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FOREWORD

The various articles and reviews assembled for thisissue are areflection of the diver-
sity within Third World studies. It includes articles featuring an alternative view of weap-
ons of mass destruction, a comparison of Gandhi and King, and an assessment of South
Africa'stransition to democracy.

The opening article is Michael J. Siler’s “The Globa Weapons of Mass Destruction
Threat: A Counter-Argument to the Western Interdisciplinary Viewpoint,” which is nothing
less than a Kuhnian “paradigm” shift within the Western debate on global nonproliferation
policy. At atimewhen policy makers use certain mental models or maps that allow themto
organize and interpret information in ways that absolutely prohibit the rational justification
of the acquisition of nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities by Third World states, Siler
tilts the traditional Western paradigm on its head by proposing the question of whether itis
in the national security interests of some Third World states to acquire such weapons and
capabilities, given the resistance of the nuclear weapons states to protect them against a
nuclear or WMD attack from some belligerent. As Siler notes, the cost to major Third World
states linking proliferation with their long-term national security interests may be severe,
giventhat U.S. national security decision-makers have proposed using not only diplomatic,
but also military means to ensure that the acquisition does not take place.

In “Gandhi and King: A Comparison,” Michael J. Nojeim sets the stage for the oft
made claim that Mohandas K. Gandhi and Martin Luther King, Jr., were the greatest advo-
cates and practitioners of nonviolent resistance in the twentieth century. By delving into the
lives of these two proponents of social change, Nojeim’s article contributes to a fuller un-
derstanding of the lives and works of Gandhi and King's by comparing them as activists
committed to nonviolence, as leaders, as religious devotees, as men, and as heroes. The
article ends with a brief analysis of Gandhi and King'slegacy in their respective countries.
Although Gandhi and King's nonviolent visions do not dominate Indian and American so-
ciety in the twenty-first century, their example and influence permeate these societies, as
well astherest of the world.

In“Miracle or Model? South Africa's Transition to Democracy,” David T. Jervis takes
issue with the view that South Africa’stransition to democracy was simply amiracle. If the
“miraclethesis’ holdstrue, then thereisno need to learn from it in order to apply itstruths
to similar situationsin Africaand elsewhere. On the other hand, if South Africa’stransition
wasless of amiracle and more aresult of certain practices, then itstransition could serve as
amodel for similar situations. Jervis considers the extent to which the transition should be
considered as aone-of-a-kind miracle or asamodel for other cases. He concludesthat there
were elements of both the miraculous and practice derived from theory, and that both were
crucia to South Africa stransition. Although thistransition would not have been successful
without anumber fortuitous events and circumstances, those eventsand circumstances were
fortuitous largely dueto how the transition process was designed by the participants. Jervis
isunwavering in his claim that South Africa’'s emergence as a peaceful, multiracial democ-
racy should be considered as both a miracle and a model.

Thisissueincludesreview essays by Jonathan Benjamin-Alvarado and Richard R. Super.
Benjamin-Alvarado reviews Jorge Dominguez, Omar Everleny PéreeVillanueva, and Lorena
Barberia’'s new book The Cuban Economy at the Start of the Twenty-First Century (Harvard
University Press, 2005) and Max Azicri and Elsie Deal’s Cuban Socialismin a New Cen-
tury: Adversity, Survival, and Renewal (University Press of Florida, 2004). Super reviews
Steve J. Stern’s Remembering Pinochet’s Chile: On the Eve of London, 1998 (Duke Univer-
sity Press, 2004) and Victims of the Chilean Miracle: Workers and Neoliberalism in the
Pinochet Era, 1973-2002 (Duke University Press, 2004) edited by Peter Winn. The Book
Review section concludesthisissuewith fivereviews. Paul A. Williamsreviews Tim Couzens
Murder at Morija (Random House, 2003); David T. JervisreviewsWitney W. Schneidman’s
Engaging Africa: Washington and the Fall of Portugal’s Colonial Empire (University Press
of America, 2004); Ann R. Tickamyer reviews Vinson H. Sutlive Jr.’s Female and Malein
Borneo: Contributions and Challenges to Gender Sudies (The Borneo Research Council,
1991); Cynthia Cook reviews Charles Zenner’s Culture and the Question of Rights. For-
ests, Coasts, and Seas in Southeast Asia (Duke University Press, 2002); Teresa Trumbly
Lamsam reviews the United Nations' The State of the World Cities 2004/2005 (Earthscan,



2004); Owen G. Mordaunt reviews John L. Daly’s Training in Devel oping Nations: AHand-
book for Expatriates (M.E. Sharp, 2005); Melanie Lewandowski reviewsNigel Eltringham’s
Accounting for Horror: Post-Genocide Debatesin Rwanda (Pluto Press, 2004); and Ghaleb
Darabyareviews John Quigley’s The Case for Palestine: An International Law Perspective
(Duke University Press, 2005).

The editoria staff of the Journal invites you to continue manuscript submissions for
consideration in future issues. As aways, the ITWSI&R is a refereed publication and is
open to articles and book reviews addressing any aspect of Third World studies. Articles
examining the concept of the Third World are equally solicited. In addition, future issues
will include reviews of films, tranglations, book notes, discussion notes, and interviews.
Submissions should be mailed to the address printed in the Information for Contributors
section of thisissue.

In an attempt to make the journal more readily accessible, the editors have offered an
on-line version of the journal. Whether the journal movesto an on-line only format will be
gauged by the success of this experiment.

The contents of the last four volumes and the Information for Contributors can be
found on the journal’s website at http://wwww.unomaha.edu/itwsjr. The journal’s homepage
is maintained by the Department of Philosophy and Religion at http://www.unomaha.edu/
wwwphrel. For information on the upcoming Global Studies Conference at the University
of Nebraska at Omaha, go to http://mww.unomaha.edu/wor ld/twsc/.

—Rory J. Conces
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ing economics, history, literature, philosophy, religion, political science, anthropology, envi-
ronmental studies, and public health.

Articles and book reviews intended for publication should be sent to Dr. Rory J. Conces,
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International Third World Sudies Journal and Review, Department of Philosophy and Reli-
gion, University of Nebraskaat Omaha, Omaha, NE 68182-0265. (402) 554-2947. FAX: (402)
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The University of Nebraska at Omaha is pleased to announce the 29th Annual
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Anne Ludwig
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International Programs

University of Nebraska at Omaha

Omaha, NE 68182-0259

(402) 554-2293

Fax: (402) 554-0259

Individuals may subscribe at a one-year rate of US $20.00. I nstitutions may sub-
scribe at aone-year rate of US $30.00. Add the appropriate postage for Foreign Surface
Mail or Airmail for subscriptions outside the United States. Some back issues are also
available at reduced prices.

All correspondence regarding subscriptions and back issues should be addressed to:
Dr. Rory J. Conces, Editor

International Third World Studies Journal and Review

Department of Philosophy and Religion

University of Nebraska at Omaha

Omaha, NE 68182-0265

Office: (402) 554-2947
Fax: (402) 554-3296
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TheGlobal Weaponsof MassDestruction Threat: A Counter-
Argument to the Western Interdisciplinary Viewpoint

Michadl J. Siler

Department of Political Science, California State University, LosAngeles, CA 90052-4226

I ntroduction

In the first decade of the twenty-first century, the two-
tier international security system has formally legitimized
the possession of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) in the hands of the five nuclear weap-
ons states (i.e., the United States, France, Britain, the
Peoples' Republic of China, and the Russian Federation).!
The strategic political problem in the increasingly tense re-
lationship between the nuclear have states and the nuclear
have-not states is that the international security system is
inherently unfair and structurally unegual . On the one hand,
the obligations of the nuclear have-not states to abide by
international and regional nonproliferation treatiesand safe-
guard regimes continue in full legal force.? On the other
hand, the nucl ear weapons states continueto modernizetheir
strategic nuclear weaponsand WM D capabilities (whilethe
United States pursues a grand strategy that includes the
militarization of space, building a national missile defense
system, devel oping mini-nuke [and bunker-buster] systems,
and improving related advanced nuclear, WMD and ballis-
tic weapons systems). The long-standing historical accusa-
tions of discrimination against the legitimate national secu-
rity needs of the nuclear have-not states are embedded in
these international security realities.

In this context, the dominant Western debate on global
proliferation policy has not fully investigated an important
theoretical question: Is it in the national security interests
of some major Third World states to acquire nuclear weap-
ons and WMD capabilities, given the resistance of the
nuclear weapons states to protecting them against a poten-
tial nuclear or WMD attack from arogue Third World state,
a global terrorist group, or in certain counter-instrumental
scenarios, from a “crazy” nuclear weapons state? While
the global proliferation system has different driversin the
various ThirdWorld regions(i.e., Northeast Asia, SouthAsia,
the Middle East, Latin America, and Sub-Saharan Africa),
an important minority of major Third World states remain
focused on advancing their supreme interests under (andin
some casesin spite of) the current international and regional
nonproliferation enforcement protocolsand safeguardstreaty
regime(s).*

Thisnonproliferation research study positsthat thelim-
ited negative (and positive) security assurances extended
by the nuclear weapons states (combined with their collec-
tive unwillingness to significantly reduce their impressive
strategic nuclear weapon inventories towards the goal of

real nuclear disarmament) to the nuclear have-not statesare
not very reliable. Because of this and other negative inter-
national security conditions, the unintended policy conse-
guenceisthat somemajor Third World states have increased
strategic political incentive(s) to acquire nuclear weapons
and WMD capabilities in order to secure their long-term
security interests and protect their national sovereignty.

However, this global nuclear security argument does
not have a sympathetic voice in the U.S. and Western non-
proliferation and security literaturesor among U.S. national
security decision-makers. In the post-September 11" envi-
ronment, U.S. defense neo-conservatives and defense con-
servatives aswell argue that major Third World states with
or seeking nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities must be
disarmed, diplomatically if possible, or with overwhelming
military force if necessary.® The U.S. and Western nonpro-
liferation and security literatures are not overly sensitive to
the alternative viewpoint that some (but not all) major Third
World states may acquire nuclear weapons and WMD ca-
pabilities for legitimate (and not illegitimate) national se-
curity reasons.®

For that matter, some major Third World states may
acquire nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities not to di-
rectly or indirectly threaten U.S. or Western security inter-
ests, but to secure their supreme national interests and sov-
ereignty. Moreover, the Western nonproliferation literature
is biased in understanding why nuclear have-not states do
or do not acquire nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities
and in overestimating the nuclear weapons and WMD ca
pabilities of nuclear have-not states.”

Currently, U.S. political leadership and national secu-
rity decision-makers promote counter-proliferation strategy
and pre-emptive offensive strikes, to either diplomatically
disarm or win military conflicts against major Third World
states with nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities® In a
real sense, nuclear and WM D nonproliferation studies have
become asubset of counter-proliferation and anti-prolifera-
tion analysis because the Western security community (es-
pecialy in the United States) contendsthat it is both strate-
gically dangerous and morally unacceptablefor major Third
World states to possess nuclear weapons and WMD capa-
bilities.® The debate on whether democracies and non-de-
mocracieswith nuclear weaponsand WMD capabilitiesare
ethically or morally equivalent is irrelevant in the realism
universe where power capabilities define what is right and
what is wrong. In the Western security literature, it is as-
sumed that democratic states with nuclear weapons and



WMD capabilities exercise by definition a higher moral
authority in matters of war and peace and that non-demo-
cratic states with or seeking nuclear weapons and WMD
capabilities do not.x°

While these debates are compelling and organized (in-
formed by prevailing American and Western international
relations theories and international security models), they
do not satisfactorily examine the underlying political, secu-
rity and cultural dynamics driving the global proliferation
problem from Third World perspective(s).

Thisnonproaliferation policy study suggeststhat itisin
thelong-term strategic interests of major Third World states
to acquire nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities given:
1) the unreliable and limited negative (and positive) secu-
rity guarantees provided by the nuclear weapons states; 2)
the continued modernization of the nuclear weapons states’
nuclear and WMD capabilities; 3) the unwillingness of the
great powers to move towards significant levels of nuclear
disarmament as agreed to in the 1969 Nuclear Non-prolif-
eration Treaty and its continuously negotiated protocols
agreed to by the nuclear weapons states and non-nuclear
weapons states alike; and 4) the aggressive counter-prolif-
eration policies and pre-emptive military behavior of the
United States towards Irag and continued U.S. diplomatic
threats made against other major Third World stateswith or
acquiring nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities.’

The central issue examined is. do major Third World
states have an implicit strategic justification to acquire
nuclear weapons and WM D capahilities; if they do, what is
the nature of their insecurity dilemma, how are they acquir-
ing nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities, what are their
nuclear and WM D guidance doctrines, what aretheir nuclear
and WMD acquisition and deployment policies, and where
do they hide their nuclear weapons and WM D capabilities?

This study posits that nuclear and WMD thinking and
practices emerging from the Third World are conceptually
different and politically divergent from the prevailing West-
ern strategic nonproliferation and counter-proliferation
paradigm(s), the latter based on a double standard praxis
dedicated to supporting “friends’ and attacking “enemies’
with nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities or advancing
towards these very lethal capabilities. They are conceptu-
ally different in the special sense that they are historical
reactions by the weak states against the great powers' con-
tinuing discriminatory nuclear and WMD policies and un-
willingness to downgrade the high currency placed on stra-
tegic nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities as a central
attribute of national and international power. The political
examination of the global nuclear weaponsand WMD threat
from astrictly U.S. and Western security perspectiveisin-
correct. These prevailing Western security perspectives
downplay divergent global (and regional) nuclear weapons
and WMD trends, in effect invalidating non-Western non-
proliferation thinking and practices.’®

By way of organization, Section 1 examinesthe politi-
cal originsof the Third World’'sresistance to global nonpro-
liferation treaties and safeguards regimes. Section 2 dis-

Sler

cusses the complex insecurity dilemma faced by some ma-
jor Third World states as it relates to the nuclear weapons
and WMD issue. Section 3 examines the central elements
of theglobal proliferation threat within the diversified Third
World framework. Section 4 outlinesthe directionsin nuclear
weapons and WMD acquisition and deployment practices
inthe Third World. Section 5 explores various nuclear weap-
ons and WMD concealment practices in the Third World.
The nonproliferation policy study concludeswith some ob-
servations on proliferation and non-proliferation transfor-
mations and trends occurring throughout the international
security system.

TheWhysof Third World
Resistanceto | nter national
Nonproliferation Treaties and
Safeguard Regimes

Major Third World states are caught between two pow-
erful international forces, the counter-proliferation and pre-
emptive-minded United States and the nonproliferation dedi-
cated four nuclear weapons states. The political tensions
between the nuclear weapons states and some major Third
World states are complicated by the former bloc's prefer-
encefor strictly enforcing their non-nuclear and non-WMD
objectivesthrough crippling palitical, diplomatic, economic,
financial, trade, and military sanctions.** Under these un-
equal policy conditions, the widening division between the
nuclear have states and the nuclear have-not states has be-
come an important and divisive driver in increasing both
the intensity and lethality of the global proliferation threat.
The compelling resistance of some major Third World states
to the prevailing American and Western-driven nuclear and
WMD nonproliferation treaties and safeguard regimes are
deeply embedded in this historically unequal and unjust re-
lationship; and it is the long-term strategic military basis
for the proliferation threat to international stability and
peace.’® This relationship has created a symbolic (but tem-
porary) rift between nuclear and WM D-capable mgjor Third
World states and non-nuclear and non-WMD major Third
World states in arriving at an agreed consensus on the fu-
ture relevance of international and regional nonprolifera-
tion treaties and safeguard regimesin light of the emerging
counter-proliferation strategy and the pre-emptive military
threat postures by the United States to use massive military
force (as it aready hasin Iraq), if necessary, against “en-
emy” magjor Third World states and enemy non-Third World
states with nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities, or ad-
vancing to acquire those globally and regionally destruc-
tive capabilities.’®

Politically, Iraq, Syria, Libya, Brazil, Egypt, Taiwan,
India, Pakistan, Argentina, Iran, and North Korea have tra-
ditionally complained that the cold war and post-cold war
nonproliferation treaties and safeguard regimes are unfair
to the non-nuclear weapons states. They have argued that
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current international and regional nonproliferation treaties
and safeguard regimes are discriminatory and benefits the
nuclear weapons statesand their “friends’ (i.e., magjor Third
World and non-Third World states that have nuclear weap-
onsand WM D capabilities not subject to the constant inter-
national recriminationsor negative sanctionsdueto alliance
commitments).r” They posit that the permanent division of
theinternational security community into nuclear-have states
and nuclear have-not statesinvitesinstability leading to sys-
temic disorder.®

These states have refused to follow the dictates of the
international community in strict adherence to these global
and regional nonproliferation treaties and saf eguard regimes
with the notabl e recent exception of Libya, who has decided
to forego advancing the development of its embryonic
nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities in exchange for
normal diplomatic, political, economic, financial and trad-
ing relations with the United States and the international
community.’® In this context, India and Pakistan have be-
come “unofficial members’ of the Club of Five, and they
have decided to seek strategic political relations with the
United States while modernizing their growing nuclear
weapons and WMD stockpiles.?®

In the first instance, some major Third World states
(North Korea and to a lesser extent, Iran) are secretly ac-
quiring accessto or indigenously devel oping nuclear weap-
ons and WMD capabilities, even at the risk of being shut
out of theinternational political economy and foregoing the
alleged benefits of positive (or friendly) relations with the
United States and the nuclear weapons states.? At a deeper
political level, their palitical behavior suggeststhat they will
not entrust their supreme national security interests to the
five nuclear weapons states or to the UN Security Council
(including Pakistan and India and to a lesser extent South
Korea), inthe event of amajor escalation or crisis affecting
their national independence.

Inthe second instance, amgjority of Third World states
are compromised by their low power status in the interna-
tional security system. They are compelled (especially tar-
geted are the non-nuclear weapons states with nuclear and
WMD potential) to adhereto international and regional non-
proliferation treaties and safeguard regimes by the nuclear
weapons states’ threat(s) of negative sanctions or military
force, led by the United States.?? These states have entered
the twenty-first century in an extremely vulnerable national
security position, while the rapid expansion and modern-
ization of the nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities by
the nuclear weapons states continues in full force. Under
any normal national security scenario, if amajor Third World
state is attacked by a rogue Third World state or a global
terrorist organization with nuclear weapons or WMD capa-
bilities (or even by an advanced nuclear weapons state like
the United States), they must either wait for the UN Secu-
rity Council to act, or they must plea to the five nuclear
weapons statesto interveneto save what isleft of their state
and society.?

It is highly unlikely that the UN Security Council or
the nuclear weapons states will come to their rescue in a
time-sensitive manner (if at all), resulting in either their
partial devastation or their annihilation as sovereign states.
The security benefits alleged to be part of the NPT bargain
for major Third World states are not sufficient in and of
themselves to provide minimum deterrence structures for
national defense.* Presently, non-nuclear weapons states
must depend on therationality of an enemy not to use nuclear
weapons or WMD capabilities, avery dangerous and high-
risk national security planning scenario with possibly fatal
national conseguences. Moreover, major Third World states
reliance on arms control mechanisms to prevent an enemy
nuclear and/or WMD attack is also not dependable.® In the
first case, if we assume that some nuclear and WMD-ca
pable Third World states are rational unitary decision-mak-
ers, their decision not to acquire nuclear weaponsand WMD
capabilities cannot continue indefinitely, without a signifi-
cant degradation in the high level s of threat emanating from
the international and regional security environment. The
critical assumption hereisthat they will ignore aslong asit
istolerabletheinsecurity dilemmathat the majority of Third
World states face in the first decade of the twenty-first cen-
tury.%

Inthe second case, if we assume that some nuclear and
WMD-capable Third World states are counter-rational or
“crazy” decision-makers (as implied in the U.S. counter-
proliferation and non-proliferation security literatures), their
historical decision not to acquire nuclear weaponsand WMD
capabilities will be of short time duration in order to mest
the high levels of threat coming from international and re-
gional security environmentswith survivable minimum de-
terrent forces. The critical assumption hereisthat they will
address the insecurity dilemma they face by acquiring
nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities.? In either case,
the national policy decision to acquire nuclear weaponsand
WMD capabilities will (can) occur under conditions of ra-
tionality or counter-rationality, even if it goes against the
direct national security interests of the United States, the
great powers, and powerful regiona enemies.

I nsecurity Dilemmas Faced by
Major Third World States

Thetheoretical development of anew national security
model in the nuclear and WMD proliferation domain(s) for
major Third World states has not occurred yet, in regardsto
addressing their special insecurity reguirements (and secu-
rity) needs in the first decade of the twenty-first century.?®
The nuclear insecurity dilemma facing major Third World
states is quite compelling: they must either depend on the
positive security assurances offered by the nuclear weap-
ons states or offered by the UN Security Council to suc-
cessfully deter a nuclear or WMD attack from a nuclear



weapons state, a powerful regiona enemy, a sophisticated
global terrorist organization or acapableinsurgent non-coun-
try group, or they must develop their own nuclear weapons
and WMD capabilities to secure their national defense and
permanent interests.?®

Historically, major Third World states' dependency on
conventiona military instruments—even at the higher end
of the military technological spectrum—cannot guarantee
them a minimum deterrence posture or for that matter, a
positivewar-fighting positionin theinternational or regional
threat environments of the future. The meaning of deter-
rence for major Third World states parallels in a sense the
intellectual and philosophical debate in the U.S. strategic
security literature on what deterrence means for the United
States in the post-cold war threat environment.*

Higher-end conventional military instruments are in-
sufficient to deter or delay adetermined attack by an enemy
armed with nuclear weapons and/or WMD capabilities.
However, higher end conventional military instruments al-
lied with nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities provide a
sufficient minimum deterrence. There are two central mili-
tary defense positions that major Third World states must
consider in determining whether they will acquire nuclear
weapons and WMD capabilities, assuming they have the
available human, financial, and technol ogical resources: the
lessisbetter nuclear rule and themoreisbetter nuclear rule.

Lessis Better Nuclear and WMD
Thinking

Inthefirst case, “lessisbetter nuclear and WMD think-
ing” dominatesinthe Third World. Magjor Third World states
that purposely forego nuclear weapons and WMD  capa-
bilities have concluded that their supreme national security
interests must take a back seat to the political, economic,
trading, financial, and technological exchange benefits of
having harmonious diplomatic relations with the nuclear
weapons states, especially with the United States.*

It is a precarious security position to be locked into,
sincethe United States and the nuclear weapons states have
not traditionally shown adedicated willingnessto intervene
to protect major Third World states from external aggres-
sion, let aone from a potential nuclear and WMD attack
from states with dedicated nuclear weapons and WMD ca-
pabilities. The real deficit of security assurances for this
category of major Third World states (except those coming
from the UN Security Council, which is controlled by the
nuclear weapons states’ discriminatory voting regime) isnot
reassuring. While the mgjority of Third World states sup-
port the international and regional nonproliferation treaties
and safeguard regimes (i.e., the Nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty, International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards, the
Comprehensive Test Ban Accord, the Chemical Weapons
Convention, the Biological Warfare Convention, and rel ated
nonproliferation and WMD treaties and saf eguard regimes),
their long-term national security interests are profoundly
threatened by the current modernization of strategic nuclear
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weapons and WMD capabilities by the nuclear weapons
states, as well as the near-total absence of security guaran-
tees (positive or negative) from them.=

The pursuit of self-help by major Third World states
and the security benefits it brings has been stifled because
of the absence of security guarantees (and confidence-build-
ing measures) from the nuclear weapons powers. Notwith-
standing the fact that the 1970 NPT was supposeto provide
definite“ security benefits’ to the non-nucl ear weapons states
in the Third World, the post-September 11th international
and regional threat environments have degraded those “se-
curity benefits” because of the new U.S. strategic
counterproliferation policy with its pre-emptive military
option(s), which theoretically and practically threatens the
sovereignty and interests of major Third World states.

Nonethel ess, most major Third World states have opted
to rely on the unreliable promises of the nuclear weapons
states and/or the UN Security Council to come to their na-
tional defense, if anuclear-armed and WM D-armed adver-
sary attacks their homelands. They have decided to “for-
get” the minimum deterrence option and secure the positive
political and economic benefits of nuclear and WMD non-
proliferation cooperation with the nuclear weapons states.
However, these strategic political decisionsmay well betem-
porary decision phenomena in the Third World, especially
for those states who have the domestic capacity to produce
nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities and who face le-
gitimate global and regional security threats (i.e., Brazil,
Iran, South Korea, Syria, Saudi Arabia, Taiwan, and Egypt,
and at the first world level, Japan and Germany).

In this context, the U.S. pre-emptive offensive strategy
with its accompanying massive military strike at the Iragi
homeland in March 2003 clearly signaled to the Third World
the real strategic value of a minimum deterrence posture
(witness North Korea and potentially Iran).3* The political
conseguences of the Bush administration’s counter-prolif-
eration strategy may in al likelihood encourage a real ac-
celeration (not a de-acceleration) in the growth of secret
nuclear and WMD proliferation initiatives among some in-
secure major Third World states with the domestic material
resources, technical know-how, and international black
market access, despite the recent political movement by
Libyato allow the United States and the West to remove its
developing nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities.®

It can be argued that Libyais aunique case in the non-
proliferation debate since it was under severe U.S. and in-
ternational sanctions for along time because of its acts of
terrorism worldwide and support for international terrorism.
After it wasreveaed by U.S. and Western European intelli-
gence sources that the West knew that Pakistan’s Dr. Abdul
Qadeer Khan wasrouting critical nuclear weapons design(s)
and related nuclear weapons technological know how to
Libya, its leadership decided to use its “potential” nuclear
weapons and WMD capabilities as negotiating leverage to
end crippling international sanctionsand begin the bargain-
ing to attract U.S. and Western political and economic as-
sistance to rebuild Libya's shattered economy, crippled in-
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dustrial economic infrastructure, and anemic oil industry.*

There is some evidence to suggest that Libya has not
really benefited from ending its nuclear weaponsand WM D
research development activities. Moreover, the United States
and the West did not provide Libya with positive security
assurances, and it till faces crippling restrictionsin its po-
litical, economic and military relations with the United
States.*”

More is Better Nuclear and WMD
Thinking

In the second case, the view that “more nuclear and
WMD isbetter” isclosely held by some major Third World
states.®® Their national policy determination is that the se-
curity promises of the United States, the nuclear weapons
states, and the UN Security Council are not strong or com-
pelling enough to act as a “firewall” deterrence to exter-
nally-based nuclear and WMD aggression from known or
unknown foes in the future.®® Specifically, the acquisition
of nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities by this group of
major Third World states is viewed as a natural policy de-
velopment in meeting both minimum deterrence needs and
general national security requirements, and it is not viewed
asan “irrational” national policy decision to increase their
influencein theinternational and regional security systems.

The nuclear weapons states' negative (and, in some
cases, positive) sanctions on this category of major Third
World states are seen as unacceptable infringementson their
national security interests and sovereignty.”’ Their decision
calculus is that the economic and financial benefits of co-
operation with the nuclear weapons statesis outweighed by
the strategic requirement(s) to advance their national secu-
rity interests above al else. In their view, negative sanc-
tions, although not desired or wanted, are necessary evilsto
be endured.** While the functional utility of targeted and
comprehensive sanctions is being debated in the United
States and in the West, this minority of major Third World
states has consciously ignored the debate by pursuing ac-
tivist policies which increases (and not decreases) their
nuclear and WMD options.*? Labeled as rogue states or
worst, they are unaffected by such self-serving character-
izations made by some of the nuclear weapons states, wit-
ness the counter-instrumental behavior of Irag and the mas-
sive U.S. political and military reactions.®®

But unlikethelragi case, these magjor Third World states
utilize “calculated ambiguity” to hide their nuclear weap-
ons and WMD research design developments (and actual
capabilities) from the international community, especially
the United States.* They have not forcefully engaged the
United States or the international community in obnoxious
political waysto bring global attention to their nuclear weap-
onsand WMD activities (except North Koreaand to alesser
extent, Iran), which has allowed them to quietly build their
nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities. The Gulf War |
and the negative sanctions aftermath taught them not to
publicly advertise their nuclear weapons and WMD capa-

bilitiesto the United States or the international community,
or to act in amanner which would bring undue attention to
their nuclear and WMD research and development activi-
ties.®

In the current conflict between the United States and
Irag, the “calculated ambiguity” strategy followed by some
major Third World states has been beneficial, although dan-
gerous in the long run. Iran’s utilization of the calculated
ambiguity strategy while allegedly pursuing nuclear energy
research and devel opment activitiesisviewed by the United
States and Israel as a deceptive smoke screen to hide its
development of nuclear weapons and other WM D capabili-
ties. These types of secret actions have been the basis of
recent western intelligence predictions that global prolif-
eration islong-term threat to stability and peace.

