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Kurdistan Solidarity Ireland, News and update
 

The recent one has been a period of intense activity for
Kurdistan Solidarity Ireland, the kurdish communities in Ireland 
and internationally, and all of those who have decided to share
with them the struggle for the recognition of Kurdish identity and 
the liberation of the Kurdish people from State repression in all 
parts of Kurdistan. 

This issue of the Bulletin focuses on the tragedy of the refugees found 
dead in the back of a lorry container in Wexford and  the war in the 
Middle East. These are two sides of the same coin. The Kurdish people, 
as we wrote in our press release after September 11 and the beginning of 
the bombing of Afghanistan are the victims of two wars: the long war waged 
against them in the different parts of Kurdistan, amidst the deafening 
silence of the international community for the most part, and the new war in the 
Middle East, which has been taken by the pivotal U.S. Nato ally in the Middle East, 
Turkey, as an occasion to cover up and renew its campaign of State terror, 
violence and systematic use of armed intimidation and torture against Kurdish 
women, children and men and non-Kurdish dissenters in Turkey.
   
Kurdistan Solidarity Ireland and the Kurdish community are fully part of the 
movement against the war and will continue to remind the Irish and international communities that without justice for the oppressed people of the 
Middle East, beginning with the Kurdish and the Palestinian people, there 
can be no end to the military conflict, both in that region and beyond.

This Bulletin itself is the product of this recent work and activity,
which we intend to continue and intensify. Our website is now up and 
running (special thanks to Tom Lonergan and Pat Doocey for doing such an 
excellent job). The address is: http://kurdistansolidarityireland.com/. In January 
we will host a public meeting in Dublin, in which we will have, among others, 
the special guest speaker Eren Keskin, internationally respected human 
rights lawyer from Turkey and chair of the Istanbul Human Rights Association.
In March/April we will organise an exposition on Kurdish history and culture in Cork,
and also in the New Year, we will begin to co-ordinate research and campaigning
activities on the GAP development project in South East Turkey.

In springtime we will also have our annual fundraiser cycling day, to which 
we hope that many of the recipients of our Bulletin will come along. We will 
post further details about all of this on this list.

We would be glad if other activities could be initiated. Please contact us if you 
have any proposal. We can provide videos and other historical, cultural and political materials on Kurdistan and the Kurdish diaspora, plus speakers and other forms 
of support for all of those who would be interested in organising public initiatives 
on these issues.

Happy new year to all.

‹
~~~~~~~~~~

 

Tragedy in Wexford: a report,
by Latif Serhildan

 

Dear friends,

Dear friends,

I just got home few hours ago from Wexford hospital. I am still very sad. I
was crying when I saw the Kurdish man who lost his wife while she was holding her 
child. I was talking to him and he does not believe that the two dead children 
and mother are his children and wife. Every night he is screaming and cannot sleep, 
it was very sad to see that the Kurds are always the victims of opression. He 
said to his family "can I see my wife now?". This was after he had already seen her 
dead body. He cannot remember anything, I can't find words to describe the 
situation. When will the tradegy end for the Kurds? Tommorrow is my 
graduation but I don't feel like going there. I don't think the Irish Media  
care about the Kurds, they portray them as "Turkish Refugees" and their 
plight is already forgotten. I must go back to see the family again on 
Saturday morning, because they are sending the bodies back home to 
Kurdistan. The family is very grateful to those who have sent postcards and 
visited them in the hospital. Their view on Irish people was "The Irish 
people are very kind to us", they won't forget that.

 

Is meas la meas.
Latif Serhildan

Kurdistan Solidarity Ireland

 

~~~~~~~~~~

 

Tragedy in Wexford: ‘Fortress Europe’ and ‘Fortress Ireland’ are guilty. 
Turkish embassy must not be involved in support work. 
 

Monday, December 10th 2001. Human Rights Day Press Release.

Kurdistan Solidarity Ireland and the Women’s Action Group (Galway) are 
saddened and shocked at the deaths of 8 people discovered in a freight 
container in Wexford on Saturday 8th December. This comes hot on the 
heels of similar tragedies in Dover and in Italy, where a pregnant Kurdish 
woman was found dead in the hold of another coffin ship* from Turkey. Latif 
Serhildan from Kurdistan Solidarity Ireland has established that 6 of the dead in Wexford were Kurdish, from the southeast of Turkey. Whether they were Kurdish, 
Roma or Nigerian however is of no consequence to our anger and sense of loss. 
We extend our sympathy to all of those bereaved and to all of the affected families 
and communities. Our conviction is that these murders are the combined result of 
the repressive States which force people to flee violence and poverty, the 
asylum policies of ‘Fortress Europe’ and the Irish government’s implementation 
of those policies. 

