who now heads the International Crisis Group, fully backed
French Foreign Minister Kouchner’s criminal threat, brag-
ging that he had been one of the authors of the “responsibility
to protect” clause. Evans, also writing in the Guardian, said
that, although the clause was intended to stop genocide by
criminal regimes, the Myanmar regime was “denying relief to
hundreds of thousands of people at real and immediate threat
of death,” justifying an invasion.

¢ Ivo Daalder of the Brookings Institution, a leading for-
eign policy advisor to Barack Obama, wrote that the UN must
“demand that the Burmese government accept the offers of
international relief supplies and personnel, without interfer-
ence, and allow the UN to take charge of the humanitarian
mission,” or face coercive action.

* Time magazine of May 10 published an article titled: “Is
it Time to Invade Burma?” answering in the affirmative. “If
we let them get away with murder,” writes author Romesh
Ratnesar, “we may set a very dangerous precedent.”

 Jan Egeland, former UN emergency relief coordinator,
accused Myanmar’s government of “murder.”

e Shawn Crispin, a journalist for various Dow Jones pub-
lications in Asia, and a graduate of Johns Hopkins School of
Advanced International Studies (SAIS), where neocon war-
monger Paul Wolfowitz once lectured on his views for impos-
ing “democracy’ through military means, sounded very much
like Wolfowitz before the Iraq invasion, in an article for Asia
Times. Crispin argued that the Myanmar population would
“warmly welcome a U.S.-led humanitarian intervention,” and
that the military would “defect en masse rather than confront
U.S. troops.” Bush could “burnish his foreigh policy legacy,”
Crispin proposed, by using such a preemptive war “for the
good” against Myanmar.

The Reality

None of those arguing for war could have been unaware
of the reality on the ground, despite massive lying in all the
Western news media, but rather chose to ignore the extensive
evidence provided by competent sources who were, in fact,
actively engaged in the humanitarian effort within Myanmar.
For example, the Red Cross has been publicly reporting on the
extensive aid reaching the victims of the cyclone, despite hor-
rendous logistical problems due to the collapse of the feeble
infrastructure that existed before the storm. Red Cross spokes-
man Joe Lowry told Bloomberg on May 10, one week after
the cyclone, that 11 planeloads of Red Cross supplies were in
the country, or on the way, in addition to the aid from Myan-
mar’s neighbors. He said that the Myanmar Red Cross had
mobilized “thousands of volunteers” to help in the distribu-
tion. “I don’t want to say that we haven’t had difficulties,” he
said, “but we don’t do our negotiations in public. I think we’ve
been helped by being a neutral organization with no agenda
except providing aid.”

World Vision Australia head Tim Costello, who was in
Yangon within a few days of the storm, told Australia’s ABC
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News that, “The impression that no aid is getting through is
wrong. We are actually getting aid to some of the most far-
flung areas.”

The World Health Organization (WHO) told the New York
TImes May 14 that its medical supplies were arriving in the
country normally, without being diverted or siphoned off, and
that deliveries were reaching the hardest hit locations. There
were no reports of outbreaks of malaria or dengue fever as of
yet, although this remains a great danger.

Refugees International head Joel Charney told NPR News
on May 6, three days after the cyclone: “There are ten UN
agencies working in Myanmar, and 48 relief and humanitari-
an groups already in place. Outsiders underestimate the num-
ber of agencies there, and the scope of their programs. There
is international work going on now in almost all of the coun-
try.”

In other words, the world can survive without the Anglo-
Americans running things. On the other hand, the U.S. heli-
copters and other military capacities would obviously be of
great assistance—and now that the saner elements in Wash-
ington have rejected the British-colonial “regime change”
rhetoric, perhaps they can begin to be of help.

New Southwest Asia
War Drive Stymied
by Dean Andromidas

The British attempt to transform the ongoing Lebanon politi-
cal crisis into a sectarian civil war that would have ignited a
regional conflagration with global strategic consequences,
has, for the moment, been stymied, by what Lyndon La-
Rouche has described as a “strategic asymmetric” effort by
leading Asian nations, with backing from some U.S. patriotic
factions.

The aborted operation was clearly “made in Britain.” Se-
nior intelligence sources pointed to forces in Saudi Arabia
and deep in that country’s “Wahabi clerical establishment” as
having been key to the operation. These forces were acting to
widen the sectarian divide between Saudi-backed majority
Sunni Muslims throughout the region and Shia Muslims in
Lebanon, Iraq, and Iran. This points directly to the key British
intelligence asset, Saudi Prince Bandar bin Sultan, who, over
decades, has received hundreds of millions of dollars from the
British defense contractor BAE, for the purpose of running
dirty operations throughout the region. While Prince Bandar
has been widely associated with the Bush family, and with the
U.S.A,, through his quarter-century tenure as ambassador to
the United States, EIR’s 2007 probe of the BAE “Al Yama-
mah” scandal revealed that Bandar has been a lifelong asset of
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White House/Eric Draper
Saudi Prince Bandar bin-Sultan has, over decades, received hundreds of
millions of dollars from the British defense contractor BAE, to finance dirty
operations throughout the region. Bandar has been widely associated with the
Bush family; he is shown here with President Bush at the Crawford Ranch, in
August 2002.

