VITAL SIGNS
FOREIGN POLICY

Sudan^ Ethiopia^
and the American
Empire
by Joseph E. Fallon

S

udan and Ethiopia are neighboring countries that are both ruled
by authoritarian regimes; each is engaged in a brutal counterinsurgency
operation against rebel forces—the
former, in Darfur; the latter, in Ogaden. Curiously, these countries are
treated quite differently by Washington; and this difference reveals a great
deal about the current modus operandi
of the American Empire.
In Darfur, war erupted in 2003.
The rebels initially consisted of two
groups: the Sudanese Liberation Army (SLA), originally called the Darfur Liberation Front, supported by
Eritrea; and the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM), thought to be receiving aid from Chad as well as Eritrea. Each rebel group has since split
into several factions. The result is a kaleidoscopic war pitting Muslim against
Muslim, Arab against African, black
against black, ethnic group against
ethnic group, tribe against tribe, and
agriculturalist against nomad. An estimated 200,000 people have died, while
another two million have been made
refugees.
The response of the U.S. government has been to accuse Sudan of
"genocide" in Darfur, to support a
U.N. resolution calling Sudan's actions there "crimes against humanity,"
to demand that Khartoum agree to the
deployment of a foreign peacekeeping
force of up to 26,000 troops in Darfur
and allow the Red Cross and other humanitarian organizations unfettered
access to the region, and to expand
U.S. sanctions on Sudan.
In June 2007, Ethiopia launched
a war in Ogaden against ethnic So-

mali rebels who call themselves the the Soviet Bloc as the existential threat
Ogaden National Liberation Front to America.
The goal of this "War on Terror,"
(ONLF) and are also backed by Eritrea. Many have described the situ- publicly acknowledged by neoconation in Ethiopia as similar to what servative supporters of the Bush adis occurring in Darfur. While a U.N. ministration, is to ensure that the
team was permitted by Addis Ababa United States remains the world's
to visit Ogaden to investigate charg- hegemonic power for the 21st centues of Ethiopian atrocities, its findings ry. Maintaining this empire can only
were never released. In the meantime, succeed if Washington accomplishes
human-rights groups, the Red Cross, three tasks.
Medicins Sans Frontieres, and indeFirst, and most important, it must
pendent journalists have been barred control the oil and gas resources of
or expelled from the region.
the Middle East and Central Asia—
Washington's response has been to the source as well as the existing and
support Ethiopia, dismissing stories planned distribution pipelines, inof atrocities by government troops as cluding the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan,
rebel propaganda. The Bush adminis- South Caucasus, Trans-Caspian Gas,
tration continues to support the Addis and Trans-Afghanistan pipelines. This
Ababa regime. The White House has will enable Washington to exert ponot withdrawn one penny of its year- litical pressure on rivals and hesitant
ly gift of approximately half a billion allies whose economies are dependollars in foreign aid and continues dent on this oil and gas—China, Euto arm and train its military, the larg- rope, India, and Japan. At the same
est in Africa; and the Bush administra- time, the United States will be able
tion has declared Ethiopia eligible for to undermine Russia's economy and
the Excess Defense Articles program, her international influence by rewhich provides the regime with used ducing Moscow's share of the EurAmerican weapons and equipment asian petroleum-export market. This
is the strategy advocated in 1997 by
free or at reduced prices.
Why the official outrage over Dar- Zbigniew Brzezinski, President Cartfur, but not over Ogaden? There are er's national security advisor Though
Brzezinski opposed the neocons, this
three reasons: Islam, oil, and China.
Empires have often been estab- policy, outiined in his book The Grand
lished by governments in response to Chessboard: American Primacy and Its
a perceived threat to a country's se- GeostrategicImperatives, helped to forcurity. The threat, real or imagined, mulate their current strategy.
is used to justify increased military
Second, to exploit these resources
spending, the establishment of over- efficientiy, the United States must orseas bases, and foreign interventions chestrate "regime change"—ie., install
(political or military, directly or by pro-American regimes—in Muslim
proxy). If a threat can be depicted as countries. According to Gen. Wesa totalitarian ideology with millions of ley Clark in his book Winning Modsupporters, such policies can be im- ern Wars, in addition to Afghanistan,
plemented quickly and with little do- Iraq, and Iran, the Bush administramestic opposition. The right to secu- tion is targeting Syria, Lebanon, Librity becomes a right to control as many ya, Somalia and Sudan for such restates or regions and their natural re- gime change.
sources as possible. The Gold War is
Third, regime change is a eupheone example. Since September 11, the mism for the imperial dictum "divide
Bush administration has been seeking and rule." For neoconservatives such
to emulate that example, claiming it is as Richard Perle, Michael Ledeen, and
fighting a world war against "Islamic Max Boot, regime change means fragfundamentalism." Islam, has replaced menting Muslim countries, such as
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Iran and Saudi Arabia, into two or
more separate states. Its most outspoken advocate, Ralph Peters, calls
for redrawing the borders of virtually
every Muslim country in the Middle
East. The ethnic and racial balkanization of Islam, at least on a limited scale,
appears to be part of the Bush administration's foreign-policy agenda.
The politics of oil, regime change,
and balkanization is the template applied by the Bush administration to
Sudan. Sudan is the largest country in Africa and the most important
one in the Sahel, a band of countries
stretching across tlie width of the continent located south of the Arabs and
north of Nigeria. Sudan is also the
tenth-largest country in the world,
covering an area roughly the size of
Western Europe and with a fraction of
the population. Strategically located
south of Egypt and west of Saudi Arabia, she borders Libya, Central Africa,
the Horn of Africa, and the Red Sea.
She controls avast stretch of the Nile,
but, most importantly, Sudan has oil,
discovered in the south of the countiy by Chevron in the 1970's.
In the Cold War, the United States
and Israel supported southern Sudanese secessionists—first, the AnyaNya; then, the Sudan People's Liberation Army—in hopes of overthrowing
an African government considered an
enemy of Israel and a friend of the Soviet Union. However, the U.N. military
suppression of the attempt by Katanga to secede from the Congo dissuaded Washington from seeking to partition the Sudan—at that time. Regime

