bilateral special warfare training with
Thai SEALS

· VALIANT MARK Small scale bilateral amphibious ex-
ercise with Singapore

· VALIANT USHER Joint/combined regimental size am-
phibious landing exercise



2424242424
DAGA Press 2004

c. The Activities

REMAKING POLICY IN ASIA?
By John Gershman – November 2002

[http://www.fpif.org/papers/asia/index.html]

Asia is arguably the region that has been most dramati-
cally affected by the shift in U.S. policy since the attacks of
September 11. U.S. bases have cropped in Central Asia for
the first time in history. Five Japanese vessels participated
in the multinational naval contingent that was part of
Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan, marking the
first wartime dispatch of naval vessels for operations
abroad since the end of World War II1. The Bush adminis-
tration has improved relations with both Pakistan and
India at the same time, a feat never accomplished during
the cold war. The administration has expanded military
cooperation with Taiwan that is unprecedented since the
normalization of relations with the People’s Republic of
China. And the U.S. has improved military relations with
the Philippines to the closest they’ve been since the end of
the cold war, and begun to re-engage in a significant fash-
ion with the Indonesian military for the first time since
ties were cut in 1999.

The Bush administration came into office committed to
change U.S. policy toward Asia. It aimed at reversing the
Clinton-era policies of engagement with North Korea and
China, and strengthening military alliances perceived as
having been slighted under Clinton, particularly with Ja-
pan, but also with Australia, South Korea, the Philippines,
and Thailand. Military and security issues were slated to
displace economics as the priority concerns of U.S. policy
toward the region.

After the September 11 attacks and the launch of the Bush
administration’s “war on terrorism,” Bush policy toward
the region followed three uneven phases. The first phase
covered the period following the attacks through the State
of the Union address in January 2002, and largely involved
assembling a coalition that would support (or at least not
oppose) the U.S.-led war in Afghanistan. The second phase
was marked by two events: the identification of the “axis
of evil” in the State of the Union address and the launch of
the so-called “second front” in the war on terrorism in
Southeast Asia more broadly. In the third and current
phase, signs of open dissent are appearing within the ad-
ministration and between the administration and its
hard-line supporters concerning the administration’s re-
lationship with China. In addition, developments in the
region as a whole are complicating U.S. efforts to imple-
ment its militarized foreign policies and maintain su-
premacy in Asia.

Military Partnership with Japan
Since the end of the cold war, U.S.-Japan relations as a
whole have been characterized by the absence of a strate-
gic framework—a gap that the Bush administration has

begun to fill. In the first phase of the “war on terrorism,”
the United States has put pressure on Japan to change the
way it thinks of war and peace.

The closest thing to a blueprint for the Bush
administration’s approach to Japan can be found in the
so-called Armitage Report, the product of a study group led
by former Clinton administration official Joseph Nye and
current Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage.2

The Report places security at the centre of the U.S.-Japan
relationship and conceives of the U.S.-Japan security alli-
ance as the primary anchor for U.S. force projection in the
Pacific and Indian Oceans. Despite the 35,000 ground
troops in South Korea, no naval forces are based there.
Japan hosts the only homeport for a carrier battle group
outside the United States, a complete amphibious attack
group, and a full marine expeditionary force.

The Bush administration wants a more substantial mili-
tary partnership that would begin to parallel relations
with its European allies, but there is no evidence that most
Japanese want such a relationship. Japanese Prime Minis-
ter Junichiro Koizumi has called for the repeal, or at least
a reinterpretation of Article 9 of Japan’s Constitution,
which forbids Japan to wage war. A reinterpretation
would allow Japan to use military force as part of “collec-
tive security” operations; that is, to assist allied forces
under attack outside of Japanese territory. In a stark con-
trast to the Bush administration, Japan’s foreign policy
places a greater emphasis on multilateralism. Japan has
signed the landmine treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty and other multilateral arms control efforts and re-
mains upset by the Bush administration’s rejection of the
Kyoto protocol. At a minimum, however, the administra-
tion will push Japan further toward collective defense,
steps foreshadowed in the late 1990s by Japan’s approval
of the revised U.S.-Japan security guidelines and its agree-
ment to cooperate in pursuing theatre missile defense
(TMD). Anything involving a more formal military role
for Japan in the region remains controversial both within
Japan and among many of its Asian neighbours, includ-
ing those friendly to Washington, such as South Korea.
Most countries in the region see a more militarily asser-
tive Japan, given its past military adventures, as destabi-
lizing and a danger.

The “Axis of Evil” and Beyond

The second phase of the “war on terrorism” in Asia has
centred on confronting North Korea and expanding the
conflict to Southeast Asia. With North Korea, the Bush
administration has most clearly departed from the poli-
cies of its predecessor. One of the Clinton administration’s
few unqualified foreign policy successes was the negotia-
tion of the Agreed Framework in 1994, under which North
Korea agreed to freeze its nuclear program in exchange
for heavy fuel oil shipments and the construction of two
nuclear reactors. When the U.S. followed the lead of South
Korean President Kim Dae Jung’s “sunshine policy” with
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the North, tensions fell to their lowest levels since the end
of the Korean War.

Colin Powell advocated continuing the Clinton-era poli-
cies of engagement, but he was over-ruled by hardliners
soon after Bush entered office and a review of policy to-
ward North Korea was launched.3 Bush embarrassed
President Kim by criticizing his sunshine policy when he
visited Washington in March 2001. The events of Septem-
ber 11 might have sparked a U.S.-North Korean rap-
prochement. After condemning the attacks, North Korea
promptly announced that it would sign the remaining
international antiterrorism conventions that it hadn’t al-
ready ratified. But the United States kept North Korea on
its terrorism list and maintained the accompanying eco-
nomic sanctions. This more confrontational stance culmi-
nated with North Korea’s inclusion in the axis of evil in
the 2002 State of the Union address, even though the U.S.
State Department claims North Korea hasn’t engaged in
terrorism since the 1980s.

In late August, the two Koreas reached an agreement on
three major joint economic projects including reconnect-
ing severed cross-border railways, constructing an in-
dustrial complex, and instituting anti-flood measures. Fol-
lowing Koizumi’s historic trip in mid-September, Japan
and North Korea began negotiations over normalizing
relations. Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia James
Kelley travelled to North Korea in early October and at
that meeting confronted North Korean officials with evi-
dence that it has engaged in a secret nuclear weapons pro-
gram since 1997 in violation of the Agreed Framework, a
charge that North Korean officials acknowledged to be
true.

North Korea’s acknowledgement of the weapons program,
like its acknowledgement that it had abducted Japanese
citizens in the 1970s and 1980s, seems aimed at a broader
dialogue with the Bush administration. As of mid-Octo-
ber 2002, the Bush administration stance continues to be
divided as to how to respond to the recent developments.
(The State Department itself is divided, as Undersecretary
for Arms Control and International Security John Bolton
continues to wave the flag of the “axis of evil” in contrast
to the more positive views articulated by Deputy Secre-
tary of State Armitage and Assistant Secretary Kelley.).4
Hardliners like Bolton are eager to destroy the strategy of
engagement represented by the Agreed Framework could
provoke a replay of the 1994 nuclear crisis which brought
the peninsula to the edge of war. Although the future of
the Agreed Framework may be in doubt, the engagement
approach remains favoured by the key countries in the
region. Emerging at the same time that the administra-
tion is gearing up support to invade Iraq, the intra-ad-
ministration debate over how to respond to the North
Korean situation may have broader effects on U.S. policy
towards weapons of mass destruction.

In Southeast Asia, meanwhile, the U.S. has focused its war

on terrorism in the Philippines and Indonesia. In Indone-
sia, military cooperation is back on the table despite con-
gressional opposition on the grounds of Indonesian mili-
tary complicity in massive human rights abuses. Increased
military aid to Indonesia is typically justified on the basis
that it will promote democracy, but the International Cri-
sis Group (among many others) has argued that bilateral
military ties have not succeeded in “producing an Indo-
nesian military that meets the standards of a modern,
professional force under civilian control.”5

In the Philippines, the U.S. deployed over 1,000 troops in a
partially successful hostage rescue cum counter-terrorist
operation in southern Philippines. Against the backdrop
of these counter-terrorism operations, the U.S. has been
transforming the Philippines into a staging area for power
projection in the region (primarily against China/Taiwan)
but also to boost projection into Central Asia and the
Middle East. In August the Bush administration added
the Communist Party of the Philippines and its armed
wing, the New People’s Army, to the State Department’s
list of foreign terrorist organizations. The most immedi-
ate effect was to get the Dutch government to freeze the
assets of the Party leadership, which remains there in self-
imposed exile. The longer-term agenda is likely to include
an expansion of training and exercises to be directed at
countering the nearly 35-year-old insurgency. Indeed, the
military training exercises scheduled to begin in October
2002 are no longer aimed at Abu Sayyaf, the Muslim sepa-
ratist group linked to al Qaeda, but will take place else-
where in the archipelago.

The Bush administration foray into Southeast Asia has
been troubling for several reasons. First, the terrorist
threat was never as large as the rhetoric suggested. While
there is a small network of individuals and organizations
involved in terrorist activities, they have no mass follow-
ing. They represent a law enforcement not a military chal-
lenge.6 Second, U.S. military aid is strengthening unac-
countable and repressive militaries. It also risks under-
mining fragile democratic institutions and legitimizing
broader crackdowns on political dissent by regional lead-
ers.

Confronting China

In the first draft of the 1992 Defense Policy Guidance drafted
by Paul Wolfowitz and Lewis Libby, it was unclear where
the new rival to U.S. supremacy would most likely emerge.
Europe and Japan as well as China were among the candi-
dates. By the time the Bush administration came into of-
fice, however, the proponents of this doctrine of supremacy
saw only one possible peer competitor emerging in the
foreseeable future: China.7

But the Bush administration was divided on its approach
to China from the moment it took office. Hard-line
neoconservatives such as Secretary of Defense Donald
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Rumsfeld, his deputy Paul Wolfowitz, and Under Secre-
tary of Defense Dov Zakheim represented a fairly unified
Pentagon with John Bolton as a key outpost in the State
Department. They have been backed by an even more ra-
bid informal network of China-bashers known as the
“Blue Team” who are based in congressional staff, right-
wing think tanks, and media outlets. In the more moder-
ate realpolitik camp have been Secretary of State Colin
Powell, Directory of the State Department’s Policy Plan-
ning Staff Richard Haass, Deputy Secretary of State Rich-
ard Armitage, and Assistant Secretary of State James Kelly.
National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice, while largely
siding with the hawks, has played a balancing role on
policy toward China.

Early in the administration, the hawks appeared ascen-
dant, their rhetoric considerably sharper than that of the
Clinton administration. Bush denounced Clinton’s efforts
to forge a “strategic partnership” with China, referring
instead to China as a “strategic competitor.”8 The
Clintonesque pattern of engagement did prevail at key
points, however, such as the resolution of the April 2001
imbroglio involving the PC-3 spy plane collision. And
through September 11 that approach appears to have been
maintained. Most notably, President Bush met with Chi-
nese President Jiang Zemin twice in four months (October
2001 and February 2002) and is scheduled to meet him
again in October 2002. The number and frequency of these
meetings is unprecedented in U.S.-China relations.

The hawks have not given up. In the wake of the spy plane
incident, the Pentagon halted military ties and as of Sep-
tember 2002, they have yet to return to pre-April 2001
levels. Rumsfeld remains the only major cabinet member
not to have met with his Chinese counterpart. Having
apparently lost the intra-administration battle over how
to conduct direct relations with China, the Pentagon has
focused on upgrading relations with Taiwan and other
allies in the region. (While it contains proponents of Tai-
wan independence, the Bush administration does not for-
mally advocate this position.) In the midst of the spy plane
negotiations in April 2001, the Bush administration ap-
proved the most generous arms package for Taiwan in a
decade, including destroyers, anti-submarine planes, and
diesel submarines. While Bush administration rhetoric
with respect to Taiwan became less strident after Sep-
tember 11, the Pentagon quietly continued to forge closer
links between the U.S. and Taiwanese military establish-
ments, culminating in a meeting between Wolfowitz and
Taiwan’s minister of defense.

The Blue Team, relatively quiet since September 11, re-
newed their salvos in mid-2002.9 These China-bashers see
an opportunity in the distractions of the Chinese
leadership’s succession process to strengthen U.S.-Taiwan
ties and heighten the anti-China tone of the renewed mili-
tary ties in the region. They want a more explicit return to
the framework of China as a strategic competitor, a view
expressed in the first report of the U.S.-China Security
Review Commission, which was staffed by a number of

Blue Team members.10 The Blue Team supports pending
congressional legislation that demands greater planning
and operational integration of the U.S. and Taiwanese
militaries that would, if passed, contravene nearly twenty-
five years of U.S. policy toward China and ignite a major
crisis in U.S.-China relations.

Challenges from the Region

The aftermath of September 11 enabled the U.S. to expand
its military presence throughout the Asia/Pacific region
through military operations, exercises, aid, and training
programs that have consolidated the U.S. hegemonic mili-
tary presence and deepened military cooperation in the
region. The net effect of these expanded ties has been to
expand the capacity for U.S. force projection and has un-
dermined democracy by strengthening unaccountable
and repressive militaries in countries such as Indonesia
and the Philippines. These developments were not
“caused” by September 11—i.e., these were not new policy
initiatives—but the way the Bush administration re-
sponded to September 11 created a window of opportu-
nity for already existing proposals to succeed.

If the events of September 11 had not happened, it is by no
means clear that political support would have existed for
expanded ties with the authoritarian regime in Pakistan
or the chronically repressive militaries in the Philippines
and Indonesia, either in the U.S. or in those countries. Nor
would economic resources—military and foreign aid for
the Philippines and Indonesia as well as debt relief for
Pakistan—have been as forthcoming. These new relation-
ships are driven by the Pentagon. The State Department
remains a junior partner and has no significant resources
to offer for fighting poverty or strengthening civilian
democratic institutions. At the same time, key policies
toward Asia have continued regardless of September 11.
The September 11 attacks did nothing to weaken the Bush
administration’s support for national and theatre missile
defense systems, or its willingness to sell arms to and de-
velop closer military ties with Taiwan.

In this third phase of the “war on terrorism,” the internal
conflict between the hardliners and the advocates of en-
gagement, unsustainable in the long term, will continue
until one side or the other is defeated (with most of the
betting on Colin Powell to resign first).11 The Pentagon
has the edge, since the recent boost in military spending
gives it resources that other agencies lack. The most likely
pressure for change in the foreseeable future will come
not from within the Bush administration but from the
region. A number of key events will take place in late 2002
and 2003—China’s leadership succession, presidential
elections in South Korea, and the decision to continue or
abrogate the Agreed Framework. If Japan and South Ko-
rea respond positively to the new North Korean initia-
tives, and continuing economic crisis makes a major ex-
pansion of Japan’s military role more difficult, U.S.
hardliners will find it more difficult to promote confron-
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tation with North Korea. The missing element is popular
mobilization at home to seize the opportunity presented
by the divide within the administration. Popular mobili-
zation forced Congress to cut ties with the Indonesian
military in 1999, and popular mobilization can challenge,
transform, or at the very least mitigate the worst elements
of Bush administration policy in the region.
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IN KOREA, A QUIET US WEAPONS BUILD-UP
By Robert Marquand - Staff writer of The Christian
Science Monitor, July 01, 2003

[ht tp : / /www.csmonitor.com/2003/0701/p01s04-
woap.html]

The US is now sending $11 billion in high-tech equipment
- part of a redesign of the South’s defense.
TOKYO AND HONOLULU – As the U.S. prepares to re-
duce and redeploy troops that have long guarded the DMZ
in South Korea, it is also sending a huge array of state-of-
the-art military equipment onto a peninsula confronting
a nuclear crisis.

Along with a new Pentagon study of tactical nuclear weap-
ons that would penetrate the deep tunnels and entrenched
artillery positions of North Korea’s military, the $11-bil-
lion infusion of weaponry has raised concerns in Seoul
that Kim Jong II, the North’s isolated leader, will interpret
the build-up as a prelude to war or “regime change.”

The new materiel includes precision-guided rockets, Pa-
triot missile-defense units, attack helicopters, and a ro-
tating strike force team.

“This is a great deal of new military equipment being sent
to South Korea,” says Seongho Sheen, a research fellow
with the Asia Pacific Center for Security Studies in Hono-



2828282828
DAGA Press 2004

lulu. “Although the U.S. government has repeatedly said
it has no intention of attacking, from the North Korean
perspective it looks like the U.S. is preparing for war.”

Deploying small nuclear weapons to the South, even if
approved, is four years away, experts note. The Pentagon
got a congressional nod in May to study the so-called
nuclear “bunker busters” - causing a stir in Seoul.

Of more immediate notice is what U.S. officials term an
“enhancement” of capability and weaponry now under
way in the South. The build-up, first tipped by Gen. Leon
LaPorte in a classified talk last month, is part of a restruc-
turing of U.S. forces in Korea. This plan stems from Secre-
tary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld’s push for a more flexible
and fast-moving U.S. military. U.S. forces have discussed
such changes for 10 years.

Complicated timing

The U.S. is known to want a diplomatic answer to the
crisis with the North, and is pushing regional allies, espe-
cially China, to pressure Kim. Still, the timing and back-
drop of this build-up, and its potential for being misread
in the North, concerns some South Korean officials and
U.S. and Japanese analysts.

“When you are at an impasse, as we are with the North,
attempts to break the status quo can look provocative,”
says Haksoon Paik of the Sejong Institute outside Seoul.
“New high-tech weapons massed in the South could be
destabilizing.”

Enhancement comes at a sensitive moment: Pyongyang is
openly declaring nuclear status. The South has a newly
elected leader. There are disagreements and some confu-
sion in the public mind over how to conduct relations
with both sibling North Korea and ally Uncle Sam.

In the midst of this, the Pentagon said this spring it will
redeploy troops that have guarded the DMZ for 50-plus
years. The news caused deep jitters in Seoul, partly as-
suaged by the recent visit of assistant Secretary of De-
fense Paul Wolfowitz. Some worry that, despite U.S. as-
surances, the Americans may either be leaving forward
positions to prepare a military option against Kim’s
nuclear program, or preparing South Korea to fend for
itself in a sort of Koreanization program.

U.S. military planners argue that the new weaponry shows
a reasonable commitment to defend the South - and is an
incentive for Kim to forgo military moves and negotiate.

“They [North Korea] thinks everything is provocative,
when it suits their purpose,” says a U.S. military official
in Seoul. “Last winter, we quietly held military-training
exercises, which they sought to interpret as a prelude to
war. We train every year. But this time they used it as an
excuse to call off talks. We can’t make decisions based on

what Kim may or may not think.”

The breakdown of the $11 billion is not yet clear, and U.S.
military officials say it is too early to reveal where the
weapons will go. The package includes 16 new Pac-3 Pa-
triot antimissile systems, at least two squadrons of
Longbow AH-64D Apache helicopters, refitted “smart”
bombs, and several hundred new tanks and fighting ve-
hicles for a “striker force” that would rotate in and out of
Korea. Costs may also include landing strips and “Korean
contingency” forces based elsewhere.

Despite recent anti-American sentiments and protests in
Seoul against U.S. forces, most Koreans regard GIs as an
essential “tripwire” along the DMZ. Liberals and even
conservatives, like the new ambassador to the U.S., Han
Sung Joo, argue troops should be redeployed, and the sta-
tus quo changed, only after settlement of the nuclear cri-
sis.

Under the Pentagon plan, U.S. troops will move from some
two dozen bases along the DMZ to two main “hubs” south
of the Han River. Forces can move rapidly up and down
the DMZ, and are further removed from the local popula-
tion.

Yet what seems a mere tactical change in the U.S. reso-
nates deeper in the Korean context. “To take that tripwire
away without resolving the conflict between North Ko-
rea and the U.S. is, in the minds of South Koreans, an abro-
gation of responsibility taken by the U.S. in 1953 to termi-
nate the conflict without reunifying the Peninsula,” says
Lt. Col. Carl Baker of the Asia Pacific Center for Security
Studies in Honolulu.

The nuclear issue

Defense Department plans for a tactical nuclear deterrent
have been in the air for more than a year. In spring 2002, a
Department of Defense “Nuclear Posture Review” was
leaked - a report that contemplated use of small nuclear
weapons for penetrating into deep bunkers or tunnels.
The review named North Korea as a prime target. The
North Army has tunnelled prolifically for years; four tun-
nels from the North under the DMZ have been found.
South Korean intelligence suspects an entire mountain in
the North may be hollowed out.

A U.S. nuclear deterrent would be sold as a way to “pre-
empt” the huge array of artillery tubes now aimed at
Seoul. The capital of the South is regarded as a “hostage”
of these weapons, and estimates range from 60,000 to
500,000 casualties in the first hours of any all-out war
between the Koreas.

At a recent panel at the American Enterprise Institute in
Washington, a military analyst just back from Iraq said
“the lesson” of that war is that conventional artillery such
as Kim’s is no longer effective. The ability of U.S. forces to
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target artillery has changed tactics. “It’s easy to take artil-
lery tubes off the table. One of the most lethal places to be
is in an artillery position. You may live for one shot; you
may not live for two,” said David Kay of the Potomac In-
stitute.

Other analysts feel there are no such guarantees in the
messy exercise of war.

WASHINGTON’S MILITARY INTERVENTION DEEP-
ENS – IN THE PHILIPPINES
By Eduardo R.C. Capulong – International Socialist
Review, May-June 2003

[http://www.thirdworldtraveler.com/Asia/
Intervention_Philippines.html]

The Philippines and the United States resumed joint com-
bat operations in mid-April, renewing their ~ “Balikatan
03-1” (shoulder-to-shoulder) offensive against Muslim
rebels in the southern region of Mindanao. Unlike last
year’s “exercises,” which were confined-at least formally-
to Mindanao and lasted six months (see ISR 22, March-
April 2002), U.S. and Philippine officials now say that
Balikatan 03-1 will be open-ended. Operations will in-
clude points north, and target not only the kidnap-for-
ransom group Abu Sayyaf, but also the Moro Islamic Lib-
eration Front (MILF) and Maoist New People’s Army
(NPA). Balikatan 03-1 will encompass “many places,” said
President Gloria Macapagal Arroyo, among them the
southern Sulu and Mindanao islands, middle Visayas re-
gion, and northern provinces of Cavite, Quezon, Nueva
Ecija, Tarlac and Pampanga. Backed by $100 million in
U.S. military aid, it will involve as many as 2,000 U.S.
soldiers and thousands of Filipino troops.

The resumption of joint operations comes amid a sharp
escalation of hostilities between government and rebel
forces, particularly in the south. Already reeling from de-
cades of war, the Philippine military staged another ma-
jor offensive in February in Mindanao against the MILF.
Torpedoing peace negotiations that were underway, gov-
ernment forces attacked MILF bases in the resource-rich
Liguasan Marsh. Thus far, the operations have killed more
than 200 and displaced 200,000 people.