British imperial intelligence services, a fact clearly acknowl-
edged in the Prince’s own 2007 authorized biography.

Through the beginning of May, according to U.S., South-
west Asian, and European sources, a dialogue had been taking
place, between the Lebanese government coalition led by An-
glo-Saudi agent Saad Hariri, and the opposition led by Hez-
bollah, Amal, and Michel Aoun’s Free Patriotic Movement.
Then Saad Hariri, who holds dual Saudi and Lebanese citi-
zenship, returned from a two-month stay in Saudi Arabia,
where he runs his multi-billion-dollar Saudi-backed business
empire. During his stay in the kingdom, British tool Vice
President Dick Cheney was in the Saudi capital, while on a
tour pushing his war schemes against Iran, and Iran’s purport-
ed “surrogates,” Hezbollah and Hamas.

Within days of Saad’s return to Lebanon, the government
coalition began a series of provocations against Hezbollah,
painting it as a sectarian militia, backed by Iran and Syria, as
a pretext to internationalize the crisis. Virtually overnight, co-
alition leaders like Druze chief Walid Jumblatt, went from di-
alogue to vitriolic attacks on Hezbollah. The Saudi-financed
Mufti of Lebanon, Sheikh Al-Kabani, issued an vitriolic at-
tack on Hezbollah. which, in the Lebanese context, is simply
a provocation for violence. The government then issued an
order to Hezbollah to close down its telecommunications net-
work, and dismissed Beirut International Airport security di-
rector Gen. Wafiq Shoukair, falsely claiming that he was
linked to Hezbollah. The two moves broke an all-party agree-
ment not to change the political status quo until the impasse
over the election of a new President was resolved, and was
seen by Hezbollah as a “declaration of war.”
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Civil Disobedience Campaign

In response to these provocations, the opposition,
including Hezbollah, initiated a civil disobedience
campaign, which was joined by the country’s leading
trade union federation, which linked the protest to de-
mands for relief from spiraling food prices and infla-
tion.

The same intelligence sources revealed that the
Hariri-backed gunmen were deployed into the streets
of Beirut, provoking gun battles against Amal and
Hezbollah. The international news media played their
assigned role, depicting the violence as an Iranian-
and Syrian-backed Hezbollah takeover of Beirut. In
reality, the Hezbollah moved in self defense, rounded
up Hariri’s gunmen, and turned them over to the
Army.

Saudi-financed militias loyal to Hariri, unable to
garner any support from the wider Sunni community,
collapsed in the face of the well organized opposition.
Meanwhile, the Christian community, even those loy-
al to the ruling coalition, refused to support Hariri’s
putsch. Moreover, the Lebanese Army, which repre-
sents all sectarian factions, stayed neutral. Significant-
ly, the U.S.-financed and -trained Internal Security
Forces also remained neutral. The wild claims that Hezbollah
had “occupied” and laid siege to Beirut, bore no relationship
to reality, as the Army moved to take control after Hariri’s pri-
vate militia collapsed.

Within 48 hours, the balance of forces dramatically shift-
ed, with the ruling coalition almost hopelessly discredited.
Hariri found himself without a militia and clearly exposed as
an agent of the London-Saudi plot to destabilize the country.
Jumblatt, the anti-Syrian firebrand, found his leadership of the
Druze community successfully challenged by his rival Talal
Arselan, who is aligned with the opposition, and the hapless
Prime Minister Fouad Siniora, after expressing a desire to re-
sign, was convinced to hang on by the U.S. State Department.

Meanwhile, a hastily called meeting of the Arab League
found itself deeply divided between one group, led by Saudi
Arabia, and another by Syria. According to almanar.com.lb,
Saudi Foreign Minister Saud Al Faisal launched a wild attack
on Iran and Hezbollah calling for the Arab countries to send
troops to Lebanon. This was countered by Syrian Ambassador
Yussuf Ahmed, who accused Faisal of seeking to mobilize the
Arab world to save the Hariri ally, the universally despised
Lebanese Forces chief Samir Geagea. Ahmed added, “Do you
want to impose your conception, and tell us that Iran is the en-
emy, not Israel, that is killing children on a daily basis? You
want to impose on us that Iran is the enemy—this country that
has always stood by our causes.”

Rather than send troops, the Arab League sent a delega-
tion, led by Arab League Secretary General Amir Moussa and
Qatari Premier and Foreign Minister Sheikh Hamad Bin Jas-
sem al-Thani, which included the foreign ministers of Alge-
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ria, Djibouti, Jordan, Morocco, the U.A.E.,
and Yemen. After meeting all parties, the
delegation managed to broker a deal in
which the government rescinded the two
actions against Hezbollah’s telecommuni-
cations network and the dismissal of Gen-
eral Shoukair. In return, the opposition
lifted its siege of the airport, and talks be-
tween the government and opposition are
scheduled to take place in Doha, Qatar,
under the sponsorship of Sheikh Hamad
Bin Jassem al-Thani.

