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Annan’s Challenge, Not Bush’s
Speech, Is the Story at UN

by Muriel Mirak-Wiessbach

As the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) annual

peace with itself and with its neighbours, and contributing to

session opened on Sept. 23 in New York, it was clear that thetability in the region.”

issue of the future of Irag would be brought onto center stage,

and it was hoped that steps to be taken to reestablish th&/arnsU.S. on ‘L awless Use of Force

country’s sovereignty and independence would be outlined.

It was expected that President Bush would use his speech

He then came to the essential point: “Excellencies,” he
began, “Three years ago, when you came here for the Millen

to talk up American plans for a new UN Security Council nium Summit, we shared a vision, a vision of global solidarity

resolution, calling on the “international community” to cough

and collective security, expressed in the Millennium Declara-

up troops and money. Germany, Russia, France and Chirteon. But recent events have called that consensus in

were expected to express their criticism, not only of the war,

but also of U.S. reluctance to define a clear perspective and Listing the “new threats that must be faced,” i.e.,

timeframe for handing over the Iraq dossier to the United Na-
tions.
All these things happened; and something more impor-

question.”
“new
forms of terrorism, and the proliferation of weapons of mass

destruction,” as well as others, the Secretary General empha-

sized general agreement that such threats are a dangerto eve

tant. While the major players’ delegations and press seemetgtion. “Where we disagree, it seems, is on how to respond to

focussed on bilateral and multilateral meetings on the side-

these threats.” Annan developed the point through a historica

lines of the conference, Secretary General Kofi Annarpverview, showing that the departure from “collective secu-

changed the rules of the game, and forced the real issue onto

rity” and the embrace of a “pre-emptive war doctrine” by the

the agenda—that is, the danger embodied in the Unitetlnited States and Britain, represent a dramatic watershed in

States’ decision to adopt and implement a pre-emptive war
doctrine and radically challenge the post-World War Il order
of international relations.

Annan signalled that something unusual was about to oc-
cur, when he started his remarks in French. Then, moving to
English, he noted that, over the past year, terrorism, violence,
and nuclear proliferation have continued to undermine world
stability. He gave particular attention to the attacks on the UN
itself in Baghdad, last month, and, again, recently, and called
for better security for UN staff. Annan noted the conflicting
views on the Iraq war, but stressed that “Whatever view each
of us may take of the events of recent months, it is vital to all
of us that the outcome is a stable and democratic Irag—at
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history. His remarks are important enough to quote at length:

Since this Organization was founded, States have gen-

erally sought to deal with threats to the peace through

containment and deterrence, by a system based on col-
lective security and the United Nations Charter.

Article 51 of the Charter prescribes that all States,

if attacked, retain the inherent right of self-defense. But

until now it has been understood that when States go
beyondthat, and decide to use force to deal with broader

threats to international peace and security, they need
the unique legitimacy provided by the United Nations.

Now, some say this understanding is no longer tena-
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ble, since an ‘armed attack’ with weapons of mass de-
struction could be launched at any time, without warn-
ing, or by aclandestine group.

Rather than wait for that to happen, they argue,
States have the right and obligation to use force pre-
emptively, even on the territory of other States, and
even while weapons systems that might be used to at-
tack them are still being developed. According to this
argument, States are not obliged to wait until there is
agreementinthe Security Council. Instead, they reserve
theright to act unilaterally, or in ad hoc coalitions.

This logic represents a fundamental challenge to
the principles on which, however imperfectly, world
peace and stability haverested for thelast 58 years. My
concern is that, if it were to be adopted, it could set
precedentsthat resulted in a proliferation of the unilat-
eral and lawless use of force, with or without justifi-
cation.

But it is not enough to denounce unilateralism, un-
lesswe also face up squarely to the concernsthat make
some States feel uniquely vulnerable, since it is those
concerns that drive them to take unilateral action. We
must show that those concerns can, and will, be ad-
dressed effectively through collective action.