It also triggered a deadly spate of bombings. In March, an
explosion killed 23 at the Davao International Airport,
including an American missionary. Sixteen were killed in
a ferry terminal explosion shortly thereafter and another
16 in a bombing of three mosques in April. Arroyo blames
the MILF for the bombings. Declaring a “state of lawless
violence,” she has declared “total war” against the orga-
nization.

For its part, the MILF-as well as the NPA, with which it is
in tactical military alliance-speculates that the bombings
are the handiwork of the Philippine military or the United

States itself to justify greater military intervention. There
is evidence to that effect. Last May, Michael Meiring, a
British citizen with a California address, was rushed to a
Davao hospital following a blast in his hotel room. Philip-
pine authorities charged him with illegal possession of
explosives. But before he could be arrested, FBI agents re-
portedly went past Philippine National Police guards at
the hospital and whisked him away to the United States.
News reports say that he was taken aboard a chartered
plane accompanied by U.S. immigration officials and
agents of the U.S. National Security Agency. U.S. Vice-Con-
sul Michael Newbill reportedly settled his hospital bills.

Similarly, witnesses to the bombing of three mosques say
that the suspects sped off to a downtown area where po-
lice and military forces had set up checkpoints following
the earlier bombings, implying collusion between the ter-
rorists and government forces. Finally, a leaked high-level
memorandum apparently penned by Presidential Adviser
on the Peace Process Eduardo Ermita described an “Oplan
Greenbase,” “which is supposedly being orchestrated by
Malacanang [the presidential palace], to capture MILF
chairman Hashim Salamat dead or alive to clear the way
for the entry of foreign investors interested in petroleum
exploration, and a psywar [psychological] operation to
justify Balikatan 03-1.” Ermita denies the existence of the
memo.

Regardless of who is behind the bombings, the U.S. and
Philippine governments and the interests they represent
are their clear beneficiaries. The U.S. has made no secret of
its designs in Southeast Asia. In a May 2001 report, for
example, the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) counseled
the Bush administration to “focus on a region that too
often in the past has fallen off our radar screens, always to
our peril.” Chiding the Clinton administration for lacking
a “clear and coherent strategy,” it argued:

Even putting aside the tragedy of the Vietnam War, it is
difficult to acknowledge that such a large area, with nearly
525 million people and a $700 billion GNP, that is our fifth
largest trading partner, could somehow be an afterthought
of U.S. policy. This should not be the case, particularly in a
part of the world where the United States has fought three
major wars over the past six decades, and where the 1997-
98 currency crisis threatened to destabilize the entire
world financial system.

Most of the Fortune 500 multinationals have significant
interests in Southeast Asia, the report noted, and U.S.-
based firms are second only to Japanese companies as in-
vestors in the region. Four countries-Thailand, Singapore,
the Philippines and Malaysia-together received more than
$35 billion in investment in 1998.

Of special note are oil and gas reserves and production
levels in Indonesia and Brunei. Indonesia, the only Asian
member of OPEC, accounts for 20 percent of the world’s
liquefied natural gas (LNG) exports, and its reserves are
still not fully known. New oil and gas fields are being
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discovered there, in Malaysia, in Vietnam and the Philip-
pines.

The CFR report observed that the region is “a place of
great geopolitical consequence that sits aside some of the
world’s most critical sea-lanes.” More than $1.3 trillion in
trade passed through the Strait of Malacca and Lombok
in 1999-nearly half the world’s trade-including crucial oil
supplies from the Persian Gulf to Japan, South Korea and
China. “As a result, any disruption of energy supplies
would have an immediate and devastating impact on the
economies of East Asia and would have significant sec-
ondary effects on the U.S. economy, as well.” Therefore,
“The highest American priority should still be assigned
to maintaining regional security through the prevention
of intraregional conflict and domination by an outside
power or coalition. The administration should preserve a
credible military presence and a viable regional training
and support infrastructure.”

The RAND Corporation drew similar conclusions in 2000.
In a study entitled The Rok of Southeast Asia in U.S. Strat-
egy Toward China, the conservative think tank named
China as that regional threat:

China’s emergence as a major regional power over the
next 10 years to 15 years could intensify United States-
People’s Republic of China (PRC) competition in South-
east Asia and increase the potential for armed conflict.
The United States is currently the dominant extraregional
power in Southeast Asia.... Economic growth in the Asia-
Pacific region, which is important to the economic secu-
rity and well-being of the United States and other pow-
ers, depends on preserving American presence and influ-
ence in the region and unrestricted access to sea lanes.

This strategic goal-the preemption of a global economic
and military competitor to the United States-has since
been adopted as a major plank of the Bush Doctrine.
Balikatan 03-1 is one of the “high-priority efforts” in “joint
and combined military training exercises” and “indi-
vidual and small group exchanges and training” that the
Council on Foreign Relations specifies as key to the suc-
cess of this aim.

But that’s just one goal. By targeting the MILF and NPA,
Washington and Manila are pushing at least three others:
the elimination of two powerful armed movements, sei-
zure of resource-rich territory and the re-establishment
of U.S. military bases in the country-and with it increased
U.S. aid. Unlike the bandit Abu Sayyaf, the MILF and NPA
are political organizations with long histories of principled
opposition to U.S. imperialism and to the current and past
Philippine administrations. They have a mass base and
thousands of armed fighters-combined, some reports say,
between 30,000 and 50,000. Unlike the Abu Sayyaf, their
goal is political power.

The MILF and NPA also control huge swaths of fertile land.
Indeed, the area the Philippine military chose to attack in

February, the Liguasan Marsh, is rich in oil and natural
gas deposits. Arroyo in fact announced that an oil palm
plantation will soon rise in that area - a collusion between
the military and big business that has a long history in
the Philippines. Before a previous offensive in August 2000,
for example, then Agrarian Reform Secretary Horacio
Morales told reporters that the Moro lands, including
those ravaged by the war, were being considered for de-
velopment into cash crop plantations through joint-ven-
ture agreements with foreign companies. Morales said
investors from Germany, Italy, the Czech Republic,
Singapore, Malaysia, China and Thailand had expressed
interest in setting up plantations for oil, palm, sugar, cit-
rus, abaca and other exportable crops. Similarly, in July
2001, a fact-finding mission found that combat operations
in another province were actually part of “maneuvers for
clearing the area of opposition, paving the way for the
entry of new tree plantations.” Communities strongly
opposed to the Industrial Forest Plantation Management
Agreement contracts approved by then-Environmental
Secretary Heherson Alvarez and other resource-extrac-
tive projects like mining and large-scale commercial log-
ging operations, the report noted, were the target of mili-
tary operations. As a military spokesman admitted, the
military’s duty was to “clear” the area of “problems” to
allow the smooth entry of development projects. Seizure
of lands controlled by the MILF and NPA would provide
profitable ventures for local and international capitalists.

Finally, the countries’ joint “war on terror” has provided
the best excuse for greater U.S. military presence in its
former colony-something it has been seeking since a na-
tionalist movement and the eruption of Mount Pinatubo
kicked out two U.S. military bases in 1992. The two coun-
tries signed the controversial Mutual Logistics Support
Agreement (MLSA) last November, which, a reporter ob-
served, “completed the chain of logistics hubs the Ameri-
can military has built over the years. The supply chain
now extends from Japan and South Korea in the northeast
Asian region down to Australia and from Hawaii in the
west to Singapore and tiny Diego Garcia island in the In-
dian Ocean to the east.” The MLSA joins the 1951 Mutual
Defense Treaty, 1999 Visiting Forces Agreement and Mili-
tary Assistance Agreement in strengthening the U.S. mili-
tary foothold.

“We share many things in common,” Department of For-
eign Affairs spokesperson Victoriano Lecaros recently said
of the Philippines’ relationship with the United States. “So
it’s really just a matter of us safeguarding our interests
just as they’re safeguarding their interest in interacting
with us.

Arroyo has proven to be an eager ally. The only Southeast
Asian leader to support the U.S. war on Iraq, she is one of
the most fervent advocates of the U.S. war on terror, fol-
lowing the Bush administration’s lead down to the pas-
sage of domestic anti-terror legislation. In a March 2003
speech at the Philippine Military Academy, she rallied
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graduates to serve in Mindanao:

The Philippines is part of the coalition of the
willing. We are giving political and moral
support for actions to rid Iraq of weapons of
mass destruction. We are part of a long-term
security alliance. We are part of the global
coalition against terrorism. These relation-
ships are vital to our national security. They
bear a significance to this war and to our
combined efforts to fight terrorism in the
Philippines as well as in the region.

We shall not be deploying Philippine com-
bat troops [in Iraq]. So in the days ahead,
class 2003 will not be engaged in the Middle
East; rather, many will be engaged in
Mindanao. But the Philippines is commit-
ted to extending peacekeeping and humani-
tarian assistance in Iraq after the conflict.

Arroyo is so supportive of U.S. interests that she has even
inflamed the long-standing dispute that the Philippines
and Malaysia have over Sabah. In an allusion to Sabah,
where Muslim guerrillas have reportedly sought refuge,
she said recently that “hot pursuit is unimpeded”; the
Philippines, she said, is willing to chase terrorists “across
frontiers.” In response, Malaysia deported some 20,000-
30,000 Filipinos. And even as U.S. bombs rained on Iraq,
Arroyo, vulture-like, unabashedly positioned Filipino
workers to rebuild post-war Iraq.

But many Filipino workers have something else in mind.
Opposition to the Mindanao war and U.S. military pres-
ence in the country has been a staple slogan in recent dem-
onstrations against the war in Iraq. An overwhelming
majority of the country had been against the U.S. war.
Hundreds of thousands participated in a series of demon-
strations that coincided with global protests. The contin-
ued presence of U.S. forces in the south has also recalled
the Americans’ 1906 massacre of Muslims following the
Philippine-American war. In its “huwes de kusilyo” cam-
paign, the U.S. army killed all males 14 years and older,
poisoned wells, and conducted germ warfare against
Muslims in Davao.

Slated for resumption earlier this year, the protests de-
layed Balikatan 03-1 and forced the Philippine govern-
ment to specify the terms of U.S. involvement. After tacti-
cally changing the wording of the so-called terms of refer-
ence for U.S. forces, U.S. and Philippine officials,
emboldened by the U.S. victory in Iraq, have now gone
ahead with the operations. Only a sustained mass move-
ment will stop the U.S.-Philippine war machine. As Wil-
son Fortaleza, president of the left activist coalition
Sanlakas, said in a recent press statement, “The Mindanao
problem is not simply a case of thriving lawlessness in
the area as what the military claims [sic]. The problem is
rather a historical quest for justice-the political and na-

tional struggle of the Bangsa Moro people for self-deter-
mination.”

MOVES AFOOT: U.S. STRATEGY IN KOREA

By Jaewoo Choo – Asia Time 15 August 2003

[http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/EH16Dg01.html]

SEOUL - The anti-American sentiment that has been
growing in South Korea since June may seem to have
had an impact on the U.S. decision to take early action to
redeploy its troops in Korea. However, if we look at
other recent developments in U.S. global and regional
strategy, it is clear that the United States is not a nation
whose behaviour is easily swayed by forces other than
its own will and interests. The Korea case is no excep-
tion, as can be seen when examining the redeployment
in detail.

Osan and Pyungtaek have been designated as the Korean
cities that will host all the U.S. troops that have been sta-
tioned north of the Han River, which runs through the
heart of Seoul. With an auxiliary air base in the adjacent
city of Kunsan, Osan is already one of the biggest U.S. air
bases in East Asia, if not the Asia-Pacific region. Pyungtaek
is the fourth-largest port in Korea, and the closest one to
China. However, its potential to become a major port for
shipment to China has not been fulfilled yet as its devel-
opment was suspended for some years because of the fi-
nancial constraints arising from the 1997 Asian financial
crisis. The United States plans to develop and transform
the port into a naval base, the first one in Korea.

Under the circumstances, it is foreseeable that future U.S.
strategy for its military forces on the Korean Peninsula
will concentrate on enhancing air and naval capacity as
well as their forward deployment ability. What this strat-
egy implies is that the U.S. intention is clearly to field its
missile-defense program against the possible threat of
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and alleged nuclear
warheads in North Korea.

One apparent flaw in this maneuver is that the potential
U.S. missile-defense locations in South Korea contradict
the official line on Northern WMD. If the North’s weapons
are aimed at Japan and the United States, as has long been
claimed, the U.S. should have chosen Korea’s east coast
areas for the restructuring of its military forces. Instead,
the newly selected and announced areas are all on the
west coast. This reveals the true story of U.S. long- and
mid-term security strategy concerning missile defense in
East Asia.

In addition, this strategy is probably why the United
States has been pushy with South Korea since 2000 on
getting it to join the missile-defense program. If we were
to recollect then president Kim Dae-Jung’s visit to the U.S.
in March 2000 just after President George W Bush entered
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the White House, one of the agenda times for the summit
was whether South Korea would join the U.S. effort in
fielding missile defences in East Asia. Kim made a very
explicit reservation on the issue, which was quite upset-
ting to Bush.

Kim later opened his public address with a formal apol-
ogy for his hasty remarks on missile defense and during
the rest of his visit to the U.S. pledged to reconsider his
nation’s commitment to the program. Ever since that time,
South Korea has been under great pressure from Wash-
ington regarding its commitment to the U.S. missile-de-
fense program. When the U.S. revealed its troops-reloca-
tion plan, however, it was apparent that the U.S. intended
to continue with its effort to field its missile-defense pro-
gram in and around the Korean Peninsula, regardless of
what the South Korean government and its people wanted.

Therefore, contrary to the claims of many observers in-
side and outside South Korea, anti-U.S. sentiment, while
it may have been part of the equation, was not the main
factor in Washington’s decision to take an early initiative
in restructuring its troops in Korea. U.S. strategy is rarely
swayed by demands from a small number of radicals, or
even by national consensus as seen in South Korea, Tai-
wan and the Philippines in the 1980s. As well, the current
anti-U.S. protests will eventually lose momentum after
the month of August. The effect of any movements by radi-
cal Korean students will be temporary.

The month of August has a special meaning to Koreans. It
was on August 15, 1945, that they were liberated from
Japanese colonial rule. The historical meaning of the month
of August energizes those who are politically conscious. It
is thus during the month of August that student activism
picks up a notch, despite the fact that they should be on
summer break.

Issues for these demonstrations have varied time to time.
In the 1980s, it was democracy. In the 1990s, it was politi-
cal reform. Now, the main agenda is to attain proper rec-
ognition for the Federation of Korean University Student
Councils, or Hanchongnyeon. Aside from timely political
issues, there have always been other problems attached
to the students’ demands. One salient agenda item is the
unification of the two Koreas.

The other persistent issue is a drive for the South Korean
government to become more independent and autonomous
from foreign influence, a sentiment that is easily trans-
formed into an anti-foreigner agenda. For this reason, the
student movement in Seoul has recently made headlines
with such things as trespassing on the U.S. military exer-
cise compound and demanding the withdrawal of U.S.
troops from the Korean Peninsula. The anti-U.S. move-
ment is also still being fuelled by anger over the deaths of
the two junior-high-school girls accidentally run over by
U.S. tanks more than a year ago.

That incident stirred up anti-American sentiment after a
long period of relative calm even among student radicals.
The recent resurgence of anti-Americanism eventually led
these students to intensify their demand for the U.S. mili-
tary to withdraw from Korea, as they saw the U.S. way of
handling the North Korean nuclear problem as upsetting
the peace and stability on the peninsula.

U.S. military officers in both Seoul and Washington began
to see these developments as a threat to their troops’ secu-
rity and interests, in addition to the nuclear crisis. Wash-
ington used the situation as an opportunity to draw up a
relocation plan for its troops farther south.

The plan originally called for a gradual shift of the troops
to begin in two or three years, and to be completed three
to five years thereafter, meaning that the redeployment
mission would be completed by 2011. But the rising anti-
Americanism and stubborn posture taken by the North
with its possible nuclear weapons seemed to have com-
pelled the United States to consider an earlier date for its
redeployment plan.

Details for the redeployment were revealed at the conclu-
sion of the third round of working-level meetings between
U.S. and South Korean military officers in June. As it turned
out, the U.S. will move its “tripwire” to the south of Seoul,
leaving the defense of the 38th Parallel and Demilitarized
Zone (DMZ) to South Korean forces.

What this implies is that South Korean military command-
ers will be solely responsible for all action necessary in
defending their country, a long-sought wish by the South
Koreans, as most, if not all, military actions had previ-
ously been subject to the permission from the U.S. com-
mand and the United Nations Joint Security Office.

The only problem that may hinder the redeployment pro-
cess is its cost. Estimations of the total expense stand as of
now in the range of US$5 billion to $17 billion. Consider-
ing that the annual budget of the South Korean military
forces falls between $12 billion and $13 billion, the reloca-
tion of the U.S. military forces will be a very expensive
mission.

Therefore, South Korea has been under significant pres-
sure from the U.S. to increase its military budget to the
pre-1997 standard, up from the current rate of 2.7-3.2 per-
cent of gross domestic product (GDP). But any increase in
the military budget will be difficult to sell to the populace
at a time when the nation’s economy is experiencing hard-
ship not seen since the Asian financial crisis of 1997.

Despite the high cost, however, relocation of U.S. troops in
Korea seems inevitable. But why now? After all these
years, why is it that the United States now wants to move
its troops farther south and away from the DMZ? Does
this have implications regarding the real threat of North
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Korea’s WMD? Or does it have any meaning regarding
future U.S. tactics in management of the North’s nuclear
problems, including a pre-emptive strike?

The answers to these questions are far from clear but, as
noted above, the locations chosen for the new U.S. bases
reflect Washington’s ambitions regarding missile defenses
in and around the Korean Peninsula.

Missile defense can be fielded in the air as well as in the
sea. For airborne missile defense, the U.S. plans to enhance
the Osan air base’s manpower and capacity at a cost of
$15 billion in the coming years. To field missile defense in
the waters off the Korean Peninsula, the U.S. needs a na-
val base in Korea, and has chosen Pyungtaek port to as-
sume the responsibility of hosting U.S. naval facilities and
weaponry.

All of this is very worrying for Beijing. Considering the
geographical locations of Osan and Pyungtaek, the relo-
cation of U.S. military forces in Korea has caused concern
in China. Furthermore, fielding missile defenses in Japan
is now within visible reach after Tokyo decided to allo-
cate 140 billion yen ($1.17 billion) for such a program for
fiscal 2004 with a view to deployment by 2006. Taiwan is
also studying the feasibility of its participation in the pro-
gram. If Taiwan and South Korea were to join, it would
mean that the core of the Chinese military establishment
would be under U.S. surveillance.

Jaewoo Choo, PhD, is a research fellow with the Trade Re-
search Institute, Seoul. The opinions expressed in this article
are his own.

SUPPORT FOR JOINT MILITARY EXERCISES, BUT

NO TO U.S. BASES

Malaysiakini - Jun 23rd, 2002

[http://www.malaysiakini.com.my/news/
200206230016133.php]

Malaysia favours joint military exercises with the United
States without having to establish a permanent base for
the superpower in the country, a senior minister said.

Foreign Minister Syed Hamid Albar told reporters late
yesterday that Malaysia was determined to fight terror-
ism along with the U.S.

“I think it is good to hold joint training. We will cooperate
with the U.S. without having permanent bases anywhere
in Malaysia,” he said.

Malaysia is hosting the annual Cooperation Afloat Readi-
ness and Training (CARAT) exercises which began yester-
day on the east coast of the central Pahang state.

About 1,400 United States Marines along with Malaysian
Rangers numbering 1,200 are involved in the two-week
exercise.

Captain Abdul Aziz Abdul Rahman, defence ministry
public affairs officer told AFP today that some 400 troops
from both countries were conducting jungle warfare ex-
ercise in the Pahang state forest. “The U.S. Marines are
taking the opportunity to enhance their jungle fighting
skills,” he said.

Abdul Aziz said the aim of the exercise was to enhance
regional cooperation and to allow soldiers to get familiar
with each other’s equipments.

On June 29 and 30, there would be an amphibious assault
exercise off the coast of the southern Johor state, he said.

Forest survival skills

Abdul Aziz said the U.S. has deployed the USS Anchor-
age, a landing ship for the exercise.

“The U.S. navy gets a lot out of this exercise, it is invalu-
able,” Hull-Ryde, a U.S. official said recently, adding that
specific knowledge in forest survival was much needed
by the U.S. Marines.

“In the wake of 911 (the Sept 11 terror attacks on the United
States), our government decided we could not cancel this
bilateral exercise as it was just too important to us.”

 Earlier this month, Malaysia sealed a RM3.5 billion deal
to buy three French submarines to establish its first fleet
of subs.

The establishment of Malaysia’s first submarine fleet is
part of an armed forces modernisation programme that
has also seen the government order British and Russian
missile systems worth Rm1.4 billion.

It has also announced plans to buy more than 60 tanks
from Poland and is considering a deal to buy Russian
Sukhoi SU-30 fighter jets.

TAIPEI WILL SPEED UP ARMS BUILD-UP
The Straits Times, 6 August, 2003

[http://straitstimes.asia1.com.sg/asia/story/
0,4386,203361,00.html?]

TAIPEI - Prompted by the United States, Taiwan will speed
up a 10-year arms build-up project worth NT$700 billion
(S$35.8 billion) amid rival China’s military modernisation
efforts, it was reported yesterday.

The project will be launched in 2005, a year ahead of sched-
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ule, Taiwan’s United Daily News said.

The change was made public on Monday when President
Chen Shui-bian heard briefings by various government
agencies, including one by Defence Minister Tang Yao-
ming, on the central government’s budget plans for next
year, it said.

On the military’s shopping list are eight conventional sub-
marines, long-range early warning radar systems and Pa-
triot PAC-3 anti-missile systems, the report said.

Premier Yu Shyi-kun had guaranteed to the U.S. when he
made a stopover in New York last year that Taiwan would
invest NT$700 billion in modern weaponry in the 10 years
beginning from 2006, the paper added.

It said Washington has repeatedly asked Taipei to commit
itself to long-term arms build-up out of fear that Beijing,
backed by fast spending, could soon tip the military bal-
ance in the Taiwan Strait.

‘Taiwan’s Parliament Speaker Wang Jin-pyng felt the pres-
sure when he visited Washington in July,’ it said.

Meanwhile, the Defence Ministry said yesterday it was
well aware of the military threat posed by China and
shrugged off a Pentagon report that warned Beijing was
hard at work preparing for potential war with the island.

‘Our military has gathered a lot of intelligence on China’s
army and its development. We know very well what kind
of missiles they have and their scope,’ said military spokes-
man Huang Suey-sheng, when asked for a response to the
Pentagon report at a news conference.

‘We also know what threat China poses to us, and what
the possibility is of an attack.’

– AFP, Reuters

U.S. ADMINISTRATION PUSHES FOR MILITARY

PRESENCE IN INDONESIA

By Peter Symonds – 12 April 2002

[http://www.wsws.org/articles/2002/apr2002/indo-
a12.shtml]

Under the banner of its “global war on terrorism,” the
Bush administration is pushing the Indonesian govern-
ment to re-establish close military relations with the U.S.,
including the possible stationing of American troops in
the archipelago. As U.S.-Indonesian military cooperation
remains the subject of a ban by U.S. Congress,
Washington’s moves have been relatively low-key but
nonetheless concerted and insistent.