Strategic Dimensions Driving the
Nuclear Weaponsand WM D

Proliferation Threat

As outlined, this minority of major Third World states
is the advanced guard of what will be an extremely unique
nuclear and WM D security development in the early twenty-
first century.*® The creeping expansion and broader sophis-
tication of the global proliferation threat beyond what cur-
rently existswill be the cardinal rule and may well threaten
international security asitisnow broadly defined. This sec-
tion discusses the Western and Third World arguments
against and for nuclear weapons and WMD proliferation. It
concludes by outlining central elements of the global pro-
liferation threat.

The Western Nuclear Weapons and
WMD Argument

In the United States and the West in general, there are
two conflicting views on the nature of the global prolifera-
tion threat. First, it is argued that the global nuclear and
WMD threat isan incremental phenomena caused by either
organized authoritarian systems or robust military security
communitiesintheThird World.*” It is posited that thisThird
World phenomenais best addressed by the enforcement and
strengthening of existing international and regional nonpro-
liferation treaties and safeguard regimes and through other
legal and extralegal means. In this context, encouraging all
non-nuclear weapons states in the Third World to strictly
adhere to the central articles of the 1970 NPT and associ-
ated negotiated nonproliferation protocolsis encouraged by
the nuclear weapons states, encouraging major Third World
states to return as signatories to the NPT (North Korea), as
wdll asbringing into the NPT framework major Third World
states who are presently not signatories of the treaty (Paki-
stan, India and Israel).®® Furthermore, it is argued that a
strongly enforced containment policy of positive sanctions,
which distributes time-sensitive economic, financial, and
trading benefits, as well as strengthening the security ben-



efits provided by the NPT will together maintain the inter-
national and regional nonproliferation line of defense.*
The second argument is that the global proliferation
threat is a national security state phenomenon, encouraged
by cooperative political and military communitiesled by a
“crazy leadership elite” within the major Third World state.
The “crazy leadership elite” is usually depicted as dictato-
rial, brutal and a major danger to American and Western
security interests. The historical and policy record indicates
that the United States |abels such regimesin the worst pos-
sible language and utilizes a dynamic political and diplo-
matic campaign to encourage international condemnation
of the targeted Third World state with the goal(s) of initiat-
ing international economic sanctionsor if necessary toimple-
ment a pre-emptive military strategy against it. This neo-
conservative defense view positsthat the threat of negative
sanctions or the active use of massive military force will
minimize the development of nuclear weapons and WMD
capabilitiesin targeted major Third World states, and thereby
reducetheir direct threat to the security of the United States,
the Western alliance, and international security in general %
However, neither argument is entirely correct because
it isapparent that the nuclear weapons states' nonprolifera-
tion approach has not deterred all major Third World states
from seeking nuclear weapons and WM D capabilities.’ On
the one hand, states that do not seek nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilities cannot do so because of either structural
economic or technological constraints, among other impor-
tant national reasons. Their lack of financial resourceskeeps
them from sustaining access to the international black and
grey markets to acquire nuclear materials and WMD tech-
nologies. On the other hand, statesthat acquire nuclear weap-
onsand WM D capabilities do so because they can; and they
are not limited by economic, financial, technical or techno-
logical constraints. In addition, they can financially sustain
access to the international black and grey markets to ac-
quire nuclear materialsand fuel and WMD technologies, or
they can go overseas and steal these nuclear materials and
fuel and WMD technologiesand “rent” or kidnap the scien-
tific and technological research personnel.®? It can be ar-
gued that major Third World acquiring nuclear weaponsand
WMD capabilities are doing it for the same strategic politi-
cal, policy, and operational reasons as Israel, including:
» todeter aconventiona attack;
e to deter all levels of unconventional (chemical,
biological, nuclear) attacks;
e to preempt enemy nuclear attacks;
e to support conventional preemption against enemy
nuclear assets;
e tosupport conventional preemption against enemy non-
nuclear (conventional ., chemical, biological) assets; and
» for nuclear war-fighting (using neutron nukes, tactical
nukes, micronukes, and tiny-nukes).*
There are other U.S. and Western argumentsto explain
why states acquire or don’t acquire nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilities includes national prestige, leadership
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changes, bureaucratic codlition building, technological mod-
ernization, and domestic electoral palitics. These cold war
and post-cold war arguments have long dominated the U.S.
and Western debate on why states do or do not acquire
nuclear weapons and WMD capahilities, to the point of in-
tellectually excluding alternative explanations.>

Mgajor Third World Nuclear Weapons and WM D Argument

Thereisan intellectual argument from the Third World
competing with the West's primary position on why major
Third World states pursue nuclear weapons and WMD ca-
pabilities. Thisargument hasagreater intellectual and moral
legitimacy inthe Third World, although it does not have the
sameintellectual persuasivenessinthe American and West-
ern nonproliferation and nuclear security literatures. Basi-
caly, it contends that the global proliferation issue is an
ever evolving anti-American, anti-Western, and anti-status
quo process strongly driven by maturing strategic cultures
in some major Third World states and solidified by their
search for national security. This strategic political process
isanatural reaction by these maturing strategic cultures to
many centuries of humiliation, degradation, embarrassment,
exclusion, unequal treatment (and unequal treaties) and high
levels of economic, political, cultural, and military subju-
gation to the West, and more recently, to the United States.

The search for global respect and power underlies the
nuclear and WMD cultural dynamic in the Third World,
especialy in the case of states like Pakistan, India, North
Korea, and increasingly by some important sectors of the
Iranian strategic community.> The goal of this minority of
Third World states is to find maximizing political solutions
to advance their nuclear and WMD security interestsin or-
der to completely “reverse” the negative Western impact on
their national independence and freedom of nuclear and
WMD decision.®® In their decision calculus, prevailing in-
ternational and regional nonproliferation treaties and safe-
guard regimesare“artificial creations’ of the nuclear weap-
ons states and consequently areviewed asreal impediments
to both the expression and actualization of legitimate na-
tional nuclear security interests.

Paradoxically, national self-help isan integral compo-
nent of this non-Western argument, and its policy currency
isrising fastinthe Third World. Itscentral prominencerests
in the fact that the five nuclear weapons states have refused
to reduce their strategic nuclear weapons and WMD arse-
nals towards nuclear disarmament levels as spelled out in
the 1970 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and related non-
proliferation treaty protocols. Moreover, they have collec-
tively resisted implementing robust policiesto substantially
accelerate their nuclear and WMD disarmament activities.
At the same time, they have also decreased the benefits of
self-help for non-nuclear weapons states by the active threat
of negative sanctions, sweetened by publicly voiced cycles
of positive sanctions. This imposed cold war compromise
was accepted by most non-nuclear weapons states because
of the contest between the United States and the former
Soviet Union.
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In the post-cold war period, complaints of nuclear weap-
ons states practicing nuclear and WMD neo-colonidism are
growing ever present among many major Third World states.
The double standard in the global proliferation paradox is
that the nuclear weapons states continue to modernize their
extensive strategic nuclear weapons arsenals and unique
chemical, biological, bacteriological, ballistic missile sys-
tems and other exotic advanced weapons capabilities, while
at the same demanding that non-nuclear weapons states re-
frain from similar extended nuclear weapons and WMD
proliferation activities, or movetowards complete disarma-
ment.5” More specifically, the proliferation double standard
also has palitical and diplomatic dimensions wherein states
with nuclear and WMD capabilities are not humiliated or
asked to reconsider their nuclear weapons and WMD pro-
liferation positions (and become signatories of the 1970 NPT
and abide by its central articles) by the United States and
the nuclear weapons states if they are viewed as “friends’
or “geopolitical allies” of convenience (including Israel,
Pakistan and India), while other major Third World states
are either humiliated and forced to move towards a nonpro-
liferation policy position supported by the nuclear weapons
states despite the prevalence of external national security
threats.s®

The strategic cultural paradigm emerging among some
major Third World statesis generating concern among high
governmental circlesin the United States. Thereisthe tacit
understanding that the international security system is ap-
proaching the “window” of a multidimensional nuclear
weaponsand WMD proliferation threat, which ismuch more
complex than previously acknowledged (especially given
the recent Pakistani role in selling nuclear weapons tech-
nology and materialsto other major Third World states, and
the evidence of a highly secretive global nuclear weapons
technology and fuel trading regime utilized by interested
major Third World states).® Thisglobal proliferation threat
will beawatershed in futureinternational security relations
between the nuclear-have states and the nuclear have-not
states. Thethreat has been aggravated by asymmetrical glo-
bal and regional nonproliferation treaties, which the United
States and the nuclear weapons states have enforced through
unegual treaties, negative sanctions, unbridled nationalism,
and naked force.

In truth, alarger minority of major Third World states
have not accepted these standing global and regional non-
proliferation rules and values, including: 1) vertical prolif-
eration has political hegemony over horizonta prolifera-
tion activities (i.e., weknow what isbest for theworld rule);
2) vertical proliferation is legitimate and horizontal prolif-
eration isillegitimate (i.e., we morally dictate what is best
for the world rule; 3) vertica proliferation is an accepted
security property intheinternational security system, while
horizonta proliferation is not (i.e., we sanction what the
rulesareintheworld); and 4) verticd proliferationis*“good,”
while horizontal proliferation is “bad” (i.e., we determine
what the military basis of international peace and stability
isin the world rule).® The Bush administration’s political

support for strengthening global and regional nonprolifera-

tion treaties (its central articles) and safeguard regimesin-

cludes the following demands:

» strengthen the treaty and the regime to prevent future
noncompliance problems.

e perform acomprehensive review of all Treaty articles
to untangle the co-mingling of the Treaty’s obligations
and benefits (security).

e bring states outside the Treaty with nuclear weapons
(with either un-safeguarded or safeguarded nuclear
weapons programs, Israel, Pakistan, and India) back
into the Treaty’s obligations.

e strengthentheTreaty so that non-nuclear weapons states
that violate its principal Articles are encouraged to
comply with their nonproliferation obligations (North
Koreaand Iran).

» strengthentheTreaty so that non-nuclear weapons states
that withdraw from it are encouraged rejoin it (North
Korea), terminate their nuclear weapons and WMD
programs (Libya and South Africa) and observe al of
the Articles of the Treaty.

» ¢iminate any conceptual or policy difference in the
interpretation of the Articles in the Treaty with the
strategic purpose of preventing the acquisition of
nuclear weapons through enrichment or reprocessing
facilities.

» encourage the IAEA Board of Governors to create a
special committee of the Board to strengthen
compliance with safeguards agreements.

» affirm and reinforce implementation of UN Security
Council Resolution 1540.%

From amajor Third World perspective, these standing
U.S. and Western rules and val ues prevent the prudent search
for a permanent nonproliferation consensus between the
nuclear weapons states and the non-nuclear weapons states.
The bottom line isthat the deep political tension created by
the double standard has begun, on the part of some major
Third World states, a strategic reevaluation of their adher-
enceto even “acceptable’ international nonproliferation trea
ties and safeguard regimes, despite their public diplomatic
vaice.

Specific Elements of the Nuclear
Weapons and WMD Proliferation Threat

The reaction of some major Third World states to the
Western double standard has sat into maotion an array of
sophisticated and covert counter-responses. These responses
arenot entirely hardware oriented, but they have moreto do
with the more important human (or software) elements in
the maturing global proliferation threat, including:

» the emergence and growing maturation of nuclear and
WMD strategic culture(s) in the Third World where
strong internal debates on the merits of acquiring,
deploying and exporting nuclear weapons technology
and personnel are encouraged.



» therisein the Third World of innovative nuclear and
WMD scientific and technological research
environments, the cultivation of advanced nuclear and
WMD human resources expertise, the creative
utilization of the Global Internet system for nuclear and
WMD research and increasingly advanced and secret
development of nuclear and WMD manufacturing
capabilities.®?

» thebroad development of strategic conceptual abilities
by major Third World states’ nuclear and WMD decision
makers.®

e the development of mini-max deterrence postures and
related military doctrinal systemsinthe Third World; and

» thegrowth of anational political will to acquire nuclear
weapons and WMD capabilitiesin the Third World.®
These important policy developments driving the

emerging Third World strategic discourse requires a fuller

explanation. First, the slow rise of nuclear and WMD stra-
tegic culture(s), practicesand analysisisarevolutionary de-
velopment in the Third World.%

Its evolution has been triggered by nationalistic, racial,
ethnic, and religious realignments in some major Third
World states, as a healthy (or unhealthy) national security
adjustment to the historical ly intrusive policies of the nuclear
weapons states. Strategic cultureis defined here as national
decision-making authorities' ideological interpretation of
and palitical behavior towards the external strategic politi-
cal and military security environment, with the expressed
goa of developing a geopolitical doctrine to guide future
policy actions. A recent example of this new phenomenais
the Pakistani nuclear military elite’snearly decade long dis-
tribution of nuclear weaponstechnol ogies and enriched fuel
to countriesin both the Muslim and non-Muslim worldsfor
reasons of ideology, religion, and cash.% It isclear that these
major Third World states are devel oping a compelling geo-
security vision; and it is both anti-American and anti-West-
ernin its content and direction.

Second, the institutional support of nuclear and WMD
scientific, technological, and manufacturing research envi-
ronments, the training of advanced nuclear and WMD re-
search personnel in elite foreign and domestic universities
and research institutes, the innovative scientific and techni-
cal exploitation of the global Internet system for nuclear
and WMD information gathering and applications, and the
funding of national nuclear and WM D manufacturing capa-
bilities (hidden deep in state military security budgets) have
arisen from the state’s strategic culture guiding political
decision making.

The ideological basis of major Third World states in-
volvedin nuclear weapons and WMD research and acquisi-
tion activities rests on al of the above elements. While fu-
ture U.S. counter-proliferation planning and pre-emptive
military actions will be targeted at convincing major Third
World states to stop developing nuclear and WMD capa-
bilities (destroying hardened nuclear and WMD sitesiif re-
quired), the future basis of nuclear and WMD development
in major Third World states will bein possessing, utilizing,
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and protecting a critical mass of expert scientific, techno-
logical and policy personnel, as well asin maintaining ac-
cess to the international black and grey markets to acquire
nuclear and WMD technologies and material's secretly and
quickly, if geopolitical external events threatens their su-
preme security interests.

Third, the strategic conceptual abilities of decision-
makers in the Third World have grown because of their in-
volvement in regional wars, their close study of western
strategic cultural behavior and military actions over time,
and long-standing joint command and trai ning exerciseswith
the militaries of the great and medium powers. Close inter-
action (and secret cooperation) between the military estab-
lishments of major Third World states has also increased
their strategic conceptualizing abilities to both learn and
apply new military doctrines and tactics, especialy in the
nuclear and WMD domain. Statesthat have cooperated with
the United Statesinclude |srael and to alesser extent, India
and Pakistan. In any case, these combined activities over
time have strengthened the decision-making foresight and
planning capabilities of those national authorities concerned
with satisfying their national nuclear and WMD security
requirements.

Notwithstanding the gross strategic mistakes made by
the Iragi leadership during and after Gulf War | and in the
current contest with the United States and the United Na-
tions in the post Gulf War Il era, mgjor Third World deci-
sion-makers have “learned” to both formulate and imple-
ment their nuclear and WM D policy positionswith prudence
and foresight.

Fourth, some major Third World states have decided
that the pursuit of nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities
is of the highest political priority (including Pakistan, In-
dia, and North Korea).®” Presently, Iran continues to sug-
gest that it is not developing nuclear weapons but is en-
gaged in nuclear energy research. It is very possible that
Iran, if it continues its present course, could develop afull-
blown nuclear energy program while amember of the NPT
community and rapidly developed a minimum deterrent
nuclear force.® Despite the virulent objections of the inter-
national community and of the nuclear weapons states, these
states are developing a broad and diverse array of nuclear
weapons and WM D capabilities (along with advanced con-
ventional military forces) driven by anational political will
to succeed.®®

Onarelated front, thereisagroup of major Third World
states (Brazil, South Africa, Taiwan, and South K orea) with
the national political will (and the human, economic, scien-
tific and technol ogical resources) to develop nuclear weap-
ons and WMD capabilities. They have decided not to do so
because of extreme pressures from the United States, the
international community in the past, and domestic political
problems. Negative changesin the international or regional
security environments could, however, trigger a major
nuclear and WMD capabilities buildup on their part, absent
active American counter-proliferation intervention to stop
them.™
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Fifth, asmall minority of major Third World states re-
alize that nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities have an
intrinsic defensive (and offensive) function which closely
fitsin with their national political priorities.”™ In the Third
World, the defensive doctrine of minimum deterrence,
wherein asmall but survivable nuclear weapons and WM D
capabilitiesmay be sufficient to deter an external nuclear or
WMD attack from the hegemon, the great powers or re-
gional enemies, is gaining increasing policy importance.
Minimum deterrence requiresthat amajor Third World state
possess advanced military capabilities of akind whichwould
force a potential attacker to reconsider a threat of nuclear
blackmail or a nuclear attack (e.g., India's concern about
Pakistan and the Peoples’ Republic of Chinaor Iran’s con-
cern about | sragl’s sophi sticated nuclear weaponsand WM D
capabilities).” Fear would force the potential attacker to as-
sess the level of unacceptable national damage that would
occur, if he went through with the nuclear blackmail threat
or launches aletha nuclear strike. Iraq is as an example of
a major Third World state that did not have operational
nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities when it attacked
Kuwait during the Gulf War I. If it had, a minimum deter-
rence status might have prevented its national devastation
by the United States and the international community and
later on itsinvasion and countrywide occupation by Ameri-
can military forcesin 2003.

Finally, the national will to acquire nuclear weapons
and WMD capabilities are part and parcel of the emerging
Third World realities already discussed. National will isthe
strategic willingness of non-Western national decision-mak-
ing authorities not to adhere to international and regional
nuclear and WMD nonproliferation norms and safeguard
regimes and to act only in the supreme national interests of
the state. Specifically, it requiresthat national decision-mak-
ing authorities secretly pursue nuclear and WMD acquisi-
tion policiesto their logical end (and at al costs), in order
to acquire the nuclear weapons and WM D capabilities con-
sistent with the state’s minimum deterrence needs, thereby
informing its overall national security objectives. There is
no available evidence to suggest that all or some of these
nuclear weapons and WMD policies are not being pursued
inthe present international security climateandinal likeli-
hood, they may will accelerate in the decades ahead.

The total (or partial) dismissal of these new strategic
developments by Western security experts, intelligence of-
ficials, and strategic policymakers ignores the compelling
fact that some major Third World countries are rapidly ad-
vancing in these areas, whether thereis“tangible evidence”
or not.” Thisis not asurprising finding. The recent discov-
ery of elite elementsin the Pakistani scientific and military
establishment distributing nuclear technol ogy, nuclear know
how, and enriched uranium worldwideto major Third World
states for over twenty years without being closed down by
Western intelligence agencies shows how serious (and de-
stabilizing) these new strategic developments have been.™
Recent U.S. political demands to control these global and

regional nuclear weapons and WMD activitiesincludesthe

following:

e address the central issue of noncompliance with
nonproliferation obligations.

» significant expansion of intelligence sharing among
military and law enforcement organizations to shut
down illegal laboratories (Proliferation Security
Initiative).

» freeze the assets of rogue scientists, and aid in their
capture.

»  diricter international border controls.

» moregenerousfunding for legitimate scientistsworking
in sensitive areas to ensure they are not corrupted by
potential nuclear traffickers.

e that states sign the International Atomic Energy’s
Additional Protocol on inspections are allowed to
import equipment for their civilian nuclear programs.

e that the 40-nation Nuclear Suppliers’ Group not sell
uranium-enrichment and plutonium-reprocessing
equipment to any country that does not already possess
such technology, and for all states currently working to
acquire such enrichment capabilities renounce those
efforts.”™
Thereisaprevailing strategic ethnocentrism and policy

arrogance on the part of the United States (and by Western

countriesin general) that assumes major Third World states
would not dare do what they do, cannot do what they do
well, cannot strategically think as they do, cannot plan for
their unique nuclear and WMD security needs, cannot de-
velop sophisticated nuclear and WMD technologies or de-
velop accompanying national authority decision structures
to use these exotic military technologies effectively. This

Western operationa bias also posits that these actual (or

potential) nuclear and WMD developments are long-term

and arereally not worth worrying about or planning for right
now because they are just too “outlandish.” This form of
false thinking is dangerous.™

The Unaccepted Truths Behind
the Nuclear and WM D
Acquisition and Deployment
Strategiesof Major Third World

States

Unnoaticed intheglobal proliferation debateisthat some
major Third World states' quest for nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilities has gained increasing support from do-
mestic strategic elites and important military leadership,
religious and ideological elementsin the state and civic so-
ciety. Inthe post-Gulf War and U.S./Iraqi crisis periods un-
derlying the international security environment, this quest
isinformed by increasing fear and growing insecurity: fear
of the “neo-imperiaist” intentions and massive military
capabilities of the United States and of the great powers;
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and driven by national insecurity in part generated fromin-
ternal domestic pressures and regional enemies. The domes-
tic strategic elite(s) iscomposed of the central ruling group,
including various political, security, economic, scientific,
religiousand cultural organizations. Themilitary leadership
includes the armed services, including Special Forces, spe-
cial intelligenceand counter-intelligence groups, and in some
cases, secret nuclear and WMD assault formations. On the
one hand, domestic strategic elites basically support the
acquisition (and deployment) of nuclear weaponsand WMD
capabilities to both protect the state and maintain their po-
litical legitimacy. Their self-interests are aligned with the
national security ethos of the state. The primacy of sover-
eignty and independence is the basis of these permanent
self-interests, as well as the basis of their power and privi-
leges within the state.

The military leadership supports both the acquisition
and deployment of nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities
in order to expand their high technology military budgets
and broaden their national security mission statement; and
it is consistent with their stated security mission, aswell as
in encouraging a stronger “bond” with the domestic strate-
gic elite. In some cases, this power relationship may be re-
versed, with the military leadership acting as the central
political authority in the state, with the domestic strategic
elite operating in a subordinate decision-making capacity.
In this circumstance, thereis much more political incentive
for the military to pursue nuclear weaponsand WMD capa-
bilities.

This national consensus between the domestic strate-
gic elite and the military leadership of the state is mutually
beneficial, and it allows for the development of a broader
agreement between other important sectors of the nation on
the nuclear and WMD issue aswell. Inthiscontext, the pro-
hibitive costs of geo-economic, geo-psychological, and geo-
cultural warfare sanctions by the nuclear weapons statesis
integrated into the calculus of the targeted nation’s long-
term nuclear and WM D decision-making. Evenin scenarios
where military force by the United States is used to either
disarm of destroy the initial nuclear weapons and WMD
capabilitiesof amajor Third World state, thelatter may have
in strategic reserve nuclear weaponsand WMD capabilities
for either defensive or offensive purposes. Again, the In-
dian, Pakistani, and North Korean cases are demonstrative
of this growing consensus in the Third World.

The dynamic strength of the nuclear weaponsand WMD
programs in North Korea, India, Pakistan (and to a lesser
extent Iran), among others major Third World countries, is
reflected in the rich variation of acquisition, concealment
and counter deception practi ces being pursued by these pow-
ers. Their nuclear and WMD practices are unique because
of the country-by-country variation arising from the par-
ticular strategic culture and because of the special nature of
the national |eadership of the state. The similarities in the
nuclear weapons and WMD acquisition practices of major
Third World states may include but are not limited to:
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e thecovert manipulation of theinternational arms market
(black and gray).

e the promotion of secret nuclear and WMD trading
relations with global arms marketers and high
technology corporationsin the Western world and non-
Western world.

» theencouragement of bilateral technology and scientific
relations with the great and medium powers interested
in doing (secret) business with them, as well as with
major Third World states or groups with major Third
World stateswilling to trade, sell or barter their nuclear
weapons, WMD and ballistic missile technologies.

» indigenous efforts to develop nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilities by importing (or buying) foreign
scientistsand militarized high technology systemsfrom
friendly (and enemy) states.

» thedevelopment of interlocking (and top secret) military
technological and scientific cooperation among major
Third World states.”

e the secret encouragement of nuclear and WMD high
technology thefts from both friendly and enemy
countries (the recent U.S. intelligence reports that
Russian nuclear military research centers and nuclear
arms despotshavelost “unknown” amounts of enriched
uranium).™

» sophigticated reverse engineering of imported (or stolen)
of nuclear and WM D high technology systemsand high
technology sub-systems.™
During the Cold War, these increasingly sophisticated

practices and relations were commonplace. What is very

different in the first decade of the twenty-first century is
that their utilization are now integral elementsin the nuclear
weaponsand WM D acquisition policiesof somemajor Third

World states and, they are potentially accessible to major

Third World states who chose to use them in the future.

Present and Future Directionsin
the Nuclear and WM D
Concealment Policies by Major
Third World States

The nuclear and WMD concealment (and counter-de-
ception) policies of some major Third World states are in-
creasingly sophisticated since the end of Gulf War 1.8° The
reasons for these deep stealth practices include: 1) grave
uncertainty about their national security and political eco-
nomic futures; 2) strong fears of the intentions of nearby
friendly and enemy states; and 3) irrational (or extra-ratio-
nal) strategic cal culations of thelong-term military, techno-
logical, and economic threats posed by the United States
and the great powers (recently aggravated by U.S. counter-
proliferation policy and pre-emptive military invasion of
Iraq and to a lesser extent the rising levels of diplomatic
and military threats aimed at North Korea and Iran). The
secret acquisition of nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities,
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without regard to international and regiona nuclear nonpro-

liferation treaties or associated safeguard regimes may well

become commonplace eventsin the twenty-first century.8t

Onthese basis, U.S. counter-proliferation strategy and
pre-emptive military planning will face extremely difficult
security challenges from some major Third World states be-
yond what is currently imagined or what is now being heat-
edly argued.?? These strategic military challengeswill come
from major Third World states pushed to the far margins of
the international security system and with some of them
operating within nuclear and WMD security “alliances.”
These aliances will be closed-ended, well financed, well
managed, and dedicated to acquiring nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilities.® Moreover, these aliances will beinte-
grated learning entities, capable of extracting, sharing, and
applying strategic military lessons, advanced dual technolo-
gies, and strategic concealment practices gleaned from the
activities of nuclear weapons states.

Concealment practices are avery important component
in the nuclear and WMD acquisition and development ar-
chitectures of some major Third World states. Their singu-
lar purposeisto deceive, frustrate, distract, hide, cloak, de-
lay, and confuse the technological and human-tasked sur-
veillance methods and intrusiveintel ligence activities of the
nuclear weapons states and their regional enemies.®* These
advanced “black arts” arerefined, redevel oped, and repack-
aged to prevent the nuclear weapons states and their regional
enemies from penetrating their unique deception and
counter-deception systems. The defensive ability of these
systems to prevent external discovery is extremely robust,
since the national security of the state isinvolved.