Minister O’Donogue has said that the survivors will have their applications 
for asylum treated favourably. We would like to hear the Minister outline how 
many more people have to die so that those who manage to survive can ‘be 
treated favourably’? It is also incorrect and disingenuous for Minister O’Donoghue 
and the Taoiseach to focus on and denounce those who traffic in human beings 
as the ‘cause’ of the problem. This focus continues a policy by the Irish authorities 
of denying the reasons why people have been forced to flee and has resulted in a situation today where a representative of the Gardai (police) has asked Kurdistan Solidarity Ireland's representatives whether there is such a thing as a Kurdish 
passport and if not, ‘then these people are Turkish’. Latif Serhildan commented, ‘undoubtedly, media commentary has been misinformed by such opinions’. 

The human rights abuses by the Turkish State in the Kurdish regions and the 
denial of fundamental rights to Kurdish people because they are Kurdish ​ the 
very reasons why people are fleeing - are well known and have been repeatedly condemned internationally. They include the systematic torture of women, children 
and men in detention, continuing disappearances, extra- judicial killing, intimidation 
and outright destruction of communities, denial of freedom of expression in Kurdish, repression of the freedom to speak out against this situation. Human rights organisations in Turkey have stated that the level of human rights violations has worsened considerably since September 11th. The ‘war on terrorism’ is a convenient excuse for Turkey’s own war on innocent people. We demand that the 
Irish government makes it clear that it does not support this State terror. 

We understand that the Turkish embassy offered assistance with 
the Wexford survivors and dead. We demand that such an offer be rejected immediately and in public. We call on the National Network of Refugee, 
Asylum Seekers and Immigrant Support Groups and all organisations and people 
who do justice and caring work to make this demand also. In the mid-1990s, 
Kurdish asylum seekers reported to Kurdistan Solidarity Ireland  that the Irish authorities involved officials from the Turkish embassy in translation work with 
Kurdish speakers and that the officials used the occasion to question those seeking asylum. We are concerned that the involvement of officials from the Turkish embassy would put the communities from which the dead and survivors in Wexford originally came at risk of intimidation or worse. Members of the Kurdish community in Ireland 
and the UK and any other such communities as may be represented among the survivors or the dead in Wexford must be allowed to do the work of supporting and assisting survivors and relatives. Relatives of the dead and ill must be given the opportunity to speak out about the situation. 

Next week, EU governments will consider the provision of an EU arrest warrant 
for trafficing. Instead, they should consider this: there can be no human rights and 
no justice without an end to war, freedom of movement for people everywhere and 
the protection of women, children and men from all violence and persecution, 
including from the military and police forces in every country. 
 

* Note. 'Coffin ships': the only means of passage to America and Canada for tens of thousands 
of Irish people - 'economic migrants' - in the 19th century who were escaping the constant 
persecution, racism, evictions, destruction of homes, export of food produced (except for the 
potato crop) and eventually famine under British colonial rule. The conditions on the ships were notorious, disease spread quickly and easily and many died on route. 
~~~~~~~~~~
 

Tragedy in Wexford, Dáil transcript

 

Mr. Higgins (Dublin West): Does the Minister agree that the appalling deaths
of the eight refugees in a shipping container in Wexford is a shocking modern
day reverberation of the Famine coffin ships from our own history, with the
difference being that instead of oppressed, poor and dispossessed Irish
people fleeing our blighted island, today's victims are the oppressed, poor and
dispossessed of other troubled countries seeking a haven on these islands?

 

Is it true some of the victims are Kurdish people?  If so, they are coming
from a country in which their nationality, language and culture are
routinely and brutally repressed by the Government whose ambassador the Minister
thanked in his reply.  The policies of those Governments are what has driven many of
these people out.  Does the Minister agree it is an outrage that such people
are forced to put themselves in the hands of cut-throat and gangster traffickers
because the Government is blocking a system whereby people can come here
safely to apply for refuge under the Dublin Convention?  Does he agree the Dublin
Convention is pushing people into the hands of traffickers?  In the case of
the Kurdish people, for example, there is a substantial Kurdish community in
Britain.  Is it not natural that Kurds fleeing further persecution will want
to go to where they have perhaps neighbours or relatives rather than being
isolated in a country in mainland Europe which the Dublin Convention dictates given
that they have to come overland in most cases?  Therefore, is there not a
compelling case for an immediate change in this policy?

Acting Chairman (Mr. McGrath): I call on the Minister to give a brief
response.  I hope to get some more questions in, if possible.

Mr. O'Donoghue: The situation in relation to a person arriving in Europe,
in a signatory state to the Dublin Convention, is that he or she makes his or
her application where he or she could first reasonably do so.  That is the law.
I did not write that law, it is international law.  If, for example, a person arrives in Belgium, France or Germany first, he or she is obliged to make his or
her application there if he or she could reasonably do so.  If the person is a
refugee, as Deputy Higgins states, the individual concerned will be granted
refugee status where he or she makes the application.  A person who is
granted refugee status has the same rights and privileges as a citizen and,
therefore, such a person would be in a position to travel on to meet his or her
relatives in Britain or in any other part of the European Union for the simple reason
that he or she would have refugee status.

Mr. Higgins (Dublin West): Some 18 months later.