The most revealing indication of U.S. ambitions was an

article published in USA Today on March 20 entitled “Pen-
tagon wants to send troops to Indonesia.” Citing unnamed
U.S. defence and intelligence officials, the report repeated
a theme that has been unrelenting in the U.S. media in
recent weeks—that Indonesia has become a safe haven for
Islamic extremists and terrorists. “Dozens of Al Qaeda
operatives,” it claimed, have “sneaked” out of Afghani-
stan via Pakistan to find refuge “in the world’s most popu-
lous Muslim nation.”

Pointing to “anti-terror training missions” run by the U.S.
military in the Philippines, Yemen and Georgia, USA To-
day explained “some Defence Department officials say they
want to restart military training missions [in Indonesia]...
Congressional sources say the Pentagon wants to get forces
on the ground to assess the strength of Al Qaeda.”

The article provoked an immediate reaction in Jakarta,
where President Megawati Sukarnoputri has been in-
volved in a delicate balancing act—backing Bush’s “war
on terrorism” but not so publicly as to trigger opposition
from those hostile to Washington’s military aggression in
Afghanistan. Top White House officials quickly denied the
report but clearly the article reflected the frustrations in
top U.S. defence circles over the Congressional ban and
the Indonesian administration. “We would certainly like
the handcuffs removed,” a senior Pentagon official told
the newspaper.

A day after the article appeared, Admiral Dennis Blair,
head of the U.S. Pacific command, reiterated the Pentagon’s
message, albeit in somewhat more cautious terms. Speak-
ing of the need for U.S. assistance in the intelligence and
security, Blair declared: “[T]here will be some sort of mili-
tary element because the armed forces of Indonesia, the
TNI, have counterterrorism responsibilities... and it’s in
both our interests for them to do it better and more effec-
tively.” Aware of Jakarta’s sensitivities, he downplayed
any U.S. military presence, saying it “will be much more
tailored and playing much more of a support role” as com-
pared to the Philippines.

Also responding to the article, U.S. Deputy Secretary of
Defence Paul Wolfowitz made Washington’s intentions
clear. While placating Jakarta by describing any immedi-
ate deployment of troops as “counterproductive,”
Wolfowitz held out the possibility of resuming military
cooperation over counterterrorism and counternarcotics
operations. He indicated that the Bush administration
intended to operate, in the short term at least, through the
Indonesian police and intelligence services. Unlike the
Philippines, he said, where Islamic separatist militias op-
erate, Indonesia presented “much more of a law enforce-
ment challenge”.

Wolfowitz’s remarks underscored the visit to Jakarta in
mid-March of FBI director Robert Mueller III who met with
Indonesia’s chief security minister and the national police
chief. Wolfowitz indicated that Megawati’s administra-
tion had already provided significant behind-the-scenes
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assistance to the U.S. He noted that the country’s central
bank was now helping to track or freeze the assets of al-
leged terrorist organisations and pointed to Jakarta’s “sig-
nificant cooperation” in handing over a Pakistani “ter-
rorist suspect”.

The latter incident illustrates the type of “cooperation”
the Bush administration is insisting on. An article in the
Washington Post last month explained in detail how
Muhammad Saad Iqbal Madni was detained in January
on the basis of CIA allegations and within days whisked
out of the country to Egypt bypassing all extradition and
legal procedures. Iqbal’s case was cited as an example of
what the CIA terms “a rendition”—the dispatch of sus-
pects to countries such as Egypt and Jordan where, under
U.S. supervision, information can be extracted by inter-
rogation and torture. Jakarta media were told that Iqbal
had been deported for “visa violations”. As one senior
Indonesian official explained to the Washington Post, “We
can’t be seen as cooperating too closely with the United
States.”

The dirty hand of Indonesian intelligence may also have
been involved in the arrest of three Indonesians—Agus
Dwikarna, Tamsil Linrung and Abdul Jammal Balsas—at
Manila airport on March 13, allegedly for carrying bomb-
making materials. The Philippine police claim that the
three met with Fathur Rohman al-Ghozi who was de-
tained previously over alleged links to the Islamic extrem-
ist organisation Jemaah Islamiyah and a series of bomb-
ings. However, Linrung, a former deputy treasurer of
Indonesia’s conservative National Mandate Party (PAN),
has denied the charges and accused the Indonesian intel-
ligence services of setting him up.

U.S. pushes military cooperation

As Wolfowitz indicated, Washington is grateful for such
services but is still quietly pushing for military involve-
ment in Indonesia. A string of U.S. officials and politicians
have delivered the message to Megawati’s administration
over the last month. On March 30, two U.S. senators—
Daniel Inoue and Ted Stevens—met with Indonesia’s chief
security minister and top military officers to discuss mili-
tary cooperation between the two countries. In discus-
sions with Megawati in Jakarta last weekend, U.S. trade
representative Robert Zoellick stepped outside his usual
brief to emphasise the importance of Indonesian coopera-
tion on security issues. The none-too-subtle message is
that Washington’s trade and economic assistance lies in
the balance.

Running parallel with the U.S. diplomatic efforts has been
a sustained and far more strident campaign in the U.S.
media to brand Indonesia as a dangerous haven for ter-
rorism. Attention has been focused on two Indonesians—
Abu Bakar Baasyir and Riudan Isamuddin, also known
as Hambali—who are accused of being behind a plot to
attack U.S. and other Western facilities in Singapore. The

allegations are based on the police interrogation of sus-
pects rounded up in Singapore and Malaysia last year
and held under legislation providing for lengthy deten-
tion without trial.

Time magazine, for instance, has published articles on
“Asia’s War on Terrorism” in seven of its issues over the
last three months. Not all the articles deal primarily with
Indonesia but a common thread runs through the series:
unlike other South East Asian countries, Indonesia has
failed to take tough action on terrorism. The main accusa-
tion is: Hambali is still at large and Abu Bakar, who runs
an Islamic religious school in Central Java, has not been
detained. No solid evidence is offered to support the de-
mand—the implication being that Indonesia should sim-
ply follow the anti-democratic methods of Malaysia and
Singapore.

The Time stories are sensationalised beat-ups based on bald
assertions padded out with information and opinion pro-
vided, for the most part, by unnamed sources in U.S. de-
fence, intelligence and diplomatic circles or local police.
The latest article, which appeared in the April 1 issue,
devotes five pages to the results of an investigation into
Hambali, who is described as “the terrorist mastermind
of the Asian operations of Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda
network and the guiding force for the past decade of most
of the major acts of Asian terrorism”. The only evidence
for this grand assertion are mundane accounts by a former
landlord, his mother, relatives, former friends and associ-
ates filled out with unsubstantiated police intelligence and
a liberal serving of colourful prose.

The major newspapers have plugged away on the same
line. An article in the Washington Post entitled “Indonesia a
‘Big Disappointment’ in Terror War” stated that, while
the Bush administration’s public stance towards Jakarta
was conciliatory, in private U.S. officials were “seething”.
The newspaper cited an unnamed U.S. diplomat as say-
ing: “It is hard to think of another country in the world
that has such a potentially big terrorism problem and
has done so little to deal with it.” A nameless senior de-
fence official complained that Indonesia had failed to act
quickly enough on requests for assistance. Another un-
named American diplomat referred to a recent CIA as-
sessment that “there was a significant threat of Al Qaeda
basing further operations in Indonesia”.

These vague and anonymous assertions were to substan-
tiate an editorial in the same newspaper which declared:
“Despite considerable prodding, Mrs Megawati’s govern-
ment has been slow to act; police have failed to find key
suspects, and at least one Islamic militant believed to be
closely tied to the terrorists continues to operate openly.
U.S. analysts believe Mrs Megawati hesitates to take more
decisive steps for fear of undermining her own govern-
ment, which depends on the support of Islamic political
movements. The same concerns make her reluctant to ac-
cept the sort of direct U.S. support now going on in
neighbouring Philippines.”
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The media campaign is designed to serve two purposes.
The first is to keep the pressure on Megawati to find ways
to open the door for the U.S. military, perhaps under the
same guise as in the Philippines where a protracted “train-
ing exercise” involving 660 U.S. troops is currently un-
derway. The second is to push the U.S. Congress to lift the
present ban on U.S.-Indonesian military links, imposed
after the Indonesian army was implicated in the wide-
spread attacks on pro-independence supporters in East
Timor in 1999. While completely cosmetic in character,
the current Indonesian trial of middle-ranking military
officers accused of directing the violence in East Timor
could provide the pretext for revising or overturning the
ban.

U.S. Strategy

The Bush administration’s moves to establish close de-
fence ties, including a military presence in Indonesia, are
not directed to countering the threat of Islamic extrem-
ism. Rather, as in other key areas of the world, the U.S. is
exploiting the September 11 attacks to advance long-held
ambitions to secure a dominant position in South East
Asia, where Washington has substantial economic and
strategic interests.

Following its defeat in Vietnam and then withdrawal
from Subic Bay and Clark airfield in the Philippines, the
U.S. has had no direct military presence in the region. Its
nearest bases are thousands of kilometres away in Guam,
Japan, South Korea and Hawaii. Since September 11, how-
ever, the Pentagon has sent troops to the Philippines for at
least six months and has forged closer ties with a number
of countries in South East Asia, including Singapore and
Thailand.

In a submission to a U.S. Congressional subcommittee in
December, Angel Rabasa, a senior policy analyst with the
U.S.-based RAND Corporation, outlined what is at stake
for Washington in South East Asia. The region, he ex-
plained, has “vast natural resources” and an “enormous
strategic importance that has not always received the
level of attention it deserves”. He pointed in particular to
the key position of the region astride the straits and sea
lanes that are crucial to trade between Northeast Asia,
Australia, the Indian subcontinent and the Middle East
and are key important to the U.S. military for similar rea-
son.

Like other analysts, Rabasa identified China as “the pri-
mary area of concern” in the “conventional military arena”
and went on to outline measures that, in the name of “fight-
ing terrorism,” neatly dovetailed with the Pentagon’s
ambitions to secure military bases in South East Asia.
Control of the key straits and sea-lanes through the South
China Sea and the Indonesian archipelago not only facili-
tates the passage of U.S. warships but implicitly threat-
ens China, as well as Washington’s main economic rival
in the region—Japan.

Within this strategic equation, Rabasa explained, Indone-
sia, “because of its size and geopolitical weight is the key
to regional security”. Summing up relations with Indone-
sia, he commented: “There has been progress in the Bush
administration to strengthen ties at senior levels through
high-level visits, conferences, and seminars. However,
because of restrictions on International Military Educa-
tion and Training (IMET) funding for Indonesia since 1992
there has been a ‘lost decade’ in which few Indonesian
military officers were exposed to American methods and
values. Therefore, there is a need to expeditiously
normalise military-to-military relations, including the
restoration of IMET funding to Indonesia.”

Rabasa’s comments simply make explicit the thinking be-
hind the continuing pressure on Jakarta to re-establish
close military links with the U.S. Making up for the “lost
decade” will no doubt be high on the agenda at a high-
level U.S.-Indonesian security forum scheduled for April
25-26 in Jakarta.

‘U.S. MILITARY WANTS INDIA TO UNDERTAKE

LOW-END OPERATIONS IN ASIA’
By Our Diplomatic Correspondent – The Hindu
Online – 4 July 2003

[http://www.hinduonnet.com/thehindu/2003/07/04/
stories/2003070403241200.htm]

NEW DELHI July 3. The United States military wants In-
dia to take on more responsibility for “low-end opera-
tions” in Asia, such as peacekeeping, and plans “eventu-
ally to seek access to Indian bases and infrastructure”.

As the Vajpayee Government considers the despatch of a
division of troops to Iraq, a restricted October 2002 report
sponsored by the Director, Net Assessment, Office of the
(U.S.) Secretary of Defence, on India-U.S. military relations
is revealing. The report, some details of which have ap-
peared in a section of the press, said: “The U.S. military
seeks a competent military partner that can take on more
responsibility for low-end operations in Asia, such as
peacekeeping operations (PKO), search and rescue (SR),
humanitarian assistance (HA), disaster relief (DR), and
high-value cargo escort, which will allow the U.S. mili-
tary to concentrate its resources on high-end fighting mis-
sions.’’

Based on interviews with 82 American and Indian serv-
ing and retired military officers, Government officials and
prominent analysts, the report pointed out that in spring
2002 the Indian Navy escorted high value assets through
the Straits of Malacca. An American Colonel observed
about the escort duty: “This mission is the first time that
the Indian military is joining a coalition mission that is
not under the U.N. auspices, suggesting that the influ-
ences of India’s Non-Aligned Movement are starting to
fade. India is starting to join the world and becoming more
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comfortable cooperating with the Americans.’’

It said that the U.S. military officers were candid in their
plans to obtain access to Indian bases and military infra-
structure. Two American Lt. Generals were quoted as say-
ing: “Access to India would enable the U.S. military to be
able to touch the rest of the world and to respond rapidly
to regional crises.” “The (U.S.) Air Force would benefit from
having access closer to areas of instability (such as Cen-
tral Asia, South-East Asia, and the Persian Gulf). India’s
well-developed infrastructure could be useful for the U.S.
power projection into these areas.”

A South Asia Foreign Affairs Officer (FAO) said: “India’s
strategic importance increases in the event the U.S. rela-
tionships with other traditional allies (Japan, South Ko-
rea, and Saudi Arabia) become more acrimonious or po-
litically uncomfortable for both parties...or if our tradi-
tional relationships collapse resulting in a U.S. military
withdrawal. The United States needs to develop alterna-
tives in Asia — India is the optimal choice if we can over-
come the obstacles in building the relationship.”

An American officer was “worried” that a U.S. attack on
Iraq or Iran might have a negative impact on the Indo-U.S.
relationship. “Indian policies in the Persian Gulf could
become a problem if the U.S. attacks Iraq. India maintains
a close relationship with Iran and Iraq and does not view
them as threat the same way as the United States does.

“If India does not support the United States as it broadens
the war on terrorism, for example to attack Iraq, the Indo-
U.S. relationship might be damaged.” All American mili-
tary officers saw building a military relationship with
the U.S. as a long-term process. “They stressed that the
relationship will evolve slowly largely because the two
militaries have so little past experience of cooperation and
little understanding of each other’s capabilities, doctrine
and tactics.”

One interviewee likened the military cooperation with
India to the opening of Eastern Europe in the early 1990s.
“The relationship must start nearly from scratch...past
experiences with Indians (in the 1980s and early 1990s)
have frustrated the participants and fuelled negative im-
pressions on both sides.”

A high-level Indian policy-maker, however, felt that there
was now a unique possibility to push the bilateral rela-
tionship forward: “For the first time, the National Secu-
rity Adviser, the External Affairs Minister, the Defence
Minister, and the military services all agree on how to
move forward with the United States.

“No institution in the policy-making process is trying to
undermine the relationship. This convergence in thinking
has led the MEA (Ministry of External Affairs) to have
easier access to MoD (Ministry of Defence) activities,
thereby making it easier to give the Indian military the
space to build military cooperation.”

To engage Indians, an American Colonel in the Defence
Attaché’s Office in New Delhi advised communicating si-
multaneously to the MEA, MoD and the services. “Anyone
who engages the Indians must understand up front that a
multi-pronged strategy coupled with long-lead times is
required for success. Without this basic understanding,
Americans will become frustrated and disillusioned.”

U.S. SEEKING MILITARY BASE IN THAILAND
by REUTERS - Jun 10, 2003

[http://www.sacot.org/thais/forum-
showthread.php?threadid=144#410]

BANGKOK (Reuters) - The United States is seeking to lease
land in Thailand for a military base to combat militant
groups suspected of planning attacks in Southeast Asia,
the Nation newspaper reported on Tuesday.

Thailand was keen to improve its relations with the United
States after keeping quiet on the U.S.-led war in Iraq and
wanted to lease sites close to its own military bases in the
east of the country, the daily said.

Thai military sources said the base would be used prima-
rily as a logistics site for troops to store equipment for
operations.

”The U.S. has interests in every part of the world and stra-
tegically it needs facilities for force deployment to protect
such interests,” Rear Admiral Yuttana Phagpolgnam, the
director general of the naval operations department, was
quoted as saying.

An unidentified military source told the Nation Thai Prime
Minister Thaksin Shinawatra was keen to lease the site as
a way of generating cash. Thaksin left on Monday for a
five-day tour of the United States to meet President Bush.

”The Prime Minister is taking a commercial approach. The
facility would generate income, like a lease agreement at
an airport,” the source said.

Officials at the U.S. Embassy in Bangkok declined to com-
ment on the reports.

The United States’ main bases in Asia are in South Korea
and Japan. Washington also has forces helping combat
Muslim separatist insurgents in the Philippines. U.S. bases
in Thailand closed soon after the Vietnam War finished in
1975. Thai military and security agencies said they were
looking at vacant plots near Thailand‘s Sattahip naval
base and U-Tapao airbase near Pattaya, 90 miles east of
Bangkok.

The New York Times reported this week the United States
had been using U-Tapao airbase for interrogating al Qaeda
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suspects, but Thailand denied this.

”I can confirm that no al-Qaeda operatives have been in-
terrogated at the U-Tapao base and neither are there so-
phisticated interrogation facilities on the site,” a govern-
ment spokesman told the Nation.

The government also denied claims the base, which was
regularly used by the United States during the Vietnam
War, had been used as a launch pad for U.S. planes for
combat operations in Afghanistan and Iraq.

SRI LANKA TO INTEGRATE INTO U.S. RE-
GIONAL MILITARY PLANS

By Saman Gunadasa - 11 June 2002

[http://www.wsws.org/articles/2002/jun2002/sri-
j11.shtml]

As part of a growing U.S. military presence on the Indian
subcontinent, the Bush administration is preparing to sign
a defence agreement next month with Sri Lanka to pro-
vide extensive access to the island’s ports, airfields and
air space for the U.S. armed forces. The agreement known
as the Acquisition and Cross Servicing Agreement (ACSA)
is the first such pact entered into by a Sri Lankan govern-
ment with a major Western power since the country’s
independence in 1948.

The negotiations have been held in secret and no details
have been formally released. The U.S. embassy in Sri Lanka
only commented after the weekly Sunday Times in Colombo
leaked news of the deal. A brief embassy statement de-
clared that each party to the agreement will be able “to
avail itself of servicing, repairs, spare parts and equip-
ment of the other in exchange for payment or through the
exchange of identical goods or goods of equivalent value”.
So in exchange for refuelling U.S. warships, for instance,
the Sri Lankan armed forces will be able to claim cash,
spare parts or equipment.

According to the Sunday Times, the agreement will go fur-
ther. The U.S. will provide military training as well as
equipment and spare parts. “The training, which will en-
compass joint exercises with United States Armed Forces,
will focus on counter terrorism and related activity... Nei-
ther Colombo nor Washington is willing to confirm the
release of two maritime surveillance aircraft and one pa-
trol ship to intensify surveillance over the eastern seas of
Sri Lanka.”

Even before the agreement has been signed, U.S. warships
have begun to dock in Colombo harbour to refuel and to
provide shore leave for sailors. The USS Hopper arrived in
April, the first American navy vessel to dock in Colombo
in eight years.

Concerned that the deal may provoke protests by those

opposed to aggressive U.S. interventions in the region,
Washington and Colombo have attempted to play down
its significance. Spokesmen in both countries have de-
scribed the agreement as routine—just like those signed by
the U.S. with another 56 countries. U.S. embassy spokes-
man Stephen Holgate declared: “Clearly when you sign
an agreement that implies a certain level of cooperation
and closeness, but this is not a quantum leap.”

The defence agreement will, however, have far reaching
implications. Firstly, it will strengthen the hand of Prime
Minister Ranil Wickremesinghe in negotiations with the
separatist Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE), due to
start in Thailand next month. The talks, which follow a
ceasefire reached in February, are over a settlement to Sri
Lanka’s brutal 19-year civil war. The defence pact with
the U.S. provides Wickremesinghe, who is already under
fire from Sinhala chauvinist groups, with a bargaining
chip to extract concessions from the LTTE.

The obvious threat is: if the LTTE fails to agree, any re-
newed fighting will see significant U.S. support for the Sri
Lankan armed forces. “Counterterrorism” training and
surveillance of the island’s eastern seas take on a particu-
lar meaning in that context. The ruling elites in Colombo
brand the LTTE and its operations as “terrorist” and the
“eastern seas” are among the main routes through which
LTTE boats smuggle weapons. U.S. aid in these areas would
be of direct assistance to Sri Lankan operations against
the LTTE.

For the U.S., a defence agreement with Sri Lanka offers
access to military facilities on an island that is strategi-
cally placed not only in relation to the Indian subconti-
nent but also a huge area of the Indian Ocean from the
Middle East to South East Asia. Bush’s “global war on ter-
rorism” has provided the pretext for the invasion of Af-
ghanistan, the establishment of military bases in Central
Asia and closer military ties with a number of countries
including India. The deal with Colombo integrates Sri
Lanka into Washington’s broader strategic plans, with
one of the prime goals being domination of Central Asia’s
huge oil and gas reserves.

Last week the U.S. ambassador to Sri Lanka, Ashley Wills,
obliquely underscored the importance of the island’s stra-
tegic position potential to the U.S. He told a gathering of
scholars, diplomats and journalists in Washington that
“because of its location and the talent and ‘entrepreneur-
ial outlook’ of its citizens, the 19-million-strong nation
stands to evolve into the Singapore of South Asia and pros-
per”.

Closed Door Negotiations

According to the Sunday Times, the defence agreement was
drawn up this April in Colombo during discussion with a
four-man team of U.S. military and legal personnel. Prepa-
rations had taken place the previous month during a visit
by a high-powered team of U.S. officials, led by Assistant
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Secretary for South Asian Affairs Christina Rocca and in-
cluding U.S. Brigadier General Timothy Ghormely, com-
mander of the U.S. Marine Expeditionary Brigade. The
group met with Wickremesinghe, Defence Minister Tilak
Marapana and army top brass at the Palaly army camp
in the war-torn north.

General Ghormely also visited Trincomalee, a key harbour
on Sri Lanka’s eastern coast. The deep-water port was
developed as a major naval base by the British military,
which retained access after independence in 1948, up to
1956. U.S.-based oil companies have shown interest in
gaining control over a large oil storage facility at nearby
China Bay, built by the British during World War II.

The leasing of the oil facility has been a highly controver-
sial issue because of Sri Lanka’s strategic location. In the
late 1980s, protests by the Indian government compelled
Sri Lanka to abandon plans to allow the U.S. to use oil
storage. The Sri Lankan government is now preparing to
lease some of the oil tanks at China Bay to the Indian Oil
Corporation, which will be allowed to provide its “own
security” to protect them. India has agreed to allow U.S.
interests to use other oil tanks, if requested.

During the past decade and a half, successive Sri Lankan
governments have built up ties with the U.S. in return for
support in the war against the LTTE. In the early 1980s,
Colombo allowed the establishment of a Voice of America
radio transmitter at Iranawila on Sri Lanka’s west coast
to beam propaganda to China, Burma and North Korea.
Critics in India insisted the controversial facility would
be used for military communications.