Iraq is clearly the ultimate deception and counter-de-
ception model for future trends in this important area.®
Given the mixed inspection and verification record of United
Nations officials, International Atomic Energy Agency in-
spectors, and Western intelligence services (i.e., the CIA
and Mossad) in ferreting out nuclear and WMD programs
inthat country, the Iragi model isnow being rigorously stud-
ied in major Third World states' policy sciences and spe-
cialized military academies® The present and future de-
ception practices of some major Third World states may in-
clude the following:

» thenon-inclusion of nuclear and WMD research articles
in domestic refereed and non-referred scientific or
technological journals, while accessing and monitoring
all U.S. and other high technology countries’ scientific
and technological journals. Thisinformational strategy
also includesthe transfer of all internal written nuclear
and WMD documents to computer disk technology, to
prevent location and discovery by extra-national
intrusive agents.®”

» the protection of all high-valued nuclear and WMD
scientistsand techniciansin securely dispersed national,
regional, and local research sites. This human resource
personnel strategy also includes the secret abduction
of foreign scientists and technicians from their home
countries or the direct purchase of the skills of foreign
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scientists and technicians with highly valuable nuclear
and WMD expertise.

» the countrywide distribution of all strategic nuclear
weaponsand WM D capabilitiesin mobileand irregular
urban and rural concealment patterns.

e hiding large and medium sized nuclear weapons and
WMD research and development manufacturing
systems (as well as their numbers) deep underground,
under river systems, insidelarge mountains, inside super
hardened bunkers, or in artificialy created urban and
rural environments.

e erecting sophisticated “dummy” nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilitiesto (temporarily or permanently) fool
U.S. and Western surveillance during periods of critical
testing or during theinitial development of amgjor crisis
event.

» thewidedisplacement of critical nuclear weapons and
WMD technology components for real-time “total or
partial assembly” before or during expected mgjor crisis
events.

e the utilization of advanced deception and
misinformation methods to test nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilities.

» the monitoring of U.S. and Western surveillance
practices to develop counter-surveillance strategies, in
order to develop all nuclear weapons and WMD
capabilitiesin secret.

»  the sophisticated manipulation of advanced computer
and cyber warfare technologies to mislead U.S. and
Western counter-information and counter-cyber efforts
on domestic nuclear and WMD activities.®

» theincreasing utilization of both psychological warfare
and propaganda activities to convince international
publics that domestic nuclear and WMD activities do
not exist, and

» theuse of advanced political diplomacy techniquesto
manipulate stronger powers, win alies, and prevent
external military attacks against domestic nuclear
weapons and WMD capabilities.®
These “cloak and hide’ practices are only suggestive

of the ways in which some major Third World states are
both acquiring and concealing their nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilitiesat al levelsof development. Moreimagi-
native practiceswill be devel oped and are being devel oped,
as adirect and indirect function of the increasingly robust
counter-acquisition and counter-conceal ment technol ogical
and intelligence gains made by the United States and the
West against them. The political implications of these evolv-
ing practices— given the current proliferation intelligence
deficit in the United States (and in the West) and the seem-
ing inability of its central intelligence community to close
it — may evolveinto such ahigh level of extreme sophisti-
cation that the application of successful anti-acquisition and
anti-concealment strategies may prove very difficult and
costly to maintain.
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Conclusion

This study has essentially argued that minimum deter-
rence is the new praxis informing nuclear and WMD deci-
sion-making and acquisition in some major Third World
states, in order to maintain their security and freedom of
action. The creation of an ancillary knowledge paradigm
based on understanding non-Western theories and practices
influencing the global and regional proliferation threat phe-
nomenais required. The emerging strategic security litera-
turesdeveloping in India, Pakistan and in other major Third
World states may well become the intellectual and ideo-
logical foundation of thisnew paradigm for reengaging them
to return to the NPT and safeguard regimes.®

The strict reliance on the theories and approaches in-
forming American and Western nonproliferation (and
counter-proliferation) policy analysis and decision making,
which has failed to anticipate where non-Western nuclear
and WMD trends are headed and what they mean, is both
paternalistic and self-serving infully explaining current and
emerging proliferationtrendsinthe Third World. Inthefirst
decades of the twenty-first century, the pursuit of very so-
phisticated conventional and non-conventional land, air, and
seawarfare systemswill be part and parcel of their desireto
strengthen both overall national security planning and im-
provethe quality of their nuclear weapons and WMD capa-
bilities, giventhereal lack of WM D cooperation and nuclear
technology and fuel export controls agreement between these
states and the nuclear weapons states.®® This strategic trend
isconsistent with some major Third World statesbuilding a
compelling minimum deterrence posture to deter the great
powers from attacking them in the post U.S./Iragi environ-
ment.

Moreover, some major Third World states (or sub-ac-
tors within the state including the military, scientists and
other important elites as we have seen with the Pakistan
nuclear proliferation crisis) will continue to assist other
major Third World states through the secret sharing or sell-
ing of critical nuclear design technology, nuclear materials
and uranium fuel and WMD technologies. They will do so
to satisfy their particular strategic ideological, religious,
political, cultural and profit-making reasons and because of
their fear, anger and dissatisfaction with the United States
and the West.®2 There is also a danger of the secret transfer
of nuclear weapons and WMD technology to global terror-
ist groups from certain major Third World states as well.%

At this writing, there is no convincing empirical evi-
dence that the nuclear weapons states will “rapidly build
down” their strategic nuclear weapons and WMD capabili-
ties towards significant nuclear disarmament levels as out-
lined in the NPT and related protocols or fundamentally al-
ter theinternational military system towardsless dangerous
levels of threat for the weak powers.® Although it isargued
that the SALT, START, Moscow Treaty (2002) and related
arms reduction processes indicates a strong willingness on
the part of the United States and the Russian Federation to
continue to “build down” strategic nuclear weapons sys-

Sler

tems and accel erate battlefield and tactical nuclear systems
reductionsin the future (while Britain, France, and the PRC
modernizetheir strategic nuclear weapons and WM D capa-
bilities), it is till the case that their strategic nuclear weap-
ons and WMD inventories suggest power, prestige, and se-
curity to those stateswithout them. In this context, the evolv-
ing national nuclear and WM D decision-making abilities of
some major Third World stateswill continueto develop and
mature. These states do not possess the sophistication of
the great powers' strategic nuclear and WMD systems, and
therefore remain very vulnerable (even with minimum de-
terrence) to the great powers’ massiveretaliatory and preci-
sion-oriented nuclear and WMD strike forces. The bottom
line is that these states are (temporarily) deterred from at-
tacking the great powers, given their weak nuclear weap-
ons and WMD capabilities.®

At the sametime, they will react defensively using their
nuclear weapons and WM D capabilitiesas anintegral com-
ponent of an active deterrent defense posture.®

However, some magjor Third World states will pose a
serious strategic challenge to the international security sys-
tem (and the great powers) by the middle of the twenty-first
century, precisely because they want to both reduce their
national security vulnerability and increase their minimum
deterrence posture.?” If the history of military conflict be-
tween the West and the Third World is anywhere sugges-
tive, the latter will not be significantly deterred from future
military conflicts with the United States or with the other
nuclear weapons states when their supreme national secu-
rity interests are severely threatened.®® A most likely strate-
gic consequence of this multiple-level military threat from
theThird World (anuclear-armed North Korea, for exampl€)
may well be areal alteration in the “ deep structure” of the
post-cold war international and regional security system(s),
tilting it towards increased crisis instability and, in some
cases, towards strategic instability.®
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AsActivists Committed to

Nonviolence

Gandhi and King had a philosophical commitment to
nonviolence. Nonviolence hereis defined as the exercise of
power based on “the principle which comesincreasingly to
motivate a human being as he or she transforms the desire
toinjureothersintoitspositive counterpart.”t Activistswho
hold a philosophical commitment to nonviolence employ
thisprinciplein all aspectsof their lifeand at all times. It is
a creed that calls on adherents to not only avoid harming
others but to work positively to uplift others, including op-
ponents. Theideais not to avoid the exercise of power, but
to use power, such as economic or moral power but not mili-
tary power, to create change without injuring the opponent
or at least by inflicting as little harm on the opponent as
possible.?

Gandhi and King were both men of action who wished
to agitatefor change without harming others. For them non-
violence is not about passive resistance to evil, which isa
form of inaction that neither countenanced. Rather, nonvio-
lence isresistance that is active, creative and dynamic, but
also not violent initsimplementation. Gandhi and King did
not seek conquests, they sought converts. They used power
not to defeat opponents but to win their hearts and minds
through aloving, albeit forceful, process of nonviolent con-
version based on purity of means. Nonviolent activists, there-
fore, refuseto givein but neither dothey strikeback in venge-
ful anger. This principled stance beginsto raise questionsin
the opponent’s mind that eventually (not always) leads the
opponent to change hisor her ways. Gandhi called thispro-
cess satyagraha or truthforce and King called this soulforce
and referred to it as the marvelous new militancy.® It isthis
power, or force, that could peacefully transform a conflict,
leading to atruly just resolution.

Gandhi and King made use of similar nonviolent strat-
egiesthat initially relied on negotiations with the opponent
that had to be conducted openly and in a spirit of goodwill
and faith. If negotiationsfail, gentle persuasion comes next,
usualy in the form of public declarations based on moral
arguments. If that fails, the strategy calls for increasing the
pressure on the opponent by first using nonviolent nonco-
operation, such as economic strikes and boycotts, and then
using nonviolent civil disobedience, which involvesopenly
breaking unjust laws and willingly accepting the punish-
ment, often a prison sentence, in order to draw attention to
the injustice.

But it is no small surprise that King's philosophy and
strategy of nonviolencewassimilar to Gandhi’s. During his
academic pursuits, King was influenced by African Ameri-
cans, such as Howard University’s President Mordechai
Johnson, who had traveled to Indiato study Gandhi’s form
of resistance. Moreover, King visited Indiain February 1959,
shortly after the Montgomery Bus Boycott made him a
household name. King's trip to India “consummated his
conversion to nonviolence.” * He acknowledged Gandhi’s
influence on him when he said that thetrip for himwasakin
to encountering famous heroes of the American Revolution,
such as George Washington and Thomas Jefferson.> While
he traveled to other countries as a tourist, King declared
that he cameto Indiaas apilgrim.

On apersonal level, King'strip to India prompted him
to try to adopt some of Gandhi’s practices as his own, such
asfasting, meditation and material dispossession, but hewas
not as successful at this as was Gandhi. King did not at-
tempt to copy Gandhi’s vegetarianism, confessing a weak-
ness for barbecue.

On abroader scale, King was impressed by the Indian
government’s considerable efforts to improve the plight of
India'soppressed classes, such asits so-called Untouchables.
Upon his return to the United States, King made special
U.S. federal government aid to blacks one of his cardinal
goals. He also wished that U.S. presidents, such as Dwight
D. Eisenhower and Lyndon B. Johnson, had the moral cour-
agetowork onimproving the condition of blacksin America
the way he observed India’s national leaders working to
uplift its Untouchables.®

As Political L eaders of Nonviolent
Resistance M ovements
L eading Adherents and Followers

Neither King nor Gandhi sought the mantle of leader-
ship. If not for Gandhi’s rude exposure to white racism on a
trainin South Africa, he may not have ever tried to organize
Indians there. Instead, he probably would have become
South Africa's richest “colored” attorney. Moreover, upon
hisreturn to India after atwenty-year absence, Gandhi was
not initially a prime mover in Indian politics. Nor did he
deliberately seek out injusti ces against which to launch non-
violent resistance campaigns.” The same can be said of King
who was a reluctant leader at first.2 Upon his return to the
South after years away at northern schools, King planned
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on having two careers, first as a pastor at some respectable
middle class churchin the South and second, asauniversity
professor. Leading and organizing a mass nonviolent resis-
tance campaign for 13 years was not among his plans.

Both Gandhi and King were newcomers to the move-
ment whose leadership reigns they assumed. Gandhi had
only been in South Africa avery short while before he be-
gan organizing the Indians. Likewise, King had only been
in Montgomery a short while before he was nominated to
head up the bus boycott effort. Hewas not along-time mem-
ber of Montgomery’s established black elite. King was cho-
sen as the boycott's leader because he was well educated
and an articul ate speaker, which appealed to Montgomery’s
black professional's, and also because he was a Baptist min-
ister, which appealed to Montgomery’s largely Baptist
churchgoing blacks.®

King's leadership of his adherents and followers con-
trasts sharply with Gandhi’s. King was not the administra-
tor Gandhi was. While Gandhi kept scrupulous books and
financial records, King did not possess this attention to de-
tail. But King's closest aides, who shared his philosophical
commitment to nonviolence asaway of life, did not expect
King to beagreat administrator: He was adreamer, an ora-
tor and a holy man of faith. According to one aide,

what else does he need to be? He's a symbol that
there needsto be amoral voicein Americatalking
about the injustice and the inequity.... He doesn’t
need to know how to answer atelephone.’?

King did not like to make personnel decisions, espe-
cialy thoseinvolving somebody’s dismissal. He was stead-
fastly loyal to close friends and advisers, like Stanley
Levison and Jack O’ Dell. Levison was King's close friend
who, among other things, helped King write his books.
O'Dell, who helped run King's Southern Christian Leader-
ship Conference (SCLC) office in New York and had an
affinity for numbers, had built asubstantial donor list. When
the U.S. Justice Department admonished King to jettison
Levison and O’ Dell because they were thought to be com-
munists, King balked, demanding to see proof. But when
the government failed to produce any shred of evidence,
King demurred, his sense of loyalty to Levison and O’ Déll
trumping whatever political cal culusthefederal government
was trying to get him to make. Eventually, however, direct
pressure from President Kennedy and his brother Robert
compelled King to fire O’ Dell, which was one of the most
agonizing decisions he ever had to make. Nevertheless, King
maintained close contact with L evison despite the Kennedy
brothers” entreaties. And when King finally succumbed to
intense pressure to force the resignation of yet another con-
troversial aide, Bayard Rustin, he nevertheless maintained
close contact with Rustin, so much so that the “firing” was
official in name only.* He even had to be convinced to fire
a SCLC staffer after it was clear the staffer was stealing
from the SCLC's treasury.

Nojeim

Unlike King, Gandhi was not reluctant to abandon even
the oldest of relationships. When he discovered a childhood
friend, whowasliving with himin South Africaand to whom
he felt he owed a debt, in bed with a prostitute, Gandhi im-
mediately expelled him from his house and never welcomed
him back again. And Gandhi was less averse to wading into
the middle of difficult and controversial matters that arose
within his movement. Although his was an inclusive type
of leadership, Gandhi also had authoritarian, even dictato-
rial, traits when it came to getting his way in the Congress
Party.’2 Gandhi knew how popular he was and how essen-
tia his participation in Congress was in order for Congress
to obtain mass support. However, if Congress began to veer
in a direction that Gandhi opposed, he would threaten to
resign. Gandhi was able to force Congress into choosing
oneleader over another and to force Congressinto adopting
his satyagraha methods as official party platforms, even
though many, if not most, of the Congress leaders did not
share anything near his philosophical commitment to non-
violence. Despite their intense love for him, some |leaders,
including Jawaharlal Nehru, thought Gandhi’s ideas about
nonviolence, village spinning programsand asimplisticlife
of labor without heavy industry were not just quaint and
quirky, but downright dangerousto the security of an emerg-
ing modern India.

Neither was Gandhi reluctant to involve himself in the
personal confrontations among hisfollowers. A famous ex-
ample of thisis the feud between two of Congress's great-
est leaders, Nehru and Vallabhbhai Patel. Both men were
headstrong, stubborn and possessed great force of person-
ality and they disagreed on many policies and programs
within the Congress Party. Their feud grew so bad at times
that they could not even stand to talk to each other. After
independence, both leaders would write to Gandhi offering
to resign so that the other could assume unquestioned lead-
ership over the Congress Party and the country’s govern-
ment (which were virtually one and the same thing just af-
ter independence). Yet Gandhi would have none of that, tak-
ing an active role in urging them to work together to iron
out their differences. Nor was he reluctant to take sidesin
these feuds, agreeing with one person (usually Nehru) and
opposing the other (usually Patel).

In King's case, when differences among staff emerged,
he often remained silent, seemingly aoof. He appears to
have had no stomach for settling disputes between people
inthe movement. He often procrastinated when hewas called
on to make a difficult decision. He didn't like to confront
antagonistic personalitiesamong the black |eadership. When
it cameto debating, arguing or otherwise doing battlewithin
the movement, “he was at aloss,” said trusted confidante
Rustin.’? Since Montgomery, King presented “ an almost ga-
lactic remoteness’ to those around him and, according to
David J. Garrow, “combat with people outside the move-
ment was one thing, but head-to-head unpleasantness was
something King avoided consistently,” adopting a passive
stance instead.*
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Thisisironic when considered against the backdrop of
King'sactive nonviolence, which callsfor increasingly con-
frontational forms of intervention in government functions.
Some saw King's passivity and gentleness amidst rowdy
office gatherings as a fault while others saw it as a valued
blessing. Hewould quietly sit through raucous sessions and
then, in Hegelian fashion, hewould reach asynthesisamong
all the different viewpoints, trying to appeal to everyone.*®
Aides said he never got angry and demonstrated unusual
patience.’® Perhapsthat is exactly the type of leader the Civil
Rights Movement needed, given itsmany discordant voices.

Asmoral spokespersons, both felt strongly about people
taking the initiative for their own self-improvement. Both
used their leadership rolesto reform their own people from
within as much as they sought to confront oppression from
without. King argued that blacks “ must assume the primary
responsibility” for making changesthat would improvetheir
status.”” If blacks believethat otherswill be more concerned
about their rights than they are themselves, then they will
contribute to their own victimization and marginalization.
In criticizing blacksfor becoming cynical and disillusioned
with American society, King said they,

have so conditioned themselves to the system of
segregation that they have lost that creative some-
thing called initiative. So many [blacks] use their
oppression as an excuse for mediocrity.®

Gandhi was a tireless reformer of Indian society. His
three part social welfare program—weaving homespun cloth
(khadi), attaining Hindu-Muslim unity and ending Untouch-
ability—reveal hispassionate desiretoreform India. In con-
stantly preaching that people should make and wear khadi,
Gandhi sought economic reform to revive each village to
help make it self-sufficient. In preaching Hindu-Muslim
unity, Gandhi sought political reform to ensure the survival
of aunited Mother India. And, in launching his controver-
sial attack on Untouchability, he sought spiritual reformin
an effort to save Hinduism from self-decay. These issues
were far more important to him than was political indepen-
dence from Britain, for what was the point of changing po-
litical leadership in Delhi if village life remained so hope-
lesdly destitute, if Indiawas brutally divided and if Hindu-
ism remained an oppressive system?

Neither Gandhi nor King hesitated to criticize those with
whom they had philosophical disagreements. Of Malcolm
X'saggressive rhetoric about using any means necessary in
defense of black rights, King argued that such an approach
was neither morally nor strategically sound. Of the white
clergy who gave sympathetic lip serviceto black civil rights,
King chastised them for too often being a taillight rather
than a headlight. He said they were “more cautious than
courageous’ and content to remain silent “behind the anes-
thetizing security of stained glass.” *° Of the black activists
inthe Civil Rights Movement, King complained that it was
populated with too many middle class people and not enough
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activists from the grassroots in the rural south or the north-
ern ghettoes.? Of the Federal Government, on which here-
lied so much in his confrontation with local and state gov-
ernments in the South, King was critical of its snail-like
pace inintroducing civil rights legislation. King was also a
vocal opponent of the Federal Government’sforeign policy
in Vietnam.

For his part, Gandhi issued a contemptuous indictment
of Western Civilization in his short book Hind Swaraj (In-
dian Home Rule). Init, he condemned Western Civilization
asimmoral and godlessand predicted it woul d self-destruct.?
He also published articles criticizing the Congress |leader-
ship. He accused it of being corrupt and venal. He charged
Congress with being more concerned with protecting its
privilege of power than with hel ping India sdestitute masses.
Hewroteforceful articlesrailing against ancient Hindu tra-
ditions, like child marriages and Untouchability, calling for
an end to both.

One of the most important issues to discussin thisre-
gard is the challenge both Gandhi and King faced in their
efforts to mold their constituents into a unified front. Nei-
ther man was successful in this. The black community, as
with the Indian, suffered from interna divisions, not least
of which werethose arising out of religious differences. Not
all blacksin America are Christians, just as not al Indians
are Hindus. Even though virtually all blacks and Indians
experienced the humiliation of white oppression and rac-
ism, this shared experience proved to be an insufficient base
on which Gandhi and King could build alasting united front.
I nterestingly, both were subj ected to withering critiquesfrom
the Muslim leaders in their respective communities. To be
sure, it must be a coincidence of history that both men con-
fronted an increasingly hostile population that did not prac-
tice their faith, but instead practiced 1slam and from which
were issued challengesto their legitimacy.?

The so-called black Muslims in America, especially
Malcolm X, leveled scathing criticisms against King and
the nonviolent resisters. Most of Malcolm X’s vitriol was
reserved for whites, but Malcolm X was almost as unspar-
ing in his attack on King's nonviolence. He condemned
nonviolence as a “ cowardice-producing narcotic” and pro-
claimed that King, with his nonviolent love-thy-oppressor-
philosophy, was speaking alanguage that the violent white
man could not understand.? Muhammad Ali Jinnah, the
powerful and charismatic leader of the Muslim League in
India, had strong disagreements with Gandhi and blamed
Gandhi for some of the Hindu-Muslim problems. Jinnah
became such a powerful forcein Indian paliticsthat he was
able to thwart al of Gandhi’s efforts to keep India united.

Both Gandhi and King were beloved by the masses.
But thisis no small wonder since both so heavily identified
themselveswith the poor and disenfranchised. Despite com-
ing from privilege, Gandhi and King had an intimate under-
standing of, and could implicitly relate to, the needs of the
common folk.2* On marches, both drew throngs of people
who just wanted to get a glimpse of them or to somehow



28

participate in a historic moment. Like Gandhi, King was
swarmed by onlookers trying to get closer to him, to touch
him. A white reporter covering amarch in Mississippi mar-
veled at theimpact King had ontherural, uneducated blacks,
even bringing five-year-old girls to tears.®

Both identified with the poor masses and worked tirelessly
on their behalf. They lived like the poor, Gandhi in primi-
tive rural huts, King in tenements in the Chicago ghetto.
They traveled like the poor, Gandhi by third classrail or by
bare feet, King by bus or mule. They dressed like the poor,
Gandhi in his simple white loincloth, King in his signature
farmers overalls. They worked like the poor, Gandhi toil-
ing in the hot fields or at his spinning wheel, King bending
down during the harvest with migrant farm laborers. And
both furnished their people with the potent weapon of love
attached to nonviolence, a weapon that empowered them
and gave them hope against their despair.?

Finally, both were master communicators, King seem-
ingly born to the bully pulpit while Gandhi had to learn to
overcome hisshynessin front of large groups. Both became
effective public speakers, ableto userhetoric, metaphor and,
in King's case, anaphora to great effect. While King was
the more accomplished speech-giver, both had a knack for
dramatizing, in stark and vivid imagery, the injustices that
their people suffered. Both had aflair for thetheatrical drama
necessary to lead a mass nonviolent movement. Gandhi’s
Salt March, for instance, struck a chord deep in the psyche
of diverse sectors of the Indian population. King's harness-
ing of both Christian and constitutional principlesresonated
not only with black Americans, but with white Americans
aswell.

Confronting the Opponent

Interestingly, both Gandhi and King had their activism
forged in the burning humiliations they suffered on public
transportation. Gandhi was forcibly thrown off a train in
South Africa because he refused to give up his first class
seat. As a high school student, King had to give up his bus
seat on the way home from a debating competition. Seeth-
ing with anger as he remained standing during 90 mile bus
ride home, King at that time vowed to hate all white people.
And on atrain ride back home to Georgia from graduate
school in Boston, King had to dine behind a curtain, so that
whites wouldn’t see him, as his train crossed the Mason-
Dixon Line.

Moreover, both confronted awhite power structure that
was extremely resistant to change.?” Like many others, they
saw the essential hypocrisy of the whites. On the one hand,
whites proclaimed adherence to a noble philosophy based
on liberty and equality. On the other hand, whites denied
these same rights to people of color.

Of course, both used nonviolence to resist their oppo-
nents, but for different ends. Gandhi sought to overthrow
his opponent’s governing system, arguing that to cooperate
with the British system of government in India was to co-
operate with evil. By contrast, King did not seek to over-
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throw the system of government inthe United States. Rather,
by exposing its shameful conduct, he sought to compel it to
live up to its declared creed that all men are created equal
and enjoy the same unalienable rights. King believed in
American society and the American system of government.
Hebédieved the United Stateswastruly an exceptional coun-
try and wanted blacks to be able to freely and equally par-
ticipate in its many opportunities.

In confronting their opponents, Gandhi and King also
used nonviolent resistance to popularize jail-going. They
knew that provoking their white opponents into imprison-
ing them would raise agroundswell of popular support. Jail-
ing nonviolent resisters, with the cameras rolling, would
demonstrate to the world how desperate and morally bank-
rupt the governing authorities were. Indeed, at times the
British government refused to accept Gandhi’sinvitation to
arrest him, knowing full well this would turn the people
against it. King had similar experiences, as when he was
mysteriously bailed out of jail in Albany, Georgia: he sus-
pected it was the very same sheriff (or his cronies) who had
arrested himin the first place.

Gandhi and King changed the nature and image of im-
prisonment. King gave beautiful speeches about transform-
ing prisonsfrom “ dungeons of shame” into “ havens of free-
dom and human dignity.” 2 Gandhi made jail-going “the
hallmark of integrity and national commitment rather than
an experience of degradation and public shame.” 2 While
in jail, both would engage in extensive prayer and study.
Each would also take to writing, King's “Letter from Bir-
mingham City Jail” being the most famous. Moreover, im-
prisonment served yet another purpose, especially for
Gandhi. He had become so popular and beloved that he
welcomed jail asthe only way to get respitefrom thethrongs
of admirers who flocked around him wherever he went.

As Religious Devotees

Both Gandhi and King were driven the most by their
strong faiths. Their faithsinformed their philosophical com-
mitment to nonviolence and also compelled them to social
activism. These were not paliticians trying to be holy men;
these were holy men trying to be politicians. In both cases,
aspiritual man is entering politics because he feels hisreli-
gious beliefs compel him to do so. Despite their moments
of doubt, despite their bouts with depression and despite
the hatred, chaos and violence that envel oped them, neither
lost faith. Astheir careers progressed, through failures and
successes, it appears that they grew even stronger in their
respective faiths. According to C. Eric Lincoln,

the peculiar genius of Martin Luther King is that
hewas ableto trandatereligiousfervor into social
action, thereby creating political leadership under
the rubric of hisreligious ministry.*

But these same words could just as easily be written about
Mohandas Gandhi.
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During their nonviolent resistance campaigns, God and
religion were constantly invoked. For instance, in South
Africa, Gandhi told the satyagrahis that God was with
them.®! King made similar proclamations such as, in 1955
during the Montgomery Bus Boycott, when he proclaimed
in his best preacher’s baritone voice, that “if we are wrong,
God Almighty iswrong!” 3 Moreover, King cited a broad
range of authoritative theologians to bolster his arguments.
He did thisto masterful effect in his“Letter from Birming-
ham City Jail” when he cited both St. Augustine and St.
ThomasAquinasto arguethat unjust laws must be disobeyed.

Both leaders put themselves and their movements on the
side of ajust and merciful God. Both invoked love as apillar
of their faith-based struggle. King's use of agape brought
“Gandhi’s spirit of inclusiveness into an American context
more than any other aspect of King's philosophy.” % King
liked to say that Christ furnished the spirit of love, justice,
redemption and bearing the cross of suffering while Gandhi
furnished the method of nonviolent resistance.

Some of Gandhi’s critics point out that his near fanati-
cal devotion to God, expressed primarily through Hindu-
ism, actually helped fan the flames of religiousintolerance
between Muslims and Hindus. Despite his own Herculean
effortsto attain Hindu-Muslim unity, Gandhi’s constant em-
phasison religion and religious piety may have contributed
toanincreasein religiousintol erance, which wasn’t so hard
to do in the first place since Hindus and Mudlims had a
shaky relationship for decades. At first, Jinnah, the Muslim
League'sleader and future“father” of Pakistan, was a pow-
erful and influential member of Congresswith stanch union-
ist sentiments. However, Jinnah turned away from Congress
as he began to believe that the party was becoming increas-
ingly aHindu nationalist party, as opposed to an Indian na-
tionalist party. Jinnah blamed this evolution in part on
Gandhi who was constantly emphasizing religion in his
speechesand actions. Jinnah and many other Muslimsfeared
that Gandhi’semphasison religionin politicswould end up
replacing the British Raj with aHindu Raj.