~~~~~~~~~~

 

Tragedy in Wexford,
Statement by Proinsias De Rossa MEP
Vice-President, Parliamentary Group,
Party of European Socialists,
President, The Labour Party,

December 13th 2001

De Rossa Speech to European Parliament on Wexford Refugee Tragedy

Speaking in the European Parliament today Labour MEP Proinsias De Rossa said
that the discovery of eight bodies of asylum seekers and five others in a
seriously ill condition in a container in Wexford was an appalling tragedy
that has shocked people not just in Ireland but all across Europe.

"Regrettably, it is not the first time this has happened.  The suffering
endured by those who died and the injured, including four children, during the
several days they spent in this sealed metal container is barely conceivable.  In
proposing the European Parliament Resolution on the tragedy I urge the Irish
Government to enable the survivors to remain in Ireland if they so wish, and
help them to rebuild their lives and to grant them refugee status if
appropriate.

The tragedy demonstrates once again the desperate lengths to which people
living are prepared to go to to try and improve circumstances for themselves and
their family.

We hear much about the supposed privileged treatment given to
asylum-seekers.  I hope we will hear no more of this.  The eight dead and the men 

and women lying seriously ill is the reality of the terrible experience facing many 

asylum seekers.

There are a number of lessons that need to be learned from this tragedy.

There is clearly a need for much more thorough checking of containers at the
point of departure and arrival and for closer cooperation between the
authorities in different countries.  Given that it will not be possible to
check every single container, and that others will inevitably attempt this journey
we should, by European legislation if necessary, oblige owners of such
containers to provide them with air-vents.

Ireland and Europe have to adopt immigration policies based on full respect
for human rights as set out in international Conventions such as the Geneva
Convention.  Our policies have to address in a much more forceful way the
political, economic and social reasons why people are fleeing developing
countries.  We must also relax immigration laws to prevent people from being
driven to take desperate remedies.

Lastly, I want to condemn the comments by the Irish Minister for Justice who
on Monday, once again, sought to suggest that those who oppose his Government's
policies were advocating an "open-door" policy on refugees and immigration.
By putting his position in those terms he feeds the paranoia which is at the
root of much of the racist abuse which immigrants and refugees have to face.

My party, with others, has been arguing for a sensible and humane
immigration policy for years.  The reality is that the Minister has no policy on the
issue of economic migration which is a separate issue from that of asylum seekers
and one his Government refuses to address."