The U.S. has also helped train and equip the Sri Lankan
military over nearly two decades. Since 1994, U.S. Special
Forces have been involved in training for small army units.
The U.S. has provided mortar detection devices and en-
gaged in intelligence exchanges, particularly after the Sri
Lankan army’s disastrous defeats at the hands of the LTTE
in 1999 and 2000. But this relatively limited military co-
operation will be significantly boosted under the proposed
defence agreement.

Recognising it will strengthen the Sri Lankan military,
various Sinhala chauvinist groups have immediately
hailed the deal with the U.S. An article in the Island, refer-
ring to the Sri Lankan army’s loss of the key Elephant Pass
base in 2000, declared: “If countries in the region [a refer-
ence to India] are unable to help us with military sup-
port... we must be free to enter into agreements with any
country that would help us... There should be no drag-
ging of feet on the matter of signing the agreement with
the U.S., which should be entirely in our national inter-
est.”

Joseph Pararajasingham, a senior MP of the Tamil Na-
tional Alliance (a coalition of bourgeois Tamil parties),
expressed fears that the defence agreement was aimed
against the LTTE. He told the head of the political section

of U.S. embassy in Colombo, Joseph Novak, that Tamils
were “very much concerned and suspicious” about this
pact. It could be used “as a tool to support the Sri Lankan
military’s war against the LTTE. Signing the agreement
would mean that you support the majority community
(Sinhalese) to continue the discrimination and subjuga-
tion of the Tamil people,” he said.

But the LTTE itself has made no objections. LTTE leader
Thamilchelvan told the Sunday Times: “We are group of
freedom fighters fighting for the sovereignty and integ-
rity of Tamil nation. The sovereignty of Sri Lanka vis-à-
vis other countries, in this instance the United States, is a
matter for concern for the state of Sri Lanka.” The com-
ment reveals once again that the LTTE, far from challeng-
ing imperialist designs in Sri Lanka, is looking to estab-
lish its own relations with the major powers.

The opposition Peoples Alliance (PA) has remained com-
pletely silent. In the aftermath of the September 11 terror-
ist attacks on the U.S., Sri Lankan President Chandrika
Kumaratunga, who heads the Sri Lankan Freedom Party
(SLFP), immediately offered Washington full access to the
country’s port, airfields and other facilities. She has
avoided any comment on the proposed deal, as have her
PA allies—the Lanka Sama Samaja Party (LSSP) and the
Sri Lankan Communist Party.

The defence arrangement with the U.S. does, however,
have serious consequences for the working class. The
Wickremesinghe government, with the tacit support of
opposition, is integrating Sri Lanka with the US military
right at the point where the Bush administration has ag-
gressively intervened on the Indian subcontinent with po-
tentially explosive results.

BUSH’S PHILIPPINES MODEL FOR IRAQI “DE-
MOCRACY”
by John Roberts - 29 October 2003

[http://www.wsws.org/articles/2003/oct2003/phil-
o29_prn.shtml]

In the course of his address to the Philippines Con-
gress on October 18, George Bush invoked the Philip-
pines as an example of US-sponsored “liberation” and
democracy.

The US, Bush stated, was “proud of its part in the
great story of the Filipino people”. It had “liberated the
Philippines from colonial rule” when it invaded the
Spanish-held archipelago in 1898. Drawing a direct
parallel with Iraq, the president told the assembled
Filipino politicians: “Some say the culture of the
Middle East will not sustain the institutions of democ-
racy. The same doubts were once expressed about the
culture of Asia. These doubts were proven wrong
nearly six decades ago, when the Republic of the
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Philippines became the first democratic nation in
Asia.”

Notwithstanding Bush’s rhetoric, the 105 years of
American domination over the Philippines stands as
an ominous warning of what the US ruling elite
intends to accomplish in Iraq. The example of the
Philippines demonstrates that, as far as Washington is
concerned, a “democratic” Iraq would be nothing but
a semi-colonial client state, extending unconditional
support to US domination of the Middle East and
facilitating unhindered exploitation of the country’s
resources by American corporate interests.

The Philippines came under US sway in the course of
the Spanish-American war of 1898—the conflict that
marked the entry of the United States onto the world
stage as an imperialist power.

As in Iraq, the predatory nature of US interests in the
Philippines archipelago was never far from view. The
European powers had subjugated and divided up
most of Asia and were already penetrating deep into
China. The American industrialists, whose economic
weight was expanding rapidly, risked being shut out
of the region. The strategic position of the Philip-
pines—astride the mainland of Asia—made it ideal
both as a forward base for trade and for the assertion
of US military power in the Pacific.

American public opinion was manipulated into
believing the US war aim was to “liberate” the Span-
ish colonies in the Caribbean and Pacific. The invasion
was preceded by a concerted press campaign demon-
izing the Spanish for their tyrannical and brutal
colonial rule. The New York newspapers World and
Journal, owned by the publishing tycoons Joseph
Pulitzer and William Randolph Hearst, played a
major propaganda role, helping create the conditions
for President William McKinley to declare war on
Spain on April 21, 1898. McKinley seized upon the
sinking of the US battleship Maine in Havana harbour
as the pretext, although the explosion on the Maine
was most likely caused by a spontaneous combustion
in the coal bunker next to the ship’s magazine.

Within a matter of months, the US had destroyed the
Spanish navy in Manila Bay and the Caribbean, and
landed troops on Cuba, Puerto Rico and the Philip-
pines. Once the Spanish hold on the islands was
broken, America’s real war aims were openly ex-
pressed. As one historian noted: “In all parts of the
United States, people saw the connection between the
Philippines and the potential market [of Asia]. In the
West, the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce
petitioned the president to keep the islands, ‘with a
view to strengthening our trade relations with the
orient.’” (The Transformation of American Foreign
Relations, 1865-1900, Charles S. Campbell, Harper and

Row, 1976)

Under the Treaty of Paris signed on December 10, 1898,
the US bought the Philippines, Guam and Puerto Rico
from Spain for the price of $20 million—ignoring the
fact that the Filipino liberation movement led by
Emilio Aguinaldo had declared the country indepen-
dent in June. The US also used the opportunity to
annex the Pacific Islands of Hawaii and Wake Island,
and the following year annexed Samoa as well.

On December 21, 1898, Washington formally annexed
the Philippines as a US colony. By February 1899, open
fighting had broken out between Filipino indepen-
dence fighters and American troops, who were
ordered to slaughter the very people they were told
they had been sent to “liberate”.

The outgunned Filipino forces were overcome by US
military might, but conducted a determined guerilla
war from November 1899 until the Americans de-
clared victory in April 1902. The US military crushed
the resistance with a campaign that knew few re-
straints. An estimated 200,000 Filipino civilians died
as a result of famine and American reprisals, while
some 69,000 Filipino fighters were killed. The US
military lost 4,234 dead. Resistance to the American
occupation continued among the Muslim population
on the island of Mindanao until 1914.

The years of direct US rule over the archipelago were
characterised by ruthless exploitation that retarded—
and continues to retard—the country’s economy. A
policy of free trade turned the islands into a dumping
ground for American manufactured goods, preventing
the development of local industry. Philippines produc-
tion was geared to producing raw materials for the
US.

Philippines “independence”

The US lost control of the Philippines to Japan from
1941 to 1945 and much of the Pacific fighting during
World War II was focused on American efforts to
retake their lucrative colony. In the aftermath of the
war, however, with national liberation movements
sweeping Asia, Washington calculated that direct rule
was no longer viable.

The establishment of the Republic of the Philippines in
1946 had no anti-colonial or democratic content. It
consisted of little more than a transfer of political
power from the US colonial administrators to a
puppet government, drawn from the pro-US,
landowning Filipino elite. In this way, Washington
ensured continuing US economic dominance over the
islands. The constitution of the new “independent”
state gave US companies “parity” with Filipino firms,
exempting them from a provision that only allowed
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companies with 60 percent Filipino ownership to
exploit the natural resources and land in the country.
Moreover, the US military retained its naval base at
Subic Bay and Clark air base, both of which were to
become vital strategic assets during the Cold War.

For the mass of the population, independence meant
virtually nothing. The lack of economic development
over the preceding decades had left the vast majority
dependent upon peasant agriculture to survive. The
rural labourers of the Philippines became, and remain,
among the poorest in South East Asia.

By comparison, a study of 108 US companies revealed
that from 1956 to 1965 they invested $US79.4 million
in the Philippines, yet repatriated a staggering
$US386.5 million in profits. Profit rates for US firms
operating in their former colony averaged 18 percent,
compared with 14 percent in the US. The profit rate
reached 25.2 percent in Philippines-based food manu-
facturing. American companies dominated industries
like communications, rubber, chemicals and petro-
leum.

While most Filipinos lived in backwardness and
poverty, the elite used the political power handed to it
by the US to concentrate ever more of the country’s
land and wealth into their own hands. The number of
landless tenant farmers grew from about 29 percent of
the peasant population in 1903 to over 50 percent by
1964. By the early 1970s, it was estimated that an
oligarchy of 400 families owned 90 percent of the
national wealth. In exchange for US military and
political support against the Filipino masses, this
Philippines ruling elite functioned as a voice of the US
in Asia. The Philippines supported the war against
Vietnam as well as other Cold War crimes, including
the 1965 coup and massacre in Indonesia.

The attitude of the US to “democracy” in the Philip-
pines was highlighted in 1972. In response to wide-
spread social unrest over inequality, a peasant insur-
rection in the countryside and pressure for an end to
the parity for American companies, Washington
encouraged President Ferdinand Marcos to declare
martial law. The Marcos years witnessed political
murders, ruthless military repression of the rural
population and the labor movement, and the un-
checked looting of the economy by government
cronies.

The US continued to back Marcos until 1986, when the
Reagan administration decided to shift its support to
Corazon Aquino, the most prominent representative
of the rival faction of the ruling elite, and member of
one of the country’s richest families. A popular upris-
ing against Marcos was channeled, with the help of
the Catholic Church and leaders of the Stalinist
Communist Party of the Philippines, into support for

the supposedly more progressive layers around
Aquino. Marcos was assisted by the US to flee the
country, while Aquino ensured that neither the
interests of the oligarchy nor the US were threatened
by the change of personnel in the presidential palace.

Since the Aquino government, there has been a succes-
sion of corrupt administrations and failed military
coups. The current government of President Gloria
Arroyo was installed as a result of political intrigue
and judicial fiat, after the elected President Joseph
Estrada was ousted in January 2001, during one of the
conflicts within the ruling elite.

Arroyo has earned Washington’s backing for her
unconditional support for the “war on terror” and her
dispatch of a small number of troops to Iraq. While the
US was obliged to vacate the Subic Bay and Clark
bases in 1992, when the leases expired, Arroyo is
facilitating a new American military presence in the
country. One thousand American troops are already
participating in operations against the Abu Sayyaf
terrorist group on Basilan Island. Arroyo’s govern-
ment has maneuvered around the constitutional
prohibitions on foreign troops operating on Philip-
pines territory, by defining the Americans as “train-
ers”.

Inside the Philippines, democracy continues to be a
sham. It is estimated, for example, that members or
cronies of the 200 wealthiest families hold 16,000
elected political positions in the country.

This is the US model for Iraq. Through its criminal
invasion, its ongoing repression of the Iraqi population
and its sponsoring of figures like Ahmed Chalabi, the
Bush administration is attempting to forge a puppet-
state that will be just as subservient to the strategic
and economic interests of the US ruling elite.

There is a fundamental difference between the present,
however, and the explosive emergence of the US as a
world power at the beginning of the 20th century.
Then, the US was just beginning its rise to the position
of world hegemon, which peaked in the decades
following the Second World War.

Today, the Bush administration’s agenda reflects the
deep-going economic and political contradictions
wracking US imperialism and the mounting social and
class tensions at home. Washington’s justifications for
the Iraq war and its claims of bringing “liberation”
and “democracy” have already been exposed as lies,
and the occupation of the country is rapidly deterio-
rating into a catastrophic and costly quagmire. At the
beginning of the 21st century, this renewed eruption of
militarism has placed the US ruling elite on a collision
course with masses of ordinary working people—in
the United States and around the world.
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d. The Crimes

U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL COMMIT MORE
THAN 600 CRIMES A YEAR IN KOREA

NONE OF THE CRIMES COMMITTED ‘WHILE ON
DUTY’ HAVE BEEN PROSECUTED IN KOREAN

COURTS

[http://www.kimsoft.com/2002/us_sofa.htm]

Sensing belatedly the seriousness of the Korean people’s
anger at the acquittal of the U.S. military servicemen in-
volved in the death of two Korean kids, Kim Dae Jung has
instructed his lame-duck cabinet to do something to stem
the anti-U.S. sentiment sweeping South Korea. Many
people suspect that Kim is merely going through the mo-
tion in order to look ‘presidential’ and that his heart is
with the U.S. military, not with the Korean people. More
specifically, Kim instructed his cabinet ministers to come
out with ideas to change SOFA so as to placate the Korean
people, most of whom deem SOFA humiliatingly one-sided.

In a press conference held on October 26, the Korean Min-
ister of Justice, Sim Sang Myong, declared that there was
nothing wrong with SOFA and that Korean and the United
States are equal partners in SOFA.

Sim, supposedly the top lawman in Kim’s government,
said that SOFA conforms to the international standards
and so the Korean people should abide by it. Sim’s senti-
ments reflect Kim Dae Jung’s sentiments but not the senti-
ments of the majority Korean people.

It may be that SOFA itself is fair and equal - but the truth
of the matter is that the Korean lawmen have been shy on
taking U.S. military personnel to courts of law. No U.S.
military personnel who have committed a crime against
Koreans have ever been tried in a Korean court. In the case
of the murder of the two Korean girls, the Korean pros-
ecutors asked the U.S. military for the right to try the guilty
GIs in a Korean court of law, which was rejected by the
U.S. military. This was the very first time that the Kore-
ans have asked, although half-heartedly and ineptly, to
try U.S. military personnel who had committed a crime
while on duty.

According to the official statistics, since the signing of
SOFA in 1967 till 2000, more than 50,000 crimes by U.S.
military personnel have been reported. From 1991 to 2000,
about 600 crimes were committed on average per year by
the Americans in Korea. Of these, only 3.8% (excluding
non-military personnel) on average has been prosecuted
in Korean courts: all cases tried involved crimes commit-
ted while off duty. The reason why so few American crimi-
nals have been tried in a Korean court is because the Ko-
rean prosecutors have been too eager to accept U.S. mili-
tary demands to forsake the right to try U.S. military per-
sonnel in a Korean court.

The case in point is the beating of Suh Gyong Won (65), a
former Korean National Assemblyman, by an American

serviceman. On September 14, Suh was on his way to at-
tend a memorial concert for the slain girls, when he was
accosted and beaten savagely by an American service-
man. Suh was hospitalized. This beating was a clear case
of a crime committed by an American serviceman off duty,
and as such, the Korean lawmen had the right to pros-
ecute the American. However, the U.S. military had re-
quested the Korean lawmen to keep their hands off the
American and the Korean lawmen meekly obeyed.

Paragraph 3 of Article 22 of SOFA stipulates that the crimes
committed by U.S. military and civilians while on duty
or crimes committed by them against other Americans
are to be handled by the U.S. military; the crimes commit-
ted by U.S. military or civilian employees while off duty
and against Koreans are to be handled preferentially by
Korean lawmen. This may appear to be fair and square
until one reads the fine-prints that go with the paragraph:
if the Korean lawmen request to try an American service-
men, the U.S. military would ‘consider it’, however, if the
U.S. military request for the right to try an American, the
Koreans are expected to go along except for ‘major’ crimes.
Herein lies the inequality pf SOFA.

Compounding the inequality built into SOFA, the Korean
lawmen have been reluctant to try Americans even for
major crimes committed by off-duty American service-
men. About 600 crimes are committed a year by off-duty
Americans in Korea. Of these, only 20 cases since 1991
have been tried in a Korean court. In another word, the
Korean lawmen have accepted U.S. military ‘requests’ to
forsake the first trial rights for thousands of crimes and
have handled only 20 cases. The Korean lawmen have been
more interested in protecting American criminals than
Korean victims.

4 U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL ARRESTED IN
OKINAWA

Saturday, August 16, 2003

[http://www.japantoday.com/e/
?content=news&cat=2&id=269769]

NAHA — Four U.S. military personnel were arrested be-
tween Friday night and early Saturday morning in the
city of Okinawa in two separate cases, each involving theft
and trespassing, police said.

They are also looking for the driver of a U.S. military truck
which allegedly hit the left end of a passenger car when
changing lanes on a national route in Urasoe, Okinawa
Prefecture, and fled after briefly stopping at around 7:30
a.m. The car’s driver was not injured, but its window
was broken after the accident, they said.

On Friday night, three Marines stationed at the Marine
Corps’ Camp Schwab — Lance Cpl Joseph Bellavia, 24,
Lance Cpl Maurice Baker, 21, and Pfc Ryan McCrary, 23 —
were arrested on suspicion of stealing beer and other
goods from a liquor shop’s delivery car.
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The three allegedly stole merchandise, including 20 bottles
of beer and a bottle of vodka, from the car which was
parked along a road while the driver was making home
deliveries, the police said.

After being notified of the incident, the police said they
found the suspects nearby, allegedly pocketing bottles of
alcohol and smashing bottles on the street. All three were
allegedly drunk and denied the charge, saying they had
bought the alcoholic beverages, the police said.

Meanwhile, the police received a call from a local who
said a stranger was sleeping in a bunkhouse built on the
caller’s residence at around 3:30 a.m. Saturday and ar-
rested Senior Airman Adam Richardson, 27, on suspicion
of trespassing about 90 minutes later.

Richardson, stationed at the U.S. Kadena Air Force Base,
was suspected of being drunk and allegedly told investi-
gators he does not remember entering the residential pre-
mises, the police said. (Kyodo News)

TIME TO FIX SOFA ACCORD
Editorial: The Asahi Shimbun, June 20, 2003

[http://www.asahi.com/english/op-ed/
K2003062100272.html]

Status of U.S. service members needs revision.

Okinawa is again the setting for a situation that could,
with one mistake, rattle the foundations of the Japan-U.S.
security relationship. Prefectural police obtained an ar-
rest for a 21-year-old Marine implicated in the rape and
injury of a woman there in May, then asked the U.S. gov-
ernment to turn him over to their custody.

Under the Japan-U.S. Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA),
U.S. military personnel accused of crimes are to be turned
over to Japanese authorities after being formally indicted.
Following the 1995 arrest of three U.S. servicemen accused
of raping a 12-year-old schoolgirl, however, the Japanese
and U.S. governments agreed that the American military
would give “favorable consideration” to Japanese requests
to transfer of custody of suspects before formal charges
are filed in exceptional circumstances involving such bru-
tal crimes as rape or murder.

Thanks to the Japanese government’s request and the ac-
tive intervention of U.S. Ambassador to Japan Howard
Baker, who is concerned about the possibility of growing
hostility against U.S. military bases in Okinawa, the U.S.
military agreed to put the Marine in Japanese custody
three days after the arrest warrant was issued, calming
Okinawan anger temporarily. But Japanese and U.S. gov-
ernment officials would be wrong to think for even a mo-
ment that they have closed the book.

The heart of the matter is the fact that Japanese police
cannot pursue what they consider adequate criminal in-
vestigations in cases involving off-duty U.S. military

people.

The decision to grant custody of a suspect to the Japanese
authorities is strictly up to the U.S. military authorities.
U.S. forces are reluctant to surrender jurisdiction out of
human rights concerns in the criminal investigation pro-
cedures of Japanese law enforcement agencies.

This case is the second in which “favorable consideration”
by U.S. authorities resulted in turning a suspect over to
Japanese jurisdiction. In three previous incidents, includ-
ing a hit-and-run accident in which a schoolgirl was in-
jured, U.S. military authorities refused to turn over sus-
pects before indictment.

Three years ago, the government of Okinawa Prefecture
concluded the problem could not be solved by simply “im-
proving the way the SOFA was administered,” and called
for revision of the agreement. Okinawa asked the central
government for changes in 11 points, including custody
of suspects before indictment.

The National Governors’ Association also asked the cen-
tral government to review the SOFA. In addition, supra-
party Diet members including those of the Liberal Demo-
cratic Party have begun drafting their own revision plans.

Whenever a U.S. service member is accused of a crime, the
Japanese government calls for “improving the way the
agreement is administered.” It never takes the next step,
which is to actually revise the agreement.

The Foreign Ministry takes the view that if Japan pro-
poses SOFA revisions, U.S. Congress members will use the
Japanese proposal to claim Japan doesn’t contribute
enough to the Japan-U.S. security arrangement and the
upshot will be a heavier security burden for Japan.

The fact remains, however, that more than 70 percent of
the U.S. military bases in Japan is in Okinawa Prefecture,
three decades after Okinawa was returned to Japanese
administration. The people of Okinawa suffer mightily
by the base presence in many ways, and the island pre-
fecture cannot shake off its economic dependence upon
the bases.

The central government has made little progress in im-
proving the circumstances for Okinawa in its negotiations
with the U.S. government. Although Okinawa Prefecture
has agreed to relocation of Marine Corps Air Station
Futenma at Ginowan to another part of the prefecture,
the government has turned a deaf ear to Okinawa’s de-
mand that use of the new facility be limited to 15 years.

Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi said he supported the
war in Iraq and is preparing to send Self-Defense Forces
personnel there for the sake of the Japan-U.S. security alli-
ance. In fact, it is Okinawa that supports the alliance by
carrying the heavy burden of U.S. bases.

We believe the prime minister has an obligation to bring
revision of the SOFA accord to the negotiating table with
the U.S. government.
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OKINAWANS STRUGGLE IN LOVE-HATE RELA-
TIONSHIP WITH U.S.
REUTERS, June 27, 2003

[http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/world/archives/
2003/06/27/2003056916]

Yoshi Kagami was a young woman of 26 when some
140,000 fellow civilians, many forced to commit suicide
by fanatical Japanese soldiers, died in the Battle of
Okinawa, one of the bloodiest battles of World War II.

The octogenarian resident of Japan’s southernmost island
says she isn’t sorry the U.S. won the war. But almost six
decades later, she thinks it’s time for the Marines to leave.

“I don’t think we need them here, we have our own Japa-
nese Self-Defense Forces,” said Kagami, just days before
the 58th anniversary of the end of the Battle of Okinawa
on Monday.

“But I don’t think they will leave,” she said.

Once a proud, independent kingdom with a rich culture
and its own language, Okinawa has been trapped in a
strategic triangle with Japan and the U.S. ever since Com-
modore Matthew Perry arrived in the port of Naha with
his “Black Ships” 150 years ago.

Perry then sailed to Tokyo to demand Japan open diplo-
matic and commercial ties with Washington. “Perry saw
Okinawa as a geopolitical strategic point to cover all of
East Asia and tried to use it as a lever and a wedge to
move Japan into submission,” columnist Yoichi Funabashi
wrote in the Asahi Shimbun newspaper recently.

A century and a half after Perry, the top Marine in Okinawa
says the island is still key to America’s ability to respond
to regional threats, including North Korea.