UN ‘Inspired by Franklin Roosevelt’

Excellencies, we have cometo afork in theroad. This
may be a moment no less decisive than 1945 itself,
when the United Nations was founded. At that time, a
group of far-sighted leaders, led and inspired by Presi-
dent Franklin D. Roosevelt, were determined to make
the second half of the 20th century different from the
first half. They saw that the human race had only one
world to live in, and that unless it managed its affairs
prudently, all human beings may perish. So they drew
up rulesto govern international behavior, and founded
anetwork of institutions, with the United Nations at its
center, in which the peoples of the world could work
together for the common good.

Now we must decide whether it is possible to con-
tinue on the basis agreed then, or whether radical
changes are needed. And we must not shy away from
guestions about the adequacy, and effectiveness, of the
rules and instruments at our disposal. Among those in-
struments, none is more important than the Security
Council itself. . ..

The Council needsto consider how it will deal with
thepossibility that individual Statesmay useforce’ pre-
emptively’ against perceived threats.

‘Surprisingly Forthright’

Such a condemnation of the Bush Administration’s pre-
emptive war doctrine by the Secretary General, was more
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The UN Secretary General’ s sharp and surprising public criticism
of the U.S. war-hawks' pre-emptive war policy, in hisaddressto
the General Assembly on Sept. 23, overshadowed the so-far-
unsuccessful U.S. push for military help in Irag. The UN will no
longer “ serve” the Anglo-American Occupation there; will it get
the dominant role?

surprising and more significant than the poor response Presi-
dent Bush’ sreported got to hisdemandsfor troops and finan-
cial support. Asoneof Europe’ sbestinformed expertsonIraq
told EIR, the speech was* surprisingly forthright.” Annan, he
said, “has been saying these things in private, but not this
way, in public. Given the way in which his predecessor,
Butros-Ghali, wastossed out by Madelaine Albright,” hesaid,
“1 am surprised he would be so overt in hiscriticism.”

The decision to break the rules of the game must be seen
against the backdrop of the rapid deterioration of thesituation
inside Irag, where not only troops of the occupying forces of
the United States and Britain, but also the UN itself isbeing
targetted by the resistance forces. As the same Irag expert
noted, “The problem for the UN, isto avoid what happened
before their headquartersin Irag was attacked; namely, to be
seen aslegitimizing the American occupation.”

Annan’s speech denotes a far deeper concern, shared by
an increasing number of governments and political leaders
worldwide, and articulated in recent foreign policy state-
ments by U.S. Presidential candidate Lyndon LaRouche: If
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the current imperial policy direction of the Administration,
driven by the neo-conservative “junta’ led by Vice President
Cheney, is not reversed, it could create conditions for a
global, strategic crisis, and lead to “assymmetric” warfare,
including the widespread use of nuclear weapons. It is ulti-
mately this level of danger that the UN Secretary General’s
words point to.

No doubt, those in the U.S. Administration who are
capable of thinking through such implications, were stunned
by Annan’s attack. Country delegations who werein the hall
when he spoke, greeted the speech with sustained applause.

Asfor the American President’ s speech, it was character-
istically low on content and high on rhetoric. Whilefocussing
on “terrorism” and the “unfinished war” on terrorism as the
determining factors in world politics, Bush exaggerated the
alleged success of the war against Irag. “Iraq is free,” he
claimed, and prophesied that the transformation to democ-
racy in lrag will “inspire the Middle East,” etc. The only
clear indications of intent with regard to Irag, were Bush's
assertion that the goal is self-government, through an “or-
derly and democratic process,” which should be “neither
hurried nor delayed by the wishes of other parties.” Bush
mentioned no timeframe for the transfer of power to an Irag
government, and simply mentioned that the UN could have
ahand eventually in drafting aconstitution, aswell as prepar-
ing elections.

The President received polite, muted applause, including
from French President Jacques Chirac. But when the latter
rose to address the assembly, Bush, accompanied by Secre-
tary of State Colin Powell, National Security Advisor Condo-
leezza Rice and U.S. Ambassador to the UN John D. Negro-
ponte, left the hall in agroup.