 

~~~~~~~~~~
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Targeting Baghdad: What the Iraqi opposition thinks
Saddam’s opponents say 
‘no’ to US blitz but, for some, it’s not definite
Daily Star (Beirut)
November 30, 2001

While US President George W. Bush ponders whether to use the current “war on terror” to complete his father’s “unfinished business” in Iraq, major Iraqi opposition groups for the most part say that they are strongly against the use of American air power to try to overthrow the regime of
President Saddam Hussein.

Spokesmen for a variety of Iraqi opposition parties said that a US attack on their country ​ whether launched on the pretext of Baghdad’s support for “terrorism” or its acquisition of weapons of mass destruction ​ would compound the suffering of the people without necessarily dislodging the regime, and could well strengthen rather than weaken its hold on power.

But while some dissident groups are adamantly opposed to any American military operation, others appear prepared to go along with one, provided it seriously aims to destroy the regime rather than merely deal it a blow, as has been the case with the various Anglo-American air strikes it has been subjected to since the 1991 Gulf war.

The latter category includes the American-backed Iraqi National Congress, nominally an umbrella organization for opposition factions, which in the past has championed the idea of using American military protection to carve out a “safe haven” in Iraqi territory from which putative opposition
forces could mount a guerrilla campaign against the regime.

The INC’s London-based spokesman, Sharif Ali bin al-Hussein, said that Washington deems a confrontation with the Iraqi leader’s regime “inevitable” but has not yet decided how to proceed. Commenting on President Bush’s remarks on Monday, in which he implied that Iraq could face military action if it did not readmit UN arms inspectors, he said the INC would not favor an attack that sufficed with “punishing the regime” and would reject one that targets the country’s “armed forces or infrastructure.” Rather, the INC “calls for the Iraqi people to be helped to topple the regime,” he was quoted as saying by the pan-Arab daily Al-Hayat.

The INC theoretically includes two main Iraqi Kurdish parties that share control of northern Iraq, the Kurdistan Democratic Party and the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan. They have long sought to balance their uneasy coexistence with the central government in Baghdad against their need to retain the good will of the US, whose aerial policing of the “no-fly zone” above their enclave they see as the ultimate guarantor of their defense.

They maintain that while they want political change in Iraq and a federal system under which the Kurdish areas would enjoy greater autonomy, they won’t be party to attempts to overthrow the regime by external force.

Thus the PUK said in a statement responding to Bush’s latest remarks that while there was a desperate need for “democratic change” in Iraq, “such change cannot be brought about by means of foreign conspiracies, indiscriminate bombing, or the plotting of military coups.” That would “inflict enormous harm on the Iraqi people and lead to a repeat of the tragedies we have suffered for so long,” it said.

The leader of the Iranian-backed Supreme Assembly for the Islamic Revolution in Iraq (SAIRI), Sayyed Mohammed Baqer al-Hakim, for his part, said during a visit to Kuwait Monday that a US attack on Iraq would be a “natural” development in Washington’s “war on terror.” “The Iraqi regime is a terrorist regime, which has used chemical and biological weapons and continues to hold on to them. And from this perspective, it is a natural thing for it to be targeted as part of the war on terror,” he remarked. He added that he had no knowledge of the Americans’intentions in this context and had had no contact with them about the matter. “Rather, we have our own plan for changing matters in Iraq so that the Iraqi people can rule in place of the regime’s tyrannical dictatorship.”

But Hakim’s spokesman, Dr. Hamed al-Bayyati, said the SAIRI leader’s remark in no way implied support for prospective American bombardment. “American military action would not be to the advantage of change in Iraq, of the Iraqi opposition or the people,” he said. “Regimes aren’t
removed by air strikes,” he explained, adding that the idea of Washington providing military support for a “safe haven” in southern Iraq that could be used as a springboard for overthrowing the regime was also a non-starter for purely practical reasons.

Bayyati indicated that SAIRI was not necessarily opposed to the use of external military force against the regime, such as enforcement by the UN of its resolutions demanding that the Iraqi authorities stop repressing the population, but was against any “unilateral American action.”
He noted that previous American offensives against Iraq had not been intended to bring down the regime, and argued that Washington had no apparent plans for doing that now. It was instead hoping that an attack would trigger a coup from within the regime “by the military or security forces or a member of the ruling family,” and that is not the kind of change the Iraqi people aspire to, he said.

A spokesman for Iraq’s other major Shiite Islamist opposition group, the Daawa Party, said an American attack would only make life harder for the long-suffering Iraqi people, and would provoke ferocious repression from the regime to pre-empt any popular uprising. “That the regime is
terrorist and has destructive weapons is something no one disputes, but history has shown that bombing, destruction and sanctions do not lead to its collapse, but further compound the suffering of the Iraqi people,” said Ibrahim al-Jaafari.

Jaafari added that if the international community wanted to promote political change in Iraq, it could do so by non-military means, such as indicting Iraqi leaders for war crimes. The failure to do so has