“The simple fact is, it’s closer to more important things
than any other place,” Lieutenant-General Wallace Chip
Gregson said in an interview.

Speculation that most of the 17,000 Marines based on
Okinawa may be shifted elsewhere as part of a global re-
alignment of U.S. forces has raised residents’ hopes that
the American military presence may
finally shrink substantially.

Okinawa — Japan’s poorest prefecture
and a two-and-a-half hour flight from
Tokyo — has long resented bearing
what many see as an unfair burden for
U.S.-Japan security ties.

The anger is targeted as much at Tokyo
for treating the prefecture like a ne-

glected stepchild as at Washington.

With about 1 percent of Japan’s land area and population,
Okinawa is home to 75 percent of the area used for U.S.
bases in Japan and some 60 percent of the U.S. military
personnel.

Periodic crimes by U.S. servicemen, including the 1995
rape of a 12-year-old girl, have sparked outrage, and
memories of past misdeeds run deep.

“Frankly, I want them to leave,” said Tomiko Kohatsu, 41,
grasping her small daughter’s hand. “I don’t have any
positive thoughts toward them,” she said.

Some Okinawan residents, however, fear damage to the
local economy if the U.S. military shrinks its presence sig-
nificantly.

 Others say they feel safer knowing the Americans are
helping to defend Japan.

“I don’t like the incidents, so I wish the bases weren’t here,
but they are protecting us, so I feel safe,” said Chika
Arakaki, 18.

Back in Tokyo, talk of withdrawal prompts concerns about
Washington’s commitment to the U.S.-Japan alliance, the
bedrock of Japanese post-war diplomacy and security
policy.

A withdrawal “might send an unfortunate message to
North Korea and to China, and might create a loss of con-
fidence among many Japanese people towards the United
States,” Kunihiko Saito, a former Japanese ambassador to
the U.S., said.

 U.S. officials have denied media reports that most of the
Marines could be moved to Australia or elsewhere in the
region.

But Gregson and others acknowledge that changes may
lie ahead as the U.S. military seeks to improve its ability
to cope with modern threats of terrorism and rogue states.

“The reason the Marines stayed in Okinawa long after
reversion [when the U.S. returned Okinawa to Japanese

sovereignty in 1972] had to do with
three great items — location, location,
location,” U.S. Deputy Secretary of State
Richard Armitage told Japanese media
in Tokyo earlier this month.

“But ... the Department of Defense is
going to a more global approach in
these matters, and who knows where
that will lead us,” Armitage said.

Example cases

“Frankly, I want them [the
American forces] to leave. I
don’t have any positive
thoughts toward them.”

~ Tomiko Kohatsu,
an Okinawa resident
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RESENTMENT RISES AGAINST U.S. BASES
By Ahn Mi Young – Asia times Online, August 9,
2000

[http://www.atimes.com/koreas/BH09Dg01.html]

SEOUL - Seven months ago, Kim Sung-chull was on his
way to fulfilling his dream of becoming a construction
engineer. But then he was hit by a car, and has been in
hospital since. Doctors say the 28-year-old, who sustained
massive injuries, may never recover fully from the acci-
dent and could remain in a vegetative state.

There is a possibility he could regain some of his faculties
through an operation, but the procedure is costly, and his
family is already hard-pressed to find funds for his hospi-
talization.

Authorities know who was at the wheel of the car that hit
Kim: a U.S. serviceman. But they have not brought him to
court, much less done anything to compel him to foot at
least some of Kim’s hospitalization expenses, which have
now reached 30 million won (U.S. $28,000).

”There is neither procedure nor clear [rules on how] legal
authorities should handle . . . suits against American sol-
diers stationed in South Korea,” says police officer Dong
Kyong-jae of the station at Euijongbu, where the mishap
took place. Of Kim’s case, he says: “Once the U.S. authori-
ties came to the spot, they walked away with the Ameri-
can suspect and later sent us their notice saying the car
accident was the result of sleepy driving, [the matter was]
all finished, [and there is] nothing we can do about it.”

Since 1965, when the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA)
was first signed by U.S. and South Korean officials, South
Koreans have felt they have little say on how the U.S.
troops stationed in South Korea should behave. Not sur-
prisingly, local frustration has been mounting over what
many say has been a growing list of misdeeds committed
by members of the U.S. armed forces in South Korea.

The SOFA, which governs the legal treatment of the 37,000
U.S. troops in the country, was last revised in 1991. Last
week, officials from both countries held another round of
two-day talks on the accord, and came away with the
United States agreeing to transfer custody of U.S. crimi-
nal suspects to local authorities at the time of indictment.
U.S. and South Korean officials also agreed to talk some
more about the legal procedures through which locals can
bring U.S. soldiers to court.

Activists say that at present, the SOFA is too lenient to-
ward U.S. soldiers who misbehave or figure in accidents
involving locals. For instance, it allows U.S. soldiers ac-
cused of crimes to remain in the custody of the U.S. mili-
tary until all appeals are exhausted through the South
Korean court system.

Yet while South Korean negotiators described the recent
U.S. move to correct this as “constructive and produc-
tive”, many here say the talks fell short of their expecta-

tions. For them, it is no longer enough to have discussions
on the SOFA focusing on how to deal with misbehaving
U.S. servicemen, arguing that the negative effects of the
U.S. military presence far outweigh its supposed mission
of safeguarding their country from aggression by North
Korea.

They also say that compared to similar treaties the United
States has with Japan and Germany, the SOFA is just too
one-sided. Remarks Kim Jong-sup of the activist group
Green United Korea: “South Korea is paying a dear price
for keeping U.S. forces here for land, facilities, overhead
cost . . . in return for what is increasingly diluted secu-
rity.”

Lee Jang-hee, a foreign language professor of Hankook
University, says: “Old generation South Koreans used to
appreciate U.S. forces as a deterrent against North Korea.
But young South Koreans are increasingly doubtful of the
U.S. forces here as a deterrent force, and the discrimina-
tory SOFA is fuelling the South Korean irritation with U.S.
forces,” he says.

Activists say cases involving individuals such as the ac-
cident victim Kim represent only some of the drawbacks
of having U.S. troops in South Korea. In Seoul, for instance,
the presence of a U.S. military base downtown has meant
the construction of expensive detours for new highways
and subways. In 1989, Seoul and Washington agreed to
relocate the base. But the plan did not go through because,
says Dangook University professor Joe Myong-rae, the
United States “asked Seoul to foot the bill of 9.5 billion
won [$5.58 million] in return for moving the base”.

In past weeks, there have also been calls for the closure of
a U.S. bombing range in Kyonggi province. But anti-U.S.
protests became even more shrill last month after U.S.
troops were found to have dumped untreated chemicals
into the city sewerage system that flows into the Han River
- the major source of drinking water for Seoul’s 11 million
residents.

Some 1,500 workers and students held a demonstration
in mid-July over the dumping by the U.S. Eighth Army
mortuary of up to 228 litres of formaldehyde. U.S. mili-
tary officials have admitted the dumping. Lt Gen Daniel
Petrosky, the U.S. commander in South Korea, has also
apologized, but South Koreans want no less than U.S.
President Bill Clinton to say sorry.

The South Korean delegation to last week’s SOFA talks did
propose provisions on environmental issues. But no full
agreement on the matter was reached, although the sub-
ject will be taken up again in the next round of talks. To
some, though, this is simple foot-dragging on the part of
the United States.

Says Kyonghee University law professor Choi Seung-
hwan: “Let’s suppose such a case happens in Germany.
Then the German government would naturally come up
with an invoice of cleaning it up on its own term of calcu-
lation and ask the U.S. forces to foot the bill, which the U.S.



4646464646
DAGA Press 2004

THE ANTI-U.S. SENTIMENT IN KOREA –
THEN AND NOW
From the 1980 Kwangju Uprising to the Two-Slain-
girls Protest of Today

[http://www.kimsoft.com/2002/anti-US.htm]

On December 7th, a crowd of 50,000 young candle-hold-
ing students and citizens marched against the United
States in front of the U.S. Embassy in Seoul. These youth-
ful protesters of today remind those Koreans in the 30-40s
of the anti-U.S. protest ten years ago. A 40-ish citizen said:
“About 15 years I was in college and could not have imag-
ined that so many people could get together and come so
close to the U.S. Embassy.”

“America backs dictatorships but not
democracy” - after the Kwangju Upris-
ing, the U.S. image changed

The anti-U.S. movement in Korea began in earnest after
the Kwangju Uprising in 1980. An opinion poll taken by
Chosun Ilbo in 1981 showed that 92% of the college and
high school students polled said that America was a good
neighbour of Korea. This percentage dropped to 86.4% in
1982 and to 78.2% in 1983. And today, only a small per-
centage of young Koreans think that the United States is a
good neighbour of Korea.

In May 1980, the citizens of Kwangju took over their city
from the harsh rule of military dictators. Special Forces
moved in and the citizens, bottled in their last bastion,
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forces are obliged to pay immediately.”

The Blue House, as the South Korean president’s office is
called, is getting worried over growing local hostility to-

ward the U.S. “We may well criticize U.S. policy, but
it would not be in the nation’s interest to have an
anti-American sentiment,” said President Kim Dae-
Jung recently. “We must remember that the United
States remains the most important ally among in-
ternational economies and that U.S.-Korea coopera-
tion must remain in place.”

He added, “There is no doubt that U.S. presence is a
must, not only for the balance of powers in North-
east Asia but also for a stable Korean Peninsula.”

Meanwhile, Kim Sung-chull’s family continues to
hold vigil beside his hospital bed. Says his distraught
father: “My son was the only hope of our family. I
spent my whole life as a part-time construction
worker so I could send him to a decent university.”

As for other South Koreans, lawyer Lee Jang-hee has
this advice: “Just pray not to be hit by American soldiers’
cars. Everybody knows that virtually none of their cars
in South Korea are insured.”

the City Hall, heard the “good” news that two U.S. carri-
ers had arrived at Pusan. They mistakenly believed that
the Americans came to stop the carnage, to defend the
innocent against the killers. They thought the Americans
came to defend democracy. But no Americans came to help.
The Kwangju citizens were naive to believe that the United
States was the defender of democracy.

It was learned later that the U.S. military did indeed come,
but to help suppress the pro-democracy uprising in
Kwangju. They came to help the dictators and their butch-
ers not the freedom fighters. After learning of this treach-
ery, the freedom fighters became ardent anti-U.S. activ-
ists. On December 9, 1980, a group of the activists punched
a hole through the roof of the U.S. Cultural Center in
Kwangju, poured down gasoline and set it on fire. This
fire was reported by the press as an accidental fire caused
by faulty electric wiring. The fact that it was an anti-U.S.
act was hushed up.

The anti-U.S. movement in Kwangju spread to other cit-
ies: the U.S. Cultural Center in Pusan was set on fire; the
US Cultural Center in Seoul was invaded and occupied by
anti-U.S. activists. This was followed by attacks on U.S.
installations in major cities. The anti-U.S. movement be-
gan when the pro-democracy activists realized that the
United States was behind Korea’s military dictators. Thus,
pro-democracy activists became anti-U.S. activists. Fight-
ing dictators required fighting the United States that
backed the dictators.

On March 18, 1982, the U.S. Cultural Center in Pusan went
up in smoke after a loud explosion. Handbills asking the
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U.S. to get out of Korea and stop dominating Korea as a
slave nation were scattered in the neighbourhood. The
Korean press blamed North Korean agents for the fire and
put up a reward money of 20 million won on the head of
the “enemy agents.” Moon Bu Sik, a divinity student and
16 of his associates were arrested and Moon was executed.

In the same year, anti-U.S. students hit the streets pro-
testing President Reagan’s visit to Seoul. Hwang Jung Ha,
a Seoul University student, was killed by the police.
Reagan supported Gen. Jun Doo Hwan’s military dicta-
torship and those opposed to Jun were irate that Reagan
was coming to Korea to pat Jun on the shoulder for a job
well-done.

At about this time, the Korean markets were flung wide
open for American agricultural products. The Korean farm-
ers opposed the American products flooding Korea. In
April 1985, a group of 100 farmers broke into the Ameri-
can Embassy and demanded payments for lost farm rev-
enues. Earlier in November 1984, a group of students took
over the U.S. Chamber of Commerce building in Seoul.
They demanded removal of American capitals from Ko-
rea.

“The U.S. is the root cause of contradic-
tions in Korea” – ‘Anti-U.S. = Left leaning
aid to Communism’: Not anymore

In the mid 1980s, anti-U.S. activists were generally con-
sidered to be a ‘small minority of extremists.’ However,
pro-U.S. sentiment among the Korean people began to turn
sour sharply. A 1987 poll conducted by Korea Times
showed that 81% of those polled believed that Korea was
dependent on foreign economies and 90% believed that
the United States was more interested in promoting its
self interest than promoting democracy in Korea.

From 1986 on, national libera-
tion and pro-democracy became
the prime themes of student ac-
tivism in Korea. South Korea
was essentially an American
colony and the United States
was held responsible for the ills
in South Korea. Previously, anti-
U.S. sentiment was labelled pro-
Communist sentiment. To the
Korean police, anti-U.S. equalled
pro-Communism and vice
versa. For this reason, student
activists went a great length to
deny that they were anti-U.S.

Student activists opposed war,
nuclear weapons, military con-
scription, military training in
schools, and the Team Spirit
U.S.-Korea joint military exer-
cises. In April 1986, Lee Hae Ho
and Kim Seh Jin committed sui-
cide in public protesting Kore-
ans becoming cannon fodders of

Photo: South Korean special forces backed by tanks occupied Kwangju and killed
its citizens indiscriminately while the US navy carriers stood nearby in May 1980.

American wars. On May 15, 1988, Jo Sung Man commit-
ted hara-kiri at the Myongdong Cathedral in protest of
the U.S. occupation of South Korea. Jo proclaimed that the
U.S. troops must be driven out of Korea in order to unite
the nation.

The ‘Save Korea Special Unit’ was formed in 1986 and be-
gan to attack U.S. installations in Korea. On February 20,
the Unit planted bombs in the U.S. Cultural Center in
Kwangju. On May 20, the Unit threw a bomb at the U.S.
Embassy in Seoul. On May 23, the Unit threw a fire-bomb
at the U.S. Cultural Center in Kwangju. On November 17,
the Unit threw a fire-bomb at the Han-nam-dong U.S.
military base. There were many other attacks by the Unit.

The anti-U.S. activism during this period was not limited
to students. After his election in 1987, Gen. Roh Tae Woo
opened Korean markets to American farm products, mov-
ies and banking services. Korean farmers, workers, bank-
ers and movie industry workers protested Roh’s move
and demanded that U.S. troops get out of Korea.

Public debates on U.S. crimes, mass anti-
U.S. movement, and today’s anti-U.S.
movement
The student anti-U.S. activism lost much of its steam in
the 1990s. The collapse of the Soviet Union and the subse-
quent end of the Cold War, the ascent of ‘civilian’ govern-
ments in Korea, North-South reconciliation agreements,
and so on had resulted in rapid changes in South Korea.
The student activism based on anti-dictatorship and so-
cial justice lost its raison d’être. It lost followers and be-
came a mute movement.

However, the student activists found a new common cause
in the early 1990s: crimes committed U.S. soldiers sta-
tioned in Korea. The brutal murder of Yun Kum Yi by an



4848484848
DAGA Press 2004

have ignored for too long the complaints of the Japanese
people regarding the presence of American troops on their
soil.

Support for the U.S.-Japan alliance among the Japanese
public is extremely low, in part because of problems with
the Status of Forces Agreement that governs the 47,000
American troops and U.S. facilities in Japan.

Many Japanese living near U.S. facilities in particular feel
their needs are being ignored. To address these grievances,
a committee to reform SOFA - consisting of 105 members
of Japan’s ruling Liberal Democratic Party - has spent the
past year compiling constituent concerns and incorpo-
rating them into a proposal for a new version of SOFA.
The need for these changes, which would address the
major concerns of the Japanese public without impairing
the military activities of the U.S. armed forces, is clear.

Improvements in the relationship could start in these three
areas:

First, SOFA, unchanged for the past 43 years, wholly ig-
nores environmental problems arising from U.S. military
activities - including noise pollution, disposal of spent
artillery, waste water, and toxic waste. The proposed re-
vision would require the U.S. to assess the environmental
impact of its training and exercises every three years, and
restore the environment - in cooperation with the Japa-
nese government - if any problems are found.

The revision would also require the U.S. to conduct envi-
ronmental impact assessments prior to the construction
of new facilities. Germany, the only nation hosting more
U.S. forces than Japan, has enacted similar laws to protect
the environment. The U.S. armed forces in Japan should
not be exempt from local environmental regulations.

Second, some Japanese are critical of the management of
U.S. facilities and areas, which cost Japan $4 billion a year
in subsidies. The proposed revision would require the U.S.
to submit a usage plan every 10 years for review by the
Japanese government. The new process would increase
the Japanese public’s understanding of the purpose of U.S.
facilities and enhance the perception that they are being
properly used.
Third, 50 years after the U.S. occupation ended, the Ameri-
can military still exercises air control over 10 percent of
departing flights from Japan’s busiest airport, Haneda. This
is down from 45 percent 10 years ago, but only because
planes are now avoiding U.S.-controlled air space. The
U.S. also controls 70 percent of all flights at Hiroshima
Nishi Airport and 100 percent of flights at Matsuyama
Airport. It also controls all the airports on Okinawa, the
Japanese island hosting the greatest portion of American
facilities and personnel.

Not only does this arrangement challenge Japan’s sover-
eignty, but it also constitutes practical difficulties, such as
forcing commercial flights to detour around U.S. airspace
and consume more jet fuel in the process. The SOFA revi-
sion would grant the U.S. armed forces control over air
space only at airports within its facilities.

Finally, the proposed revisions address some of the spe-

American serviceman in
1992 rekindled the dormant
anti-U.S. sentiment. Yun left
her farming family to seek
her fortune in Seoul. She
worked at a factory for
awhile but was seduced
into the world of prostitu-
tion. Her brutalized naked
body was found in her
room.
She was 26 at the time. Her
killer, Kenneth Marcel, an
American soldier, beat her
with a Cola bottle when she
refused his sexual ad-
vances. She was knocked

down unconscious. The killer then inserted an umbrella
into her anus, and pushed a Cola bottle and a wine bottle
into her vagina. The killer then poured washer detergent
all over her body.

The anti-U.S. movement spread rapidly in the 2000s. A
Korean female employee of a night club in Yitaewon was
murdered by an American soldier. The soldier ‘escaped’
just before his trial was to begin. In May, several Koreans
were injured when Americans dropped bombs on
Maehyang-ri. In July, it was discovered that the U.S. mili-
tary had been dumping poisonous embalming fluids into
the Han River, the main source of potable water for Seoul.

The fact of the matter is that the U.S. military had com-
mitted numerous crimes against the Korean people prior
to the 2000s but they were hushed up and seldom re-
ported. What had changed was the Korean people’s senti-
ment toward the U.S. military. The Americans were no
longer saviors or protectors but unwelcome intruders. In
light of the changing public mood, the U.S. and Seoul gov-
ernments revised SOFA in August in order to stem the
rising tide of anti-U.S. sentiment.

Most remarkably, the anti-U.S. movement of 2002 is not
organized or instigated by any civic or student groups.
But the movement is made of spontaneous, voluntary in-
dividual citizen actions. Individual citizens come forth to
join protest marches. “Regaining self-determination” is
the war cry now, and the anti-U.S. war cry of the 1980s
has matured into a more positive Korea-centred theme –
“Kick out America and achieve independence.”

IF THE U.S. IS ASKING MORE OF JAPAN, WILL

THE U.S. TREAD MORE LIGHTLY IN TURN?
Taro Kono: The Christian Science Monitor
[http://www.csmonitor.com/2003/0801/p11s01-coop.htm]

Taro Kono is a Liberal Democratic Party member of
Japan’s House of Representatives and cofounder of
the LDP parliamentary committee to revise SOFA.

TOKYO - The governments of Japan and the United States

Photo: Yun Kum Yi was
savagely murdered by an
American soldier. Her
murder rekindled anti-US
activism in Korea.
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cial off-duty privileges granted to U.S. troops, civilian em-
ployees and their dependents. These privileges have led
some to term SOFA an “unequal treaty.” The changes would
include instituting Japan’s immigration laws regarding
quarantine of people, animals and plants at U.S. installa-
tions; requiring instruction in the traffic rules of Japan
prior to driving outside U.S. facilities; and repealing a tax
exemption for Americans on private vehicles.

Many will doubtless ask why SOFA should be revised now.
The real question is: How long must we wait?

In response to U.S. requests, Japan has become a more ac-
tive partner in the U.S.-Japan security alliance, from co-
operating strategically in the North Korean nuclear dis-
pute to sending troops to help rebuild Iraq and providing
logistical support for operations in Afghanistan.

In a time of grave new dangers and serious security chal-
lenges, the alliance has taken on new weight, and we can-
not risk cracks in its foundation turning into fissures. The
Japanese people currently accept the alliance as a fact of
life. Because so many issues concerning the basing of U.S.
forces in Japan are unresolved, however, any negative in-
cident surrounding the alliance could easily sway public
opinion against it. The Japanese public must be brought
into discussions about the alliance and come to feel they
have a stake in it. The proposed revisions to SOFA are a
good place to start.

RESISTING THE BUSH ADMINISTRATION’S
GLOBAL MILITARY CRUSADE
Joseph Gerson - Asia Peace Assembly
Manila, August 2002
[http://www.afsc.org/newengland/pesp/manila.htm]

I want to thank the conference organizers for the oppor-
tunity to participate in the founding of the Asia Peace
Assembly. More, I want to appreciate your creating the
bonds of solidarity and this structure for international
collaboration for peace with justice. Similar bonds and
structures play“war on terrorism”, and if President Bush,
himself makes a compelling case for what could be a very
costly war for the U.S. people, for Iraqis, and for the rest of
humanity.

This is not good, but after this year’s long night of “United
We Stand” patriotism, when government and media in-
spired neo-fascist fear and conformity severely limited
people’s ability to think, we now have openings. This is
space in which people can be encouraged to think, to talk,
and to challenge dangerous and illegitimate power. In
April we brought 100,000 people into the streets of Wash-
ington to call for an end to the war and to the Bush
Administration’s global military crusade and its assault
on our constitutionally guaranteed civil liberties. Now,
with Establishment voices as varied as the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, the elder Bush’s National Security Advisor Brent
Scowcroft, militarist Republican Senator Chuck Hagel, Re-
publican majority leader Dick Armey, Former Secretary
of State James Baker, and patrician Democratic war vet-

eran Senator John Kerry publicly raising questions that
echo our critique, we have the democratic opening that
was so painfully lacking for most of this past year. The era
of “United We Stand” enforced unity is now, thankfully,
past.

But this is hardly enough. As Jeremy Brecher wrote in an
appeal to the world during the darkest of periods this
past winter, our peace movement cannot do it alone. We
remain in desperate need of the insights, critiques, popu-
lar and diplomatic pressure, and nonviolent resistance of
other nations to save the United States and the world from
Washington’s exploitation of the September 11 attacks,
from its efforts to impose what Vice President Dick Cheney
calls “the arrangement [for] the twenty-first century,” and
from the assault on what remain of the foundations of
constitutional democracy within the U.S. Your work here
and in the weeks, months, and I am afraid to say, years
ahead are fundamentally important.