Gandhi and King's religious devotion elicited very
strong responses, both from people who adored them and
from those who reviled them. To hisfollowers, Gandhi was
Bapu (father) or Mahatma (great soul). But to his detrac-
tors, especially the Hindu extremistswho feared hewas giv-
ing away too much to the Muslims, Gandhi was not aMa-
hatma, nor even did they refer to him by his given name,
Mohandas. Instead, they referred to him as Mohammed
Gandhi, an aliterative play on the term Mahatmaand meant
as an insult to Gandhi, since Mohammed is a very popular
Muslim name. To hisintractable British adversary, Winston
Churchill, Gandhi was nothing more than a

seditious middle temple lawyer, now posing as a
fakir . . . striding half-naked up the steps of the
Viceregal palace. . . to parlay on equal termswith
the representative of the King-Emperor.3
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King'sfollowersreferredto himasLLJfor Little Lord
Jesus, or just Little Jesus. Upon his arrival somewhere, his
admirers shouted, “King is King!” or “Hail to the King!”
Hisblack opponents, however, referred to him derisively as
“Da Lawd,” and white racists referred to him as Martin
Luther Coon, or Martin Loser King.®

In comparing Gandhi and King against the backdrop
of religion, it is also useful to point out a paradoxical com-
bination of valuesthey both possessed. Inthefirst instance,
each was a stanch nationalist, which gave their work an es-
sentially exclusivist flavor. Gandhi was fiercely proud of
Indiaand itsimpressive civilization. Hethought India, with
its rich ancient history, had much to offer the world. After
all, asthehirthplace of two of theworld’smost widely prac-
ticed religions, India can be considered The Holy Land to
hundreds of millions of Hindus and Buddhists. Gandhi was
proud of the faith into which he was born and which was
born of his beloved Mother India. He wanted India to be
run by Indians, not by an alien power.

LikeGandhi, King wasapatriot, aquintessential Ameri-
can who believed that America was ordained by God to be
special, even uniqueamong all other countries. Thisiscalled
the Doctrine of American Exceptionalism and is shared by
many Americans. King saw the United States as a beacon
on ahill, providing a guiding light for the rest of the world
to follow. Even his opposition to the Johnson
administration’s Vietnam War policies was couched in pa
triotism: King said he opposed the U.S. war in Vietnam be-
cause of hislovefor America. Furthermore, he believed that
black Americans in particular could set afine example for
therest of the world to follow. Because of their uniquerole
in history, black Americans could teach the rest of the coun-
try and the world about the transforming power of nonvio-
lence. By bearing the cross of others' shame, by acting out
their resistance using nonviolence and self-suffering, black
Americans could redeem the soul of the entire nation, which
would then serve as a shining example for the rest of the
world to follow.®

So, as lovers of their own countries, both Gandhi and
King possessed a nationalist vision that was essentially
exclusivist in its patriotic fervor. Gandhi’s Indian national -
ism led him to demand independence from Britain and the
exclusion of whites from Indian rule because, unlike white
Americans, white Britons in India were foreigners. King's
American nationalism led him to demand the inclusion of
blacks in the American Dream.

Yet, and in the second, paradoxical, instance, their
exclusivist nationalistic sentimentswere offset by their uni-
versalistic visions for humanity. Fueled by their deep reli-
gious convictions, each envisioned a kind of global inclu-
siveness that called for human oneness, regardless of na-
tionality. For Gandhi, everyoneis achild of God and must
be treated thusly. Each person is spiritually connected to
everyone el se: to hurt one person isto hurt oneself. For King,
his philosophy of Personalism meant that every human be-
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ing had worth under God, and therefore must be loved and
treated as part of a single, unified garment of human des-
tiny. King's Personalist vision did not apply only to Ameri-
cans. Since he believed that “injustice anywhereis athreat
tojustice everywhere,” the wholeworld must be redeemed,
not just the United States.®” He developed an al encom-
passing global vision. The Poor Peoples Campaign that he
was organizing when he was murdered is a good example
of hisinclusive vision for bringing justice to all who suf-
fered, not just blacks.

As religious devotees, both men insisted on living the
totality of their livesinformed by a single, unifying creed,
nonviolence. Gandhi’s nonviolence was acquired through
his deeply held Hindu beliefs, reinforced through the influ-
ences of Jainismand his Jain friend, Raychandbhai, and then
leavened by European and American influences, such asLeo
Tolstoy and Henry David Thoreau. King's was acquired
through his deeply held Christian beliefs, then reinforced
by the influences of Gandhi, Bayard Rustin and others. All
aspects of their lives were filtered through the demanding
prism of nonviolence. In Gandhi’s case, al hisexperiments
with diet, celibacy, non-possession and even his madden-
ingly frequent about-faces on issues, were al conducted
under the unifying rubric of satyagraha, which had as its
most exigent endeavor the desire to see God through the
pursuit of Truth.

For King, hisfaith dictated not only hisnonviolencein
the Civil Rights Movement, but also his views on other is-
sues, especialy poverty and the Vietham War. His opposi-
tion to the war alienated the Johnson administration, cost
him considerablefinancial support among whiteliberalsand
angered many black leaderswho turned their backs on him.
But King, irrevocably bound by his faith, refused to yield
on these issues.

While both were men of intensely held religious con-
victions, their faith was not confined to the cloister. They
were al so men of action, believing that their faith demanded
their presence at the ramparts of an epic historical struggle.
Both were keen at taking the best moral and spiritual tenets
of their faiths and turning them into political action that was
high minded. Such action was thus so profoundly symbolic
that it struck the peoples’ deepest psychological chordsand
transformed many of them into sympathetic adherentsif not
active resisters. This is what Robert King calls “engaged
spirituality.” Gandhi, for instance, used the fast to demon-
strate to Hindus the extent he was willing to suffer for his
principles. King used not only the symbol of the cross, but
also Negro spirituals to fuse political action with a holy

message:

The spirituals did for the Civil Rights Movement
what Gandhi’s fasts did for his own reform move-
ment: they brought people together and gavethem
the courage to resist oppression, while also affect-
ing the consciences of the peopl e outsidethe move-
ment.*
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AsMen

Both Gandhi and King had relatively privileged youths,
at least by comparison to other Indians and blacks of their
time. Although both were scarred by white racism, both were
fortunate to come from stable families that were relatively
economically secure and insulated from the worst that rac-
istshad to offer. Both of their fatherswere* strong and ample
providerswho exercised considerableinfluence within their
respective communities.” * Gandhi’s grandfather, then fa-
ther, then brother, all had good positions in the local gov-
ernment. King's father was a self-made business entrepre-
neur and preacher. His family was solid middle class.

As young boys, however, Gandhi and King had strik-
ingly different personalities. Young King was athletic and
liked to play rough games. Although he did not like to fight,
he was willing to settle playground disputes with his fists
by suggesting to his opponent that they duke it out on the
grass. Few childhood rivals accepted King's offer. King was
short and stocky and very physical: he could give a hit as
well as absorb one. By his own recollection Gandhi, who
was much more slender, even by Indian standards, did not
have much interest in athletics at all. There are few, if any,
accounts of Gandhi brawling as a youngster.

Moreover, both appear to have had mild suicidal ten-
denciesintheir youth. In hisfrustration at having to do what
his elders told him, Gandhi and a childhood friend made a
suicide pact but they failed to muster the courage to go
through with it.* King made a couple of half-hearted at-
temptsat suicide. The occasion both timesinvolved the grief-
stricken boy and hisbel oved grandmother. Onthefirst, when
his grandmother was accidentally knocked unconscious,
King thought she was dead and leapt from a second-story
window. He did it again sometime later upon hearing the
(correct) news of his grandmother’s death.

Although both had expensive high-powered educations,
Gandhi was not much of a student compared to King. His
schooling, from early childhood through law school in Lon-
don, was not marked by any significant or outstanding aca-
demic achievements. Later in life, however, Gandhi proved
to be an adept intellectual, a voracious reader and prolific
writer. King, by contrast, was an exceptional pupil and a
well respected and promising young scholar (although not
the best of writers). Perhaps King's academic rise was due
to the post-World War |1 need to fill the schools and col-
leges. However, it is unlikely that this alone, especialy in
the segregated Deep South of the 1940s and 1950s, would
have been enough to propel an African American al the
way through to his Ph.D. King was, indeed, an intellectual .
What is paradoxical about King's obvious intellect is the
plagiarism he committed in writing his dissertation at Bos-
ton University. If King was an intellectual lightweight, this
would have been easily discovered in the classroom or at
the many salons he and his housemates hosted in Boston.
Few doubt King'sintellect or academic acumen, which was
evident from early childhood, so why did he plagiarize parts
of his doctoral thesis? Did he cut corners in his haste to
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finish? Was he becoming academically lazy? Was he inse-
cure about hiswriting skills? Or wasit simply an outgrowth
of the common and widely accepted practice among black
preachersto borrow material from one another without giv-
ing attribution?

Unlike King, Gandhi was painfully shy. As a young
barrister, Gandhi had difficulty mustering the courage to
speak up in a court case, even though it was his turn and
everyone was waiting for him to speak. By contrast, King
won adebating contest while hewasin high school and was
already accomplished at the pul pit before he graduated from
college. Neither was King shy in his pursuit of women. He
was quite theladies’ man, while Gandhi hardly even under-
stood theimpact of hischildhood marriageto Kasturba. King
was a galavanter while Gandhi sought to achieve celibacy
at an early age. Even as she agreed to marry him, Coretta
Scott’s friends warned her about young King's reputation
as awomanizer.

What they both did share, however, was a strong moral
center. As alittle boy, King seemed to know instinctively
that something was immoral about how his best friend's
parents no longer alowed Martin to play with their son be-
cause of Martin's skin color. And King was outraged by
having to give up his seat to awhite person on an overnight
train ride. For his part, young Gandhi refused to obey his
teacher’s instructions to copy off of another pupil’s exam
so that avisiting school official could see that the teacher’s
students had all achieved a 100 percent mark. Even in his
rebelliousness, Gandhi’s moral center eventually overrode
his youthful impulses. After stealing and lying, the young
Mahatma-to-be could not overcome the sense of guilt and
shame he felt and thus confessed his sin to his father. And
once Gandhi made a promise, as a young law student in
London or as an accomplished barrister in South Africa,
there was absolutely no going back on it.

That said, neither Gandhi nor King can be considered
excellent role models as family men, at least in the tradi-
tional sense. Unlike the conventional father and husband,
Gandhi’s attachment to and love of family did not super-
cede hislove of others. Gandhi made no distinctionsin how
he treated people, whether they were blood relations or not.
Hevirtually disowned hiseldest son, Harilal, after helearned
of Harilal’s drinking, cavorting and public conversion to
Islam. Gandhi instructed other family membersnot to share
anything with Harilal. Is this the proper approach a votary
of love and nonviolence takes toward another person, ason
no less? Furthermore, in correspondence with family mem-
bers, Gandhi was harsh, refusing to send them money, pro-
claiming that all his resources were devoted to his social
uplift programs and that relatives did not deserve his lar-
gesse just because they were kin.

Gandhi was strict with Kasturbatoo, rarely givinginto
her wishes. He forbade her from keeping gifts. He also dic-
tated to doctors what medicines she could have in times of
illness. Even though he eventually eased up on trying to
control every aspect of his wife's life, “he refused to give
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any credence or respect to her opinions or intellect,”  re-
maining patrician toward her until she died. That is not to
say that Gandhi did not love “Ba’ because he did. It's just
that his love for her did not conform to conventional no-
tions of spousal fealty.

AndKingloved Coretta, but he was strict with her al so.
Right at the end of their first date, King shocked Coretta by
expressing his desire to marry her. But this proposal was
conditioned on Coretta swillingnessto accept the traditional
role of the housewife who would keep the home and raise
the children. Despite her considerable prospects as a pro-
fessional singer, Coretta acceded to King's insistence that
she remain home. Oncethey were married, he even forbade
her from partaking in nonviolent resistance campaigns.
Corettaoncesaid, I’ ve never been on the scenewhen we' ve
marched. ... I’musually at home because my husband says,
‘you have to take care of the children.’” “ Moreover, King
was, by today’s standards, an absenteefather, not seeing his
children for weeks at atime. King was also unfaithful to his
wife.

When it came to gender relations and the treatment of
women overall, Gandhi was arguably far ahead of histime
while King was behind his. Although he started out as a
young male chauvinist in the first years of his marriage,
Gandhi ended up calling for an end to child marriages be-
cause of the heavy burden it placed on young girls. Gandhi
wanted to liberate women from their socia shackles. He
called for an end to purdah (screen or veil) and the seclu-
sion of women because women must exercise their right
and duty to serve outside the home as well asinside it. He
called for equal treatment of women and insisted that men
share in the housework at his ashrams. He even called on
women to join the men as equals in the nonviolent
satyagraha campaigns.® He felt women had a special
strength of character and a great capacity for self-sacrifice
and nonviolence. He also believed that women were per-
fectly situated to help him carry out his major reform pro-
grams, including spinning, ending untouchability, improv-
ing home hygiene and even buil ding friendships across com-
munal boundaries.*

By contrast, King |ooked down on professional women
and did not think that women could be effective leaders.#
According to James Lawson, ahigh-ranking member of the
movement, “Martin had real problemswith having women
inahigh position.” ®But evenif Kinginsisted that Coretta’'s
place wasin the home, other women played key rolesin the
movement. From Rosa Parks's famous “no” on that Mont-
gomery bus, to EllaBaker’s|eadership in saving the SCLC
from financial ruin,* to Diane Nash's remarkabl e ability to
keep the Freedom Rides, which were on the verge of col-
lapsing, intact and nonviolent, women played a prominent
role and werevery much the“backbone” of the Civil Rights
Movement.>°

Even asanational figure, King's views about freedom
and equality did not extend to women. In the late 1950s, he
wrote a column for Ebony Magazine called Advicefor Liv-
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ing. Init, hewrotethat the“ primary obligation of thewoman
ismotherhood.” ®! In one column, awoman wrote in asking
for advice about her cheating husband. Rather than hold the
husband responsible for his despicable behavior, King sug-
gested that it was the wife's fault. He asked her to consider
what the other woman had to offer her husband that she did
not: “Do you nag?’ he asked.® While King's traditionalist
views of women may have been similar to some other men
of histime, they certainly clashed with the major theme of
hismovement. Moreover, thewomen’sliberation movement
wasin full swing during King's last years, so he must have
been fully cognizant of women's issues.

Gandhi and King share similarities and differencesin
how they tried to cope with human passions, including their
materialist, culinary and carnal desires. Despite the objec-
tionsof their spouses, Gandhi and King both sought to over-
come what many consider a natural human desire, to ac-
quire material possessions. In Gandhi’s case, he gave up
virtually all worldly possessions, save a pair of spectacles,
a walking stick, a few articles of clothing, some writing
implements and some crude dining ware. At a very early
age and much to the consternation of his wife, Gandhi be-
gan divesting himself of his and his family’s possessions,
putting them in trust for the poor. After his visit to India,
King also tried to shed his desire for material things, al-
though he was less successful at this than Gandhi. For the
longest time, he resisted Coretta’'s pleas and delayed buy-
ing a new car and a new home, despite the fact that the
family had clearly outgrown the old ones. He felt that he
did not deserve to keep the monetary award that came with
his Nobel Peace Prize while Coretta argued that he should.
He won that argument. Although King's taste for fine suits
stayed with him, by hislast days, he wasincreasingly turn-
ing to the idea of complete denial of material possessions.

When it comes to the palate, Gandhi and King diverge
considerably. Judging that he must overcome all desiresin
order to see God face to face, Gandhi engaged in alifelong
experiment to conquer his palate. He was astrict vegetarian
by his law-school days. In later life, he conducted diet ex-
perimentsin order to determine how little and how simply
he could eat. Gandhi’s repeated fasts were also tied to his
desire to conquer his palate. For his part, King does not
appear to have had any interest in conquering his palate. A
little bit overweight, King was a meat eater who definitely
enjoyed a good meal. He was known to make sudden out-
bursts at SCL C meetings proclaiming he could not continue
without first having something to eat.

Regarding their sexuality, Gandhi and King show dif-
ferencesaswell as similarities. On the one hand, both were
nearly consumed by their preoccupation with sex. Gandhi
and King both felt immense guilt about their sexuality. King
was haunted by his infidelities, while Gandhi never fully
recovered from the shame of running off to his wife's bed
just as his father was about to die. On the other hand, they
cameto termswith this preoccupation through sharply con-
tradictory practices, with Gandhi essentially denying his
sexudity through the austere practice of brahmacharya (celi-
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bacy), while King repeatedly succumbed to his sexual ap-
petite. Despite hisguilt and self-loathing, King'surges, per-
haps coupled with hislonelinessfor being away from home
so much, led him to break his marital vows on numerous
occasions. According to Ralph Abernathy’s book And the
Walls Came Tumbling Down (1989), written long after King
died, King engaged in a sexua liaison even on the night
before he was assassinated. By contrast, Gandhi achieved
celibacy at theyoung age of 37. Yet, despitefinally keeping
his vow of celibacy for more than four decades, Gandhi re-
mained preoccupied with his sexuality until his death. He
clearly enjoyed the company of young women, writing to one,
“Thesexua senseishardest to overcomein my case.” % Once
Gandhi had an involuntary discharge while sleeping and
awoketraumatized by theincident. So, to be absolutely sure
of his cédlibacy, Gandhi conducted a controversial experi-
ment by sleeping naked alongside nubile young women.

As Heroes

If ahero is someone who, knowing the danger, demon-
strates bravery and couragein the fearless service of others,
then surely Gandhi and King are heroes. King defined cour-
age asthe power of the mind to overcome fear.> To be sure,
both King and Gandhi demonstrated fearlessnessin theface
of repeated death threats and several assassination attempts.
King was spat upon, jailed, beaten, hit with bricks, bombed
and stabbed, yet he retained the courage to continue strug-
gling for his beliefs.% In seminary school, a white racist
pulled agun on King and threatened to kill him. King calmed
himwith hiswords. L ater, the student admitted hewaswrong
and publicly apologized to King.® At a signing ceremony
for hisfirst book, Stride Toward Freedom, a crazed woman
stabbed King in the chest. Once while King was giving a
speech, a white supremacist rushed the stage and punched
him in the face and then began to pummel him. When King
lowered his arms and looked camly at his attacker, one
witness said that she never again doubted King's complete
philosophical commitment to nonviolence.®” King's house
was firebombed and he and his family were constantly re-
ceiving death threats. Yet he remained eerily calm amidst
this maelstrom. After the firebombing, King confronted an
angry black mob outside hishomethat wanted revenge. King
calmed them, saying “we must love our white brothers, no
matter what they do to us... We must meet hate with love.”
%8 When hooded Ku Klux Klansmen rode through hisneigh-
borhood to try to terrorize him, he went out on his front
door step and remained there until the horsemen I€ft. In the
closing words of his last speech, King expressed this fear-
lessness el oquently:

WEell, | don't know what will happen now. We've
got some difficult days ahead. But it doesn't mat-
ter withmenow. . . . Like anybody, | would liketo
live along life. Longevity has its place. But I'm
not concerned about that now. . . . [because] I've
seen the promised land. | may not get there with
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you. But | want you to know tonight, that we, asa
people, will get to the promised land. And I'm
happy, tonight! 1I'm not worried about anything!
I’m not fearing any man! Mine eyes have seen the
glory of the coming of the Lord!*®

For his part, Gandhi received many death threats and
in fact experienced several close calls. In South Africa,
Gandhi was almost beaten to death by an angry mob of
whites. After a burly Indian threatened to kill him, Gandhi
showed no fear in defying his compatriot. Trueto histhreat,
the husky man clubbed Gandhi on the head, seriously
wounding him. During the communal riots in Calcutta,
Gandhi deliberately waded into the thicket of violence, re-
siding in the abandoned house of Muslims. An angry mob
of Hindusbrokeinto the compound, demanding that heleave
at once. They trashed the place, swinging clubs and sticks.
Gandhi was nearly hit in the head with a brick. Gandhi's
lifewasin danger yet heremained calm and eventual ly talked
the crowd into putting down its weapons and going home.
On another occasion, a bomb exploded near the dais where
he was conducting his prayer meeting. This was a failed
attempt on Gandhi’slife, conducted by membersof the same
group who would in fact succeed the next day, this time
with three bullets to the chest. When the bomb exploded
Gandhi remained calm, soothing the crowd by resuming his
prayer session. And, trueto hiswish, when Gandhi was shot
by the Hindu extremists the next day, he said Hey Ram (Oh,
God) three times and then fell to the ground.

Gandhi and King are also heroes because of how they
lived their livesin the service of others. Although both could
have been rich and successful as private citizens, both chose
instead to sacrifice great career potential, and the comfort it
would bring them and their family, for alife of service to
others. Both men gave up promising and lucrative careers
for alife of voluntary poverty. Indeed, both were far more
concerned with caring for and serving othersthan they were
for themselves.

So what of their legacies? Do Gandhi and King's non-
violent visions dominate Indian or American society today?
Doestoday’s Indiareflect Gandhi’s vision? Has the United
Statesfulfilled King'sdream?n short, the answer ismostly
no. Overall, since Indiadid not follow Gandhi’slead on the
issues that mattered most to him, such as nonviolence,
satyagraha, Hindu-Mudlim unity, khadi, reviving villagelife
and ending Untouchability, there is little to suggest that
Gandhi is the father of contemporary India.®® Contrary to
what Gandhi wished, India evolved into a modern country
with a strong central government, a sophisticated military
and heavy industrial and agricultural sectors. And King's
eloguent dream of creating a beloved community in the
United States remains a dream. In the twenty-first century,
people till are too often judged by the color of their skin
and not the content of their character. Americaremainsvery
much segregated. Racial profiling of blacks on the strests,
on the highways, in the malls and in the restaurants still
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exists and the problem of Americais still the problem of
racism.®

Nevertheless, there is evidence al around of Gandhi
and King's influence and enduring legacy in the twenty-
first century. Both men are the subject of numerous con-
tinuing studies and books. Both men have many Internet
websites dedi cated to their memory and teaching. Both men
are the subject of numerous international conferences and
symposia. Both men have been the subject of multiple film
documentaries and cinematic movie productions. Both men
have monuments and museums dedicated to their life and
work. Both men have national holidays honoring their
memory. Both men have left behind a wealth of admirers
and followers who today carry on their work al over the
world. Both men have their words reproduced and replayed
countless times in countless venues. Most important, their
style of nonviolent resistance is still practiced throughout
the world.®? Indeed, both men are more than historical fig-
ures—theirsisalegacy of timeless applicability and bound-
less potential, one for all the ages.
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Fifteen years have passed since Nelson Mandela was
released from a South African prison in February 1990 and
about adecade has passed since that country’sfirst multira-
cia eectioninApril 1994. Thetransition bracketed by those
two events, i.e., the transition from an apartheid dictator-
ship to amulti-racial democracy, isroutinely described asa
“miracle,” something the American Heritage Dictionary
definesas an “ event that appears unexplainable by the laws
of nature and so isheld to be supernatural in origin or an act
of God.” Patti Waldmeir’s depiction of South Africa’stran-
sition, for example, is entitled The Anatomy of a Miracle;
Adrian Guelke has written about “the Misunderstood
Miracle,” and Allister Sparks hastitled hisrecent overview
of the first decade of multiracial democracy Beyond the
Miracle.r While those books concentratelargely on changes
in the country’s politics, others describe the changesin its
economic policies as a miracle. Pamela Cox, former head
of the World Bank’s South Africa Division, has argued that
the post-1994 African National Congress [ANC] govern-
ment “inherited an economy that wasin severedistress, and
what they have done to put the economy on the right foot-
ingis...amost miraculous.” 2

Yet others are troubled by this conception of South
Africastransition. Princeton Lyman, the American ambas-
sador to Pretoriafor much of that time, has written that the
“problem with painting South Africaso often asa‘miracle’
is that it leads to seeing it as an aberration, a specia case
with limited relevance to other conflicts.” 2 This study con-
sidersthisissue; can South Africa’stransition be explained
by the “laws’ of conflict resolution and democracy promo-
tion and, asaresult, be relevant for other cases, or should it
be considered unique and as something coming from God?

South AfricaasMiracle

There are several ways that the outcome in South Af-
rica might be considered a miracle: that it occurred at all
and ended the way it did, that leading figuresin the transi-
tion process behaved in unexpected ways, and that it in-
cluded anumber of fortuitous events, any one of which might
be described as “miraculous.”

An Unexpected Transition

Many inside and outside the country were surprised at
the outcome. Margaret Thatcher uttered the most memo-
rable false prediction, arguing in 1987 that “anyone who
thinks the ANC is going to run the government in South
Africaisliving in cloud-cuckoo land.” 4 Scholars, too, had
reason to be skeptical. Historically, relatively few internal

conflicts—generally estimated at between one-quarter and
one-third—ended with negotiated settlements, much less
democracy. Roy Licklider has concluded, in addition, that
50% of negotiated settlements ending civil wars were fol-
lowed by a return to violence. Thus in Africa, there have
been failed conflict resolution efforts in Angola, Liberia,
Rwanda, the Congo, and elsewhere. There are many rea-
sons why internal wars are more difficult to resolve politi-
cally: the asymmetrical nature of the conflict, the difficulty
of compromise with foes against whom one has been fight-
ing and with whom one must live when the war is finished,
the self interest of somein prolonging the conflict, and the
high stakes of such conflicts—typically control of the gov-
ernment and the consequent control of the resources that
that provides.® In the South African case, specificaly, there
was a“legacy of political polarization—rooted in deep so-
cioeconomic inequalities, reinforced by a state founded on
racial discrimination, and inflamed by a history of political
violence,” conditions that “could hardly have provided a
less promising foundation for a stable democracy.” ® The
outbreak of genocidal violencein Rwandain the same month
as South Africa's el ection provided evidence of the need to
resolve domestic conflicts peacefully but also of the diffi-
culty of doing so.

Not unexpectedly, many informed observers in South
Africa, itself, did not expect a successful transition. Georg
Meiring, head of the country’s National Defense Force, con-
cluded in November 1993 that “it is probably unredlistic to
expect internal stability to be achieved within the next de-
cade.” Eugene Nyati, a black risk analyst, identified some
of the reasons for pessimism: “Public disillusionment and
thelack of improvement in the quality of lifewill galvanize
resistance.... Civil and labor unrest will resume and render
the country ungovernable once again.” Ordinary people
shared this pessimism. Only 15% of whites polled in alate
1991 survey believed they would be better off in the “ new”
South Africa. Africans, too, were skeptical. For example,
oneANC “comrade” told Waldmelir that “| don’t think we're
ready for anew South Africa. There' sawar coming.” ” Given
the pessimism about future stability, it is not surprising that
many doubted that democracy would emerge. That pessi-
mism was reinforced by the state of democracy elsewhere
on the continent: the 1994 Freedom House survey identi-
fied only eight “free” countries in sub-Saharan Africa, 20
that were “partly free,” and 17 that were “not free.” 8

More than unexpected, there are also ways that South
Africa stransition was unprecedented. William Zartman has
argued that, “neither history nor analysis could have pre-
dicted anegotiated outcometo theinternal conflict in South
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Africa,” because “there is no precedent anywhere for suc-
cessful negotiations allowing a poor majority to take over
from or even share power with arich majority when major-
ity and minority identify and areidentified ascriptively. That
only happens by revolution or by post-colonial replacement.”
Similarly, Seymour Martin Lipset believes that in societies
like South Africa, where the state is a primary source of
power, status, and income, “for aperson or governing body
to be willing to give up control because of an election out-
come,” is “astonishing behavior, not normal...” Or, as Pik
Botha, then South Africa’ sforeign minister, arguedin 1978:
“A political system of one-man one- vote within one politi-
cal entity means our destruction.... | am not aware of any
nation in the history of the world having knowingly com-
mitted that sort of suicide.” ° Yet that is precisely what white
South Africans did.