Europe, U.S. Opposed on | srael/Palestine

But Chirac spoke, and to the point. Speaking of the Irag
war, he stated, “The United Nations has just undergone one
of the gravest crisesinitshistory,” in that respect for the UN
Charter was at the heart of the debate. Conducted “without
authorization from the Security Council, the war shook the
multilateral system.” Now that this page has been turned, he
said, we must move forward, but insisted that “in an open
world, nobody canisolate himself, nor act in the name of all,
and nobody can accept theanarchy of asociety without rules.”
Chirac insisted heavily on the need for a “transfer of sover-
eignty to the Iragis who alone are responsible for their own
destiny,” atransfer “without which there can be no stability
or reconstruction.” “ It is up to the UN to give legitimacy to
that process, (. . .) to accompany the progressive transfer of
administrative and economic responsibilities to the Iragi in-
stutitions according to arealistic calendar, and to help in the
elaboration of a constitution . . . and the holding of general
elections.”

Chirac added, “It isalso up to the UN to give mandate to
an international force, naturally under the command of the
main contributor of troops, the United States, whose task is
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to ensure security for the Iragisand for all those who contrib-
ute to the reconstruction of the country.”

At hispressconference, Chirac also addressed the | sragli-
Pal estinian situation. In direct contradiction to Bush, who had
again disregarded Palestinian Authority President Arafat asa
failed leader, Chirac stated, “Ultimately, one can think what
one wants about Y asser Arafat.” But “he is the authority, he
isthe legitimate and el ected representative of the Palestinian
Authority. . . . You cannot act asif that didn’t exist.”“ Thisis
the reason why we Europeans . . . are totally hostile to any
action tending to neutralize the president of the Palestinian
Authority in one way or another.” He added that Arafat was
“the only one to have today the necessary authority over the
Palestiniansto |ead to an agreement. Thereforewe haveto be
very prudent in this affair.”

Significantly, in aspecial session of the UNGA convened
on Sept. 19, a resolution was passed almost unanimously,
denouncing Israel’s stated decision to remove Arafat. The
only statesvoting agai nst theresolution, weretheU.S., Micro-
nesia, Israel and the Marshall Islands.

Iraq Governing Council MakesBizarreMove

The clock is running out in Irag. It is this fact, and the
implications for the region and the world, which is fuelling
both Washington’s desperate push for a new UN resolution
to bring in moretroops and funds, and the drive on the part of
the anti-war nations to force the United States to hand over
responsibility to the UN.

Despite Bush's rhetoric about how much better off Irag
andthelragi peoplearenow, than beforethewar, the opposite
isthecase. Anarmed resistanceisgrowingin strength, sophis-
tication, and operational area. After targetting the UN, seen
as an institution which has de facto accepted the occupation,
theresistance hasal so targetted members of the Iragi Govern-
ing Council (IGC), the 25-person group put together by U.S.
pro-consul Paul Bremer. Ayatollah Hakim, who was mur-
dered in the bombing of the Imam Ali mosque in Najaf on
August 29, was the leader of the SDupreme Council for the
Islamic Revolution in Irag (SCIRI), one of the organizations
represented in the IGC. On Sept. 20, a second member of the
IGC, was critically wounded in an assassination attempt by
resistance forces.

The worse the economic and security situation becomes
inIrag, themorethe IGC will bediscredited in the eyesof the
population. Thus, leading members of the IGC, especialy its
purported chairman, banker Ahmad Chalabi, are scrambling
to convince the United States to give them some vestige of
power, so that they can attempt to present themselves to the
nation as something other than aQuisling government. Since
the Hakim murder, pressurefrom the SCIRI, thelargest orga-
nization of the majority Shi'ite population, has redoubled,
demanding the occupying forces relinquish their control and
grant sovereignty.

Thishasled to the bizarre situation, in which Chalabi, the
darling of theneo-conservativewar party, flew to Washington
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on Sept. 22 in hopes of 1obbying Congressto give his|IGC—
and not the Coalition Provisional Authority of American
“viceroy” Paul Bremer!l—thefundsfor Irag’ sreconstruction.
Chalabi, in public statements, offered Congress the promise
that the IGC would reconstruct Iraq for less money. George
W. Bush personally reprimanded Chalabi, and stated that no
authority could be transferred to the IGC, since it was not an
elected body!