I want to briefly summarize my understanding of the U.S.
peace movement’s analysis of what has been happening
this past year - recognizing, of course, that its roots ex-
tend far into history, well before the imperialist war of
conquest of the Philippines more than a century ago. Then
I will describe some of the ways that our movement has
responded.

Although we could not precisely describe where the reck-
lessly ambitious, militarist, and imperialist Bush Admin-
istration would lead, before September 11 some of us were
speaking of the urgency of “resistance in dark times.” It
was clear that these Cold War retreads were planning for
a dangerous period of imperial reconsolidation, aggres-
sion and possible nuclear war to impose “the arrange-
ment for the 21st century.” The scope of their ambition
was clear as they named their muses: Theodore Roosevelt,
Admiral Mahan, and Henry Cabot Lodge: men who, more
than a century ago, envisioned and then created the mili-
tary forces and the political environment necessary for
the United States to become the dominating global power.
Essential to their ambition is the continued development
of overwhelming and unrivaled military power, includ-
ing first-strike nuclear capabilities, monopolization of the
militarization of space, and the demonstration of its will
to use its arsenal of mass murder and intimidation so that
others will, as Paul Wolfowitz says, fear us. It also in-
cludes, as we see in Central Asia, the reconsolidation of
U.S. control over the world’s energy supplies, especially
oil, the jugular vein of global capitalism. And, it requires
the mobilization of the U.S. people for a war without end.

Then came the criminal, indiscriminate, and terrorizing
September 11 attacks.

The U.S. has, of course, visited incomparable death and
destruction on other nations. It has decimated human lives
and communities from Manila to the Middle East and from
Hiroshima to Hanoi, and since the atomic bombing of
Nagasaki, it has threatened to initiate cataclysmic nuclear
war on more than twenty occasions. Bush and company’s
doctrine of “preemptive attack” is thus different only in
degree to what preceded it. Yet, the September 11 attacks
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did mark a turning point. As Noam Chomsky wrote, what
was new was that, for the first time, the violence had been
turned against the hegemon. Muto Ichiyo has pointed to a
second major change: a fundamental internal shift at the
apex of the world’s hierarchy of power as the U.S. moves
to unilateralism, preemptive attack, and contempt for in-
ternational law.

The losses, shock and vulnerability resulting from the at-
tacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon have
also led to a national identity crisis in the U.S. For nearly
200 years the vastness of the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans
protected U.S. people from significant attacks on our na-
tional territory. (Hawaii was a colony at the time of the
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor.) Yes, we knew during
the Cold War that the oceans could not protect us from
missile attacks, but there is a different kind of knowledge
after a nation experiences deadly attacks from across the
sea by men committed “to the destruction of the United
States.”

With considerable skill, the Bush Administration has har-
nessed the sympathy, fear, disorientation, and anger that
followed the 9-11 attacks to, as Colin Powell put it, “set
the reset button” on U.S. foreign and military policies. In-
stead of relying on legal, diplomatic, police and intelli-
gence means to bring those responsible to justice, the Bush
Administration launched its war against Afghanistan,
killing at least 5,000 civilians and restoring Afghanistan’s
brutal warlords to power. As we know, that war has lit-
erally bled into Pakistan, Kashmir and even India. The
Bush government has been clear that what it has described
as World War III will be fought, overtly and covertly, in as
many as eighty countries, with Iraq next on the list after
the Philippines.
As with most foreign military interventions, the reintro-
duction of U.S. forces to the Philippines under cover of the
so-called “Visiting Forces Agreement” and the need to stop
the kidnapping campaign of a tiny band of Abu Sayaff
bandits serves more than one goal. It seeks to totally re-
verse your great victory in forcing the withdrawal of U.S.
military bases by deepening and expanding the reintro-
duction of U.S. forces across this country. It opens the pos-
sibility of expanded fighting against Islamic and commu-
nist forces here. It prepositions U.S. forces for logistical
support and possible intervention into Indonesia. And,
for the longer term, it reinforces the encirclement of China,
which many in the U.S. elite see as a potential regional
rival several decades in the future.

Condoleezza Rice, President Bush’s National Security
Advisor, tells us that this period is analogous 1945- 47,
when Washington (with Stalin’s help), created the Cold
War. In fact, not since the so-called “Spanish-American
War” in 1898, have U.S. leaders and the mainstream me-
dia spoken so freely about the U.S. and its global sphere as
an empire. Even the N.Y. Times reminds us that not since
the Roman Empire has a single nation enjoyed such supe-
riority. But Rome was limited to one region of the world,
while Washington’s empire is global, and penetrates and
subverts other cultures more deeply and radically.
The post 9-11 trauma and the government and media in-

spired “United We Stand” patriotism provided the Bush
Administration with the political and diplomatic cover
needed to withdraw from the ABM Treaty, to increase the
U.S. military budget by nearly one-third to $400 billion -
more than the world’s 25 next largest military spenders
combined! - to further breach the Vietnam Syndrome, to
expand discredited alliances and to create new ones, to
enlarge its global network of foreign military bases - es-
pecially in oil and gas-rich Central Asia, to adopt its fright-
ening Nuclear Posture Review, and to abandon and sub-
vert international law, including the U.N. Charter and
the International Criminal Court.
Now, even as the President insists that he is a “patient
man”, his Administration is recklessly preparing for war
- even nuclear war - against Iraq in what we are told will
be “the most momentous use of force by the United States
since the Vietnam war.”
Within the U.S. we are also dealing with an almost un-
precedented assault on our constitutionally guaranteed
civil rights and liberties. Just as the Bush Administration
insists that the world’s nations must be “with us or against
us,” the country’s chief law enforcement officer, Attorney
General Ashcroft, has warned that criticism “gives am-
munition to America’s enemies, and pause to America’s
friends.” The government is preparing to review 125 year-
old legislation that prohibits the military from law en-
forcement within the United States. Its TIPS program is
designed to encourage millions of U.S. Americans to spy
and report on their neighbors, giving Stalin a long dreaded
victory from the other side of the grave. A new Cabinet
ministry for “Homeland Security” has been created, and
the military is in the process of putting its new “northern
Command” into place with a mandate to defend the U.S.
and to “provide assistance to civil authorities.” Many
Arab-Americans, and to a lesser degree South Asian-
Americans live in fear as they face daily doses of discrimi-
nation, and in some cases abuse and violence.

For the first time in more than a century, U.S. citizens are
being jailed and held indefinitely without formal legal
charges. And, although it is being used on a very limited
basis, a presidential order now makes 20 million immi-
grants vulnerable to secret military tribunals, where evi-
dence can be withheld from the defendant who, in the
most extreme cases, will face the threat of execution, with
no right of appeal.
There is some hopeful news on this front. Over the last
several weeks, a number of U.S. courts have ruled against
these policies, and one explicitly warned that they are
endangering the foundations of U.S. democracy.

On the nuclear front, the recent three-page U.S.-Russia
agreement was more of a propaganda exercise than a dis-
armament initiative. Neither country committed itself to
destroy a single nuclear warhead. And, with its abroga-
tion of the ABM Treaty, with the Nuclear Policy Review
(NPR), and with the planned fusion of the military’s stra-
tegic (nuclear) and space commands, we see a U.S. recom-
mitment to nuclear terrorism and first-strike nuclear
warfighting. The Bush Administration has also embraced
what has become the pattern in recent routine U.S.
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warfighting. As it prepares to go to war, Washington
threatens nuclear attack to ensure that the governments
it is targeting are not tempted to defend themselves with
weapons of mass destruction. . Just as Bush the elder
threatened nuclear attack before the 1991 Desert Storm
War, this Bush Administration communicated nuclear
threats to Al Qaeda and the Taliban, and it has announced
its doctrine of preemptive and first strike nuclear warfare
as is prepares for a “regime change” war against Iraq.

In one of the most widely reported critiques of the Nuclear
Posture Review, the Natural Resources Defense Council
was clear that the Bush Administration is infatuated with
nuclear weapons and is “faking nuclear restraint” Even
the New York Times editorialized that the U.S. has be-
come a nuclear “rogue.”

The new doctrine threatens first-strike preemptive
nuclear attacks, even against non-nuclear nations. In ad-
dition to explicitly identifying Iraq, Iran, North Korea,
Syria, Libya, China and Russia as its most likely nuclear
targets, the Bush Government is reinforcing the “Full Spec-
trum Dominance” doctrine with a “New Triad” of nuclear
and conventional weapons, with so-called missile de-
fenses, and with a technologically more sophisticated
nuclear weapons infrastructure. It has also been clear that
nuclear weapons will remain the cornerstone of U.S. mili-
tary power for the next fifty years. And, even as the Pen-
tagon moves to honour the START II treaty and the recent
agreement with Russia, it is actually planning to retain
the ability to deploy as many as 15,000 nuclear warheads.

We are resisting, but as I said when I began, we desper-
ately need your help.

Consistent with our culture, the U.S. peace movement is
anything but unified. It is decentralized, persistent, and is
generally pulling in more or less the same direction.

On September 11 and 12 we began organizing the first
new community based coalitions. We organized vigils in
cities and towns across the country to communicate four
fundamental points: 1) our grief at the loss of human life,
2) the need to bring those responsible for the terrorist at-
tacks to justice by legal means, and that war is not the
answer, 3) the importance of protecting endangered com-
munities and our constitutionally guaranteed civil liber-
ties, and 4) the necessity of addressing the root causes of
the September 11 attacks. In my home town, more than
700 people joined a vigil on September 12 on only four
hours notice. I should also add that many of us have ceased
using the Bush Administration’s advertising slogan of
“war against terrorism” in our organizing. It is an
Orwellian “war is peace” slogan. Almost everyone op-
poses terrorism, and every time we use it, we give the
Bush Administration and its allies a victory. Instead, we
are playing on their language, calling the post-9-11 war a
global military crusade.

In the first months after September 11, and under the as-
sault of the “United We Stand” popular mobilization for
war, many people were (and to a decreasing extent sill
are) afraid to speak to their friends, family, neighbours
and co-workers about their doubts or opposition to war.

It was the worst that I have seen in the U.S. in my lifetime.
Our first priorities has thus been to break the silence and
to lay the foundations for a powerful, community based,
peace movement that can resist and help end the Bush-
Cheney-Rumsfeld military crusade. The American Friends
Service Committee, which has long served as resource and
infrastructure for U.S. peace movements, responded with
our “No More Victims - Anywhere!” campaign. We orga-
nized vigils, demonstrations, teach-ins and conferences
across the country, and we circulated signature adver-
tisements that appeared in the New York Times, the Wash-
ington Post, the Boston Globe, and other newspapers.
(There will be similar advertisements on the anniversary
of the September 11 attacks.)

Our organization and others provided material assistance
to September 11 families and food and medicine to people
in Afghanistan. We helped create and to maintain the coa-
lition of coalitions that organized the April 20 demon-
stration that brought 100,000 people to Washington, D.C.
to protest the war. That was a major event that put U.S.
officials and the world on notice that we exist, that we are
angry, and that we want peace with justice.

Along the way, many of us have spoken in hundreds of
community, academic, and religious settings. We have
developed alternative media, like AFSC’s “Peacework” and
the new “War Times” newspaper. We have used our Email
lists and web pages; sold thousands of peace buttons and
stickers, and we have been encouraged as we found ways
to work in greater solidarity with movements across Eu-
rope and Asia.

Individuals and small groups have found ways to make
their voices heard. In Boston, a small progressive print
shop printed 20,000 flyers calling for “Justice Not War”
with the speech by Barbara Lee, the one member of Con-
gress who voted against the war, printed on the back. You
can now find them in people’s home and car windows
competing with the “United We Stand” bumper stickers
and the flags that have been as omnipresent as swastikas
were in Nazi Germany.

In one of the most encouraging developments, morally
courageous family members of September 11 victims or-
ganized September 11 Families for Peaceful Tomorrows.
They have participated in vigils, demonstrations and con-
ferences with the message that their grief is not a cause for
war. They have sent delegations to Afghanistan to meet
with family members of victims of the U.S. air war. They
have had considerable access to the mainstream media;
they are working with the AFSC in organizing a nation-
wide speaking tour in the coming weeks to challenge the
exploitation of the anniversary of the September 11 at-
tacks. In addition to Families for Peaceful Tomorrows
members, the tour will include Amirah Ali Lidasan of the
Moro Christian People’s Alliance, as well as Afghan, Pal-
estinian, Israeli, Iraqi family members, and a Hiroshima
A-Bomb survivor.

I want to be careful not to overstate what we have done,
but we are making limited progress. In one of our true
victories, organizers in the state of Rhode Island gener-
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ated hundreds of phone calls and faxes to their Senator
who we knew would be casting the deciding vote on fund-
ing research and development for the new earth-penetrat-
ing, bunker-busting battlefield nuclear weapon. We won
his vote and were successful in defeating funding for this
new nuclear weapon, but the Bush Administration is
working to reverse our victory.

Two important models have been developed in religious
communities. In Connecticut, we helped to organize a new
state-wide peace organization of religious leaders. They
announced their existence and opposition to the war in
May, when more than sixty clergy members marched to
the state capital in full religious regalia. In my commu-
nity, members of a Protestant church invited fellow pa-
rishioners to join them in a study group on the war. That
led to the church adopting a resolution calling for secu-
rity through diplomatic and legal means, not war, They
then brought their resolution to the annual state-wide
conference of the United Church of Christ, where it was
adopted and now serves as an inspiration for others.

There is also the “Urgent Call To End the Nuclear Danger”
which was launched at a mass meeting this spring in New
York. It makes four demands on Washington: 1) “Renounce
first use of nuclear weapons,” 2) “Permanently end the
development, testing and production of nuclear war-
heads”, 3) “Seek agreement with Russia on the mutual
and verified destruction of nuclear weapons withdrawn
under treaties…” and 4) ratify the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty.

The Call’s authors hope to secure a million signatures this
year and ten million before the 2004 U.S. presidential elec-

tions.

And, in October, several days after what we expect will
be the largest conference of U.S. peace activists this year,
the Mayor of Hiroshima will be speaking in several major
U.S. cities. The peace declaration that he promulgated this
year on the anniversary of the first atomic bombing was
exceptional in its unsparing criticism of the Bush
Administration’s exploitation of the September 11 attacks.

In the coming months, we see our most urgent task as
preventing the threatened, and possibly nuclear, war
against Iraq. The AFSC, Voices in the Wilderness, and other
organizations are sending delegations to Iraq to challenge
the economic sanctions that have claimed the lives of at
least a half million children. As these activists return, they
are joining with others to educate, organize and lobby
Congress to prevent the threatened preemptive war.

We have come a long ways since last fall, but our move-
ment is not yet strong enough to stop the Bush
Administration’s global war or to bring U.S. troops home.
The initiatives I have described should not obscure the
fact that extraordinarily dangerous times, in which hun-
dreds of thousands, if not millions, of lives lie in the bal-
ance. We are doing all that we can to reverse the deadly
tide, but we cannot do it alone. I urge you to recognize and
to respond as fully as you possibly can to stop the Bush
Administration’s global war, and to rise to our moral and
historic responsibilities.

Joseph Gerson is Director of Programs and Director of the Peace and
Economic Security Program of the American Friends Service Com-
mittee in New England.

Stand in Solidarity

INTERNATIONAL ECUMENICAL CONFERENCE ON

TERRORISM IN A GLOBALIZED WORLD
September 23 – 26, 2002, Manila, Philippines

Conference Declaration - Manila Covenant on
Peace for life: Another World is Possible!
[http://i-p-o.org/nccp-manila-declaration.htm]

Introduction
Motivated by the urgency and passion we share in re-
sponse to the massive threat to life posed by the global
situation, 135 people from 28 countries gathered in Ma-
nila, Philippines upon the invitation of the National Coun-
cil of Churches in the Philippines, the World Council of
Churches and the Christian Conference of Asia. We are
women, youth and men from countries that are either or
both perpetrators and victims of terrorism. We are Chris-
tians, Muslims and people of other faiths. Little more than
a year after the terror of September 11, we meet as an
International Ecumenical Conference on Terrorism in a Glo-
balized World in the context of the ongoing struggle of the

people of the Philippines against violence in all its forms.
We have come to share experiences, reflect, analyze and
act together in the face of mounting global hegemony.

We grieve with the American people as we remember the
pain resulting from criminal acts of terrorism on Septem-
ber 11. We grieve the death and destruction inflicted on
the people of Afghanistan that began the so-called ‘war
on terror’ on October 7. We remember as we grieve the
victims of the U.S. wars of direct and indirect interven-
tion and aggression on the people of Hiroshima, Nagasaki,
Vietnam, Korea, Philippines, China, Chile, Nicaragua, El
Salvador, Columbia, Indonesia, Iraq, and Palestine. Indeed,
the story of U.S. aggression on many countries in the
world and the massive affliction of terrorism did not just
begin on September 11. Today, the entire human commu-
nity, as with all of creation, suffer the devastation of this
despicable ‘war on terror’, and we ask why?

Old and New Terror
Globalization has resulted in the further exclusion and
marginalization of vast numbers of people, particularly
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women and youth. It has spawned the worst forms of
social fragmentation. Economic globalization has brought
about even greater monopolization and concentration of
wealth and has further widened the gap between the rich
and the poor.

 The participants in the Women’s International Peace Mis-
sion and the Women’s International Solidarity Forum
made visible the impact of militarized globalization on
the lives of women, children and youth in the Philippines.
Their stories as well as of those from all over Asia, the
Middle East, Latin America, Africa and the Pacific filled us
with compassion for the victims and rage at the violence
of war. We are pained that women, children and youth
must bear the brunt of globalization and terrorism. Their
perspective and full participation will contribute signifi-
cantly to the shaping of an ecumenical agenda that will
bring forth peace. As a conference we commit ourselves to
the key role of women in building a world of peace.

Christians and Muslims have both suffered the ravages of
war. The ‘war on terror’ has worsened the vulnerability
of religious minorities in many countries. It has eroded
inter-religious relations and has polarized Muslim and
Christian communities, pushing India and Pakistan to the
brink of nuclear war.

The ‘war on terror’ is demolishing the gains of long and
tortuous years of human struggle for self-determination,
human rights, civil liberties and democracy. They are be-
ing sacrificed in the U.S. quest for peace and security.

The U.S. ‘war on terror’ has justified violence inflicted on
any state, nation, group or individual deemed threaten-
ing to national interests as defined by the U.S. alone. This
is a major threat to global security. This is a re-ordering of
global politics and a repudiation of international law. This
is state terrorism of historic dimensions. On September
11 the U.S. became a victim of terrorism, an experience
many other countries have known for so long. Now, after
Afghanistan and the obscene loss of human life, the U.S. is
directing its guns and bombs against other so-named
‘rogue states’, and singled out several countries with Is-
lamic nationalists as harbouring terrorists groups.

The ‘war on terror’ is state terrorism. It is not a just re-
sponse to the events of September 11th. It is an opportu-
nistic use of violence to consolidate and expand U.S. eco-
nomic, political, cultural and military hegemony. This U.S.
global hegemony has a name. It is Empire.

The poor experience an even greater violence, intensified
by the impact of state- and corporate-led globalization.
Consolidating hegemony in Asia is an imperative of the
U.S Empire. Asia’s undeveloped markets for goods and
technology and the availability of resources, particularly
oil, are valuable to the Empire only if governments and
people are servile. The control of oil and natural resources
is the driving force behind U.S. threats against Iraq and
other countries. US state terrorism encourages national
state terrorism. Israeli state terrorism against Palestine
forms part of the U.S. agenda in the Middle East. The Bush
government’s naming the Philippines and Southeast Asia

as a whole the second front of the ‘war on terror’ threat-
ens human security and people’s sovereignty.

We say,
· International law, the role of the UN, and human rights

and humanitarian law, conventions and standards must
be upheld.

· The economic and geopolitical agenda of U.S. foreign
policy must be exposed and opposed.

· All governments, including the U.S. and Philippines, have
the responsibility and duty to ratify the Rome statute
and support the International Criminal Court (ICC).

· The U.S. armed forces must leave the Philippines imme-
diately. Their presence and activity violate national sov-
ereignty and territorial integrity, aggravate armed con-
flicts and give rise to social and cultural degradation.

· The U.S. action designating the Communist Party of the
Philippines and the New People’s Army foreign terror-
ist organizations and the subsequent actions by the Phil-
ippine and Dutch governments have jeopardized the
peace process. It is vital that the Government of the Re-
public of the Philippines and the National Democratic
Front of the Philippines immediately resume the formal
peace negotiations on the basis of previous agreements.
The peace process with the Moro Islamic Liberation Front
must likewise resume.

· The peace process in Sri Lanka needs to be encouraged
and supported. Likewise a peace process in Kashmir
should be put in place. In both, people’s aspirations for
just peace must be given priority.

We condemn and resist
· terror in all its forms – institutional, militaristic, eco-

nomic, state, and criminal
· the use of theological and religious language to justify

war and the agenda of the Empire
· religious extremism and religious intolerance of all

forms, and any action that degrades the lives of people,
regardless of one’s faith, race or ethnicity. We affirm our
common humanity and our common commitment to
justice and peace in all religious traditions.

· the injustice of institutionalized socio-economic violence
suffered by many at the hands of the forces of globaliza-
tion

· U.S. moves to undermine peace efforts such as the Sun-
shine Policy in Korea

· the indiscriminate branding of people, groups, nations
and organizations as terrorists

· the impending U.S driven war on Iraq, and Israel’s U.S.
backed aggression against the Palestinian people. We
demand peace with justice.

We therefore
· call on the church representatives to the United Nations

to press for the implementation and the upholding of
international human rights and international law

· call upon Christians in general to take a position against
militarized globalization and raise their voices unam-
biguously to stop the U.S. government from continuing
its war against people and peace
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GROUPS CONDEMN BUSH ADMINISTRATION
MOVE TO RESTORE MILITARY TRAINING FOR

INDONESIA

[http://www.suaram.org/update/news_20030717.htm]

Groups Condemn Bush Administration Move to Re-
store Military Training for Indonesia, Urge Congress
to Strongly Protest American Survivor of Ambush
and Former Foreign Service Officer Call for Contin-
ued Ban
July 14, 2003 - Senior Bush administration officials report-
edly have decided to release funds for a controversial mili-
tary training program for Indonesia for fiscal year 2003.
Human rights groups and others concerned about the In-
donesian military’s poor human rights record today con-
demned the administration’s plan to restore International
Military Education and Training (IMET) and urged Con-
gress to strongly protest the plan. The administration
must first “consult” with Congress before obligating the
money; these meetings have not yet taken place.

“For over three decades, the U.S. and Indonesian militar-
ies were extremely close and we saw no move to reform,”
said Ed McWilliams, a former State Department official
who served as political counsellor in the U.S. Embassy in
Indonesia from 1996-1999. “The Indonesian military’s
(TNI) worst abuses took place when we were most en-
gaged.”