left Iraqis unconvinced that the US really wants to replace the regime, as has the bitter memory of the 1991 uprising that immediately followed the Gulf war ​ which Washington verbally encouraged, only to sit back and watch as it was mercilessly crushed by government forces.

Jaafari also stressed that it was wrong-headed to think that because intensive American air strikes against Afghanistan led to the collapse of the Taleban regime, that the same could apply to Iraq, emphasizing that the social fabric of, and power structure in, the two countries is so different as to make comparisons invalid.

Similar views were expressed by Sobhi al-Jumaili of the Iraqi Communist Party, who said that while an American attack on his country looked likely, it would not serve the interests of the Iraqi people or the cause of political change in the country. “We have always been against the military option and continue to be. Changing the regime is the responsibility of the Iraqi people,” he said.

External powers could help by lending “political and moral support” to the Iraqi people and opposition ​ above all by lifting the draconian UN economic sanctions, which he argued were strengthening the regime’s hold on power and making the people suffer. Jumaili said sanctions
should be decoupled from the issue of disarmament, and the international community should seek to enforce the UN Security Council resolution upholding human rights in Iraq while continuing to subject the government to diplomatic isolation and an arms embargo.

Jumaili also urged the US to “stop interfering in the affairs of the Iraqi opposition” to suit its own purposes, charging that American meddling was impeding efforts to form an independent broad-based opposition front. “We are not counting on the external factor” as an agent for change,
he said.

-----

RFE/RL IRAQ REPORT
Vol. 4, No. 39, 30 November 2001
SADDAM REPORTEDLY OFFERS ASYLUM TO BIN LADEN, MULLAH OMAR.

The Karachi newspaper "Ummat" of 22 November carries an article
saying that Saddam Husseyn has offered asylum to the top Taliban and
Al-Qaeda leadership, including Osama bin Laden and Mullah Omar. In
this regard, a delegation led by a senior official in the Iraqi
government. Taha Husseyn, met with Mavlana Jalal ud-Din Haqqani in
Kandahar and conveyed Saddam's offer to him. If the report is true,
then it is at least the second time that Saddam has offered bin Laden
asylum. Faruq Hijazi, the Iraqi ambassador in Turkey until his recent
recall, contacted bin Laden in Afghanistan in late 1999 and offered
asylum to him and some of his lieutenants (see "RFE/RL Iraq Report,"
8 January 1999).

Taliban sources told "Ummat" that Saddam had also offered to
provide financial support, military training, military advisers and
arms to the Taliban and had sent the message that Iraq would stand by
the Afghan people in the all-out war against the United States.
The sources said that the Iraqi delegation had been asked to
wait for an answer to their message. Both Mullah Omar and bin Laden
are said to have conferred with their aides. According to the
sources, there is little chance of Omar leaving Afghanistan, but he
might consider sending members of his Shura and non-combatant aides.
(David Nissman)

-------
Is Turkey's Iraq Policy Changing?
Nov. 29, 2001
Milliyet
By Sami  Kohen:

At first glance it may seem that Turkey's Iraq policy is undergoing a change. Indeed, on Nov. 28 some TV channels presented as a sign of such a change the fact that Defense Minister Sabahattin Cakmakoglu has said, "If new developments take place, new assessments may become the order of the day."

Earlier, a similar statement made by the Turkish ambassador in Washington, Faruk Logoglu, had drawn similar assessments from some quarters. Logoglu, a veteran politician, had said that if the United States put forth "conclusive evidence" linking Iraq to the Sept. 11 incidents, Ankara "might review its policy."

In recent days, certain American figures have spread, via statements or newspaper articles, the idea that the United States may open the "second front" in Iraq. This has been another factor creating the impression that Turkey may agree to back such a move, that is, that Turkey may change its policy in that direction.

Yet, no decision has been made in Washington yet on whether action should be taken Iraq or not; or on what kind of action should be taken should that be needed.

In fact, no strategy to this effect has been carved out. It is just that certain ideas have been expressed and the institutions concerned have made studies.

Also curious is that for a potential operation against Iraq now a rationale that is different than the one used in the past, is being put forth.

The initial argument was that Iraq should be punished because of its "links" with the Sept.11 incidents. However, American officials themselves admit that adequate evidence attesting to any such link has not been found.

For this reason Washington has shifted the issue to another platform: Iraq has mass destruction weapons and no inspections can be done because Saddam threw out the United Nations inspectors in the past.

Now the Bush Administration is telling Baghdad: "You will permit these inspections or else!" It does not specify what "else" means. What "else" means is no secret. Even President George W. Bush says, "Then they would see," without elaborating on this point.

This picture is of a kind that would enable Turkey to determine its stance more clearly.

If the United States is going to strike at Iraq for "supporting terrorism" and wants to draw Turkey to its side on this issue, that would be a different kettle of fish. Then Ankara would duly make a fresh assessment of the situation.

Officials say that there is no way Turkey, whose stance regarding terrorism is all too clear, can say, "No, this issue does not concern us." In other words, if Turkey's support is sought on those particular "grounds", Ankara will inevitably have to give support in some manner.

