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"Why are you attacking us? Why are you killing our children? Why are you destroying our
infrastructure?"
– Television address by Libyan Leader Muammar Gaddafi, April 30, 2011

    

A few hours later NATO hit a target in Tripoli, killing Gaddafi's 29-year-old son Saif al-Arab,
three of Gaddafi's grandchildren, all under twelve years of age, and several friends and
neighbors.

  

In his TV address, Gaddafi had appealed to the NATO nations for a cease-fire and negotiations
after six weeks of bombings and cruise missile attacks against his country.

  

Well, let's see if we can derive some understanding of the complex Libyan turmoil.

  

The Holy Triumvirate — The United States, NATO and the European Union — recognizes no
higher power and believes, literally, that it can do whatever it wants in the world, to whomever it
wants, for as long as it wants, and call it whatever it wants, like "humanitarian".

  

If The Holy Triumvirate decides that it doesn't want to overthrow the government in Syria or in
Egypt or Tunisia or Bahrain or Saudi Arabia or Yemen or Jordan, no matter how cruel,
oppressive, or religiously intolerant those governments are with their people, no matter how
much they impoverish and torture their people, no matter how many protesters they shoot dead
in their Freedom Square, the Triumvirate will simply not overthrow them.
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If the Triumvirate decides that it wants to overthrow the government of Libya, though that
government is secular and has used its oil wealth for the benefit of the people of Libya and
Africa perhaps more than any government in all of Africa and the Middle East, but keeps
insisting over the years on challenging the Triumvirate's imperial ambitions in Africa and raising
its demands on the Triumvirate's oil companies, then the Triumvirate will simply overthrow the
government of Libya.

  

If the Triumvirate wants to punish Gaddafi and his sons it will arrange with the Triumvirate's
friends at the International Criminal Court to issue arrest warrants for them.

  

If the Triumvirate doesn't want to punish the leaders of Syria, Egypt, Tunisia, Bahrain, Saudi
Arabia, Yemen, and Jordan it will simply not ask the ICC to issue arrest warrants for them. Ever
since the Court first formed in 1998, the United States has refused to ratify it and has done its
best to denigrate it and throw barriers in its way because Washington is concerned that
American officials might one day be indicted for their many war crimes and crimes against
humanity. Bill Richardson, as US ambassador to the UN, said to the world in 1998 that the
United States should be exempt from the court's prosecution because it has "special global
responsibilities". But this doesn't stop the United States from using the Court when it suits the
purposes of American foreign policy.

  

If the Triumvirate wants to support a rebel military force to overthrow the government of Libya
then it does not matter how fanatically religious, al-Qaeda-related, 1

executing-beheading-torturing, monarchist, or factionally split various groups of that rebel force
are at times, the Triumvirate will support it, as it did certain forces in Afghanistan and Iraq, and
hope that after victory the Libyan force will not turn out as jihadist as it did in Afghanistan, or as
fratricidal as in Iraq. One potential source of conflict within the rebels, and within the country if
ruled by them, is that a constitutional declaration made by the rebel council states that, while
guaranteeing democracy and the rights of non-Muslims, "Islam is the religion of the state and
the principle source of legislation in Islamic Jurisprudence."
2

  

Adding to the list of the rebels' charming qualities we have the Amnesty International report that
the rebels have been conducting mass arrests of black people across the nation, terming all of
them "foreign mercenaries" but with growing evidence that a large number were simply migrant
workers. Reported Reuters (August 29): "On Saturday, reporters saw the putrefying bodies of
22 men of African origin on a Tripoli beach. Volunteers who had come to bury them said they
were mercenaries whom rebels had shot dead." To complete this portrait of the West's newest
darlings we have this report from The Independent of London
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(August 27): "The killings were pitiless. They had taken place at a makeshift hospital, in a tent
marked clearly with the symbols of the Islamic crescent. Some of the dead were on stretchers,
attached to intravenous drips. Some were on the back of an ambulance that had been shot at. A
few were on the ground, seemingly attempting to crawl to safety when the bullets came."