“The release of the IMET funds now would only cause
people to question America’s commitment to its own citi-
zens’ safety,” said Patricia Lynne Spier. “The FBI must be
allowed to complete its investigation of the attack on me
and others at the Freeport mine. No military assistance
should be provided unless the Indonesian military is
deemed innocent.”

Spier, a U.S. citizen, was seriously wounded and her hus-
band and two other colleagues killed in an ambush in
Papua in the mining operations area of the Louisiana-head-
quartered Freeport-McMoRan. The attack is widely at-
tributed to the TNI.

“The administration should not ignore the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, which in May unanimously ap-
proved reinstating the ban on IMET for Indonesia,” said
Karen Orenstein, Washington Coordinator of the East
Timor Action Network (ETAN).

“How can the Bush administration seriously consider re-
storing IMET while the TNI engages in horrific human
rights violations in Aceh and Papua?” asked Orenstein.

“Rather than teach democratic values, the Indonesian
military will see IMET as a U.S. endorsement of business
as usual,” said Kurt Biddle, Coordinator of the Indonesia
Human Rights Network (IHRN). “Since the administra-
tion has actively sought to restore military assistance,
the Indonesian military has sabotaged international ef-
forts to attain justice for crimes against humanity com-
mitted in East Timor, exonerated itself of last year’s mur-
der of two U.S. teachers, and undermined a U.S.-backed
ceasefire in Aceh.”

· invite the U.S. churches and the wider ecumenical move-
ment to join with us as we seek to establish forums to
critique and confront the U.S. global agenda

· urge the WCC, CCA and NCCP to explore the possibility
with Asian women’s regional network the convening of
an Asian Court of Women that would focus on the bru-
tal violence that is being experienced by women migrant
workers, particularly the undocumented and their chil-
dren, who are threatened with deportation.

Not in God’s Name
We confess that the Church has often been complicit with
the power of Empires. As people of faith we must choose
to resist the death-dealing domination of the Empire and
engage in the struggle for life in all its fullness for all God’s
creation.

We believe that the living God is saying ‘not in My name’
to those who would invoke God’s name or divine will to
justify or legitimize domination, repression and state vio-
lence. We join with families of victims in the U.S. who say
‘not in our name’, to those who would kill and repress as a
response to September 11th. We stand in solidarity with
those who suffered from terrorist attacks and those who
suffer from and resist the violence and domination of the
U.S. global empire and the oppression of national states
and transnational institutions.

We believe in the power of the resurrection in history. In
the face of repression and violence, death does not have
the last word. The Christian church is to give witness to
Christ’s lordship and so resist oppression and idolatry of
any state or group that claims divine justification for
power over others.

We humbly seek to be with Jesus in his mission as de-
clared in Luke 4:16f:

The Spirit of the Lord is upon me because he has anointed me
to preach good news to the poor, he has sent me to proclaim
release to the captives, recovery of sight to the blind, to set at
liberty those who are oppressed and proclaim the acceptable
year of the Lord.

Choice for Life
We call upon the Conference organizers to facilitate a glo-
bal coalition of ecumenical, inter-religious and multi-faith
movements in solidarity, in resistance and opposition to
expanding state terrorism and U.S. global hegemony. This
may include the creation of an African, Asian, Latin Ameri-
can and Pacific solidarity network. This could take the
form of a People’s Forum on Peace for Life, which is a con-
tribution to the ecumenical ‘Decade to Overcome Violence’.

In the face of the massive threat to life posed by this global
situation, we choose life! We will not be silent! We cov-
enant with each other to take up the issues in our own
countries and settings. We commit ourselves to work in
the spirit and discipline of interfaith solidarity. We com-
mit ourselves to making another world possible, a world
of peace with justice and integrity of all creation.

In unity and solidarity, we say again: Another World is
Possible!
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Background
Indonesian police and non-governmental organization
investigations point to TNI responsibility for the murder
of two U.S. citizens and one Indonesian in West Papua on
August 31, 2002. Another eight U.S. citizens, including a
six-year-old child and three Indonesians, were wounded
in the ambush in the mining operations area of the Louisi-
ana-based Freeport-McMoRan Copper and Gold, Inc. Af-
ter two previous FBI trips were hindered by TNI obstruc-
tion, Indonesia recently allowed the FBI to return to carry
out its own investigation of the attack.

In Aceh, Indonesia is conducting its largest military op-
eration since the 1975 invasion of East Timor. Aceh, on the
northern tip of the island of Sumatra, is the site of one of
Asia’s longest running wars. For almost 27 years, the
armed Free Aceh Movement (GAM) has been demanding
independence from Indonesia. On May 19, 2003, Indone-
sian President Megawati Sukarnoputri declared martial
law in Aceh, ending a six-month ceasefire.

Indonesia’s official human rights commission has cited
numerous human rights violations by security forces
during the current military campaign. The TNI has suc-
cessfully evaded accountability for crimes against human-
ity committed in East Timor in 1999 and the previous 23
years of illegal occupation. Indonesia’s ad hoc Human
Rights Court for East Timor is an internationally-acknowl-
edged sham. In early August, the court is expected to issue
its final verdict in the case of General Adam Damiri. The
prosecution has already asked for an acquittal. Damiri
has missed several court appearances due to his involve-
ment in the military assault on Aceh. The architects of the
scorched-earth campaign in East Timor remain free, often
wielding significant power within the government and
security forces.

Congress first voted to restrict IMET for Indonesia, which
brings foreign military officers to the U.S. for training, in
response to the 1991 Santa Cruz massacre in East Timor.
All military ties were severed in September 1999 as the
Indonesian military and its militia proxies razed East
Timor following its pro-independence vote. Congress first
passed the “Leahy conditions” on IMET and other mili-
tary assistance in late 1999. The FY00 through FY02 for-
eign operations appropriations laws required the presi-
dent to certify that Indonesia had met these conditions
before IMET and Foreign Military Financed (FMF) weap-
ons sales programs were restored for Indonesia. For FY03,
the Congress approved $400,000 for IMET. In May, the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee conditioned a ban on
IMET for FY04 on certification that Indonesia is “taking
effective measures” to fully investigate and criminally
prosecute those responsible for the Freeport mine killings.

ETAN advocates for democracy, sustainable development,
justice and human rights, including women’s rights, for
the people of East Timor. ETAN calls for an international
tribunal to prosecute crimes against humanity that took
place in East Timor since 1975. (www.etan.org)

IHRN is a U.S.-based grassroots organization working to
educate and activate the American public and influence

U.S. foreign policy and international economic interests
to support democracy, demilitarization, and justice
through accountability and rule of law in Indonesia. IHRN
works with and advocates on behalf of people through-
out the Indonesian archipelago to strengthen civil society.
(www.indonesianetwork.org)

KOREAN AND U.S. RELIGIOUS LEADERS JOIN

TO ADDRESS KOREA CRISIS

[http://www.ncccusa.org/news/
koreaconsultationconcludes.html]

Call on U.S. Government to Renounce Military Op-
tion, Provide Generous Humanitarian Aid to North
Koreans; Group to Take Message Directly to White
House, Congress, State Department

June 18, 2003, WASHINGTON, D.C. – In the face of mount-
ing tensions between the United States and North Korea,
religious leaders from South Korea and the United States
joined humanitarian experts today (June 18) in calling for
the U.S. government to promote a peaceful solution to the
crisis.
They pressed for the prompt reconvening of talks with
North Korea and an end to the threat of pre-emptive force.
At the same time as those talks address North Korea’s
nuclear program, they also must address the North’s se-
curity concerns, economic and humanitarian needs, the
religious leaders said.

“A clear statement from the White House that North Ko-
rea will not be attacked will establish a political climate
for progress in negotiations,” they said.

The appeal is the result of a three-day consultation on the
Korea crisis, sponsored by the National Council of
Churches USA and Church World Service. The consulta-
tion was attended by close to 80 Korea experts from
churches, humanitarian agencies, the United Nations,
academia and other sectors from the United States, South
Korea, Canada and other countries.

Urged NCC General Secretary Bob Edgar, “We need to
advance not a view of pre-emptive war but of diplomatic
priorities, not of first strike but a view of care for one an-
other. If we want to show shock and awe, we need to show
love and justice.”
The NCC and CWS, together with their 36 member de-
nominations, have been working with their North and
South Korean counterparts for more than two decades in
peace building, reconciliation and humanitarian assis-
tance. Concerned about the escalation in tensions between
the United States and North Korea, they met this week to
seek to bring their particular voice in favour of a peaceful
resolution of the Korea crisis.

Specifically the leaders called for:
· The prompt reconvening of talks with North Korea. “It

is our conviction that diplomacy and negotiations re-
main the best approach for finding durable solutions,”
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they said.

· The conclusion of a non-aggression pact between North
Korea and the United States, renouncement of pre-
emptive attack and negotiation of a peace treaty, replac-
ing the present Armistice Treaty of 1953.

· The establishment and exchange of liaison offices be-
tween the United States and North Korea as a sign of
good faith.

· Immediate action to address the grave humanitarian
needs of the North Korean people, whose very lives de-
pend on external food aid. They asked for additional sup-
port for the World Food Program to prevent further de-
terioration in the health of the population.

 The consultation reached its agreement after three days
of input and discussion with Korea experts, and faith-
based humanitarian agencies providing direct aid, and
advocacy with U.S. policy makers.

REMOVE U.S. FORCES FROM PAKISTAN
by Abid Ullah Jan, Executive Director, Independent
Centre for Strategic Studies and Analysis in Pakistan.

[http://www.jihadunspun.com/articles/11262002-
remove.us.forces/]

Pakistan was the strategic cat’s-paw for United States ever
since the days of CENTO and SEATO to the operations
against Soviet intervention in Afghanistan. The picture of
Pak-U.S. military-to-military relations in 2001-2002 is,
however, different and stands out in stark comparison,
inviting in depth analysis to look into implications of U.S.
military presence in Pakistan.

It is important to note that even at the height of Pak-U.S.
strategic relationship, the Pakistan Army did not give
access to U.S. military personnel and the CIA to its mili-
tary facilities, dumps and bases. The U.S. military pres-
ence in Pakistan today is in thousands, located at strate-
gic Pakistani military bases around the country. Interest-
ingly, the American military presence in Pakistan was
brought about not by Pakistan Army’s willingness but
under dire American coercive pressures.

The Pakistan Army in particular and public in general
cannot be said to have been unmoved by the impact of
U.S. military presence in Pakistan and the circumstances
under which it was brought about. This symbol of our
armed forced emasculation was definitely not brought
about under any military alliance - except an alliance with
an Army Chief, who represents nobody. The reality that
cannot be brushed aside is that the U.S.’s policy of inter-
vention in Afghanistan is not viewed with favour in Paki-
stan. Apart from the results of recent elections, a CNN
poll reveals that over 56 per cent of the people are not
supportive of Musharraf’s pro-U.S. policies. In fact, they
are more than 56 per cent.

It is hyperbole to portray Musharraf’s decision to allow
U.S. military bases after September 11 as a courageous, de
Gaulle-like gesture. Instead, Musharraf can be compared
to another military dictator, Hungary’s Adm. Nikolaus

Other Voices

Horthy de Nagybanya, who attempted to defect from his
alliance with Adolf Hitler and switch his support to the
Allies. Horthy failed in his gamble, whereas Musharraf
has been successful (so far). But that success should not
diminish the significance of the historical analogy. Horthy
and Musharraf were simply switching to the winning side,
well aware that the alternative would bring about their
own political destruction. (1)

There was no conversion of the masses to alien values in
either case. There is no acceptance of the alien forces on
native lands in either case. Like most of his predecessors,
Musharraf’s knew that Islamabad’s ties with Washing-
ton were dictated by specific political-military interests
and lacked any deep historical and ideological roots. When
U.S. officials and commentators were hailing Pak-U.S. co-
operation in providing support to Afghan Mujahideen,
Pakistani leaders seemed to have no illusions about their
relationship with Washington. Unlike Musharraf, they
recognized that after a short marriage of convenience, the
two governments would eventually have to deal with the
reality of their diverging core national interests and val-
ues.

During a December 6, 1982, meeting in Washington, Gen-
eral Zia told Secretary of State George Shultz in clear terms
that the two countries were a “union of unequals” and
“incompatible” in terms of culture, geography, and na-
tional power, even though they had strong common in-
terests. (2)

The cautionary remarks Zia made probably apply more
to the current Pak-U.S. relationship, in which Musharraf
is the more enthusiastic partner, surrendering all that he
can afford for prolonging his stay in power. Of course, a
client state such as Pakistan, dependent as it is on a global
superpower, can secure support and increase its leverage
over the U.S. by accentuating common strategic interests.
However, there needs to be limit to conceding our sover-
eignty. The erosion of our independence leads to continu-
ing political instability and economic problems. Together
they lead to the weakening of our fragile democratic sys-
tem, which is accelerated by (American induced) military
spending. The present relationship and existence of U.S.
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bases in Pakistan has tarnished Pakistan’s image even in
Washington and contributed to the volatility of the rela-
tionship between the two countries.

Cold War rhetoric aside, Pakistan and U.S. not only lack
common historical and cultural ties, they are not operat-
ing on the same strategic wavelength. After September
11, The Bush administration decided, not only to target
Pakistan’s strategic and ideological ally in Kabul, but also
to destroy the entire Islamic education system for the fear
of Jihad against its double standards, injustice and state
terrorism.

After September 11, Musharraf made Pakistan a big loser
with spreading the misconception that it had no other
choice but to accept that outcome. From a systemic per-
spective, September 11 helped Washington establish its
military presence in Pakistan and also re-establishing the
“red lines” that had disappeared after the collapse of the
Soviet superpower and impelling Washington to restrain
its Pakistani client state.

From the American perspective, U.S. military bases in
Pakistan are necessary to keep an eye on “fundamentalist
forces” taking control of sensitive locations, the ISI and
some “cells” in the military that may get out of control
and act like “rogue” institutions. (3)

Musharraf’s strategy for reaping rewards of his appease-
ment has miserably failed. From day one, Washington
didn’t pay any attention to Musharraf’s calls, such as those
for a halt to bombing in Ramadan. Instead the Bush ad-
ministration decided to continue pursuing the war dur-
ing Ramadan and gave a green light to Northern Alliance
forces to move toward Kabul. Musharraf again tried to
reduce his losses by demanding that Kabul be “demilita-
rized” and that the Northern Alliance forces “must not”
hold it. (4)

Musharraf advocated only weakening the regime and de-
stroying al-Qaeda while leaving in place “moderate”
Taliban forces, consisting of defectors from the movement
that would play a role in a new post-war government in
Kabul. (5)

Pakistan couldn’t play a role in formation of a new gov-
ernment in Kabul. Pakistan has become one of the strate-
gic and economic losers in the international system that
has evolved since September 11. Yet the Bush administra-
tion and its Western allies have continued to portray
Islamabad as a “friend” and a “partner” of the United
States, and have provided Islamabad with economic and
military assistance on the basis of the promises by Paki-
stan to back the American anti-terrorism efforts. The mili-
tary bases are the strings attaches to this assistance. The
case of U.S. bases in Saudi Arabia or Kuwait is based on
the premise to defend these countries against Iraq. In our
case, Afghanistan is under the U.S. control now. It has
permanently placed a CIA man on throne in Kabul and
established many military bases throughout Afghanistan.

There is, thus, no justification for the continued American
presence in Pakistan.

Those of us who have turned a blind eye to the presence of
U.S. forces on Pakistani soil under different pretext must
not ignore the reality that the American forces are here to
stay indefinitely. They are here to ensure that unlike the
1980s, Pakistan does not get a blank cheque from the U.S.
to combat terrorism, and spend it on building up another
Taliban force within or outside Pakistan. (6)

After September 11, the conflicting national interests of
Washington and Islamabad have become more obvious.
The U.S. has openly rejected Pakistan’s position vis-à-vis
Kashmir. Pakistan’s nuclear programme became the prime
target of the U.S. government. The U.S. establishment-
backed analysts are declaring Pakistan “the most dan-
gerous place on earth.” (7)

Permanent induction of armed forced in Pakistan’s gover-
nance mechanism has been fully supported by the U.S.
Furthermore, the U.S. has a clear interest in establishing
strong ties with India. (8)

Pakistan, on the other hand, is increasingly considered as
a “potential long-term adversary.” (9)

At a time when American policy makers are planning for
a disengagement from Pakistan, we need not host Ameri-
can bases on Pakistani soil any longer. Even some of the
U.S. policymakers reject any idea of continuing American
military bases in the existing political environment of Pa-
kistan, which could lead to an escalation of violence or a
perfect ruse for a war on Pakistan. (10)

We do not need any Americans forces for taking steps that
are in our own interest, such as reforming our political
and economic system, arresting actual terrorists, or re-
ducing tensions with India. Rewards for Musharraf’s co-
operation is not establishment of military bases in Paki-
stan but growing diplomatic, economic, and cultural ties
without any strings attached for domination. It’s time for
Americans and Pakistanis to bring a sense of normalcy
and dignity into their relationship by removing both
American military and agents from different agencies from
Pakistan. That means ending the invisible occupation of
Pakistan.

Notes:

1. For a historical analysis of Horthy’s strategy, see Ian
Kershaw, Hitler (1936-45): Nemesis (New York: W. W.
Norton, 2000), pp. 734-35.

2. Quoted in Kux, p. 268. The quotes are taken from a
State Department memorandum and talking points for
Secretary Shultz’s meeting with Zia that Kux obtained
through the Freedom of Information Act

3. See, for example, Douglas Frantz, “The Rogue to Fear
Most Is the One Following Orders,” New York Times,
January 13, 2002, p. WK1.
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the fact that the anti-U.S. sentiment of the DPRK army
and people has swelled into a near burst owing to the
persistent political and military threat and economic sanc-
tions imposed by the United States for more than half a
century.

While staying in Korea, we have witnessed with our own
eyes the Korean people who are firmly determined to build
up their own strong deterrent force and fight at the cost of
their lives to safeguard their sovereignty and system in
face of the U.S. policy of stifling the DPRK.

We are convinced that the DPRK-U.S. military confronta-
tion has become the fiercest ever in the U.S. history, and
may cause unimaginably catastrophic consequences.

We recognize that the U.S. Congress should make a rea-
sonable judgment of the reality and exercise its full influ-
ence to check the bellicose attempt of the Bush adminis-
tration to isolate the DPRK internationally and make a
preemptive nuclear strike at it, and urge the Bush admin-
istration to make a positive response to a peaceful nego-
tiation with the DPRK.

If you turn your back to the inclination of the Bush ad-
ministration to recourse to force on the basis of its unilat-
eral and arbitrary thinking, the United States will not be
able to avoid the world•fs protest, denunciation and its
own isolation.

Letter to UN Secretary General

Considering the U.S. policy of stifling the DPRK to be a
dangerous attempt that may destroy peace on the Korean
Peninsula and cause catastrophic nuclear holocaust, the
letter made the following proposal:

The United Nations, heedful of the fact that the United
States has misused the name of the former, which is re-
sponsible for world peace and security, for its policy of
stifling the DPRK, should by no means allow the U.S. to
resort to a military attack upon the DPRK by putting the
nuclear issue of the Korean Peninsula on the agenda of the
UN.

The United Nations should not derail from the fundamen-
tal principle that the DPRK and the United States are the
major parties to solve the nuclear issue of the Korean Pen-
insula but encourage the both sides to seek peaceful solu-
tion through negotiations.

The United Nations should never allow the U.S. to lay an
international siege against the DPRK as it is a violation of
the Korean Armistice Agreement and will drive the situ-
ation to a catastrophe.

The United Nations should respect the will and effort of
the Korean people to put an end to the division of the coun-
try, the root cause of tension on the Korean Peninsula, and
reunify the country by themselves. It should prevent any

4. “Now for an Equally Hard Part,” The Economist, No-
vember 17, 2001, p. 15.

5. “Steadying Nerves,” The Economist, November 3, 2001,
p. 22.

6. Fear expressed by many, such as Christopher Hitchens,
“On the Frontier of Apocalypse,” Vanity Fair, January
2002, p. 153.

7. Jim Hoagland, Nuclear Enabler, Pakistan today is the
most dangerous place on Earth, Washington Post,
Thursday, October 24, 2002; Page A35.

8. As analyst Victor M. Gorbarev argued in a recent
policy paper, “India could become a strategic counter-
weight to China and a crucial part of a stable balance
of power in both East Asia and South Asia.” Victor M.
Gorbarev, “India as a World Power: Changing
Washington’s Myopic Policy,” Cato Institute Policy
Analysis no. 381, September 11, 2000, p. 2.

9. Leon T. Hadar, Pakistan: Strategic Ally or Unreliable
Client? Policy Analysis, No 436, May 08, 2002.

10. Kamran Khan and Thomas E. Ricks, “U.S. Military Be-
gins Shift from Bases in Pakistan,” Washington Post,
January 11, 2002.

LETTERS TO UN SECRETARY GENERAL AND

U.S. CONGRESS

[http://www.korea-np.co.jp/pk/]

Winding up the three-day discussion, “the International Confer-
ence for Peace on the Korean Peninsula” adopted on July 25 two
letters to the UN Secretary General and the U.S. Congress, calling
for peace in the Korean Peninsula and the peaceful settlement of the
nuclear issue.

Letter to U.S. Congress

The letter expressed the expectation that the U.S. Con-
gress would turn its ears to the voice of the international
community and show discretion to press the Bush ad-
ministration to make a bold turn in its policy as soon as
possible for a peaceful solution to the Korean issue. We
demand the governments of the two countries seek a rea-
sonable way of relieving each other’s fear through dia-
logues and negotiations, the letter said, and continued:

If the United States continues to continue its military threat
and blackmail to Korea and isolate it internationally, it
will inevitably worsen the situation and bring uncon-
trollable consequences.

The U.S. Congress is well advised to take a serious note of
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attempt of any offer of concerned to obstruct or unfairly
interfere in that process.

We expect that your excellency will exercise due influence
so that the United Nations, which assumes the responsi-
bility for world peace and security, will help solve the
Korean issue in a peaceful way in conformity with its noble
mission.

A VIEW FROM INSIDE NORTH KOREA

By Maggie Vascassenno and Monica Moorehead
Pyongyang, DPRK, July 28, 2003

[http://www.indybay.org/news/2003/08/1634983.php]

A multinational delegation from 26 different countries
visited the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea at the
end of July for a commemoration of the 50th anniversary
of the signing of the armistice that ended the 1950-53 U.S.-
led war on Korea. The leaders of North Korea have re-
newed their efforts to replace that armistice with a peace
treaty, and to move towards reunification of the 70-mil-
lion Korean people.

The north and south had been temporarily divided into
occupation zones in the closing days of World War II.
American troops moved into the south, and Korean guer-
rilla forces accompanied Soviet troops in liberating the
north from Japanese colonial rule. The Soviet troops soon
left northern Korea, but U.S. troops have remained in the
south ever since. Close to 40,000 U.S. troops and weapons
are still stationed along the southern side of the Demilita-
rized Zone to enforce the division. For nearly 60 years,
millions of Korean families have been separated.