Unexpected Behaviors

That leading participants behaved in ways that previ-
ous experience would not have predicted isasecond way to
consider the country’s transition miraculous. Three partici-
pants were crucial: PW. Botha, FW. de Klerk, and Nelson
Mandela. De Klerk and Mandela are better known and won
the Nobel Peace Prize in 1993, but Botha, too, played an
important role. Defense Minister from 1966-80 and prime
minister/president (thetitle of the country’s chief executive
changed in the 1983 constitution) from 1978-89, Bothahad
helped to devel op the “total onslaught” ides, i.e., that virtu-
aly al components of South African society were under
attack, and that Pretoria needed a“total strategy” to defend
itself. While this did lead to some socioeconomic reforms,
e.g., theright of Africansto unionize, increased school en-
rollments, and abolition of the Immorality Act, it refused to
contemplate meaningful political reform, e.g., establishing
a common citizenship or eliminating the pass laws. More-
over, Botha combined these modest reforms with repres-
sion of apartheid's opponents. These hardly seem like the
policies of someone committed to major reforms. Nonethe-
less, it was Botha who authorized the first secret talks be-
tween the government and Mandela, talks that continued
for theremainder of hispresidency. Botha, himself, met with
Mandelain July 1989. Reflecting on that meeting, Mandela
illustrated both Botha sreputati on and his changed approach:
“| thought | was going to meet this finger-wagging man |
had seen ontelevision, and | didn’t know how | might react.
But when | entered the room he came in from the opposite
side and walked toward me with hishand outstretched. That
was the way the whole thing went. He was charming and
the whole conversation was very warm.” 1°

DeKlerk, Botha s successor as President, played amore
visiblebut equally unforeseenroleinthetransition. A “model
nationalist whose family history was interwoven with that
of the Afrikaner nationalist movement,” de Klerk’s family
included persons who had been imprisoned by the British
during the Boer War, participated in the founding of the
conservative Reformed (“Dopper”) Church in the 19" cen-
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tury, and played arole in the founding of both the National
Party and Purified National Party in the 20". The future
president’s father had served as a cabinet minister under
three different prime ministersand hisuncle, Hans Strijdom,
had been a prime minister.™* De Klerk’s views, moreover,
seemed to make him an unlikely reformer. He had long con-
sidered apartheid to be morally and politically sound, argu-
ing that in addition to trying to protect white interests, it
also protected and nurtured African cultures and prevented
the sort of struggle for supremacy that might lead to arace
war. As National Party leader in the Transvaal, de Klerk
had opposed Botha's modest reforms. Given this history,
few predicted de Klerk would be areformer, hisown brother
arguing that “ heistoo strongly convinced that racial group-
ing is the only truth, way of life. He istoo dismissive of a
more radical style.” 12

What is surprising about Nelson Mandela, the third
important participant in the transition, is not that his politi-
cal views changed but that they did not, despite the priva-
tions he experienced. Mandela and the African National
Congress had long advocated non-violent resistance and
compromise between whites and blacks. He argued at his
1964 trial that the ANC had engaged in violence only after
all other means of palitical activity were barred. He main-
tained those views throughout his prison years, telling an
interviewer in January 1986 that the ANC would end its
armed struggle if the government “would legalize us, treat
us like apolitical party and negotiate with us.” In aMarch
1989 | etter to Botha, Mandelaemphasi zed the need for com-
promise, arguing that “reconciliation will be achieved only
if both parties are willing to compromise.” ** These were
not words uttered merely to please hisjailers. After hisre-
lease, Mandela persisted in such arguments, telling a July
1991 ANC meeting that negotiations were “a continuation
of the struggle leading to our central objective: the transfer
of power to the people,” and working to reorient the organi-
zation from armed struggle to peaceful negotiations.* Per-
haps more important was Mandela's lack of bitterness, de-
spite having served more than a quarter century in prison.
He remarked soon after his release that “ bitterness would
be in conflict with the whole policy to which | have dedi-
cated my life.” 1 The role played by Mandela after hisre-
lease is well-known and applauded. What is not so well
known is that he was lucky to have had the opportunity to
play that role. One of hislawyers at the 1964 trial believed
that Mandela, having admitted the facts of the state’s case,
had a 50-50 chance of being sentenced to death.®

Fortuitous Happenings

A final way to view South Africa’s transition as mi-
raculousisto identify the fortuitous elements that occurred
throughout. Consider thetiming. Itsbeginning could bedated
in 1985, with thefirst secret contacts between Mandelaand
the government. Those talks did not lead to much move-
ment on either side. That would not come until later in the
1980s, after the demise of the Soviet Union and commu-
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nism, something de Klerk described as a“ God-sent oppor-
tunity” to change South Africa.l” Those events altered the
calculations of both the government and theANC, and talks
began to move forward. Had contacts between Mandelaand
the government begun before 1985, they may have died out
in mutual frustration by thelate 1980s; had they begun later,
deKlerk, seeing what happened to Mikhail Gorbachev and
his reform effort in the Soviet Union, may have concluded
that he could not control the reform process and decided to
abandon it.

Mandela's first talks with a government official were
with Kobie Coetsee, the Justice Minister. Coetsee’sinterest
inMandelawas, at |east in part, aconsequence of hisfriend-
ship with Piet de Waal, with whom he had gone to college.
DeWaal |ater became alawyer in Brandfort, the small town
to which Winnie Mandela had been banned in 1977. Forced
by circumstances to serve as her lawyer, de Waal and his
wife became friends with the ANC radical. De Waal soon
began to urge his old friend Coetsee, now Justice Minister,
to ease Winnie's banning order and to consider releasing
Nelson Mandela. Coetsee later admitted that these appeals
from an old friend, had an impact on his thinking. He met
Mandela in November 1985, but only after a chance en-
counter with Winnie. Traveling to Cape Town to be with
Nelson during surgery, Winnie happened to be on the same
plane as Coetsee. Their conversation convinced Coetseethat
he should meet with the prisoner.8

There were a so fortuitous meetings and events during
the negotiations. A significant one occurred less than two
weeksbeforetheApril 1994 election. Mangosuthu Buthelezi,
head of the Zulu-dominated Inkatha Freedom Party and a
crucia hold-out, had demanded international mediation of
his differences with the primary negotiators. Wanting to
makethe elections asinclusive as possible, Mandelaand de
Klerk agreed, but the mediation failed, an outcomethat her-
alded a troubled election. Then, at nearly the last minute,
Washington Okumu, aKenyan participant in the mediation,
persuaded Buthelezi to participate in the election. Okumu
had known Buthelezi for twenty yearsand shared hisChris-
tian faith, something he apped ed to by forcing the | FP leader
to consider the costs of civil war. Yet the Okumu-Buthelezi
meeting almost did not occur. When the Kenyan did not
arrivefor their scheduled airport meeting, Buthelezi decided
to leave. Only after his plane had engine trouble and had to
return to the airport did he meet Okumu. “It was,” Buthel ezi
later remarked, “as if God had prevented me from leaving
and | was there like Jonah brought back.” °

Another obstacleto an inclusive election was the white
right. This was a diverse group, consisting of a variety of
Afrikaner political and cultural groups with a variety of
views. Some, such as the Afrikaner Resistance Movement
(AWB), were fascists opposed to any sort of change in the
prevailing order. Another important group, the Afrikaner
\olksfront, wasapolitical organization that had been formed
by Constand Viljoen and other former generalsin May 1993
and sought merely the establishment of an Afrikaner home-
land. The AWB and Volksfront maintained a tenuous alli-
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ance with Buthelezi’s IFP and leaders of several apartheid-
era African homelands. That aliance was only broken up
following the “Battle of Bop” in early March 1994. This
“battle” was between Lucas Mangope, black leader of the
Bophuthatswana homeland and opponent of the elections,
the peopl e of Bophuthswanawho wanted to take part in the
election, and the homeland’s civil servants who feared for
their pensions. When the peopl e rose up against Mangope,
Viljoen decided to come to his aid. The AWB rushed in,
too, and its participation turned the intervention into a fi-
asco. Racist andill-disciplined, AWB men traveled through-
out the homeland’s capital city shouting abuse and killing
and wounding some of its residents before deciding to de-
part. The last vehicle of its convoy was fired on, the driver
shot, and the passengers begged for medical help. Instead,
in front of television cameras, they were shot by angry
Bophuthatswana military men. South Africans were horri-
fied and any threatened military option disappeared. Thus,
the AWB's intervention, unwanted by either Mangope and
Viljoen, might be considered fortuitous. Equally miracu-
louswasthetiming. The Battle of Bop culminated on March
11, 1994, thelast day to register candidates for the election.
Recognizing that the military option was gone, Viljoen im-
mediately decided to register his party’s candidates, doing
so only ten minutes before the deadline. As Anthony
Sampson has written, “Ironically, it was the thugs of the
AWB who saved the day, by discrediting the whole expedi-
tion and Mangope's regime, along with the system that cre-
atedit.” 2

South Africa as M odel

Although there were elements of the miraculous in
South Africa stransition, much of it might also be explained
by contemporary theories on conflict resol ution and democ-
racy promotion. The successin South Africamight, conse-
quently, serveto reinforcetheory and practicein other cases.
Anticipating such an outcome, Archbishop Desmond Tutu
remarked in late 1993, “once we have got it right, South
Africawill bethe paradigm for therest of theworld.” 2 The
relevance of theory can be demonstrated in three facets of
the transition: its setting and outcome, the transition pro-
cess, and the design of the new government.

The Setting and Outcome of the

Transition

With respect to the setting for South Africa's transi-
tion, thereisincreasing evidence—contrary to earlier skep-
ticism about political settlements for civil war—that these
can be ended through negotiations, in part because the na-
ture of civil warsischanging. They are becoming moreiden-
tity based (as in South Africa) than ideologically based,
meaning that neither sidewill be ableto convert the other to
its way of thinking. In such circumstances, the most likely
alternatives are repression, perhaps even genocide, or apo-
litical settlement. In South Africa, whites and blacks even-
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tually “realized that they had been cast together by forces
of history that could not be undone and that in the final
analysis that they were dependent on one another to a de-
greewherethey could either live together or perish together,
and who then followed the painful and difficult logic of that
recognition.” 2 Other factorsinducing political settlements
in contemporary conflicts include the growing disinterest
of theworld'sleading powers and the growing emphasison
economic success as a source of political legitimacy.?®

At the onset of itstransition, South Africamay well have
been in what William Zartman describes as a“ ripe moment,”
one characterized by a“ mutualy hurting stalemate” between
theparties, i.e., a“ gradua long-term redization by both sides
that the current course was a dead end.” # While not inevi-
table, the existence of amutual hurting stalemate increases
the chances the parties will pursue a negotiated settlement.
In South Africa, both the South African government and the
African National Congress had realized by the mid-1980s
that they could not defeat the other.

From this perspective, it is the self-interest of the par-
ties that brings them together to resolve their differences.
That is, the motivations and incentives of |eaders involved
in the transition process are crucia to its outcome. Here,
too, there is theory that helps explains the emergence of
democracy in South Africa. Consider Noah Feldman’s dis-
cussion of America's nation-building efforts in Irag.?® He
arguesthat democracy ispossible, though perhaps not prob-
able, there because al leading parties recognize that they
cannot rule alone. Thus, even if democracy is not their first
preference, it might emerge astheleast worst option. South
Africaisvery different than Irag, of course, but there, too,
the various parties cameto recognize that they needed each
other, that it was in their interests to resolve the conflict,
and that compromise and democratic guarantees were the
best ways to deal with lingering mistrust.

The government saw many problems. A fundamental
onewasthat there were more and moreAfricansin the coun-
try relative to whites: the African majority had been
6,242,000 when the National Party cameto power in 1948,
but by 1991 it was 23,238,000 and growing because of higher
African birth rates.?® The government had tried avariety of
military and political strategies to deal with this and pre-
serve white power but none of these were completely suc-
cessful, in part because opposition wasfar larger and better
organized in the mid-1980s than it had been at the time of
the earlier Sharpeville and Soweto crises. There were also
economic problems. Apartheid's restrictions on labor mo-
bility limited economic efficiency, and the government’s
high spending onthe military (17.7% of the budget by 1989)
fueled inflation. Internationally, Pretoria was increasingly
isolated, with black-led governments on its borders and
growing calls for international sanctions. Even the United
States and Britain had begun to consider sanctions after a
state of emergency was declared in 1986.%” A senior mem-
ber of the government’s National Intelligence Service later
described the government’s predicament: “Nowherewasthe
situation out of hand, but it was clear that politically and
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morally we were losing our grip.... The political system
had become obsol ete, and along bloody struggle lay ahead.
It had become clear that the sooner we negotiated a new
system the better.” Leading voices in white society had
reached asimilar conclusion. White business |eaders began
meeting with the ANC as early as 1985. Even the leader of
the Broederbond, the bastion of official Afrikanerdom, had
concluded by the mid-1980s that the “exclusion of effec-
tive black participation in the political processisathreat to
white survival...” 2

Yet all was not well for the regime’s opponents, either,
and they may also have been motivated by self-interest to
pursue a compromise solution. The ANC's military efforts
had had little direct effect on the South African state, but
they had had the adverse effect of alienating the white popu-
lation it hoped to negotiate with. It remained an exiled or-
gani zati on, although one with some degree of domestic sup-
port. With the coming to power of Gorbachev in the Soviet
Union, world revolution grew increasingly discredited and
the Soviet-bloc’s provision of arms slowed. There were di-
visions within the organi zation, between those in the coun-
try and those outside, between those committed to arevolu-
tionary overthrow of the government and those contempl at-
ing negotiations. These differences, largely academicinthe
1960s and 1970s, became more important as the prospect
of negotiations increased.?

Having made the decision to act, the South African
parties were fortunate that many of the barriers to success-
ful conflict resolution were not present. Consider the list of
factors complicating the negotiation and implementation of
peace agreementsidentified by Stephen John Stedman: three
or more major contending parties, absence of apeace agree-
ment signed by all, the likelihood of spoilers, a collapsed
state, large numbers of soldiers on both sides, access of one
or both parties to disposable natural resources, a regional
environment hostileto a settlement, and aconflict based on
ethnic secession. One could make a case that none of these
were present in the South African case. Similarly, many of
the institutional attributes of war-torn societies identified
by Nicole Ball, including weak political institutions, lim-
ited legitimacy of political leaders, and alack of agreement
on the country’s future direction, seem not to be present in
this case. Ball does identify several socioeconomic and se-
curity characteristics that can describe South Africa, e.g.,
damage to the country’s infrastructure, contraction of the
legal economy and expansion of theillegal economy, and a
history of human rights abuses perpetrated by security forces.
While one should not minimize these conditions, they were
likely not as common in South Africa as in other conflict-
ridden societies.*

In additionto rendering theresolution of SouthAfrica's
conflict comprehensible, contemporary theory also helpsto
explain the emergence of democracy there. Democracy has
emerged in avariety of countries and there appearsto be no
magic factor that fuels democratic transitions, but South
Africadid possess anumber of attributes often cited as con-
tributing to democracy.® Economically, the country wasrela-
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tively wealthy and had grown dramatically after 1948. While
growth had slowed in the early 1980s, it resumed by the
middle of the decade. By 1994, the country’s economy was
intheworld' stop thirty. While still severely disadvantaged,
Africans had seen improvement in their economic and edu-
cational status. Black disposable income increased almost
twice asfast as white disposabl e income between 1960-80.
While only 122,000 Africans had been enrolled in second-
ary schoolsin 1970, nearly ten times that number were en-
rolled in 1985. The economy had also become more mod-
ern, with the growth of the manufacturing and service sec-
tors relative to traditional strengths in mining and agricul-
ture.®

The country’s social structure was becoming increas-
ingly variegated and pluralistic, another facilitator of de-
mocracy. There had long been individua whites who op-
posed apartheid, but their number began to increase after
the 1960s. The once monolithic Afrikaner community had
begun to fragment by the 1970s and 1980s. Business groups
began to reach out to the ANC in the 1980s. The non-white
political opposition, too, became more diverse, more asser-
tive, and more skilled over time, especially after the emer-
gence of the United Democratic Front in 1983.% That orga-
nization, in addition to mobilizing apartheid’s opponents,
“helped to build an unprecedented organizationa structure
fromthelocal to the national levels’ and “ nurtured a politi-
cal culture that emphasized democratic rights and claims
indivisible by race.” 3

The hybrid nature of the apartheid state, one that prac-
ticed elements of democracy for whites while suppressing
Africans, was aso relevant for the emergence of democ-
racy. While one should not exaggerate the democratic cre-
dentials of white South Africa, there were periodic elec-
tions, a modest political opposition, a press that had some
degree of freedom, and elements of the rule of law. As a
result, many in the country had experience with democratic
procedures and the country’s political institutions needed
merely to betransformed rather than created from the ground
up. This eased the transition to democracy. The ANC, too,
had some experience with compromise and tol erance, if not
democracy, since it had long been a multi-racia group. It
included anumber of different viewpoints, periodically con-
sulted the people—the writing of the Freedom Charter be-
ing the best example—and engaged in widespread internal
discussions before making decisions, e.g., regarding the de-
cision to resort to violence in the early 1960s.%

The Transition Process

Contemporary theory also provides an understanding
of the nature of South Africa’s transition process, so much
so that Timothy Sisk has described it as a“model of step-
by-step measuresto promote ajust peacein asociety deeply
divided during the course of a profoundly unjust history.”
Zartman, similarly, summarizes his review of the negotia-
tions by noting that “what happened in South Africa was
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the epitome of anegotiating process...that brought into be-
ing anew political system characterized by compromiseand
pluralistic participation.”

One, perhaps surprising, element of that slow, step-by-
step processwasthe delay before holding national elections.
While there is much evidence that democracy might be the
only viable long-term political solution in divided societ-
ies, democratic procedures can exacerbate tensions in the
short run. This not unlikely outcome occurs because demo-
cratic processes exacerbate social conflictsthrough, for ex-
ample, election campaigns, afree press, and debates within
legidlatures. Societies emerging frominternal conflictshave
not only intense social conflicts but also non-existent or il-
legitimate political institutions through which such conflict
could be channeled. Opportunistic elites, moreover, may
deliberately exploit ethnic tensions to promote their own
narrow interests.3 Experiencein Angola, where acontested
election wasfollowed by areturnto war, and Bosnia, where
election campaigns have served to harden the ethnic divide,
illustratesthe danger of holding el ectionstoo soon. In South
Africamore than four years passed between Mandela's re-
lease from prison and the April 1994 elections; six months
passed between the end of the negotiations and the elec-
tions. In this time the two leading parties had learned to
trust each other, leading political forces had cooperated with
each other, exiles and exiled groups had been able to return
to the country and re-establish themselves, and the political
education of the electorate had begun.

Contemporary theory also suggests that the conflict
resol ution processes must be asinclusive as possible. While
moderates in the two camps may be able to conclude a deal
among themselves, excluding more radical elements is a
mistake. Failures of less-than-inclusive efforts demonstrate
that the“ only realistic solutionsfor settling the horrific prob-
lems of the war-torn, divided societies of Africa are inclu-
sive arrangements,” because "the alternative is nearly al-
ways a catastrophic breakdown of the state and society.” %
Inclusive solutions are preferable, because they establish
procedures to increase confidence between former foes be-
fore and after the settlement is achieved, and they increase
incentives to distribute resources throughout the country
rather than to one privileged group or region, solidifying
the outcome. This principle of inclusiveness appliesto both
the negotiations leading to the settlement and to the settle-
ment, itself.

The South African case demonstrates that, while cru-
cial, inclusive settlements are difficult to achieve. There,
two important political players—the governing National
Party and the African National Congress—were involved
in negotiations from the outset, but a number of groups re-
mained on the outside. The most significant were organized
into the Freedom Front, an opportunistic alliance of such
diverse groups as Buthelezi’s IFP, the Afrikaner Volksfront,
the Conservative Party, and leaders of some of the country’s
African homelands. That this alliance was an opportunistic
one might suggest that it would do anything to derail the
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negotiations and, consequently, that as many of its mem-
bersas possible should be brought into the process. Particu-
larly worrisome were the IFP and the white right.

Inkathawasimportant because Zulus constituted nearly
twenty percent of the country’s population. Buthelezi did
not speak for all Zulus, but he did have widespread support
among the rural population, governed the KwaZulu home-
land, and had influence over the Zulu monarchy and royal
structures. Buthelezi insisted that the people of KwaZulu
had aright to self-determination and proposed a constitu-
tion for the province that would allow local laws to take
precedence over national laws, allow the province to main-
tainitsown army, and forbid the South African government
from sending armed forces or levying taxes there without
the provincial government’s approval. Most other parties
found these demands unacceptabl e, but they needed to work
to bring Inkatha into the process, because Buthelezi’'s par-
ticipation was“key...Without hisparticipation..., the spec-
ter of civil war hovered over the country.” Mandela recog-
nized this, telling apublic gathering that “| will go down on
my knees to beg those who want to drag our country into
bloodshed.” * To minimize that prospect, de Klerk and
Mandelamade a series of concessionsand, when thosewere
unsuccessful, met with Buthelezi |ess than three weeks be-
fore the election, and agreed to international mediation of
their differences. That effort, too, failed, and it now appeared
that there were no options but to hold the election without
the |FP' s participation and to run therisk of civil war.*° Only
theintervention of Washington Okumu, detailed above, pre-
vented that.

Once Buthelezi had agreed to participate in the elec-
tions, little more than aweek remained before el ection day
and both legal and practical barriers had to be overcome.
Again, the other participants did all they could to insure
Inkatha s participation. Millions of ballotshad to be altered,
with stickers identifying Buthelezi’s IFP applied. In addi-
tion, thewhite parliament had to meet onelast time, onApril
25, the day before the first day of the election, to approve
the IFP's late registration.*

Fewer dramatic last-minute concessions were made to
the white right but, as with the IFP, the government and
ANC made repeated efforts to reach out to it and insure its
participation in the elections. Negotiators had good reason
to fear the white right, because radical Afrikaner national-
istshad ahistory of resorting to armsto oppose government
policy, e.g., Boer War and during World War |1, and they
had the potential support of a large part of the Afrikaner
electorate. The March 1992 whites-only referendum, in
which nearly 69% endorsed the negotiating process, under-
mined much of the right’s argument that the government
was operating without popular approval. still, the ANC
sought to bring Viljoen, leader of the Afrikaner Volksfront,
and others into the transition process. The genera’s even-
tual decision to participate in the elections was “a decisive
turning point,” because “[n]ot only did Viljoen's decision
take the sting out of the right-wing threat to disrupt the pro-
ceedings and launch an Afrikaner war of secession,” but he
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“ingtilled into his disbelieving right-wing supporters the
acceptance that the era of Afrikaner and white rule had
passed forever.” 42

Mandela dealt directly with Viljoen, beginning secret
talksin August 1993. While the ANC had no interest in the
establishment of an Afrikaner volkstaat, it continued to hold
out the possibility. By December an agreement was reached
pledging the two sides to non-racial democracy and to ex-
ploring the idea of Afrikaner self-determination. However,
Viljoen continued to refuse to agree to participate in the
elections due to continuing objections by his Freedom Alli-
ance partners. This led some on the white right to consider
achieving their goal by force of arms, a delusion that was
destroyed in the Battle of Bop identified above. That failure
led Viljoen to defy a mgjority of the Front and to agree to
participate in the elections.”® Further concessionswere then
made to guarantee the participation of Viljoen's group. His
Freedom Front negotiated an accord in April 1994 with both
the governing National Party and the ANC mandating the
creation of avolkstaatraad after election. This body would
investigate the possibility of a volkstaat in the new South
Africaand report back to the governing authorities.*

The country’s military also had to be brought into the
transition process. Fearing that it might be a barrier to the
transition, leaders of the ANC's armed wing, Umkhonto we
Sizwe (MK), began secret talks in mid-1992 with the lead-
ersof the South African Defense Force about the future struc-
ture of the country’s armed forces. By November 1993 the
two sides had reached agreement, with proposals to inte-
grate their forces as well as preserve the position of senior
SADF officials. Other concessions involved guarantees to
the soldiers’ pensions and an agreement to establish an am-
nesty program.*

The Structure of the Settlement

To permanently lay down their arms, participantsin any
conflict resolution process must be certain that their inter-
estswill be protected in the new political system. Onerea
son the latecomers may have been willing to join the pro-
cessisthat the interim constitution agreed to in November
1993 guaranteed that the first post-apartheid government
would be an inclusive one. Members of the 400-seat Na-
tional Assembly were chosen by a system of proportional
representati on, amechanism designed to create amore rep-
resentativelegislature and onein which multiple partiesare
rewarded; therewas, in addition, avery low threshold, 0.25%
of thevote, required to win seatsin the Assembly. The cabi-
net wasto be chosen proportionally from among partieswith
morethan twenty seatsin theAssembly. The president would
be chosen by that body, and the two vice presidents would
be chosen from parties with more than eighty seats. A fed-
eral system, another way to divide power and to allow for
multiple el ection winners was established. The upper house
of the national |legislature was to be chosen by the provin-
cial legidatures on a proportional basis, providing yet an-
other guarantee that there would be diverse voices in the
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new government. Finally, theinterim constitution entrenched
important civil liberties and established a powerful consti-
tutional court to safeguard them.*

The virtue of these arrangements was reflected in the
outcome of the April 1994 el ection. Seven partieswon seats
inthe Assembly (twelve did not). The ANC won more than
62% of the vote and 252 seats in the National Assembly,
enoughto form amagjority government but not thetwo-thirds
necessary to enact a new constitution alone. The National
Party, winners of 20% of the vote, and the Inkatha Freedom
Party, with more than 10%, would also participate in the
new executive. That cabinet included 18 ANC members,
six members of de Klerk’s NP, and three members of
Buthelezi’s | FP. Regionally, the ANC won seven of the coun-
triesnine provinces, the National Party one and the | FP one.*”
Thiswas, in the words of the Johannesburg Star, a“dream
outcome.” The “perfect” results led some to question
whether the outcome was manipul ated behind closed doors.
As Gudke has written: “the suspicion of a deal among the
parties lingered for good reason: the scale of reported irregu-
laritiesand the extent of sheer incompetencein the running of
the election were such that voting and the counting of thevotes
would hardly have borne scrutiny if the process had been de-
nounced by any of the mgjor political parties.”  Whether or
not they passed democratic muster, the election resultswere
perfect from the point of view of conflict resolution as each
of the mgjor parties won something, none won a dominant
position, and continued cooperation between them would
be necessary in the post-conflict period.

Conclusion

Thisstudy began by asking whether South Africa stran-
sition to democracy should be considered as a miracle or
used as a model. Perhaps the answer is that it is both. That
is, the participants did much that contemporary theory di-
rected to insure afavorable outcome but that outcome only
occurred because of anumber of unexpected and fortuitous
events. For instance, the leading players in the transition
had worked to incorporate both the Inkatha Freedom Party
and the Afrikaner Volksfront in the elections, but neither had
done so or, probably, would have done so but for the inter-
vention of Washington Okumu with respect to the former
and the “Battle of Bop” with respect to the latter. The onset
of the process, similarly, might be understood using the theo-
retical concept of a“mutually hurting stalemate,” but South
Africawasfortunate that prominent political |eadersrecog-
nized thisreality and did so at approximately the sametime.
It was, moreover, amost unlikely trio of leaders—a former
defense minister as President who had recently cracked down
violently on opponents, followed by aPresident whose fam-
ily had participated in the establishment of most Afrikaner
institutions and who had long supported apartheid, joined
in partnership by a former prisoner who emerged from a
quarter century of imprisonment without bitterness and
firmly committed to negotiating and sharing power with his
former jailers—who came to this conclusion. Ironically,
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perhaps, this combination of skill and luck makes South
Africa'stransition like many others and less miraculous, as
virtually al political successes involve some combination
of luck and skill. Where they differ isthe particular combi-
nation of those elements.