The United States moved, on Sept. 21, through the IGC,
to announce avast “reform” of the Iragi economy. The IGC
declared new laws that abolish 30 years of state direction of
thelragi economy, by opening up most sectorsof theeconomy
to foreign investment and up to 100% foreign ownership.
Only the oil and natural resources section is exempt from the
new rules. (Itisknown, that the Occupation plansto mortgage
oil revenues to pay for Halliburton's and Bechtel’s recon-
struction contracts.)

The new ownership laws—which stand in sharp contrast
to those of most of the Arab world—will also allow foreign
investors to jump right in without having to be screened by
thegovernment, and will allow profitsto befully andimmedi-
ately withdrawn from Irag and remitted overseas.

The new rules were announced in Dubai, at the meeting
of theIMFandWorld Bank, by thelGC’ s“ FinanceMinister,”
Kamel al-Kailani, whowasscheduledtomeet withU.S. Trea-
sury Secretary John Snow. The Coalition Provisional Author-
ity has also established an independent Central Bank for Irag.
The new laws provide a “fast track” system by which six
foreign banks can buy complete control of any Iragi bank,
and allow an unlimited number of foreign banksto purchase
50% control. The London Independent’ s banner headline on
Sept. 22 read, “ America puts Iraq up for sale.”

Though one senior U.S. occupation official said of the
Dubai announcements, “Thisis the law. Thisisdone. . . it
was al signed yesterday,” it is actualy in defiance of that
body of international law which Kofi Annan was defending.
AsEIRdocumentedinits Aug. 29 issue, an occupying power
has no right to establish any institutions of this type, nor to
dispose of the country’s economy or its natural resources. If
thereisto be any hopefor Iraqto recover its sovereignty, this
regime of illegality established by the occupying power must
be stopped. This requires both a shift to reality-orientationin
theBush Administration, to givean actually predominant role
to the UN now, beforeit becomestoo late.
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Israeli Pilots Refuse
Occupation Orders

by Dean Andromidas

Twenty-seven Israeli pilots have signed a letter refusing to
serve combat missionsin the Israeli occupied territories. Al-
though over 500 Isradli reserve Army soldiers have signed a
similar letter since early 2002, the signatoriesof thisletter are
all officers, including abrigadier general and two lieutenant-
colonels, making it without precedent in Isragl’ s history.

The pilots' act of courage sends a powerful message to
the Isragli public, and to the military establishment of the
Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) at the very moment Israel Prime
Minister Ariel Sharon threatens to escalate the Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict through the assassination of Palestinian Presi-
dent Y asser Arafat, and/or through relaunching massive mili-
tary operationsincluding abloody invasion of the Gaza Strip.

Theletter, sent to Isragli Air Force commander Mgj. Gen.
Dan Halutz and publicized inthe Sept. 25 edition of Ha’ aretz,
declared, “We, both veteran and active pilots, who serve the
state of Israel, are opposed to carrying outillegal andimmoral
orderstoattack, of thetypelsrael carriesoutintheterritories.”
The letter also declares their refusal to transport IDF troops
on missions into and out of occupied Palestinian territories,
or to provideair support for combat troopsinthoseareas. The
letter concludes, “We, for whom the IDF and the Air Force
areanintegral part of our being; who were brought up tolove
Israel and to contribute to the Zionist ideal, cannot take part
inthe operationsin the center of populated civilian areas; and
[we] refuse to endanger innocent Palestinian civilians. . . .
The continued occupation is critically harming the country’s
security.”

Includes Air Force sLeading Pilots

Among the signatories was reserve Brig. Gen. Yiftah
Spector, who is one of the most famous pilots in the Isragli
Air Force. Although no longer in the activereserves, Genera
Spector is the number-two ace in the Air Force's history,
having shot down 15 enemy aircraft in various Israel-Arab
wars. Certainly no peacenik, he reportedly was involved in
the bombing of thelragi nuclear reactor in 1981. Nonetheless
Spector, like dain Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin, has come
to the conviction that if Isragl is to survive as a democratic
and Zionist state, it must support the formation of a Palestin-
ian state.

A senior Israeli military source, now in the peace move-
ment, told EIR that this letter was the “most interesting and
important development in along time.” Israeli pilotsin the
past, on an individual basis, have refused to carry out orders
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