The north has built many stirring monuments to its years
of struggle. This, plus a pristine landscape and flowers
everywhere, are testimony to the national pride of the
Korean people. In Pyongyang alone, the U.S. and its allies
dropped hundreds of thousands of bombs during the war.
Not one building was left standing. Yet today, Pyongyang
presents a broad vista of apartment buildings, parks and
billboards that pay tribute to the heroic struggle of the
Korean people against U.S. imperialism. The city’s recon-
struction, with its many magnificent public buildings,
testifies to the power of urban planning.

Visiting Site of U.S. War Crimes

During the commemoration, a tribunal was organized here
by the Korean Democratic Lawyers Association to expose
war crimes committed by the U.S. military against the
people of North Korea during the 1950-53 war. In June of
2001, an earlier tribunal had been organized by the Korea
Truth Commission in New York City. However, North
Korean witnesses and scholars had been denied visas by

the U.S. government, and could participate only by vid-
eotape. Now, in the DPRK, these witnesses were able to
present their testimony in person.

As part of the evidence gathering, the international del-
egates travelled to Sinchon County, in South Hwanghae
Province. Near the beginning of the war, over a period of
52 days, the right-wing Koreans , working with U.S. mili-
tary, had killed 35,000 people there – more than a quarter
of the population. The delegates saw photos and other
evidence of U.S. atrocities. On Oct. 17, 1950, a Lt. Harrison
had given his soldiers the order to arrest and kill all mem-
bers of the Workers Party of Korea, their families and their
sympathizers, just like American advisors and troops
would later do many times in Viet Nam and Latin
America.

The visitors went inside an air-raid shelter where 900
people had been burned to death by napalm bombing.
Scraped along the wall, was written in Korean: “Long Live
the Workers Party of Korea.” They saw photos of the
Sokdang Bridge, where thousands of Koreans had been
tied together in pairs, weighted down and dropped off the
bridge to be drowned by U.S.-backed South Korean troops.

The visitors were most deeply affected by the testimony
of a woman who told her story while standing between
two memorial mounds. As a child, she and her brothers
had been torn from their mother’s arms and forced into a
small building with 104 other children. She said that she
and two boys escaped while South Korean civilian death
squads (organized by U.S. intelligence to wipe out Com-
munist guerrillas and their families both in North and
South Korea) poured gasoline under the door, lobbed
torches in through the roof and burned alive the rest of
the children. Next door, 400 mothers suffered the same
horrible death. A huge mosaic mural of the scene marks
the site.

Back at the tribunal, Li Ok He, who was only a child of
seven in 1950 when troops cut off her arms, gave wrench-
ing testimony in a strong voice, ending by listing the
names of her four children. In Korean they mean Shall,
Get, Revenge and Forever.

These witnesses spoke with deep pain, but with equal
determination to never, ever let the imperialists do again
to their country what they had done 50 years ago.

Koreans Want Peace but are Prepared for
War

As the U.S. continues its drive for world domination, the
North Korean people are in the Pentagon’s cross-hairs.
After the U.S. colonial-style takeover of Iraq, will Korea be
the next target? Korean speakers made the point that while
they want peace, they have a strong military and will
defend their right to self-determination.

The group saw a video entitled “Korea’s Answer,” which
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chronicles all the attempts by the DPRK to use dialog to
prevent another war with the U.S. It shows how the Bush
administration has worked against the process of peace-
ful reunification and has attempted to starve the North
Korean people into submission.

The U.S. cites the north’s withdrawal from the 1994 Agreed
Framework as grounds for threatening a pre-emptive
nuclear attack on Korea. “Korea’s Answer” shows that
the U.S. government from the start violated that agree-
ment, hoping to force the collapse of the DPRK. The U.S.
had agreed to help the DPRK build light-water reactors,
but then undermined their construction. And, when Ko-
rea needed them most, the U.S. unilaterally cut off oil ship-
ments to the DPRK.

 Most of the 63 delegates to the conference offered state-
ments of solidarity. Yoomi Jeong, organizer of the U.S. del-
egation, spoke for the ‘Korea Truth Commission’. Gary
Campbell and Roy Wolff, Korean War veterans from the
U.S., were among those present in solidarity with the Ko-
rean people’s right to sovereignty.

On July 26 all the delegates marched to the Monument to
the Three Charters for National Reunification. The Three
Charters were outlined by President Kim Il Sung, leader
of the wars of liberation from Japanese and U.S. imperial-
ism, and have been further elucidated by Gen. Kim Jong Il.
They are the foundation of the DPRK’s stand on national
reunification: it should be achieved without outside in-
terference, there should be national unity irrespective of
differences, and reunification should be peaceful.

The U.S. contingent led the march with a banner that read,
“We support the June 15, 2000, North-South Joint Decla-
ration!” Thousands of Koreans lined the boulevard, clap-
ping, smiling and waving. Interspersed along the march,
young musicians performed under the direction of chil-
dren with batons.

On July 27, the 50th anniversary of the end of the Korean
War, the group witnessed a spectacular celebration at Kim
Il Sung Square, where tens of thousands of Koreans in tra-
ditional dress danced in tandem to Korean songs of struggle
and victory. [Vascassenno and Moorehead were members
of the U.S. delegation that participated in these events.]

IAC to Korean Conference: ‘Movement
Must Mobilize to Stop U.S. War’

[Following are excerpts from remarks by International
Action Center representative Maggie Vascassenno at the
International Conference on Reunification on the Korean
Peninsula held in July in Pyongyang, the capital of the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea:]

 The U.S. government should sign a peace treaty; it should
renounce any plans for a military attack on the DPRK; it
must renounce the use of food and medicine as weapons

and end the economic sanctions that have been in place
for five decades; and it must withdraw U.S. troops from
South Korea. Free from U.S. threats, military and political
interference, the Korean people would certainly find a road
toward the peaceful reunification of their country.

The Bush administration has attempted to divert world
public opinion by asserting that the DPRK would never
be allowed to possess nuclear weapons. It is attempting
to portray the DPRK as “warlike” and a nuclear menace.
The U. S. government possesses 13,000 nuclear weapons
and has spent more than $7 trillion over the last 55 years
on the development of nuclear weapons. It is the only coun-
try to have used nuclear weapons – in Hiroshima and
Nagasaki – and they were directed against civilian popu-
lations. Thousands of Korean people living in those Japa-
nese cities also perished in August 1945.

The nuclear threat against Korea, narrowly avoided 50
years ago, did not end with the signing of the armistice.
The U.S. National Security Strategy adopted as the
Pentagon’s operational strategy in September 2002 in-
cludes the threat of first-strike nuclear attacks against
countries, including non-nuclear countries like the DPRK.

In 1994, the U.S. and the DPRK signed a General Frame-
work Agreement. The terms were that the DPRK would
suspend its current nuclear program, designed to pro-
vide energy resources for the country, in exchange for the
construction of light-water nuclear reactors and the ship-
ment of petroleum products in the interim period. The
hope of the U.S. government has been to destabilize, sub-
vert and overthrow the legitimate DPRK government by
violating and refusing to live up to its side of the General
Framework Agreement. It is an imperative duty of peace-
loving people of the world to organize a mass anti-war
movement to stay the hand of the Bush administration
and the Pentagon. We must mobilize now to prevent a
new U.S.-Korean war.

WWP Delegate: ‘U.S. War in Korea was
Racist’

[Following are excerpts from remarks by Workers World
Party representative Monica Moorehead to the Interna-
tional Conference for Reunification on the Korean Penin-
sula held in Pyongyang, DPRK, last month:]

Over 150 years ago, the U.S. Supreme Court, made up of
slave owners and sympathizers of slavery, upheld the in-
famous Dred Scott decision. This decision declared that
Black people were “three fifths of a human being.” It was
meant to justify the barbaric slave trade and the racist
demonization of African peoples.

Weren’t the Korean people looked upon as less than hu-
man by the Japanese and U.S. imperialists? Wasn’t this
racist view drummed into the heads of many within the
U.S. population, especially the military, to justify the Ko-



6 16 16 16 16 1
United States Military Presence in Asia

rean War? How else can one begin to comprehend the
senseless slaughter and maiming of close to 5 million Ko-
rean women, children and men?

In response to the barbaric, anti-communist and racist
U.S. war, the Korean people had no other choice but to
carry out a heroic anti-colonial, anti-imperialist war for
national liberation. Today, George W. Bush’s attempt to
paint a negative image of the DPRK’s leaders is part of his
master plan to not only recolonize the DPRK but to re-
colonize the majority of this planet to build a U.S. empire.

The U.S. is finding out the hard way in Iraq, just as they
did 50 years ago in Korea, that no amount of military might
can defeat the deep desire of the masses to defend their
sovereignty and their right to self-determination.

The revolutionary, progressive movement inside the U.S.
cannot rely solely upon the people of the DPRK, Iraq, Pal-
estine, Cuba, the Philippines, Zimbabwe, and so on to chal-
lenge imperialist adventurism and aggression. We have
to take on the lion’s share of responsibility of defeating
imperialism at home, where the rich are getting richer
and the poor getting poorer.

MOSCOW OPPOSES U.S. PRESENCE IN ASIA

By Col. Stanislav Lunev - Feb. 25, 2002

[http://www.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2002/2/23/
142152.shtml]

Russia’s defense minister, Sergei Ivanov, said last week
that the U.S. should abandon its military presence in the
former Soviet republics in Central Asia once the war in
Afghanistan is over.

He admits that U.S. troop deployment in these republics
was necessary for the success of the anti-terrorist opera-
tion but adds that “these bases are there on a temporary
basis and only until the end of the operation.

“I wouldn’t raise the degree of our concern to an unneces-
sarily high level,” Mr. Ivanov said, pointing to statements
by U.S. officials who have said that no permanent bases
are planned.

His statement, however, reflects the view of Moscow’s
political elite, which has voiced fear that the U.S. might
use its military presence to end Russia’s sway over the
region, which the Russian Empire conquered in the 19th
century.

Russian leaders are deeply concerned over this question,
because they understand very clearly that U. S. presence
in the region will reduce Moscow’s influence in the former
Soviet Central Asian republics and could create in these
and neighbouring countries a new strategic environment
that would be advantageous to America and our friends

and allies.

Currently, U.S. troops have been deployed at the former
Soviet air base in Uzbekistan and at an airport in
Kyrgyzstan. Other allied forces are expected to move into
bases in Tajikistan and Kazakhstan.

Until now, the local regimes in these countries, whose
people are sick and tired of Moscow’s domination, have
happily accepted the presence of U.S. and allied forces as a
counterbalance to Russian intentions to operate in Cen-
tral Asia as if it were Russia’s own private backyard.

The presence of the U.S. and our allies in the area, which
NEVER had any semblance of democracy in its entire his-
tory, will be helpful for the Western world. By promoting
democratic ideas, human rights and principles of freedom,
we can destroy the foundation of radical Muslim funda-
mentalism, the basis for international terrorism in the
region.

There is no doubt that a minimal and reasonable U.S. pres-
ence in Central Asia will provide us with a unique his-
torical opportunity to advance America’s strategic inter-
ests.

The situation in Afghanistan is different, however, because
destruction of open and massive resistance from Taliban
and al-Qaeda fighters is being followed by clear evidence
of guerrilla war and clashes between warlords, who pre-
viously were engaged in the war on terror.

As interim Afghan leader Hamid Karzai said on Feb. 17,
he would do everything necessary to ensure security af-
ter the assassination of his tourism and civil aviation min-
ister and an attack on British troops.

But as Mr. Karzai pledged security, reports came in of fac-
tional clashes in northern and eastern Afghanistan, where
old tribal and ethnic rivalries have exploded into blood-
shed since the defeat of the Taliban.

It is obvious that we have to keep our troops away from
direct military involvement in Afghanistan’s domestic tur-
moil as much as possible and expend our resources sup-
porting only those powers in the country that can accept
and promote ideas of democracy and a free-market
economy.

It is as difficult to know how long this situation will exist
in Afghanistan as it is to predict the duration of the war
on terrorism.

However, the strategic position of Afghanistan, located in
the heart of Asia, is important in the development of fu-
ture events in the area that could prove favourable to
American interests only if we preserve our presence there.

In this case it’s not necessary to limit the U.S. position by
having only permanent bases for American troops in Cen-
tral and Southern Asia, because the U.S. has many other
ways of maintaining its presence in the strategically im-
portant future of the region.
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SPECIAL REPORT: U.S. MILITARY IN OKINAWA

A resource of the Asia Society, July 10, 2003

[http://www.asiasource.org/news/
at_mp_02.cfm?newsid=56512]

Japan’s House of Representatives Committee on Foreign
Affairs unanimously adopted a resolution calling for a
possible revision of the Japan-U.S. Status of Forces Agree-
ment (SOFA) in the wake of an alleged rape involving a
U.S. serviceman in Okinawa. U.S. Air Force sergeant Timo-
thy B. Woodland, accused of raping a Japanese woman in
Chatancho, Okinawa Prefecture, has now been handed
over to Okinawa police for interrogation.

U.S. officials had delayed handing over the U.S. service-
man for five days while they sought some guarantees of
fair treatment from Japanese police and prosecutors. Even
though the authorities in Okinawa issued an arrest war-
rant for the suspect, the joint Status of Forces Agreement
does not require the U.S. to hand over military personnel
before formal charges have been brought by the Japanese
police.

 According to Time magazine, there are some U.S. 26,000
soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines on this 2,300 sq km
tropical prefecture. Seventy-five percent of U.S. military
personnel in Japan are located in Okinawa, although these
islands are only 0.6 percent of the land area of Japan.
Okinawans have had a long history of dissatisfaction with
this concentration of U.S military personnel and the pro-
liferation of bases in the area. The most pressing concerns
have been crimes against women and children, environ-
mental damage, noise pollution, and slow regional eco-
nomic development.

This most recent alleged rape has caused increased out-
rage in Okinawa, especially following the 1995 case where
three U.S. servicemen received sentences between 6 1/2
and seven years for the rape of a 12-year-old Okinawan
schoolgirl.

However, the U.S. continues to support the presence of
bases, which are within striking distance of China and
the Korean Peninsula, as an essential part of its security
strategy in Asia. President Bush expressed U.S. regret over
the alleged rape and promised full cooperation in investi-
gating the facts about the incident.

Hope for Peace

REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES RULES OUT

BASES AS U.S. SHIFTS ASIA FORCES

Reuters/abs-cbnNEWS.com

Flash Reports - July 24, 2003 3:21:42 pm

The Philippines said on Friday its close security ties with
the United States would not extend to the reopening of
American military bases, as Washington realigns its forces
in Asia.

The Philippines, ruled by the United States for nearly five
decades between the departure of the Spanish and the
Japanese occupation during the Second World War, closed
the last U.S. base on its soil in 1992 but remains a fervent
ally.

“Both our countries have a clear idea of what we want
and what we expect in our strategic relationship. The es-
tablishment of U.S. bases in the Philippines is not even
contemplated,” Foreign Secretary Blas Ople said in a state-
ment.

The commander of U.S. forces in the Asia-Pacific discussed
Washington’s plans to realign its forces in the region with
Philippine officials on Friday at the start of a three-day
visit.

He told a news conference the realignment would be done
in close cooperation with key allies, including the Philip-
pines. President Gloria Macapagal Arroyo was warmly
welcomed in Washington during a recent state visit and
received pledges of more U.S. military aid to help battle a
host of Muslim and communist guerrilla groups.

U.S. soldiers train local units in counter-terrorism but
cannot fight the rebels directly due to a ban in the Philip-
pine constitution against foreign combat troops.

 The United States has said it will pull back its forces from
the tense demilitarized zone that has separated South and
North Korea since the 1950s.

Washington also maintains thousands of soldiers on the
southern Japanese island of Okinawa and a resupply cen-
ter for U.S. warships in Singapore.

“I agree that the U.S. presence and engagement in the re-
gion is an important stabilizing factor,” Ople said.

“During the Cold War, the Philippines carried the burden
of contributing to the stability of our region by hosting
the U.S. bases, to the benefit of everyone else in the region.
Perhaps it is time for other countries to share this bur-
den.”
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LIBERATION

Buu Chi is a well-known Vietnamese artist. During the Ameri-
can war in Vietnam, he was a law student at the University of
Hue and was often arrested because of his opposition to the
Thieu government and the American military presence in his
country. His art was often the cause for his arrest or harass-
ment by the Thieu government. He produced this work while
he was imprisoned from 1972-75. Bui Chi died on December
14, 2002 from illness in his home in Hue, Central Viet Nam.
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· Rumsfeld on a Bigger Military
http://www.newamericancentury.org/defense-20030806.htm

· Were Neo-Conservatives’ 1998 Memos a Blueprint for Iraq War?
http://abcnews.go.com/sections/nightline/DailyNews/pnac_030310.html

· US “training exercise” in the Philippines sets stage for broader military operations
http://www.wsws.org/articles/2002/mar2002/phil-m15.shtml

· Terror and Torture in the Philippines
http://www.fpif.org/commentary/2003/0302philippines.html

· US Forces in Korea and Environment
http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/kt_op/200109/t2001090917550748110.htm

· Matter of Perception: So far not good
http://www.asahi.com/english/international/K2003072600286.html

· US senators press need for re-evaluating foreign military deployment
http://www.sunstar.com.ph/static/net/2003/05/30/

us.senators.press.need.for.reevaluating.foreign.military.deployment.(3.58.pm).html

· Submission on the “Counter – Terrorism Bill”
http://www.converge.org.nz/abc/terrsub.html

· US rewards Indonesian military as probe continues
http://www.csmonitor.com/2003/0722/p07s01-woap.htm

· US military base being considered
http://www.theage.com.au/articles/2003/06/12/1055220691585.html

· Troops in Asia to realign
http://www.thestate.com/mld/thestate/2003/05/29/news/nation/5965682.htm

· Home Sweet Home?; US Troops in Okinawa
http://www.afsc.org/YOUTHMIL/html/news/oct00/okinawa_p1.htm

· The cause for the return of US troops to Philippines?
http://www.saag.org/papers5/paper417.html

· U.S. military in South Korea to move farther south from border with North Korea
http://rasa.iht.com/articles/98438.html

· Washington, Seoul to realign garrisons
http://www.etaiwannews.com/Asia/2003/04/10/1049938718.htm

· US to realign its military forces
http://www.mggpillai.com/sections.php3?op=viewarticle&artid=2817

· U.S. to up naval presence in East Asia
http://www.chinapost.com.tw/detail.asp?ID=39219&GRP=A

· US exploring possibility of re-establishing bases in RP
http://www.inq7.net/brk/2003/aug/14/text/brkpol_20-1-p.htm

· Who is a Real Threat on the Korean Peninsula?
http://www.peacekorea.org/eng/index_eng.html

· Anti-U.S. groups in South Korea target SOFA, environmental concerns
http://ww2.pstripes.osd.mil/01/aug01/ed081901b.html

Internet Resource Catalogue
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· A Statement on International Anti-War Day
http://www.kncc.or.kr/english/

board_view.asp?no=7&dbname=bbs_57&page=1&key=statement&st=on&sw=off&sc=off

· NGO letter to House and Senate Appropriations Committees on U.S.-Indonesia military
Assistance

http://www.etan.org/news/2002a/07letter.htm

· Pyongyang Tribunal Indicts U.S. for Crimes Against Koreans
http://www.korea-np.co.jp/pk/

· Facts about Okinawa
http://www.afsc.org/youthmil/html/news/oct00/okinawa_p5.htm

· U.S. to Hand Over Marine in Japan Rape Case
http://reuters.com/newsArticle.jhtml?type=topNews&storyID=2947793

· Soldier in U.S. Army Custody in South Korea Over Death
http://usacrime.or.kr/Eng/

· The Filipino Peoples’ Struggle Against Imperialist War of Aggression  And Intervention,
and for World Peace

http://www.iacenter.org/korea_j2202d.htm

· Parties heap criticism on Hanchongnyeon
http://www.koreaherald.co.kr/SITE/data/html_dir/2003/08/12/200308120038.asp

· Japan, U.S. to keep 1995 pact despite failure to reach accord
http://www.japantoday.com/e/?content=news&id=268568

· Japan conceals rising crime rate among U.S. servicemen
http://mdn.mainichi.co.jp/politics/0301/24militarycrime.html

· Roh Defensive about future of US Troops
http://times.hankooki.com/lpage/nation/200302/kt2003021117495310510.htm

· South Korean public’s support for US bases ebbs
http://search.csmonitor.com/durable/2000/11/10/text/p8s2.html

· US military says it’s time to get tough with anti-US radicals
http://www.dailytimes.com.pk/default.asp?page=story_9-8-2003_pg4_2

· The United States in the Philippines: post-9/11 imperatives
http://www.onlinejournal.com/Special_Reports/Chin081502/chin081502.html

· When will the United States Apologize for its War Crimes?
http://www.brianwillson.com/awolkoreacl.html

· U.S. military abroad: More bases won’t curb terrorism (Check WS)
http://www.iht.com/cgi-bin/generic.cgi?template=articleprint.tmplh&ArticleId=104974

· Japan’s PM deplores alleged rape of Okinawan girl by US marine
http://www.spacewar.com/2003/030613111414.gfepe5lj.html

APPENDIX – COLLECTION OF TREATIES

· Status of Force Agreement  – US and Japan
http://www.jca.apc.org/omoiyari/treaties_law/SOFA_E.html

· Status of Force Agreement  – US and South Korea
http://www.usfk.or.kr/en/2001SOFA.pdf

· Status of Visiting Forces Agreement (VFA)
http://www.vic-info.org/regionstop.nsf/0/d3e5ed947097c3d38a256731000021df?OpenDocument
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The description of group think includes:

“Team members share an illusion of invulnerability; this leads to over
optimism and a willingness to take extraordinary risks.”

“Team members believe unquestioningly in the inherent morality of their
own group; it inclines them to stop short of considering the ethical or
moral consequence of their decisions.”

“Team members apply direct pressure to any member who expresses
doubts about any of the group’s shared illusions or who questions the
validity of the arguments supporting a course of action favoured by the
group.”

“Team members keep silent about their misgivings and are self-censoring.”

“Team members share an illusion of unanimity; silence is interpreted as
concordance.”

~ Elizabeth Chell of the University of Manchester

“A real danger is that
independent critical thinking
is replaced by group think,
which is likely to result in

irrational and dehumanizing actions
against the out group.”
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China and the WTO (August 2000) & (November 2002)

INDIA  - The 13th Lok Sabha: a test of diversity and dissent in India
    (December 1999)

 INDONESIA  - Timor Lorosae (September 1999)

 KASHMIR  - Disputed Territory; Paradise Lost (October 2002)

KOREA  - Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK): Food Crisis
No. 1 (October 1997)
No. 2 (November 1997)

 Justice! Not Impunity. Stop US Military Crimes
             (December 2002)

  PHILIPPINES - The Struggle in Mindanao (September 2001)

BURMA  -
Tourism (January 1997)

Refugees (July 1997)

Military and Ethnic Conflicts in Burma (May 2001)

Investment (June-December 1996)

ASIA   - U.S. Military Presence in Asia (November 2004)

AOTEAROA NZ  - Maori and Pacific Island Stories of Peace and Justice
(November 2003)