What lessons does the South African case provide for
theoristsand practitionersof conflict resolution and demaoc-
racy promotion? Just asthetransition wasamix of luck and
skill, scholars might find reason for hope and disappoint-
ment. Disappointment because it indicates that, however
knowledgeable and skilled they are, circumstances might
conspire against them. On the other hand, the likely occur-
rence of fortuitous events might encourage practitioners to
continuetheir work in trying times. The knowledgethat both
skill and luck are likely to be needed compels practitioners
to design negotiations and propose outcomes that partici-
pants can take advantage of when unexpected events do
occur, i.e., they should anticipate being lucky and also try
to make their own luck. Discussions between Mandela and
Viljoen well before the Battle of Bop, for example, follow-
ing the advice of theorists to make the transition process as
inclusive as possible, may have reassured the former gen-
era that he could be confident entering the election process
after the fortuitous events in Bophuthatswana. Also, the
design of the interim government—uwith the power sharing
mechanisms and guarantees of civil liberties advocated by
scholars—likely eased thelast minute entry of the Volksfront
and the Inkatha Freedom Party. Scholarly efforts to docu-
ment and, perhaps, to promote amutually hurting stalemate,
similarly, may eventually result in a recognition by deci-
sion makersthat negotiations are their only option. Perhaps
this“model”—applying best practices while al so anticipat-
ing fortuitousevents—will allow “miracles’ to occur in other
deeply divided societies.
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For well over 40 years now, American scholars, pun-
dits and policy makers have vigorously debated the scope
and tragjectory of the Cuban revolution. The critical ques-
tions have centered on debates that deal with the strategic
importance of “retaining, eliminating and modifying” the
ever-present U.S. embargo, and the extent to which the
Castro regime represents an “ anti-democratic blight on the
deep undercurrents of changes that now characterize the
hemisphere as a whole.”! This aso includes a continuous
flashing of warning signs, “la crisisse profundiza” (thecri-
sis deepens) and the updating and revamping of the modali-
tiesthat must be employed is Cubaisto be" effectively inte-
grated” in the globalized world community. What has been
missing from this variant of Cubanology has been a corre-
spondence to an objective and apoalitical analysis of all po-
litical and economic phenomenain Cubaasthey are. Over-
whelmingly, this body of work has been generated with a
counter-revolutionary notion of repudiating and renounc-
ing any scintillaof rationality and logic rendered by way of
analysisrelated to Cuba, because to do so would imply some
sort of allegiance with support for a regime that is content
to survive with “idlands of capitalism in a sea of social-
ism.”2What is missing from these criticisms and objections
have been elements of reflection and insight as to how
present devel opments on theisland might impact the present
and future status of governancein Cubaand how that might
influencerelationswith its neighbor to the north, the United
States, as opposed to analysis that issues prescriptions for
fixing what the authors perceive as being shortcomingsin
the tragjectory of developments on the island in the wake of
the ending of the Cold War. This requires scholars to ad-
dress “the major issues by applying to the task, timely and
well-balanced scholarly studies,” so that theanalysis, “pro-
vides a comprehensive picture of a multifaceted” Cuba.®

For this reason alone the two books in this essay are
long overdue and welcome additionsto the literature of Cuba
studies for two reasons. First, one of the most egregious
sinsof omission by American scholars has been the absence
of Cuban counterparts. Collaboration of thiskind may have
been all but impossible in the recent past and there can be
little argument that the Cubanswerefree or willing to openly
engage American scholars in a constructive dial ogue about
thefuture of the Cuban revolution. This dilemmawas com-
pounded on numerous occasions by Cuban government in-
tervention aimed at scuttling and subverting nascent research
projects, especialy if the results contradicted official and
unofficial priorities as they pertained to most if not all ele-
ments of the Cuban regime. Cuban scholars were also de-
nounced and sometimes removed from important positions
if the scope and objectives of their collaborations with for-
eigners strayed to far from the regime norm or somehow
bucked some unwritten and unspoken protocol. Yet, the brief
apertura (opening) made possible by the end of the Cold
War and the easing of academic travel restrictions for U.S.
scholarsduring the 1990s, perhaps, created the environment
where trust and confidence between these scholarly com-
munities reached a level sufficient to engender collabora-
tion that producesthetype of analysisthat significantly adds
to the depth and understanding of contemporary Cuban poli-
tics and economics. By almost any accounting, an entire
generation of American scholarsinterested in Cuban issues
has now had the opportunity to visit and interact with Cu-
ban scholars, government officials and institutions in ways
unimaginable during the Cold War.

Second, asaconsequence of thiscloser interaction, this
new generation of Cuba scholars (Cuban and American) has
also had the benefit of vetting their research within their
respectivedisciplinesand professional associations. Thishas
been instrumental in enhancing and boosting the validity of
research in this area. Moreover, as this research has found
its way into publication it has raised the bar for the entire
scholarly community. This has meant that the overtly ideo-
logically and politically motivated work that passed for re-
search in the past, both for and against the regime, is now
being held to ahigher standard, and rightly so. Thisisnot to
disparage the meaningful research of the past but this de-
velopment represents an entrée into a realm of research
where hyperbole, reportage and prescription will no longer
meet muster.
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Thisisvitally important for a couple of reasons. First,
social scientists should have learned an important lesson
from the end of the Cold War. That isthat no one accurately
predicted, let alone could they account for the surprisingly
rapid demise of the Soviet Union and the cataclysmic events
that ended the 40 year East-West confrontation. Thisfailure
stems from the propensity of Cold War scholars and espe-
cialy Kremlinologists, who as products of Cold War strate-
gic thinking were unable to conceive of research agendas
that could not reach beyond the bounds of analysis that re-
lied upon interpreting policy statements and the seating ar-
rangement of the Soviet nomenklatura atop Lenin's tomb
during the May Day parade to assess the pecking order and
priorities of the Russian elite. This was tantamount to the
reading of tea leaves and left socia scientists wholly un-
aware of the significant lack of capacity and legitimacy of
the Soviet hegemon at the end of the 1980s. Similarly, with-
out a significant shift or re-formulation of the research
agendavis-a-vis Cubait sufficesto say that social scientists
and old guard Cubanologists may find themselvesinasimi-
lar situation, unable to adequately assess or contend with
dramatic changes on theisland that perhaps have been years
in the making or that have already taken place.

Second, given the fact that Cuba has survived the So-
viet denouement, and that it istruly independent for thefirst
timeinitsmodern history, the scope and objectives of Cuba
studies must be centered on these basic facts. Implicit in
this realization is a need to accurately and unambiguously
create a research agenda that deals with the Cuban reality
as it is and not some fantastical departure or return to an
accommodation that may have never existed. This speaks
to the revisionist nature of pre-Revolution apologists and
theanti-Castro rhetoriciansthat for overtly political and stra-
tegic reasons continue to posture and parade about mori-
bund and mostly symbolic icons of a Cuba that no longer
exists, or perhaps also never existed. In addition, this re-
quires that these devel opments be analyzed within arigor-
ous theoretical and methodological framework further ex-
panding the ambit of a base of objective and meaningful
Cuba-related research.

In that vein, led by Jorge |. Dominguez and the David
Rockefeller Center on Latin American Studies at Harvard
University, The Cuban Economy at the Sart of the Twenty-
First Century comesat acrucial moment for al of the afore-
mentioned reasons. The book begins with a smple state-
ment, “ Cuba’'s economic future has already begun.” 4 That
statement alone set out an ominous task of situating that
futurewithin theinternational and transnational context that
Cubafindsitself in at the opening of the 21% century. Spe-
cifically, the book seeks to explore four broad themes: (1)
to focus on the salient macroeconomic questions relevant
to Cuba's future; (2) to analyze the international economic
context and Cuba's economic development strategy over
time and comparatively across the region; (3) an examina-
tion of socia policy and welfare issues as they pertain to
poverty and income inequality debates, and the extent to
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which the revolutionary model for social development is
still relevant given the dramatic changes over the past de-
cade and a half; and (4) a study of the development of im-
portant transnational networks and the responses by both
the United States and Cuban governments asthey effect the
formal andinformal constraintson people (remittances, fam-
ily visits, academic travel, etc.) on both sides of the Straits
of Florida. As if to set it self apart from the fray that en-
grosses any interaction between the United Statesand Cuba,
the book is clear inits overall objective asit seeks to focus
it attention on the Cubathat actually exists.

Thisisnot abook about what may happen to bring
about a change of Cuba’s political regime, nor a
fantasy about what may occur if such a political
change were to take place. There are scholarly
grounds for focusing on the world as we know
it...to make suggestions about possible policy
changes within the context of Cuba’s existing po-
litical arrangements.®

This is particularly notable is the chapter on the eco-
nomic challenges facing Cuba contributed by Cuban econo-
mist Omar Everleny Perez Villanueva, and in a commen-
tary on economic inequality and the future prospects for
social policy in Cuba contributed by American scholars,
Lorena Barberia, Xavier de Souza Briggs, and Miriam
Uriarte. Both contributions are clear departures from any-
thing that could be perceived as “coddling a dictator” as
they set out rather vexing issues and deliberately and unam-
biguously lay out the problematica that must be addressed
if Cuba hopes to begin working toward their respective so-
lutions. Perez Villanueva's chapter assesses the factors that
have contributed to the transformation of Cuba into a ser-
vice economy.® The assessment includes policy recommen-
dations including the necessity of increasing investment to
correspond to “anindustrial strategy that is needed to adapt
totheincreasing share of servicesasapart of the economy.”
As he states, “ Otherwise, the trade deficit will continue to
increase with the continued burgeoning of imports.”” This
is atacit realization that in the wake of the economic col-
lapse of the 1990s, Cuba's demand is outstripped its supply
and will be required to boost the capacity of industries spe-
cializing in consumer related productsto meet that demand.
Furthermore, he argues economic progressis presently con-
strained by numerous significant factorsincluding structural
deformities, internal inefficiencies and the depreciation or
over-valuation of capital assets.® He also includes the pres-
ence of the U.S. embargo (bloqueo) as a contributing factor
but unlike the other factors mentioned, this highly conten-
tious and politically motivated issue realistically lies out-
sidetherealm of those matters over which Cuban economic
policy makers hold any sway under the present set of cir-
cumstances. Rightly, he points out that Cuba remains en-
ergy dependent and still relies to a large extent reliant on
theimport of intermediate good. Whilethere has been some
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excitement over the discovery of oil reserves off the north-
west coast of Cubag, it is highly unlikely that the potential
gainsfrom thisdevelopment can berealized in the near term
as Cubapossessesfew of theresourcesrequired to beaplayer
in offshore ail drilling and exploration.® That fact coupled
with the unsteady nature of world oil markets heightens
Perez Villanueva's concern regarding Cuba's external ex-
posure that potentially could undermine some of the “irre-
versible” gains witnessed in Cuba since the mid-nineties.
He addsto thisanalysisthe parallel and negative impact on
social equity vis-a-vis the resuscitation of the Cuban
economy. He details the social distortions that many have
used as a criticism of theregime and callsfor a careful bal-
ancing of political, social and economic factors that under
gird Cuban society and the on-going objective of social and
human capital development that has long distinguished the
Cuban model.** That he waits until the conclusion to men-
tion thisvexing dilemmafor the Castro regimeisreason for
our attention, but he adds that this discussion while war-
ranted must be debated | ogically and within the understand-
ing of the “revolutionary model of social justice’™ that has
animated Cuban planning for the past forty years. Asasolo
contribution, that may be sufficient, but within the milieu
of Cuba studies, much more discussion of thiscritical point
is needed and the commentary from Barberia, et a specifi-
cally seeks to deepen the discourse and to bring further at-
tention to the relevance of the social development model in
the face of numerous challenges.

Theauthors critically assessthe extent to which (1) the
Cuban welfare state is sustainable in the face of what they
term “lackluster economic growth, (2) theviability of astan-
dardized and universal social welfare delivery model inthe
face of growing diversification in Cuba, where the needs of
people are beginning to vary widely, and (3) the implica-
tions of “spatial inequality” all dueto the dramatic changes
inthe Cuban economy sincethe end of the Cold War.22 They
conclude that the Cuban objective of egalitarian social de-
velopment faces the twin challenges of developing
sustainability in lieu of economic growth and a variable
social welfare delivery system. On both counts, this will
necessarily force Cuba to acknowledge and address, the
heretofore poorly understood consequences of economic
restructuring and social access during this past decade.
Moreover, the extent to which these internal effects from
both domestic and external forces are understood will be
vital to the legitimacy of the Cuban state as it moves onto
the subsequent stages of a process of economic restructur-
ing and revitalization.

What is unique about these two examples is that they
basetheir perspectivein carefully conceived spacesthat seek
to place these particular questionsinto auniverse of similar
and related processes not unique to Cuba. “Cuba is excep-
tional only in the particulars of its experience and in the
waysinwhich earlier socialist commitments...tend to frame
the current dilemmas.”** Moreover, that thisis done within
acontext of interaction between scholars from “both sides”
boosts that validity of the analysis.

Max Azicri and Elsie Dedl’s edited contribution, Cu-
ban Socialism in a New Century, is similar in its outlook
seeking to expand the ambit of Cuban studies asto simulta-
neously update the standard analysis of Cubathat hastradi-
tionally and broadly focused on inchoate studies of society,
religion, economy, politics, military, migration and interna-
tional relations, but by al so focusing on recent devel opments
on the island, such as the rebirth of religious ingtitutions,
newly approaches on international relations and trade, and
correcting, as it were, mistaken assumptions regarding the
present and future Cuba. The book’s contributors include
both the“official insiders’ and academic scholarsthat offer
a welcome depth and diversity of analysis to the subject
matter.

Inthat light, JoseA. Moreno’s contribution “ From Capi-
talist to Socialist Culture, and Back to Capitalist Values?’
echoes Susan Eva Eckstein’s Back Fromthe Future*analy-
sis of a structural and ideological changes from the 1960s
to the 1990s and the challenge posed by strategies for de-
velopment and survival in the post-Cold War context to the
“matrix of values conducive to the emergence of anew man
and the creation of anew society.” > Specifically, he openly
ponders the implications of the creation of modalities that
have produced differences and exclusions between various
groups on the island as a consequence similar to those that
existed prior to 1959. He concludes by issuing awarning of
sorts to those who might misinterpret these devel opments:

Probably the most serious mistake one could make
would be to assume that once the present govern-
ment is replaced, the Cuban exile-€elite presently
ruling South Florida could return to business as
usua in a pre-1959 Cuba. It would be a mistake
comparable to the one that led to the failed Bay of
Pigsinvasionin 1961.1

But more interesting is the analysis by William
LeoGrande as to what challenges await the post-transition
leadership in Cuba. He clearly states that, “the new leader-
ship faces tough policy choices, debate will surely inten-
sify, spurred by those who favor athoroughgoing economic
reforms and greater political liberaization.”*” Ultimately,
the“right to govern” is contingent on “thelegitimacy of the
institutions” under the direction of this new leadership. The
key piece of information in this assessment is that by the
1990s, the average age of the members of the Central Com-
mittee, Cuba’s penultimate ruling body wasfifty-three, and
the average age of members of the National Assembly was
forty-three. Thiswashighlighted by arather interesting quote
by Cuba's forty-ish Foreign Minister, Felipe Pérez Roque,
“There has already be a tangible transfer of power [to the
next generation] and that has been done by Fidel.”8

In this instance the authors' have regjected the idea of
Cuban exceptionalism and have placed their analysiswithin
the discourse of broader research agendas, which is to ar-
gue that while relatively unique within the history of post-
revolution Cuba, these processes of change and renewal are
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representative of larger projects and processesthat have been
in play across the globe for well over the past quarter cen-
tury. That they are presently occurring in Cuba s of great
interest in many circles and represents, as demonstrated by
these authors, an opportunity to exercise elements of what
can be termed a new Cuba studies regime. Moreover, de-
velopments of the past decade or so on the island reflect a
new and distinct reality, and as such, the effort to research,
distill, and analyze this new reality must similarly re-tool
methods and approachesin the contributionsto thisfield of
study are to be meaningful and lasting.

Conclusion

Interestingly enough, these two booksreflect acommitment
to “take the academic high road” and to avoid the pitfalls of
political expediency that for some have been rewarding, but
at the end of the day, have only served to obscure our un-
derstanding of an important field of academic inquiry, and
in some circles provided the grist of rationalities that only
served to obscure or diminish the Cuban reality. Thisisech-
oed by Max Azicri when he states, “theidand-nation ischal-
lenging us to learn why and how it refuses to succumb to
adversity but chooses instead to chart its own destiny.”*°
Appropriately, Dominguez concurs in stating,

Cubans have begun to rebuild the bonds that rendered the
Cuban nation apart as growing numbers of diaspora Cu-
bansrally to assist their relativesin Cubanot just to survive
but to build more productivelives. Government policieswill
have to change further, however for the full potential ben-
efits of these new transnational ties to be realized.

In both cases, the blend of American and Cuban schol-
arsreflectsanideal of sorts, inthat it isthrough theintellec-
tual interaction and collaboration between these groupsthat
engenders both higher standards and deeper understanding
of these complex realities. We may begin to develop mean-
ingful modes of inquiry that acknowledge that the “bar has
been raised” and that these works represent legitimate re-
sponses to “get over it,” in more ways than one.
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The 1973 military overthrow of Chilean president Sal-
vador Allende Gossens, on that “other” September 11, is
one of those events with scholarly staying power. Maybe
because it occurred in Chile where conspiring men in uni-
form were antithetical to the nation’s civilian, constitution-
alist tradition, or maybe because of the sheer pathos aroused
by the scene of air force planes bombing the presidential
palace to roust an armed Allende vowing defend his gov-
ernment to the end, or maybe because of the ensuing mili-
tary repression, the mass arrests, the imprisonments in re-
mote locations, the torture as policy, the thousands of “dis-
appeared,” theforced exiles—whatever the reason, shelves-
full of histories, memoirs, novels, and documentaries have
appeared to describe and analyze, defend and condemn the
unimaginable occurrences of 1973 and their intense after-
math. From the start, most of those works immediately ac-
cepted the episode as a watershed in Chilean history. More
than thirty years later, despite that the sixteen-year regime
of Army General Augusto Pinochet Ugarte had been long
replaced by renewed constitutionally-elected civilian gov-
ernment, most studies with modern Chile as subject still
find the historical roots of their myriad topics in the golpe
against Allende and the resulting military rule of Pinochet.
Two recent examples of the continuing scholarly interest
are Steve J. Stern’s Remembering Pinochet’s Chile and Vic-
tims of the Chilean Miracle, edited by Peter Winn. Both
published in 2004, the two adopt 1973 as the starting point
and trace their topics forward, well past the return to civil-
ian government in 1988-89. Neither, however, ascribes to
that historic transition a significance equal to the earlier
events. For both, the legacy of Allende’s demise and
Pinochet’s dictatorship continues in almost seamless fash-
ion to the present.

For Stern, the topic isthe post-Pinochet struggle within
Chile over the creation of an“ emblematic memory,” that is,
how will the origins, violence and legacy of the military
government be remembered in the collective mind of the
nation? Contending for broad acceptance are four hereto-
fore “loose” memories, each of which Stern introduced

through a representational story of an individual Chilean
interviewee. A matron of the elite remembered the over-
throw as “the happiest day of my life,” thus Pinochet as a
hero who saved the nation from the upheava and impend-
ing civil war of the Allende years. A 66-year old mother
experienced lasting remembrance of the same events as
“rupture...an open wound, an awful hurt that fails to heal”
(p. 42) after two of her sonswere arrested, tortured and dis-
appeared in 1974. In the memory of one dissident, these
wereyears of quietly persevering under similar persecution
until awakening to, and participating in, new movements
for therevival of civic culture. Finally, there was the Army
colonel, who passionately declared himself indifferent to
the entire issue of human rights and violence, as were, he
was convinced, most Chileans, soldiers and civilians alike.
By 1998, Stern concludes, as Pinochet was about to be ar-
rested in London and held pending aruling by British courts
on an extradition order from Spain, the Chilean struggle
had reached a “memory impasse,” the struggle unresolved
amid aswirl of contending emotionsin the present and agen-
das for the future.

Remembering Pinochet, the introductory volume to
Stern’strilogy on thetopic, is meticulously researched, cre-
atively organized, and engagingly written. Although the
subject, public memory, isahighly abstract one, the human
is never far removed from his discussion, not only in the
case studiesthat he employs, but also in the Afterwordsthat
follow each chapter, in which another human story—like
the conscripted soldier whose nightmarish experience re-
mained shrouded in official silence—lends nuanceto acen-
tral point. Then there isthe author’s appreciated determina-
tion to put a Chilean face on this adventure into the bur-
geoning historiographical field of the history of memory
throughinvented terms, like*“ policide” (the murder of away
of doing politicsand government) and “memory knots” (in-
dividualsand groupswho relentlessly work against society’s
fears and inertia to form collective memory out of loose,
individual ones). Most refreshing of al is Stern’s candid
admission of his own anti-Pinochet bias, an attitude pro-
ceeding from his persona leftward leanings, the familial
influence of hischilena spouse, FlorenciaE. Mallon, aLatin
Americanist scholar in her own right, and his heritage asa
second generation Holocaust survivor.

Peter Winn's collection of essays, Victims of the Chil-
ean Miracle, likewise views the same historical period,
1973-98 (with 1999-2002 seen as “epilogue’) as an inte-
gral era, also despite the celebrated change of political di-
rection with the election of Patricio Aylwin, candidate of
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the Center-Left coaition Concertacion in 1989. Here the
subject is organized labor in Chile as it flourished under
Allende, suffered under Pinochet and was relatively ne-
glected under the new democrats. After an introductory es-
say on “The Pinochet Era’ by the editor, various contribu-
tors describe organized labor in general during the period
(Volker Frank), followed by the status of workers in spe-
cificindustries: textiles (Winn), copper manufacturing (Joel
Stillerman), copper mining (Thomas Miller Klubock), agri-
culture (Heidi Tinsman), fisheries (Rachel Schurman), and
the forestry sector (Klubock). In each enterprise, the fate of
the worker is the same. Under military rule, there was out-
right repression of leading militants, massive cutsin wages
and benefits, and the wholesaleloss of theright to organize,
collectively bargain and strike, losses codified and institu-
tionalized in the Plan Laboral of 1979. Just as damaging to
workers' interests, the authors collectively argue, has been
the failure of reinstalled civilian administrations to cham-
pion aliving wage and restored rights for Chile’s working
class. Neither Aylwin (1990-94), nor Eduardo Frei Ruiz-
Tagle (1994-2000), not even the Socialist Ricardo Lagos,
elected in 2000, have sought to alter much the neoliberal
economic policiesadopted under Pinochet, policiesand pro-
grams for which Chilean workers have paid—and continue
to pay—an enormous financial and socia cost. Whatever
thereadl truth of the“ Chilean Miracle,” the book concludes,
the nation’s working men and women have only been vic-
tims of it.

Aswith any published collection of essays, some con-
tributions stand out more than others. In this case,
Stillerman’sclearly written discussion of copper minersfas-
cinatesfor itsdepiction of the decline of Chile'shistorically
most privileged and politically powerful labor group. Heidi
Tinsman'scontribution isnoteworthy for her contention that

Super

women workers in the new for-export agricultural indus-
tries made significant socia gains, despite exploitation by
employers. And Thomas Klubock impressively details the
ecological damageto national foreststhat accompanied the
“boom” in Chilean lumber and wood products. In the end,
however, the collection suffers from its repetitiveness and
its predictability. Although more cohesivethan normally are
others of this format, Victims of the Chilean Miracle con-
tains little that is new, other than detail, beyond its intro-
ductory chapters. It is the same story told six times. Nor is
the message in any way subtle or nuanced. If the tomein-
tended to explore the question: “Are they [Chilean work-
ers] victims of Chile’s neoliberal ‘miracle’?” (p. 2), thean-
swer was provided in the affirmative by the title. Indeed,
the volume seems so intent on promoting its message that
its credibility beginsto suffer from lack of context. Aswith
somany earlier workson thiscontroversia episode, themore
determined the desire to condemn Pinochet, the more fa-
vorable becomes the judgment of Allende, whose adminis-
tration is here hailed as the “apex of democracy in Chile”
(p. 19), the deteriorating economy, socia fabric, and politi-
cal traditions virtually dismissed.

Two new additions to the aready voluminous library
of works on the fall of Allende and the rule of Pinochet,
both recognize the watershed that was 1973 and its after-
math for Chilean history. One, however, contributes but yet
another voice to an aging debate about the merits of the
Socialist and the sins of the General. The other breaks new
ground in its insights about a Chilean present that is look-
ing back in order to map its future. Both books come from
recognized authoritiesin thefield, are clear in their exposi-
tion and comprehensivein their documentation. But if there
istime and energy to read only one, choose Stern.
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Tim Couzens Murder at Morija is both a fascinating
story and also a contribution to a larger discussion among
historians and anthropologists of Christianity in southern
Africa, particularly those interested in the colonial period.
Theworks of Elizabeth Elbourne, Jean and John Comaroff,
Norman Etherington, and others have brought the stories of
various Protestant mission societies, especially the London
Missionary Society, into academic debates about mission-
aries and colonial societies—the cultural meanings of time
and corporeality, the social and ideological dynamics of
colonia systems, and the role of missionaries and their lo-
cal co-workers as agents in the development and transfor-
mation of those dynamics. Employing distinct methodol ogi-
cal stances and different theoretical constructs, those schol-
ars nonetheless share a concern for not only the missionar-
ies' stories but also the Africans with whom they worked
and their role within the socio-economic and political di-
mensions of the colonial context.

While not directly commenting on the work of histori-
ans and anthropologists, Couzens certainly employs the
fruits of those discussionsin histelling of the story of Paris
Evangelical Missionary Society (PEMS) missionaries in
L esotho. Taking advantage of arich set of archival resources,
he describesin thick detail French-speaking Protestant mis-
sionaries reaching through an English-speaking colonial en-
vironment to a Sesotho-speaking people who were assert-
ing an emerging cultural identity and political aspirations
against an expanding Dutch-speaking state until the British
took charge of Basotholand (Lesotho) as a British territory
in 1868, setting the political context within the mission
worked and the central event took place.

Tim Couzens' approach fitswell withinthislarger con-
versation; however his presentation isnot academic history,
interpretive or otherwise, or theoretical debates about
economy and society, discourse and agency. He writesasa
novelistic historian weaving acomplex story of murder and
intrigue around the death by poisoning of a prominent
French-speaking Swiss missionary (Edouard Jacottet) in his
own home at the Morija mission station in Basotholand
(Lesotho) in late 1920. The murder with which he begins
provides a point of entry into and the justification for ex-
ploring a longer and more complex story of a particular
mission society. Inasense, Couzenssimply reportsan early
twentieth century murder mystery and then traces the char-
acters and their religious confreres back to the early nine-

teenth century. Without claiming to present a comprehen-
sive perspective, he includes an historical depth and great
sensitivity to the individuals and the groups inhabiting the
mountainous landscape of that devel oping nation, exposing
greater complexity than characteristic of “mission history.”
Thus, by digging beneath the surface of the unsolved crime,
Couzenspresentsacompe ling story of the PEMSin Lesotho
from the 1830s until the 1920s.

Couzens' careful biographical rendering of the more
prominent missionaries emphasizes their individua char-
acteristics and opinions, as well as their national, cultural,
and theological origins, as French-speaking Protestants of
Swissorigin, heirs of the Huegenots. Church-state relations
in the canton of Neuchétel, the Réveil of the 1820s, and the
imposing influence of the great Protestant teacher Godet
are some of the key elementsthat give shape to the thought
and practice of the missionariesfrom Arbousset and Casalis
inthefirst generation to Mabille, Duby, Jacottet, and others
in succeeding generations. Thebiographical sketchesgo well
beyond the public relations biographies many societies pro-
vided; Couzens explores the interior struggles of many of
the missionaries, aswell asthe tensions between them. The
letters he uncovers and the motives he traces explore aview
of the missionaries no official history would careto reved;
however, in Couzens' hands, the petty scandals and blem-
ished characters give life to a missionary community that
would otherwise be lost in the pious platitudes about the
purpose of the mission and in the record of administrative
adjustments of personnel and strategy.