If, on the other hand, the United States wants to take action against Iraq on the grounds that Iraq is refusing to subject itself to a "mass destruction weapons inspection", then Turkey may not feel compelled to support that, at least initially. In other words, in such a case
Ankara would assess the "new conditions" accordingly.

Besides, the Turkish officials believe that the United States may choose to solve this problem in some other ways. It may, for example, make the United Nations Security Council join the loop. Or it may resort to other methods to topple Saddam. Or it may strike at Iraq by using military facilities situated outside Turkey.

Therefore, one should not, merely because of certain statements or newspaper articles, jump to the conclusion that the United States is immediately going to open in Iraq "a second front" in addition to the first front in Afghanistan and that Turkey will take part in that.

----

Los Angeles Times
November 29, 2001
COMMENTARY
Goodbye to the Doves and Hello to the Hawks on Iraq?

By EDWARD N. LUTTWAK, Edward N. Luttwak is a senior fellow at the Center
for Strategic and International Studies

From the very beginning of this Bush presidency, a number of officials,
mostly Pentagon civilians, argued that it was essential to find a way to
destroy Saddam Hussein's regime as quickly as possible. They were met
with much skepticism, even though nobody doubted their twin contentions
that Hussein's refusal to allow United Nations inspections meant that he
was actively pursuing the development of nuclear, biological and
chemical weapons, and that Iraq was smuggling out enough oil despite
U.N. controls to finance this development.

The "War Party," headed by Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz,
accepted that it was not a practical proposition to re-fight the 1991
Gulf War and send 500,000 troops to Saudi Arabia. Its proposal was to
instead arm and train Iraqi exiles in Jordan and Kuwait, while building
up the Kurdish militias to take on Hussein's troops, with U.S. air
support.

The State Department, under Colin Powell, disagreed. It noted that the
Saudi rulers were totally against any such war because it would arouse
Islamist opposition. Of greater diplomatic significance was the
opposition of the Turkish government, averse to adventures and concerned
that any Kurdish victories would stimulate Kurdish nationalism within
Turkey.

Powell, a former general, also rejected the war concept on military
grounds, arguing that the Iraqi exiles were mere talkers who would never
fight, that the Kurds were deeply divided with one faction actually
allied with Saddam Hussein, and that U.S. air power could not offset all
deficiencies, especially if air bases in Saudi Arabia and Turkey could
not be used.

Neither would the Iraqi army disintegrate, because Hussein could rely on
the privileged Republican Guard divisions alone to defeat his weak
enemies, leaving the less reliable conscript forces out of the fight.

Most top military officers agreed with Powell rather than with their
civilian bosses in the Pentagon. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld
would not fully commit his then-limited influence on behalf of his
subordinates. Because the White House would neither embrace nor
categorically reject the war concept--Condoleezza Rice, generally a
supporter of the Pentagon civilians, saw to that--the debate continued
inconclusively until Sept. 11.

That devastating lesson in U.S. vulnerability powerfully reinforced the
War Party, even before the post-attack effort to gather information from
all friendly intelligence services yielded the Czech report that Mohamed
Atta, leader of the Sept. 11 hijackers, had made a trip from the United
States especially to meet the intelligence chief of Iraq's Prague
Embassy. Rumsfeld, for one, abandoned earlier reservations and accepted
the logic of his subordinates.

Powell still disagreed that a military attack on Iraq was a good idea,
but he was also skeptical about the bombing of Afghanistan. Once it
turned out that Powell had been wrong on Afghanistan, his Pentagon
critics lost no time in reminding President Bush that Powell also had
opposed the bombing of Kosovo in 1999 and had even initially resisted
Bush's father over the Gulf War, always arguing that bombing does not
work and that only vast armies can ensure victory.

At this point, the War Party can cite the Afghan experience to overcome
the purely military objection, because the same operational methods can
essentially be repeated with Special Forces teams providing field
training and tactical direction to Iraqi exiles and Kurdish militias, as
well as the forward control of close-support airstrikes.

That can make even weak units strong, in the context of a much wider use
of air power to weaken the Iraqi war machine by "strategic bombing" to
destroy command centers, supply depots and oil storage, and
"interdiction bombing" to attack Iraqi forces moving up for combat.

But it is still up to Powell as secretary of State to pave the way
diplomatically by enlisting the support of the key NATO allies, by
persuading Russia and China to accept the deed and by inducing Turkey
and Jordan to accept the immediate risks of direct participation in
exchange for the future benefits to them of Iraq's reconstruction.

Of course, Saudi objections would persist, but after Sept. 11 they count
for nothing.

President Bush has declared that Iraq must allow U.N. inspections or
else. It's a false choice since Hussein would never allow the intrusive
inspections that are necessary to satisfy the U.S., and Washington would
never accept the circumscribed inspections that Hussein might allow.

Yet in spite of his bellicose tone, Bush will not sign off on the
venture of Iraq without allied support and Russian acquiescence.

The great weakness of the War Party therefore is that Powell is in