Barring outside pressure from either
London or Washington, the talks could
break the impasse over the election of cur-
rent Army chief Gen. Michel Suleiman to
the Presidency. This would require the
government to recognize opposition de-
mands for the formation of a unity gov-
ernment.

No Consensus for War

The most likely reason for the collapse
of the BAE-directed Beirut putsch was the
fact that, outside of London and the neoconservatives gath-
ered around Cheney, there is absolutely no will for a new war
in the region.

The only internal force involved was an ad hoc group
called “Friends of Lebanon”—the U.S.A., France, Britain,
Spain, Italy, Germany, Saudi Arabia, the U.A.E., Egypt,
Jordan, Kuwait, Qatar, the UN, the Arab League, and the
Council of Europe—which was formed on the sidelines of the
international meeting on Iraq, held in Kuwait at the end of
April, under chairmanship of French Foreign Minister Ber-
nard Kouchner. Their response to the crisis was nothing more
muscular than a conference call and a statement calling for
end to the violence, and the election of a new Lebanese Presi-
dent, without conditions.

President George W. Bush issued a statement on May 12
attacking Hezbollah, Syria, and Iran as responsible for the
Lebanese crisis, and declaring that the United States will con-
tinue to support Siniora and the Lebanese Army. On May 14,
chief of the U.S. Central Command, Army Lt. Gen. Martin
Dempsey, was in Lebanon, where he met Suleiman and the
Lebanese defense minister.

Reflecting the broad consensus that the Bush Administra-
tion’s policy is bankrupt, the Washington-based Center for
Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), in its Middle East
Newsletter, published a scathing critique of the Administra-
tion’s policy. Released on May 14, by its Middle East program
director Jon Alterman, it reviewed the list of U.S. policy fail-
ures in the region, including Iraq, Arab-Israeli peace talks,
Lebanon, Syria, Iran, etc., noting that “virtually all these prob-
lems are worsening as the administration prepares to leave
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office. ... Indeed, things in the Middle East
have gotten so perilous that Iraq is begin-
ning to look like a possible bright
spot....”

Countering the Administration’s failed
Middle East policy, is the growing consen-
sus in Washington and Israel, around the
need to begin a Syrian-Israeli peace pro-
cess as key to shifting the region from end-
less war to one of resolving all the regional
conflicts. Lyndon LaRouche has supported
calls from Syrian and Israeli leaders for
such talks.

The Carter Peace Initiative

Damascus has played host to a number
of influential American policymakers, in-
cluding a Rand Corporation delegation led
by former National Security Advisor (to
President Jimmy Carter) Zbigniew Brzez-
inski, earlier this year. More significant,
was the April visit, by former President
Carter himself, who met with Syrian Pres-
ident Assad and leaders of the Palestinian
Hamas movement. Carter’s peace initiative (see EIR, May 2,
2008), praised by LaRouche as an important contriubtion to
the war-avoidance effort, highlighted Syria’s potential role, as
key to resolving all the conflicts in the region, especially in the
context of a Syrian-Israel peace process.

The impotence of the Bush Administration’s policy was
highlighted, when Bush’s appearance at Israel’s 60th anniver-
sary celebrations, was welcomed by a Grad Katyusha rocket
fired from Gaza into the middle of Ashkelon, over nine miles
away. Ninety people were injured, four seriously. For the Is-
raelis who were wounded in the attack, Bush’s promise to
eternally defend Israel rang hollow.

While the British-orchestrated attempt to blow up Leba-
non has been aborted, British intentions have not. The Saudi-
backed Al Hayat newspaper has published threats by leaders
of the terrorist group Fatah al-Islami, of revenge on those
“bowing the heads of the Sunni in Beirut,” with “bloodshed.”
EIR has documented (see the June 22, 2007 issue, “Who or
What Is Fatah al-Islami”) that this group is financed out of
Saudi Arabia and is comprised mostly of non-Lebanese. Fatah
al-Islami, which is linked to Saab Hariri, was activated last
year, to launch attacks against Hezbollah. But the operation
backfired when the group, basing itself in a Palestinain refu-
gee camp in the north of the country, carried out attacks against
the Lebanese Army. The conflict lasted several weeks, left
169 soldiers dead, and further consolidated strategic coopera-
tion between the Lebanese Army and Hezbollah, a coopera-
tion that proved key, this month, in foiling London’s plans to
blow up the entire region, as part of its global “Hundred Years
War” drive.

UN/Ryan Brown
Former President Jimmy Carter’s recent
Mideast peace initiative was praised by
Lyndon LaRouche as an important
contribution to the war-avoidance

effort.
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