Thiswork isal so acontribution to the history of amoun-
tain kingdom that confronted and resisted both Boer and
British colonial intrusion. They succeeded in holding back
Boer control by falling under the sovereignty of the British
crown. Tracing relationships between missionaries and the
successive generations of chiefs and kings from
M oshoeshoeg, the founder of the Sotho nation, to his great-
grandson Griffith, Couzens highlights the critical role that
the missionaries played in the development of Sotho na-
tional identity and the political semi-autonomy they
achieved. Part of Edouard Jacottet’s own story concerns his
unparalleled contributions to the study of Sesotho, a Bantu
language closely related to Setswana, and more distantly
related to the Nguni languages of southern Africa. Another
important thread in the story is the role of the Sotho con-
verts in the development of the mission organization and
work.

In addition to the sweeping narrative history (448 pp.),
this work includes the following: at the beginning of the
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book, maps/drawings of Lesotho, the Morija station, and
the Jacottet house; in the middle of the volume, photographs
(#147) of the principal European and African charactersand
locations; finally, endnotes and an index provide helpful
guidesinto the sources upon which Couzensrelied and into
the text, respectively. These reader friendly aids manage to
avoid the danger of overweighting thetext with the frequent
footnotes normally employed by professional historiansand
anthropologists.

Williams

In conclusion, in addition to those interested in the
PEMS and/or Lesotho, this study of missionary history
should draw the attention of historians of religion and stu-
dents of colonial societies from a variety of disciplines. |
highly recommend this book both for general readers and
professional scholars. Simply put, Couzenstells afascinat-
ing story set against the long backdrop of the nineteenth
century and any reader interested in agood murder mystery
might relish the tragic implications of Jacottet’s death and
therich detail of Couzens' interpretation.
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Decolonization in Africa was a difficult issue for the
United States, creating, asaDepartment of State study once
noted, an “embarrassing choice between security require-
ments and basic political principle’ (quoted at p. 5). Onthe
one hand, there was America's own anti-colonial tradition
and belief in self-determination. On the other hand, there
wasitsalliance with and deference to | eading European co-
lonial powers, plusthe need for their cooperationin the Cold
War. Further complicating these issues was the American
fear that “ premature independence” for African colonies, to
use a phrase popular in the Eisenhower administration,
would result in weak and unstable regimes susceptible to
communist manipulation, but that failure to work toward
independence also created opportunities for radicals.

This book illustrates these dilemmas by examining
America'srelationswith Portugal and itscoloniesinAngola,
Mozambique, and Guinea-Bissau in the 1960s and 1970s.
Primary attention is devoted to the first two of those colo-
nies, Guinea-Bissau is probably mentioned only because a
prominent Portuguese general there, Antonio de Spinola,
played an important role in the 1974 events that were to
lead to Portugal finally granting independence. No mention
ismade of Portugal’sother colonial holdingsinAfrica, Cape
Verde and Sao Tome and Principe. American policy toward
Portugal and its African colonies has not received alot of
attention, despite the fact that this case constitutes not only
“one of the most important episodes in Africa’s
decolonization experience,” but also, from the perspective
of American foreign policy, one of the “ most tragic” (pp.
Xv, 225). One likely reason for the oversight is diminished
Portuguese influence in Europe and Africa by the 1960s.
Moreover, when world attention began to focus on white-
ruled territories in southern Africa, most was directed at
South Africarather than the Portuguese coloniesthere. This
book corrects that oversight, providing an interesting and
thorough account of American policy toward a changing
reality in both Portugal and its African colonies during the
Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon years The author served asa
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Statefor Africainthe Clinton
administration and has al so worked in and on Africafor the
World Bank and several consulting firms.

Schneidman begins his study in 1960 with the arrival
at the United Nations of fifteen new African states and ar-
rival in the White House of John F. Kennedy soon after. At
the outset of histerm, Kennedy modified traditional Ameri-
can attitudes of deference to European colonial powers and
skepticism about African liberation movementsin favor of
ones aimed at promoting colonial self-determination. Spe-
cifically with respect to Portugal’s colonies, the U.S. began
to apply more pressure on Portugal and more support for
those contestingitsrule. It supported several Security Coun-
cil resolutionsin the Spring of 1961 that called upon Portu-
gal to move toward self-determination. At the same time,
the United States supported dissident Portuguese military
officers plotting a coup in 1961 against the dictatorship of
Antonio Oliveira Salazar. Assistance was also extended to
theliberation movementsin Portugal’s colonies, with Holden
Raoberto in Angola and Eduardo Mondlane in Mozambique
receiving covert aid. In sum, the United States had begun to
resolve the “embarrassing choice” identified previously
largely in favor of political principle.

The change did not last. By 1963 American policy had
begun to revert to the traditional approach, e.g., it no longer
supported UN resolutions calling for self-determination and
had distanced itself from Roberto and Mondlane. While
Schneidman provides achronological narrative, hisbook is
also valuable for depicting reasons why the United States
often failed to act in support of the principle of self-deter-
mination. Most important were security considerations, i.e.,
the other side of that “embarrassing choice.” Over time, the
Kennedy (and, later, Johnson and Nixon administrations)
“concluded that the price of inducing Lisbon to grant self-
determination in Africawas not worth the costs of a break-
down in the bilateral relationship” (p. 74). The most obvi-
0us security issuein this case was Portugal’s control of the
Azoresldlands, anditsagreement to allow the United States
access to an air base there, a base once described by Dean
Acheson as “perhaps the single most important...we have
anywhere” (quoted at p. 5). The scheduled expiration of that
lease on 31 December 1962 required that the Kennedy ad-
mini stration become | ess assertive about Portugal’sAfrican
colonies. When the Portuguese refused to renew the agree-
ment, instead allowing it to continue on a*“day-to-day” ba-
sis (for the next nine years), their leverage was heightened.
At other times, the U.S. had to worry that Portugal might
withdraw from NATO as France's Charles de Gaulle had.
More broadly, Johnson became preoccupied with Vietnam
and Nixon with superpower relations.
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Compared to these issues, Africa and Portugal’s colo-
nial territories there were usually deemed as relatively un-
important. Dean Rusk, Kennedy’s Secretary of State, noted
in his memoirs that “ Africawas not high on my list of pri-
orities’ (quoted at p. 57). Tapley Bennet, American ambas-
sador to Portugal in the mid-1960s, met regularly with
Johnson while on home leave but never remembered any
discussion of the situation in Portugal’s colonies. Nixon's
administration concentrated on superpower detenteto such
an extent that the “problems of Portugal and Portuguese
Africaattracted virtually no attention” (p. 107). Bureaucratic
factorsreflected these priorities and al so strengthened them.
Africanistswithin the Kennedy administration gradually lost
their influenceto the Pentagon and Europeanistsin the State
Department as American policy shifted between 1961-63.
Most had left government by 1967. Over time, according to
one State Department Africa expert, “individuals possess-
ing Africa expertise...had less influence than those inter-
ested in selling planes, buying chrome or in renewing con-
tracts’ (quoted at p. 118). Kissinger was famousfor hisdis-
dain of the AfricaBureau, regarding it as one of the “back-
waters’ of the policy process, where officials “tended to
promulgate a rather inflexible version of Wilsonianism”
rather than viewing issuesthrough hisrealist lense (p. 193).

Yet another factor was that the Portuguese were stub-
born, difficult to deal with, and actively resisted American
initiatives. Salazar was so stubborn that one American ob-
server argued he would not accept areform program for the
colonies*“without the benefit of afrontal lobotomy” (quoted
at p. 47). Even after the renewal of the base agreement in
1971, to citeanother example, Portugal proved difficult, hesi-
tating to allow the U.S. to use it to resupply Israel during
1973 Arab-Israeli war. American officialsdid not know how
to overcome such intransigence. Kennedy had first tried to
exert pressure but later eased off. Both the Johnson and
Nixon administrations relied more on carrots than sticks,
Nixon going so far asto tell the Portuguese foreign minister
that “I’ll never do to you what Kennedy did” (quoted at p.
112).

Furthering undermining any impulse to assume amore
active role was the widespread American belief that the
political and military situation in Portugal’s colonieswas at
astalemate, meaning that any American involvement would
not alter the situation there while also angering the Portu-
guese. Such thinking was reflected most clearly in the con-
clusions of a 1969 National Security document that the
“Whites are here to stay and the only way that constructive
change can come is through them. There is no hope for the
blacks to gain the political rights they seek through vio-
lence...” (quoted at p. 118).

But thewhiteswere not to stay, in Angola, Mozambique,
Rhodesia, or, ultimately, South Africa. Portugal’s 1974
“revolution of red carnations’ brought to power a govern-
ment committed to dismantling its colonial empire. The
United States remained largely indifferent to this process at
the outset, even as the Angolan parties negotiated and then
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quickly violated an accord aimed at establishing indepen-
dence. It manifested more concern with the political
maneuverings in Lisbon and the prospect that the Portu-
guese Communist Party might come to power. Only the
March 1975 Soviet decision to provide military assistance
to the Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola
(MPLA) and theinsertion of superpower politicsinto south-
ern Africa prompted a more active American policy. Thus,
its“one-time” payment of $300,000 to Roberto’s Front for
the National Liberation of Angola (FNLA) in early 1975
was followed by two payments, of $8 million and $6 mil-
lion, in July and another $10 million was agreed to in Au-
gust. Alsoin August, fundswere provided to Jonas Savimbi’s
National Union for the Total Independence of Angola
(UNITA) for the first time. By then, many outsiders were
jumping into Angola, including South Africaand, most im-
portantly, Cuba. The dispatch of Cuban combat troops and
nearly $500 million in Soviet military assistance enabled
the MPLA to gain control of Luanda, the Angolan capital
and to be the government nominally in power at the time of
Angola’s independence in November 1975. The American
decision to provide covert funds to several Angolan parties
was acomprehensive failure: it had not dissuaded the Sovi-
etsfrom providing even greater assistance to their Angolan
client, it had not prevented the MPLA from winning suffi-
cient power to gain recognition from many African states
after November 1975, and it had further encouraged the
Congress to cut back on executive power. Schneidman ar-
gues, as did many at the time, that a better approach would
have been to avoid becoming involved in Angola, because
of congressional hostility, Roberto’s weaknesses, and the
absence of any other alliesin Angola.

Schneidman rel atesthese detail swell and hisbook adds
to our understanding of American policy toward European
colonia powers and their colonies as well as the dilemma
between political principle and American security interests.
His chapters on American policy toward Portuguese Africa
areinformative. Lessrelevant isthe extensive discussion of
the Portuguese revolution. While clearly important for Por-
tugal and Portuguese Africa, politics in Lisbon are given
too much attention. All major actors there were committed
to granting independence, they disagreed only about thetim-
ing, so thereislittle need to detail the complicated political
changes going onin the Portuguese capital . The author might
also have devoted more time to defending his decision to
focus on Angola, Mozambique, and Guinea-Bissau. The
selection of the first two is obvious, as these were the two
largest and most important of Portugal’s African colonies.
But why Guinea-Bissau? If Guinea-Bissau is included in
theanalysis, why not Cape Verde? Onefinal criticism should
be directed at the editor. There are severa spelling errors,
e.g., the Angolan capital is spelled “Launda’ on page 50,
and the table of contents listing for chapter three includes
an “endnotes’ section, even though three chapters remain
in the text and the endnotes only appear at the end.
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First, adisclosure: the authors of the articlesin thisvol-
ume are primarily anthropologists, many of whom have
devoted their lives and careers to producing these ethno-
graphic accounts of gender relationsand practicesin Borneo,
whilethe author of thisreview isasociol ogist who has stud-
ied gender roles in Indonesia, particularly in Java. Thus, |
approached these studies with interest and respect, but from
adifferent knowledge and disciplinary base. Second aquali-
fication: these are not recent studies, nor is thisa new vol-
ume; rather it was published in 1991 and brings together
research reports based on work that in many cases was far
from new at the time. Nevertheless, the window into gen-
der roles and sexuality provided by these diverse studies
stands up to both the test of time and the continual devel op-
ment of the field of gender studies. The result is a hefty
volume that provides fascinating portraits of gender roles
in one of the more remote corners of Southeast Asiaand a
valuable compilation of accumulated knowledge about in-
digenous peoples as their culture and lifestyles were in the
process of confronting profound changein traditional ways
of life.

Borneo is an idand divided between different nation
states and populated by hundreds of different societies and
ethnic groups. The sixteen chapters that report primary re-
search cover eight separate indigenous societies spread
across Sarawak, Brunei, Sabah, and Kalimantan. The Iban
(famous as former headhunters) and the Rungus (less bel-
ligerent) are most heavily represented in these accounts, but
there are al so studies of ahandful of other groups. The chap-
ters vary from wide-ranging descriptions of gender roles
and sexual behavior to studies on the various stages of the
life course, ranging from birthing to mortuary practices and
everything in between. Thereare detailed accounts of highly
gendered and formerly widespread occupations such as
headhunting (male) and weaving (female) and absorbing
discussions of controversies such as the practice of latah
(unruly verbal behavior exhibited by semi-marginalized
women in many of these communities) and the use of penis
pins as displays of manhood and status. Thereiseven ahis-
torical chapter detailing attitudes about miscegenation and

other forms of cross-cultural gender relations in the early
days of nineteenth century British colonial rule. Taken to-
gether these articlesrepresent both ahighly diverseand rea-
sonably comprehensive depiction of the varieties of gender
roles and experience found among the indigenous peoples
of Borneo. The individual chapters also make fascinating
reading.

Given the diversity in topic and approach, one of the
clear strengths of thisvolumeistheintroduction coauthored
by Vinson Sutlive (the editor) and George Appell. In addi-
tion to summaries of individual chapters and topics, the au-
thors draw generalizations from this work, enumerate on-
going questions and controversies, attempt to answer out-
standing questions based on the cumulated evidence, and
indicate the gaps in the knowledge base. For example, they
indicate that in all of these societies women and their work
are highly valued even if not universally given as high sta-
tus as men; gender roles tend to be complementary and
equivaent rather than identical; women typically are ex-
cluded from occupying political roles athough informally
they often have a strong voice in collective decision-mak-
ing; sex role socialization and particular aspects of women's
sexuality are inadequately investigated; biological sex dif-
ferences are recognized and built into the fabric of the gen-
der division of labor; and thereiswidevariation in attitudes
and prudishness about sex. Intriguingly, rape and other forms
of sexual violence do not appear to have existed tradition-
aly in any of these societies. Thisis particularly notewor-
thy given the high degree of real and ritual aggression ex-
hibited by Iban men and othersin this area.

These and other insights from this overview provide
important context and balance for the almost bewildering
array of detail discussed in the individual studies. While
virtually every chapter is compelling in some way, some
stand out either for their wealth of information or for the
inherent interest of their seemingly exotic subject matter.
For example, in addition to the studies of latah (chapters by
Doolittle and Winzeler), penis pins (Brown), and mortuary
practices (Schiller) mentioned previoudly, there are detailed
accounts of the meaning of headhunting (Davison and
Sutlive), the practice of bejalai — traveling or journeys un-
dertaken by men as questsfor statusand expressionsof male
perogative (Kedit), and the importance of weaving to
women'’s lives and social influence (Mashman and Drake).
Several chapters represent family collaborations one way
or another. For example, different aspects of Rungus gen-
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der roles and sexuality are studied by three members of the
Appell family (L. Appell, G. Appell, and A. Appell
Doolittle), providing one of the more comprehensive and
compelling accounts of these topics found in this volume.
Alternatively, Crain draws upon the experiences of hisfam-
ily who accompanied him in his field work. He contrasts
hisfamily’schildrearing practi ces based on western assump-
tions and methods with those of the Lun Dayeh, a group
located in Kalimantan near the Sarawak and Sabah borders.
The direct comparison between Western and Lun Dayeh
approaches are starkly illustrated in the mutual surprise ex-
pressed over hisyoung son’s upbringing, and Crainimplies
that the early childhood experiences have had lasting ef-
fectson hisson’s character and preferences. Thisaccount is
one of the moreintriguing as well asfrustrating asit would
be informative to have much more detail on both accounts.
It also bears out the conclusion alluded to previously about
the relative lack of good specific information on sex role
socialization.

One of the best aspects of this volume is that it truly
contributes to gender studies, examining both male and fe-
male, separately and together, so that it is possible to get an
emerging picture of how gender roles are constructed and
practiced in collaboration and in opposition. There are nu-
merous detailed accounts of the gender division of labor
and how material culture and practices associated with gen-
der are linked to ritual and spiritua life. Less convincing
are the occasional efforts to give theoretical underpinning
to these accounts, especialy in light of more recent devel-
opmentsin gender relations and feminist theory. Asraw ma-
terial for theory construction, however, these provideample
and sometimes provocative data. For example, anarticleon
the existence of a highly oppositional binary system of so-
cial relations based on male-female opposition among the
Selako (Schneider and Schneider) details how virtually all
activities, artifacts, and beliefs appear to be assigned sepa-
rate gendered meaning, ranging from allocation of spacein
traditional houses to cooking practices (men roast, women
boil). Thesefindingsare highly suggestivein light of strenu-
ous efforts to resist conceptualizing gender in binary terms
in contemporary feminist theory.

Many of the studies are accompanied by extensive and
high quality photographs and diagrams. There are detailed
depictions of long-house organization, weaving patterns,
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children and adults at work and play, and even portraits of
historical figures and settlements, providing important vi-
sual detail that would not be available through narrative de-
scription alone. Unfortunately, few of these are dated or
clearly specify when they were taken, and it would be valu-
able to have more consistent indication of the provenance
of these photographs.

In fact, the absence of clear information about date and
timeis part of a more general problem for a number of the
accounts of the research discussed in this volume. While it
is evident that some of this research reaches relatively far
into the past, when and what duration for the fieldwork is
not always clearly specified or the information isburied in
footnotes. Similarly, thereis great unevennessin amount of
information supplied about methods used. Perhaps this re-
flects one of those disciplinary differences alluded to ear-
lier, but to have cross-disciplinary impact, as| believethese
accounts potentially have, it is important to have system-
aticinformation on how study siteswere selected, complete
sources of information, who were the key informants, lan-
guage and trandl ation issues, etc. Some of these studies sat-
isfactorily supply this information, others leave the reader
with too many questions.

The greatest strength of this volume is the amount and
depth of information on gender roles and practiceswithin a
variety of small communities, many of whose traditional
ways of living are undoubtedly on the way to extinction.
Theaccumulated research reported here providesimportant
baseline information whose existence makes a strong case
for the necessity of continued follow up to investigate
changes produced by theincreasing volume of contact with
the outside world. The book ends with one such account of
changes to traditional culture from rural-urban migration
contributed by the volume's editor. One of the moreintrigu-
ing findings is the ways that women appear to be increas-
ingly disadvantaged relative to men, even though in their
traditional societies they had strong claims to near equal
status. It would be extremely interesting to have similar re-
search on all of these societies as well as systematic case
comparisons across these and other social groups. Itisfrom
such work that more detailed and nuanced understanding
will emerge of how gender is conceptualized and constructed
across the varieties of human experience.
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When William of Normandy landed on the shores of
England in 1066, he foraged the land. Goods were confis-
cated, farms were burned, and the inhabitants killed to pre-
vent them from supporting King Harold. By 1071 one-fifth
of the English population had been decimated. William gave
their land to the knights and vassals who had sworn alle-
gianceto him. Only two Anglo-Saxonsowned land 20 years
after the Normandy invasion; the English had been disen-
franchised. Thismethod of disenfranchisement hasbeen the
fate of non-Western people. Europeans discovering new
lands, claim thoselandsfor their monarchs. Theindigenous
people have no title, and therefore no rights. In the name of
civilization, indigenous peopl e are then transplanted to res-
ervations so that the land can be developed by “civilized”
folks.

Discovery of new land has always resulted in the dis-
enfranchisement of the local people. European powers ig-
nored the customary practices that regulated the land, wa-
ter, and produce, and imposed their own property laws. These
first world powers had national sovereignty over the land
that was recognized by the European community. In the
United States, the landmark case of Johnson v. M’ Intosh
(1823) vaidated the“ discovery doctrine”. Johnson had pur-
chased land from the Pinankeshaw Indians in 1775 when
the United States was still an English colony. The land was
controlled by Virginiawhen the colonies declared its inde-
pendencefrom Britainin 1776. In 1784 the Virginiacolony
transferred theland to the United States government. In 1818
Congress soldthelandto M’ Intosh. Johnson’s heirs brought
suit in federal court to regain ownership of the land. The
Marshall court held that the land originally belonged to
England based on the “discovery doctrineg” but was ceded
to the United States Government after the American Revo-
lution. The court’s position was that Native Americans had
the right to occupy the land but did not own it, and could
not sell it. Johnson's heirs lost their claim to the land. The
same reasoning has disenfranchised indigenous people
worldwide.

However, today indigenous people are challenging this
doctrine. Indigenous people are the local people, the first
ones to settle the land. They are the people who were con-

quered by Europeans, or other foreigners, who occupied their
land. They have been subjected to genocide and ethnocide -
annihilation of the culture of an ethnic group by the domi-
nant group. It istheseindigenous peoplethat Charles Zerner
discusses in his book Culture and the Question of Rights.
They have survived the initial contact with the colonizer
and are now struggling to retain or regain their rights to
land, water, and produce via “trandation” — sharing, pro-
moting, and interpreting their culture to outsiders. It is
through this cultural information of song, dance, and lin-
guistic text that these indigenous people assert their rights
totheland. Through trandation government and othersknow
that there is a culture that governs the everyday activity of
these people.

Culture and the Question of Rights is a discourse on
property rightsin Southeast Asia. It isadiscussion of indig-
enous people fighting to have their culture, rights, and laws
respected and accepted by the state. In a series of articles,
Charles Zerner documents how the local people challenge
the “discovery doctrine” that disrespected their customary
laws. Welearn about local land, water, and agricultural prac-
tices. Through song, dance, poetry, and dreams, ownership
and usage is recognized by indigenous people; westerners
use a deed to convey the same rights. These ethnographic
articles expose us to the injustices perpetrated against in-
digenous peoplein the name of development, progress, and
civilization while at the same time providing information
on customary property law.

Thefirst article by Anna L owenhaupt Tsing, “ Cultivat-
ing the Wild: Honey-hunting and Forest Management in
Southeast Kalimantan,” discussestheimportance of culture
in defining what is considered to be a commodity. Among
the Meratus Dayak of Indonesia, no one has legal claim to
honey trees or the honey that they produce. The community
recognizes claims of ownership based on finding and nurs-
ing thetrees. Even when aman claims ownership, the honey
belongs to everyone and must be shared. Ownership of the
tree is not absolute; the hunter must convince the tree, the
bees, and the community that the tree is his through song,
poetry, and his ability to get the honey. Tsing reminds us
that not everyone sees the world through Western lens.

The second article by the editor, Charles Zerner,
“Sounding the Makassar Strait: The Poetics and Politics of
an Indonesian Marine Environment,” is adiscussion of the
precarious nature of fishing and the inequities of the state.
Mandar fishermen must propitiate the spiritsevery timethey
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enter the waters. They offer food and speech in return for
fish, safety and prosperity. “ Failureto tell the onein control
that one has arrived, to tell it the daily news, that one is
fishing or traveling, and to make requests...isto steal from
the guardian spirit” (p.74).

The seaforcesfishermen to renegotiate every timethey
enter the water with the pantheon of gods. However, the
power of the gods are superceded by the power of the state.
Customary law allows local fishermen to carve out their
territory on afirst come basis. Once aroppong is anchored
to the floor of the sea, the fisherman has customary claim
for two to five kilometers surrounding the area. Newcom-
ers must cede their rights to fish to owners of the first
roppong site, and first roppong fishermen can use violence
to reclaim their territory. If there is conflict, first roppong
must prevail based on customary law. However, the state
perceives customary law as an impediment to devel opment.
According to the state, the sea belongs to all citizens, and
first roppong sites can not prevent new roppong sites from
fishing in state waters. Mandar fishermen have been forced
to share the local waters with interlopers while they con-
tinue to appease the guardian spirits. If they fail to acknowl-
edge the guardian spirits, they risk misfortune; if they fail
to acknowledge state law, they risk jail. In a society that
depends on fishing for its livelihood, Mandar traditional
practices have been |abeled maladaptive for state develop-
ment, an impediment to progress. But progress promotes
inequality, enriching some while impoverishing others.
Development policies support the privilege; opening local
waters up to everyone allows non-Mandar tunavessel swith
modern technology to usurp the tuna industry. Their tech-
nology allows them to catch more fish and sell it cheaper.
Local fishermen fearing thelost of their livelihood opposed
the state’'s new law and reinstated the customary one that
barred non-local fishermen from fishing in local waters.
Zerner'sarticleis anindictment that cultural practices usu-
ally function to level the playing field or redistribute the
wealth. Governments do not always recogni ze the negative
impact that progress may have on indigenous people.
Progress in this case created unequal access to scarce re-
sources, which the locals refused to accept.

The next article by Marina Roseman, “Singers of the
Landscape: Song, History, and Property Rights in Malay-
sian Rainforest,” tells how the Temiar of Malaysia claim
titleto their land through song and dreams. These people do
not recognize individual ownership but communal rights.
Members of thevillage havetherightsto live, gather, plant,
harvest, hunt, fish, and be buried on communal land. They
decide how the cultivableland will be divided among mem-
bers. Household ownership rights are acknowledged for
production and distribution of produce only. Fruit trees,
which are associated with past residences, are associated
with the person who plant and tend them. This person does
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not own the fruit they produce but does have a say in when
it isgathered and how to distribute it. The rightsto the fruit
tree are inherited by the children of the parent who planted
it.

Stephanie Gorson Fried's “Writing for their Lives’ is
the most poignant article in the collection. The author dis-
cusses the Bentian Dayak leaders attempt to salvage their
land rights by asking the government of Indonesiato issue
them a certificate of ownership. One is almost moved to
tears as the leaders initially condemn their slash and burn
farming in order to convince the government that they are
pro-development. They switch from condemning their tra-
ditional agricultural practicesto defending it aslessdestruc-
tive to the environment than tree logging. The local |eaders
contend that their people have not been adequately com-
pensated for the destruction of their farms and land, and
that the land the national government wants to give to de-
velopers is land that the Bentian Dayak bought from the
original indigenous people many, many years ago.

One is distraught to discover their efforts futile; the
land is given to developers, and the farms destroyed. One
wonders how the Indonesia government could be so insen-
sitive to the needs, customs, and laws of these indigenous
people. The reader, if not the government, is convinced by
the end of the article that the “adat,” Dayak customary law,
should be the law of the land.

Nancy L ee Peluso further elaborates on the concept of
property and resources for the indigenous people of Indo-
nesia. When the Dayakswereno longer ableto practiceslash
and burn agriculture, they planted rubber in their gardens.
Rubber trees increased the value of their land and allowed
them to feed their families. Durian trees were also planted
along side the rubber. These trees, and their fruit, belonged
not only to the planter but to their wives and children and
thechildren of their children. Two or three generationsdown
the line, the trees are owned by cousins. The fruit must be
shared, but it is usually agreed that the person who tends
the tree has primary ownership. Peluso’s article shows how
one group of Indonesia people have benefited from the po-
litical and economic changes that have been imposed upon
them.

Ethnocentrism, racism, mercantilism, and capitalism
have deprived the indigenous people of Southeast Asia of
their land and water rights. Today these people aretrying to
educate the government and all who will listen about their
culture and laws. They seek recognition and utilization of
their law in deciding property rights. Unfortunately, their
struggle has just begun. Only time will tell if they will be
victorious. In the meantime, Zerner has exposed us to the
problems of indigenous people everywhere, not just those
in Southeast Asia. This book is recommended reading for
anyone interested in Southeast Asiaand international stud-
ies.
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The United Nations (UN) report State of the World's
Cities 2004/2005: Globalization and Urban Culture had its
world premiere September 2004 in Barcel ona at the World
Urban Forum. The Human Settlements Programme (UN-
HABITAT) released the report as a 198-page, well-orga-
nized book. The book can be ordered directly through the
agency’s website www.unhabitat.org. Online book vendors
have used copies available as well. Unfortunately, this is
one of the main drawbacks of the otherwise valuable re-
port—availability. The very nature of book publishing limits
accessibility and forces marketing limitations upon areport
that offers a unique, one-stop shopping opportunity for a
world community. The purpose of the book—to be used in
assessing and addressing “current challenges and create
dynamic, multicultural and inclusive urban settings’—may
fall short of the same type of inclusion when it comes to
audience. The book was not available at the university or
metropolitan libraries in my state of residence. Potential
readerswould haveto know about the report. No doubt those
in attendance at Barcelona and those connected to or inter-
ested in the UN Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)
have been exposed to this report. But the world is larger
than the reach of the UN and globalization pays no atten-
tion to organizationa boundaries. The tireless efforts of so
many individual swhose contributions culminatein the pages
of World Cities deserve the attention of atruly global com-
munity. As UN Secretary-General Kofi A. Annan writesin
theforward to the book, creating cities of differencerequires
the engagement of all stakeholders.