  

If the Triumvirate's propaganda is clever enough and deceptive enough and paints a graphic
picture of Gaddafi-initiated high tragedy in Libya, many American and European progressives
will insist that though they never, ever support imperialism they're making an exception this time
because ...

    
    -  The Libyan people are being saved from a "massacre", both actual and potential. This
massacre, however, seems to have been grossly exaggerated by the Triumvirate, al
Jazeera
TV, and that station's owner, the government of Qatar; and nothing approaching reputable
evidence of a massacre has been offered, neither a mass grave or anything else; the massacre
stories appear to be on a par with the Viagra-rape stories spread by 
al Jazeera
(the 
Fox News
of the Libyan uprising). Qatar, it should be noted, has played an active military role in the civil
war on the side of NATO. It should be further noted that the main massacre in Libya has been
six months of daily Triumvirate bombing, killing an unknown number of people and ruining much
of the infrastructure. Michigan U. Prof. Juan Cole, the quintessential true-believer in the good
intentions of American foreign policy who nevertheless manages to have a regular voice in
progressive media, recently wrote that "Qaddafi was not a man to compromise ... his military
machine would mow down the revolutionaries if it were allowed to." Is that clear, class? We all
know of course that Sarkozy, Obama, and Cameron made compromises without end in their
devastation of Libya; they didn't, for example, use any nuclear weapons.
 
    -  The United Nations gave its approval for military intervention; i.e., the leading members of
the Triumvirate gave their approval, after Russia and China cowardly abstained instead of
exercising their veto power; (perhaps hoping to receive the same courtesy from the US, UK and
France when Russia or China is the aggressor nation).   
    -  The people of Libya are being "liberated", whatever in the world that means, now or in the
future. Gaddafi is a "dictator" they insist. That may indeed be the proper term to use for the
man, but it must still be asked: Is he a relatively benevolent dictator or is he the other kind so
favored by Washington? It must also be asked: Since the United States has habitually
supported dictators for the entire past century, why not this one?   

  

The Triumvirate, and its fawning media, would have the world believe that what's happened in
Libya is just another example of the Arab Spring, a popular uprising by non-violent protestors
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against a dictator for the proverbial freedom and democracy, spreading spontaneously from
Tunisia and Egypt, which sandwich Libya. But there are several reasons to question this
analysis in favor of seeing the Libyan rebels' uprising as a planned and violent attempt to take
power in behalf of their own political movement, however heterogeneous that movement might
appear to be in its early stage. For example:

    
    1. They soon began flying the flag of the monarchy that Gaddafi had overthrown  
    2. They were an armed and violent rebellion almost from the beginning; within a few days,
we could read of "citizens armed with weapons seized from army bases" 3  and of "the
policemen who had participated in the clash were caught and hanged by protesters"
4

 
    3. Their revolt took place not in the capital but in the heart of the country's oil region; they
then began oil production and declared that foreign countries would be rewarded oil-wise in
relation to how much each country aided their cause   
    4. They soon set up a Central Bank, a rather bizarre thing for a protest movement  
    5. International support came quickly, even beforehand, from Qatar and al Jazeera to the
CIA and French intelligence
 

  

The notion that a leader does not have the right to put down an armed rebellion against the
state is too absurd to discuss.