charge of the essential diplomatic preparation for a venture that he
evidently opposes because there is a culminating point of success in
every endeavor of war, and to add Iraq to Afghanistan may exceed it by
overstressing the system.

The great hope of the War Party is that Rumsfeld's greatly increased
influence will decide the issue.

Unlike Dick Cheney in 1991, who had to share the credit for victory as
secretary of Defense with the field commander Norman Schwarzkopf and
Powell himself, if all goes well in Afghanistan, Rumsfeld will be the
great victor, displacing Powell as the president's most authoritative
advisor.

That may decide the fate of Saddam Hussein.

-----
Chicago Tribune
Squeezing Saddam
November 29, 2001

Since Sept. 11, President Bush has been careful not to make
threats on which he can't deliver. Example: He promised early
on not to root out all terrorist groups, but rather terrorist groups
with a global reach. Which is why Basque separatists in Spain
and violent extremists in Northern Ireland aren't breaking much of a sweat over the war against Al Qaeda.

But the president's careful calibration to date prompts a question that's growing urgent: Why have Bush and two top aides, Secretary of State Colin Powell and National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice, been ratcheting up their warnings to Saddam Hussein? Does Bush really want to swivel U.S. military forces toward Iraq after they finish their work in Afghanistan?

That would be a daunting prospect, as this page repeatedly has warned. An invasion to oust Saddam would anger many European and Arab nations now joined in the assault on terrorism.

But it's also possible that Bush's saber-rattling isn't meant to set the stage for imminent war on Iraq. In truth, the only thing certain is that Washington's warnings have been too consistent to be unintended. Bush & Co. have something in mind for Saddam. The question is what.

Bush, Powell and Rice insist that Saddam must permit United Nations inspectors to verify that the Iraqi dictator isn't developing nuclear, chemical or biological weapons of mass destruction. While the extent to which Saddam possesses such weapons is uncertain, he's clearly worked to
develop and enhance them--and to a frightening degree has succeeded. No inspections have occurred since 1998, when the UN inspectors Saddam had stymied after his defeat in the Gulf War left in frustration.

Asked by reporters Monday what would happen if Saddam refuses new inspections, Bush responded, "He'll find out." Powell added that the Iraqi leader should treat Bush's unspecified warning as "a very sober, chilling statement." Simple translation: Saddam, you could be next.

But it's too early, and arguably too easy, to conclude that Bush is itching for battle with the leader his father didn't vanquish during the Gulf War of 1991. Too many other possible--and overlapping--motives are in play:

- One is the intriguing fact that current UN sanctions on Iraq, which permit Saddam to use oil revenues to buy food and medicine, expire Friday. The U.S. has pressed for so-called "smart sanctions"--fewer restrictions on Iraq's importation of humanitarian items, but tougher sanctions
against the importation of goods that could have military uses. Russia, now building lucrative business ties with Iraq, won't go along with that plan. But the Bush team's warnings may already have had an intended effect: This week Russia and other UN Security Council members
informally agreed to leave the current sanctions unchanged for six months--but also to move toward the tougher sanctions the U.S. wants.

- Another possibility is that Bush is trying to intimidate Saddam into allowing new inspectors. Newsweek reports this week that while the prevailing opinion inside the administration is to stick
to "coercive diplomacy," hints of U.S. airstrikes appear to have scared Saddam. Reconnaissance photos show that he has been dispersing some of his forces--and possibly emptying factories used for weapons work. "If Saddam can be brought to genuinely fear a major U.S. assault," says the magazine, "he might negotiate a return of the UN inspectors, some U.S. officials hope. And if he doesn't, his refusal will allow the administration to start building an international consensus for tougher action."

- A third possibility is that Bush is tossing a bone to hard-line U.S. conservatives who have been demanding Saddam's head on a pike. The vagueness of Bush's threat could be intended to placate the conservatives without actually pledging any military action. Last week the Los
Angeles Times reported that proposals to bomb Iraqi military units and weapons bases "have been resisted by Vice President Dick Cheney, . . . Powell and most U.S. allies, and the president has come down on the side of caution."

What's more, some administration sources have whispered to reporters that it's less likely the U.S. will next go after Iraq than after terrorist facilities in Somalia or the Philippines. If so, that's a further suggestion that the Bush team wants to rattle Saddam, not attack him.

But that could prove dangerous, especially if the administration is so caught up in victory fever that it has minimized the risks of threatening Iraq. If so, Bush could be painting himself into a corner. "It's hard to say from the outside what's going on," says University of Chicago political scientist John Mearsheimer. "Maybe Bush is responding to political pressure from conservative hard-liners. Or maybe it's a deterrent threat--he's putting Saddam on notice that if he gets out of
line, we'll come after him."

The risk there, says Mearsheimer, is that if Saddam calls Bush's bluff and refuses inspections--as Iraq blustered Tuesday that it will--Bush has few options: "He can say we'll redouble our efforts to topple Saddam, perhaps by supporting an indigenous force like the Northern Alliance in Afghanistan. Or, Bush can go to war."