World's Cities 2004/2005 builds on previous publica
tions targeting various aspects of the MDGs as related to
urban areas. The current report addresses the uneven im-
pacts of globalization in the world's cities and points to
multiculturalism and inclusion as the hope of peace and the
answer to enduring urban woes. At first glance, the infor-
mation provided in World's Cities may appear uninvitingin
terms of the desolate pictureit paints of our world, but those
drab tatisticsare put into acontext of hope. Thebook, which
keeps culture front and center, also serves as a dissemina-
tiontool of Best Practices, the best feature of thebook. These
anecdotes appear as pull-out narrative boxes, 63inall spread

out over seven chapters. From the mesmerizing rhythm of
Hip Hop to the calm collaborating of participatory budget-
ing, Best Practice stories direct the reader toward an imagi-
nation of progress rather than simply noting abstract con-
cepts and theories.

It isimportant to draw lessons from these experi-
ences and learn how approaches that work well in
one place may be adapted in other placesthat share
similar problems. Such knowledge exchange may
take different forms and holds potential for posi-
tive development. It encourages hopefor progress.

(p. 1)

The book’s Overview sets the rationale for the urban
focus—cities set the economic stage for a nation—and dis-
tinguishes four new dimensions of globalization: speed,
scale, scope, and complexity. Technologies have brought
the speed of global connectionsto asimultaneouslevel. No
community isinsulated from the scale of globalization. The
multi-dimensional scope of globalization includes the cul-
tural and social, as well asthe economic and political. Dy-
namic interactions on aglobal level increase the complexity
of embedding research and diverse ways of knowing into
policy and practice.

Chapter 1 discusses the dimensions of globalization
impacts on our world’scitiesand establishesthe framework
for the entire report. While acknowledging the conflicting
rhetoric on the meaning of the effects, World's Cities posits
that the interaction between the phenomenon and cities is
not unidirectional: “it is not just that cities are affected by
global forces, but that local economies, cultures, and poli-
tics also affect global patterns. Global factors become em-
bedded in local culture, practice, and ingtitutions” (p. 10).
Assuch, cultureis presented as acity’s attitude, rather than
asingular dimension, and thusthe entry point for analyzing
other dimensions of importance, which include economic,
social, institutional, political and demographics. The chap-
ter later incorporates the multi-dimensional impacts in the
section “Challenges for Policy and Management” before
leaving the reader with questions about defending public
interest in the new era.

Chapter 2 enlarges culture as attitude and examines it
from the material perspective of urban development and
definesit as “the ideas and practices, sites and symbols, of
the symbolic economy” (p. 32). Cultural capital becomes
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redevelopment of urban spaces and afactor in employment
growth. Two other sections discuss trends in urban culture
industries and the spread of consumption spaces, such as
the enclosed urban shopping mall. The chapter concludes
by returning to the attitude of inclusive culture:

Often this combination of nerve, racia diversity
and an impatient desire for new things explodes
into an astoundingly uncivil society, characterized
by oppositional culturesin which men and women
speak frankly of their differences and struggle
openly to protect their rights. This, however, isthe
pricethat today’s global cities haveto pay for cre-
ativity and cultural inclusiveness. (p. 47)

A multidimensional analysis of metropolitanization in
Chapter 3 sets the context for six perspectives that offer a
new descriptive and analytical approach for metropolitan
phenomena. The new approach isthen used asalensto ex-
amine metropolitan development trendsin devel oping coun-
tries, transition economy countries, and advanced economy
countries. Chapter 4 ushers in a data-heavy, multifaceted
analysisof international migrationin aglobalization frame-
work. The occurring xenophobiaof migration has produced
claims—often unsubstantiated—of economic, cultural, po-
litical, and socia distress from the recipient communities,
now mostly located in the advanced economy countries.
Therefore, migration must be considered in the contexts of
both the migrants' and recipient community’ssides. “In gen-
era terms, thereis no doubt that the management of migra-
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tion flows should not be unilateral. It should include inter-
national, national, and local bodies’ (p. 83).

Chapter 5 presents new global data and the accompa-
nying regional analysis of urban poverty. The chapter’s
strength isin the multi-platform presentation of the dataand
analysis. For example, narrative boxes set aside highlights
that include trendsin urban poverty in aregional presenta-
tion; five key dimensions of ums; and best practices. Chap-
ter 6 overviews global crime trends before turning to are-
gional discussion of the safety and transparency aspects of
urban governance. Solutions are articulated as the “global-
ization of normsof good urban governance,” which are char-
acterized for thefirst timeinWorld's Cities. Thereport ends,
rather than concludes, with the Changing Culture of Plan-
ning and an overview of the principles of anew urban plan-
ning culture with a focus on the dominant global cities.
Chapter 7 defines the planning culture as the “both formal
and informal [ways] ... inwhich planning in agiven coun-
try and/or city is conceived, institutionalized and enacted”
(p. 160).

World's Cities should be areference book sitting on the
desks of everyone from researchers and policy makers to
journalistsand practitionersin development. Itspagesshould
be well-worn with turned-down page corners, highlighted
text, and notes written in the margins. And for those of you
in the United Nations sphere, think outside the box when it
comesto the audience for this report. The copy used in this
review is now on the desk of a Native American who spe-
cializes in tribal government media and rural community
development.
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Apparently many expatriates returning home fromtheir
training experiences in Third World countries have felt de-
ficient intheir abilities astrainers. Contributing to thislack
isthefact that thereisadearth in pertinent information and
methodologiesto assist trainersin their preparation for ser-
vice in developing countries. Training in Developing Na-
tions: A Handbook for Expatriate (TIDN) attempts to meet
thisneed. Itis" designed to provide useful insightsand help-
ful tipsfor international trainers and technical consultants’
(p. vii) preparing to carry out professional training in devel-
oping nations.

Theideafor thistype of book was formed shortly after
the editor was selected as a Fulbright Senior Scholar to the
African country of Swaziland where he spent ten months as
atechnical advisor and trainer. In preparing for the stint in
Swaziland, he was unable to find “relevant preparatory
materials’ (p. viii) to help him prepare for his mission.

Inthe“Introduction,” Daly providesthereader with an
overview of the text after stating that people with no Third
World training experiencewill find in thistext “ hel pful tips’
while preparing for “training and travel” (p. xi). He also
mentions that this text could serve as a valuable resource
for assessing one's previous training in developing coun-
tries “with training provided by others’ (p. xi). He affirms
that the material in the text reflects the insights of experi-
enced trainerswho are highly educated academics, who have
had considerable training and field experience. This text,
he believes, will serve both those beginning training and
those who are experienced.

The text consists of three main sections. Part | istitled
“Practical Strategies for Training in Developing Settings.”
Chapter 1 by William Marjenhoff dealswith issues of safety,
security and being comfortable in developing nations. The
author lists some essentials necessary to on€e's preparation
prior to one's departure. And on arrival at one's destination,
one should be alert to criminal activity at airports, aert to
being taken advantage of by taxi drivers, the policeand even
the government officials. Some of these fundamentals may
seem unnecessary to the nonchalant person who istrusting
of everybody; but to ensure one's protection and well-be-
ing, these are indeed necessary, and commonsense is key.

Stories on the infringement of the personal safety of travel-
ers abound.

In Chapter 2 Daly offers seven tips to enhance expatri-
atetrainers effectivenesswhen operating in underdevel oped
managerial contexts. For example, one should not assume
that communication will be smooth just because Englishis
the officia language of agovernment. In Swaziland, while
English is the official language, it is not the dominant ver-
nacular; siSwati is. Also, the variety of English one speaks
may be somewhat challenging to the trainees of the host
country. Moreover, when one is communicating with a
Swazi, theword “yes’ does not always mean an affirmative
nod. Since this responseis prevalent in many African con-
texts, non-Africans can misinterpret this response. One
should be careful and learn to read between the lines to en-
sure that adequate communication is taking place. Know-
ing something about basic communication patterns of the
host country is important. Daly does a good job of appris-
ing prospective technical consultants or trainers of the pos-
sibility of facing culture shock relevant to a breakdown in
communication when they relocate to a Third World coun-
try. Therefore focussing on the suggestions he offers may
serve you well.

Being a female trainer in many international settings
presents many challenges because the place of women does
not equal that of men. In Chapter 3, Barbara Liggett dis-
cusses such challenges based on her wide experienceswork-
ing with international students. Her advice is invaluable,
not only to expatriates women trainers but also to men as
well. She concludes the chapter by emphasizing that the
“struggle—the challenge of gender—is present for educa-
torsand for students. The struggle, itself, however, canbea
catalyst for creating acircle of learners, worldwide” (p. 47).
Perhapsif women like Barbara Liggett made a point of con-
necting with some women from devel oping countries who
arein key positions, to get their perspectives on gender is-
sues, they would gain added insights into how to handle
gender issues.

Marketing strategiesfor training initiativesin devel op-
ing nations is the topic of Chapter 4. Since there is very
littleinformation at our disposal relevant to marketing strat-
egies in the training area, Daly’s discussion is of utmost
importance. He has made an excellent point in putting the
onus of “getting the word out” to the host nation sponsors
on the trainers themselves. Thisis an effective way of en-
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hancing participation and improving attendance on the part
of host participants.

Part |1 dealswith training in specific fields. In Chapter
5, Ambe Njoh, draws attention to three historical perspec-
tives designed to improve administrative effectiveness in
developing countries; classical administrative reforms
(1950-mid-1960s), institution building (mid-1960-early-
1970s) institution development (mid-1970-present), and
elaborates on their strengths and weaknesses. Information
about these initiatives should be of interest to trainers be-
cause an awareness of the how administrative reforms in
developing countrieswork can help preparetrainersfor what
to expect in the host country. According to Njoh, the insti-
tution development model has potential for effecting changes
consistent with administrative objectives. A person inter-
ested in this areawould need to explore thisfield. Someone
going to a specific country would need to have some back-
ground on the country’s administrative structure in order to
prepare to offer adequate training.

According to Willy Holleweg dit Wegman, “economic
development is key to human development (HD) and pov-
erty alleviation” (p. 85). Chapter 6 isareflection of Holleweg
dit Wegman's long experience as a trainer and represents
much of the thinking about economic development theory
from a European perspective. He insists that training based
on the local setting’'s needs and solutions and aid funds
should beallocated accordingly. “ Developing countries, and
African countriesin particular, will never reach an accept-
able overall development if the people are not trained in an
appropriate manner” (p. 110). And an adequate number of
local trainersshould betrained. Holleweg dit Wegman gives
examples of case studies on the successes and failures of
job creation through small and mid-level enterprises. This
is an important chapter to read for those interested in eco-
nomic development.

In Chapter 7, Joyce Barrett gives a frank presentation
of the need for effective and efficient mediatraining in de-
veloping countries. Her essay is easy, quick reading, hu-
morous and full of insights on the mediatraining, based on
her approaches to teaching as well as her experiences with
studentsin Third World countries. She does emphasi ze eth-
ics as an important element in journalism. This chapter
should be required reading for persons planning to be me-
diatrainersoverseas. There are apparently moral issues need-
ing to be addressed in thisfield.

Chapter 8 is concerned with the preparation of expatri-
ate trainers who will give instruction in group-counseling
skills and knowledge to mental health workers in develop-
ing countries. The authors stress the pre-training of expatri-
ate trainers prior to their posting in overseas training con-
texts. Also, the host country and community need to be com-
mitted to the undertaking, so they need to make available
information on local traditions and customs, etc., that will
assist the trainer who is going to have to develop a rapport
with trainees. The reader isinformed of the current state of
group leader training overseas and then presented with a
best practices model for group leader training and how this
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model can be applied to developing countries. The authors
recommend an extended period of service and encourage
someflexibility on the part of thetrainer. The mental health
area needs attention, more so with the devastation of the
AIDS epidemic in sub-Saharan isAfrica. This chapter pro-
vides helpful information to those planning to work in mental
health.

Nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) have played
a significant role in the provision of assistance to the citi-
zensof Third World countries. In Chapter 9, Willy Holleweg
dit Wegman offers an elaborate model showing the opera-
tion of NGOs. He stresses the training of experts based on
needs assessment. Theinformation in this chapter isinvalu-
able to trainersinterested in NGOs. The information sheds
light on how crucial proper training is on account of the
short duration of funding from donors. Training has to be
quick but thorough. The example of afictitious developing
nation, the author uses, can provide insights to trainers.

Cherie Onkst and Eknath Naik’s contribution to this
text (Chapter 10) is of great importancein view of theHIV/
AIDS epidemic, which has ravaged much of the develop-
ing world. In this chapter, Onkst and Naik suggest strate-
giesrelevant to the training of local health care profession-
als. First, characteristics of health care professionals are
mentioned. Since they are considered the cream of society,
the role of health professionalsis vital; so in working with
them, the expatriate should give them due respect and treat
them as equal sin the sharing of knowledge and ideas. Next,
communication stylesof the host country are explored since
they are crucia to a positive working relationship with the
local professionals. American communication is generally
two-way, whereas the communication style of many devel-
oping world contexts is one-way, or top-down. Also, since
learning stylesvary from cultureto culture, thetrainersneed
to take these factors into consideration when training local
experts. Other issues such as the implementation, content,
length, and the evaluation of the training programs are pre-
sented. Emphasisis placed on the people being served and
trained, so training methodol ogies should be tailored to the
needs of the target audience and should be flexible so asto
be adapted to different situations and different cultural set-
tings. It should be noted that expatriates themselves vary
their styles or approaches according to their personalities.
Part 111 isachapter on observations and conclusions. Inthis
concluding chapter, Daly not only reviewsthefindingsfrom
previous chapters in the book, but he also explores future
trends and challenges germane to training in Third World
countries. Key factorsin improving training include, suffi-
cient institutional support, cultural awareness, adaptability
of the trainer, patience on the part of the trainer, and future
training trends and challenges.

To conclude, it is necessary to suggest that this book
will not provide all the answers that an expatriate trainer
needsin preparing to work abroad. A trainer needsto try to
find as much information as possible on the country of his/
her future sojourn. Embassies may provide some informa-
tion on their respective countries, but much of thisissketchy
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and prepared for tourists. Texts on culture and intercultural
communication can be valuable resources. Many of these
textsare usedin collegesand universities, but, unfortunately,
books specific to the cultures of many devel oping countries
still need to be written. Publishers nonetheless may be re-
luctant to publish books for which thereis no large market.
We need to remember that books alone do not give aperson
deep insightsinto aculture. Cultureislike an iceberg: what
you seeisnot al acultureis. Therefore, when you are liv-
ing in another culture, you haveto constantly try to learn as
much as possible about the culture and strive to be an effec-
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tive intercultural communicator, especially when dealing
with people face to face.

Training in Developing Nations isindeed an engaging
text, and | have to agree with the editor that it “will help the
reader gain firmer grasps ontraining in devel oping nations”
(p. 198) athough | refer the term “should” to “will.” The
reader should always bear in mind that in whatever field
training is conducted, the training should be tailored to the
needs of the culture receiving the training and not to the
needs of the industrialized world.
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When reporting on the Rwandan massacres, the West-
ern press has often used stereotypic language with refer-
encestotribal savagery and hackneyed allusionsto “the heart
of darkness.” Tainted with racism and generaly limited in
scope the information regarding Rwanda has usually been
shallow at best. Taking amultidisciplinary approach, Nigel
Eltringham addresses the dangers of oversimplifying the
catastrophic mayhem of Rwanda and details deep critical
explanationsto “account for the horror.” Eltringham delves
into Rwandan history and politics. In addition, he examines
certain aspects of language use regarding Rwanda and pre-
sentsfindingsfrom his sociolinguistic study, whichincludes
narratives from Rwandans relating their perceptions of co-
lonialism, national history, and the mass killings.

With alook into Rwanda's past, Eltringham writesthat
“socia distinction in colonial Rwanda was racialy con-
structed and did not conform to the current multidimensional
understanding of ‘ethnicity’” (p. 19). Instead, the distinc-
tions made among people of the region were propagated.
With the 1933-34 census, “racialisation” |abeled the popu-
lation into three groups: Tutsi, Hutu, and Twa, and “follow-
ing patrilineal custom children...inherit[ed] the identity in-
scribed on their father’sID card” (p. 18). Asaresult, artifi-
cial biological separations were established on paper and
subsequently specific physical and cultural variations were
socially generated in the minds and in the behaviors of the
peopletoward each other. Further, the author discusses how
political players propagated ethnic and racial divisionsin
order to gain power. By examining the killings of the 1959
“revolution” and the 1963/64 massacres, Eltringham ad-
dresses how such distinctions led to other killings and to
the 1994 genocide. Beforethe 1994 killings, “ genocide pro-
paganda’ included referencesto the 1959 and 1963/64 mas-
sacres asempowerment of “the Hutu' liberating themselves
from‘theTutsi’” (p. 47). However, Eltringham explainsthat
the division between the groups was not along established
distinction marked by certain cultural norms or language,
or by absol ute socioeconomic or political imbalances, or by
real biological differences. Instead, the differenceswere de-
veloped and strengthened to promote prejudice and hatred
for the political gain of afew.

Eltringham writes that the postulated distinctions be-
tween “the Tuts and the Hutu” were further exacerbated by
reports and writings about Rwanda. Eltringham notes that
instead of being “the result of ‘primordial bloodlust’,” the
Rwandan genocide was “ modern, premeditated, [and] well
organized” (p. 64). The author discusses how the treatment
of the Rwandan genocide, mired in racist attitudes, appears
in written documentation describing the people as primi-
tiveand “tribal.” Although acknowledging that comparisons
to the Holocaust have given the massacres “legitimacy” in
Western countries, Eltringham discusses at length both the
similarities and the differences between the Holocaust and
the Rwandan genocide. For instance, like the Holocaust vic-
tims, people in Rwanda often did not know why they were
being targeted, and many were killed for who they were
and not for what they did. Unlike the Holocaust, in Rwanda
the speed of the slayings was much quicker and more of the
population participated in thekilling. Despitethe differences
or similarities, Etringham writes:

the Holocaust has played a central role as com-
parator in discussions of the 1994 genocide. Al-
though thisisnatural and there are significant com-
parisons to be made, making the Holocaust pre-
ponderant not only obscures significant divergent
characteristics of the Rwandan genocide, but may
undermine our ability to detect, prevent and/or
swiftly stop future genocidesthat do no adequately
resembl e the Holocaust. (pp. 180-81)

By concentrarting specifically on the Rwandan genocide,
Eltringham argues that the prosecution of those previously
responsible for the bloodshed in Rwanda should be the fo-
cal point.

To focus on “the individual criminal responsibility in-
trinsic to the crime of genocide” (p. 181), Eltringham as-
serts that the term “moderate Hutu” needs closer scrutiny.
The author suggests that Hutu moderate could be replaced
with “*Hutu opposing Habyarimana and his power’.” Such
a change in phrasing would give clarity and accuracy in
meaning that could lead to accountability of individualsre-
sponsible for the killings. Eltringham discusses the “sub-
liminal impact” of “Hutu moderate” in maintaining “col-
lective guilt,” which underminesthe reparations and recon-
ciliation needed in Rwanda (p. 181). Because the use of
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Hutu moderate “disguises great complexity” and perpetu-
ates “a binary framework” in which a Hutu can only be
“qualified as either moderate or extremist” (p. 76),
Eltringham argues that greater accuracy and specificity in
references made about people, their actions, and time is
necessary for Rwanda to reconcile and maintain peace.

In the process of reconciliation, Eltringham warns of
the intrinsic dangers in appealing to history for solutions.
Since the “structure of power” in Rwanda has been “con-
structed on the construction of history” (p. 148), history has
been used to create and perpetuate divisions in Rwanda,
and Eltringham writes that to believe

asingle, absolute history is attainable (and prefer-
able) has not only proved to be deadly, but overes-
timates the capacities and misunderstands the na-
ture if historiography. While there may be a non-
negotiable chronicle of events, the narratives that
actorsrecognise (and value) ashistory arethe prod-
uct of an interpretive exercise that inevitably gen-
erates different narratives. While Rwanda has a
single past, asingle, definitive history is unattain-
able. (p. 182)
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Toillustrate the variationsin perspectives, Eltringham pre-
sents several narratives collected from Rwandans speaking
on the past events. Eltringham admits the collection is not
fully representative of asmany “*ethnic’ narratives’ as pos-
sible, but that the accounts illustrate the differences found
in human perceptions. From his narrative research,
Eltringham concludes that

we should not alow our faith in a single, “rea”
history to prevent us from accepting and explor-
ing competing narrativesthat reflect contemporary
concerns in Rwanda. If we strive to isolate one
version of Rwandan history such concernswill re-
main Hidden. (p. 179)

To remember respectfully the victims of the Rwandan
genocide, Eltringham writesthat humanity must resist adopt-
ing asingle historical narrative, but instead must seek a“ dog-
matic, tenacious and transparent” (p. 181) into the “ mod-
ern, premeditated” (p. 64) killingsof human against human.
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The Case for Palestine is a concise, well written book
with invaluable summary of historical background for the
Palestinian-1sraeli conflict. John Quigley’s dispassionate
analysis and presentation of unbiased historical facts from
credible sources overwhelmingly serves to educate and in-
form any reader. In the midst of the current global disorder,
Quigley’s book comes out as a reminder for us al for the
importance of international law in resolving international
conflicts. In addition, thisbook contribute greatly to inform
the misinformed reader and to deal with the total lack of
knowledge of the average American on this subject. Given
the central role of this issue in world politics this volume
could not come at a more important time in our world his-
tory.

Quigley’s discussion of international law is, in large
part, overwhelmed by historical narratives of the conflict.
Nonetheless, Quigley’shistorical narrative, interwoven with
applicableinternational law isasuccessand amust read for
those seeking a short, accessible, and copiously documented
book.

Quigley, who is a distinguished Professor of Law at
The Ohio State University College of Law, attemptsto bring
an international law perspective to what has become one of
history’s longest running and most fundamentally misun-
derstood conflicts. Through out the volume Quigley’s mas-
tery of thistopic isevident. His consistent citation to cred-
ible sourcesfrom theArab (both Christian and Muslim) and
Jewish communities servesto legitimate his propositions.

Quigley’svolumeisbrokeninto five parts: thefirst part
examining the origins of the Zionist movement in Europe
and its influence on the British Mandate in Palestine. In
addition, to questioning the jurisdiction of the United Na-
tions over mandated Palestine prior to 1948 and whether
the UN General Assembly has the legal authority to adapt
resolution 181 that calls for the partition of Palestine (Part
1, p. 47).

The chaptersin part 1 focus on the Zionist goal of cre-
ating a Jewish state in Palestine and the stepstaken by “one
of the most successful colonizing instruments in history”
(the Jewish Agency) (p.23) to ensure the redlization of this
singular goal. Herein, Quigly describes how the power
vacuum created by the British departure after the failed

Mandate and the subsequent UN recommendation of parti-
tion (Resolution 181) presented ideal circumstancesfor the
Zionist movement to realize its ultimate goal. It isin this
section of the volume that the reader first becomes aware of
the underlying history of this conflict and how the massive
immigration of European Jewsinto Palestine played a cen-
tral role in the tensions that arose between Arab and Jews,
where in fact, none had previously existed. Moreover the
reader is exposed to the lengths at which the exceptionally
well funded and organized pro-Zionist group were willing
to go to ensure that the dream of a Jewish state come to
fruition.

Part two includes an intimate description of thewar in
1948 and is based largely on the recollections of those on
the ground. Quigley quickly dispels any myths that the so-
called “lsragli war of Independence” was anything but a
war of aggression against a largely unarmed population
waged by Zionist machine cloaked in an outdated colonialist
mindset and focused on the singular goal of apurely Jewish
statein Palestine. The mental picture of unarmed Arab flee-
ing their towns and villagesjust ahead of the Zionist forces,
the descriptions of psychological warfare and the disparity
between the fighting forces leaves the reader shocked and
in utter despair.

Duetothesignificance of 1948 and the central roleitis
destined to play in this conflict, in parts two and three,
Quigley appropriately devotes detailed attention to the le-
gitimacy of Israeli and Zionist claimsto theterritory of Pal-
estine, to the dispossession of Palestinians during the 1948
war, and to what become of Palestinian towns and land in
and after that fateful year. It is disarming to learn how the
Israeli leadership, with predetermination, forcibly removed
anative population fromitshomeland. Reinforced by quotes
from prominent I sragli leadership such asGoldaMeir, David
Ben-Gurion, Maoshe Dayan and Menachem Begin, the au-
thor clearly establishes the fact that Israel was aways in-
tended to beapurely Jewish state encompassing all of Man-
date Palestine to the exclusion of its native population and
in contradiction to Palestinian’s fundamental right to self-
determination.

In the remainder of Part three, Quigley analyzes Isragli
national institutions and ethnic distinction in the law of Is-
ragl (described as“legal apartheid” p.181), and thereby pro-
videsimportant information not easily accessible to the av-
erage reader. It is here that the reader becomes fully aware
of the fact that the policy and practice of martial law, check
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points, home demoalitions, curfews, travel permitsand other
various constraintson Palestinian lifewere not implemented
to combat “terrorism”, which isarelatively recent phenom-
enon, but were in fact implemented very early on. More-
over, he exposes the reader to the strangulation of Palestin-
ian society both economically and socially asadirect result
of these policies. It becomes painfully obvious throughout
this section that Palestinian in Isragli society are accorded
second class citizen status and are denied the basic and fun-
damental rights that Americans take for granted.
Discussion of the 1967 Arab-lsraeli war and its conse-
guencestakesup all of part four. Relying almost exclusively
on the words of Isragli political and military leadership to
substantiate his proposition, Professor Quigley dispels any
misconception that Isragl wasin “mortal danger” (p.161) of
invasion in June 1967. Professor Quigley also summarizes
the harsh redlities that Palestinians have faced under | sraeli
occupation, including what the UN Human rights Commis-
sion, using thelV Geneva Convention’sprovisions, hasfound
to be“war crimes’ (p.205). He goes on to describe how the
years since 1967 have served to complete what Zionism
began in 1948 and the years preceding, by continuing settle-
ment activities and removing native populations. Herein,
Quigley devotes special attention to the validity of the Pal-
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estinians' claim of a“right” (pp.181, 193, 203) to resist oc-
cupation. A right recognized by the UN General Assem-
bly and Security Council.

In the book’s final part, Quigley suggests how Jerusa-
lem (with regard to which Quigley observes that Palestin-
ians, not Israeli, have the stronger legal claim, p.226), Is-
ragli settlementsin the West Bank and Gaza (which violate
countlessUN General Assembly and Security Council Reso-
lutions), and the Palestinian refugee problem might be ad-
judicated in any Israeli-Palestinian settlement.

Surely this book will not please many of those who
want to believe otherwise. However, if as Quigley states,
“ applicableinternational normsinform the negotiations be-
tween Israel and the PL O, the parties might achieve anego-
tiated solution that can lead to long lasting durable peace”
(p.238).

Although a volume could be written on each of the
book’s five parts, and some the arguments |eave the reader
wanting more information, the volume is an overall suc-
cess, and should be considered a must read for al those
interested in a comprehensive overview of the legal issues
surrounding thisconflict and for al thoseinterested in bring-
ing about a long-lasting, durable peace and justice in the
holy land.
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