  

Not very long ago, Iraq and Libya were the two most modern and secular states in the
Mideast/North Africa world with perhaps the highest standards of living in the region. Then the
United States of America came along and saw fit to make a basket case of each one. The
desire to get rid of Gaddafi had been building for years; the Libyan leader had never been a
reliable pawn; then the Arab Spring provided the excellent opportunity and cover. As to Why?
Take your pick of the following:

    
    -  Gaddafi's plans to conduct Libya's trading in Africa in raw materials and oil in a new
currency — the gold African dinar, a change that could have delivered a serious blow to the
US's dominant position in the world economy. (In 2000, Saddam Hussein announced Iraqi oil
would be traded in euros, not dollars; sanctions and an invasion followed.) For further
discussion see here .  
    -  A host-country site for Africom, the US Africa Command, one of six regional commands
the Pentagon has divided the world into. Many African countries approached to be the host
have declined, at times in relatively strong terms. Africom at present is headquartered in
Stuttgart, Germany. According to a State Department official: "We've got a big image problem
down there. ... Public opinion is really against getting into bed with the US. They just don't trust
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the US." 5   
    -  An American military base to replace the one closed down by Gaddafi after he took power
in 1969. There's only one such base in Africa, in Djibouti. Watch for one in Libya sometime after
the dust has settled. It'll perhaps be situated close to the American oil wells. Or perhaps the
people of Libya will be given a choice — an American base or a NATO base.   
    -  Another example of NATO desperate to find a raison d'être for its existence since the end
of the Cold War and the Warsaw Pact.
 
    -  Gaddafi's role in creating the African Union. The corporate bosses never like it when their
wage slaves set up a union. The Libyan leader has also supported a United States of Africa for
he knows that an Africa of 54 independent states will continue to be picked off one by one and
abused and exploited by the members of the Triumvirate. Gaddafi has moreover demanded
greater power for smaller countries in the United Nations.   
    -  The claim by Gaddafi's son, Saif el Islam, that Libya had helped to fund Nicolas Sarkozy's
election campaign 6  could have humiliated the French president and explain his
obsessiveness and haste in wanting to be seen as playing the major role in implementing the
"no fly zone" and other measures against Gaddafi. A contributing factor may have been the fact
that France has been weakened in its former colonies and neo-colonies in Africa and the Middle
East, due in part to Gaddafi's influence.   
    -  Gaddafi has been an outstanding supporter of the Palestinian cause and critic of Israeli
policies; and on occasion has taken other African and Arab countries, as well as the West, to
task for their not matching his policies or rhetoric; one more reason for his lack of popularity
amongst world leaders of all stripes.   
    -  In January, 2009, Gaddafi made known that he was considering nationalizing the foreign
oil companies in Libya. 7  He also has another bargaining chip: the prospect of utilizing
Russian, Chinese and Indian oil companies. During the current period of hostilities, he invited
these countries to make up for lost production. But such scenarios will now not take place. The
Triumvirate will instead seek to privatize the National Oil Corporation, transferring Libya's oil
wealth into foreign hands.   
    -  The American Empire is troubled by any threat to its hegemony. In the present historical
period the empire is concerned mainly with Russia and China. China has extensive energy
investments and construction investments in Libya and elsewhere in Africa. The average
American neither knows nor cares about this. The average American imperialist cares greatly, if
for no other reason than in this time of rising demands for cuts to the military budget it's vital
that powerful "enemies" be named and maintained.   
    -  For yet more reasons, see the article " Why Regime Change in Libya? " by Ismael
Hossein-zadeh, and the US diplomatic cables released by Wikileaks — Wikileaks reference 
07TRIPOLI967 11-15-07
(includes a complaint about Libyan "resource nationalism")
 

  

Notes
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    1. For example, see: The Telegraph (London), August 30, 2011: "Abdel-Hakim al-Hasidi, the
Libyan rebel leader, has said jihadists who fought against allied troops in Iraq are on the front
lines of the battle against Muammar Gaddafi's regime." There is a plethora of other reports
detailing the ties between the rebels and radical Islamist groups. 
 
    2. Washington Post, August 31, 2011  
    3. McClatchy Newspapers, February 20, 2011   
    4. Wikipedia, Timeline of the 2011 Libyan civil war, February 19, 2011   
    5. The Guardian (London), June 25, 2007   
    6. The Guardian (London), March 16, 2011   
    7. Reuters, January 21, 2009   
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