No one knows better than Bush that most nations in the anti-terrorism coalition have no stomach for an attack on Iraq. Many countries, especially Arab states, would view Bush as having lured them into a war on terrorism so the U.S. could settle an old grudge against Saddam.

Similarly, any attempt to unilaterally impose harsher economic sanctions--by, say, chopping off Iraqi oil experts--would play into Saddam's hand. He would howl that the U.S. was stifling Iraq's ability to generate money to buy food.

One development, though, could turn the debate in an instant: solid evidence that Iraq had a hand in Sept. 11. So far, U.S. officials have said repeatedly that they have no such evidence. If that remains true, it's another clue suggesting that Bush isn't plotting war against Saddam.

And yet a sobering reality suffuses the debate: Saddam Hussein probably has even more dangerous capabilities than the biological and chemical weapons he chose not to deploy during the Gulf War. It's crucial not just to contain him, but to do everything reasonable to keep him from
launching those weapons, or worse, today.

Squeezing Saddam deserves the high place it holds on Bush's agenda. The way Bush has chosen to squeeze in recent days has made some U.S. allies nervous, for good reason: As things stand, taking the war to Baghdad would be a mistake--if, in fact, that's really Bush's strategy.

But history is not static, and neither is Saddam. If Bush's bully pulpit throws Iraq off its game or raises world pressure on Saddam to accept weapons inspections, great. There are priorities other than pleasing allies, even war allies, at every turn. One of those priorities is keeping a dangerous Saddam Hussein in check.

-------
USA Today
November 29, 2001
Bombing Baghdad too risky
By Ivo H. Daalder and James M. Lindsay

Who should be targeted in ''Phase II'' of America's war on terrorism? For
many, the answer is Iraq. But in their zeal to complete the Gulf War's
unfinished business, advocates of unseating Saddam Hussein confuse the
desirable with the practical.

No one doubts the world would be better off without Saddam. He brutalizes his own people. He has invaded two neighboring countries. He has used chemical weapons, come close to building a nuclear bomb and stockpiled biological arms.

But the question is not whether we would like Saddam gone. It's whether we
can unseat him at an acceptable cost. And there's the rub.

For all of Saddam's villainy, no persuasive evidence links him to Sept. 11 or the anthrax attacks. Our major allies, including Britain, say that without a smoking gun, they will not join us in marching on Baghdad. While many Arab countries privately favor toppling Saddam, they won't publicly support a U.S. attack for fear of antagonizing their citizens.

Waging a war halfway around the world with few allies and only limited access to local military bases would be a logistical nightmare and greatly complicate an already difficult military campaign. Iraqi opposition groups are far weaker than the Northern Alliance, and the Iraqi military is far better equipped and trained than the Taliban. We're unlikely to succeed without committing large numbers of U.S. combat troops.

Attacking Iraq also would fracture the international coalition that President Bush has painstakingly assembled since Sept. 11. The intelligence-sharing and law-enforcement cooperation so essential to winning the broader war on
terrorism would be a casualty. Finally, attacking Iraq could trigger what we hope to avoid -- the use of chemical or biological weapons. Knowing he is doomed, Saddam could decide to take us down with him. That could mean
attacks against U.S. troops on the battlefield. It also could mean giving terrorists biological weapons to use in America.

Deciding against bombing Baghdad should not mean doing nothing. Washington
must marshal international support for revitalizing the containment of Iraq. That means better sanctions, the return of United Nations weapons inspectors and an agreement to topple Saddam if Iraq attacks its neighbors or evidence links it to a terrorist attack.

Why should our allies agree to such a strategy? Because if they refuse, they will leave the Bush administration with no choice but to go to war.

Ivo H. Daalder and James M. Lindsay are senior fellows at the Brookings
Institution.

--------
November 30, 2001
European List of 'Terrorist' Groups Will Be Secret

BRUSSELS (Reuters) - Two European Union lists of known ''terrorist'' groups and individuals suspected of ``terrorist'' activity will remain confidential, EU officials said on Friday.

Unlike the United States, which publicly names both international and national groups considered a threat to U.S. security, the EU will not reveal which groups national police and intelligence forces will be targeting.

The lists, requested by EU leaders at a special summit after the September 11 attacks on the United States, are due to be approved by justice and interior ministers next week as an ''operational tool'' to be
used by law enforcement bodies.

Police and intelligence officers from the 15-nation bloc have drawn up classified proposals for the lists, which officials said would include people and organizations on which information could be shared.

The question of which organizations should be on the lists has been widely debated in recent weeks, with Spain openly demanding the inclusion of political groups supporting the armed Basque separatist group ETA.

More privately, non-EU member Turkey, which is a NATO (news - web sites) ally, has lobbied EU nations for the lists to include the Kurdish Workers Party (PKK), a separatist guerrilla group.

Officials earlier told Reuters the lists would most likely only include European groups on which there was consensus, such as ETA and the Real IRA, which is fighting British rule in Northern Ireland and is opposed to the Irish peace process.
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