change was sufficient.
With American and Israeli backing, southerners, who are culturally,
linguistically, and religiously different
from people in the Arabized North,
fought two civil wars against the government of Sudan to secure independence. The first lasted from 1955 to
1972 and ended with the Addis Ababa
peace agreement. Under its terms, the
south was granted a large degree of
political and cultural autonomy within a united Sudan.
The peace ended in 1983 when
Khartoum attempted to undermine
the political autonomy of the south
and then sought to impose sharia (Islamic law) on southerners. A second
civil war ensued, which lasted until
2005. It is estimated that, between
1955 and 2005, nearly two million
south Sudanese died, and another
four million were made refugees.
When the second civil war broke
out, Washington again aided the secessionists. There were four phases
to this policy, which reflected the motivations of four presidents. Ronald
Reagan continued the traditional Cold
War U.S. foreign policy. George H.W
Bush sought to punish Khartoum for
refusing to support his GulfWar. Bill
Clinton wanted to curb Khartoum's
sponsorship of terrorism. President
George W Bush is attempting to demonstrate to the Islamic militants what
Washington can do to any Muslim
state that meets with its disapproval:
impose economic sanctions and political partition.
If her southern petroleum reserves
are sufficiently developed, Sudan
could become a major oil-producing country. The principal beneficiary, however, would be China, thanks
to Executive Order 13067. In 1997,
claiming Khartoum was harboring
Islamic terrorists, persecuting Christians, and destabilizing neighboring
states, the Clinton administration imposed a trade embargo on Sudan. U.S.
businesses were prohibited from investing in Sudan's oil industry. This
disengagement resulted in the emergence of China as Sudan's principal
foreign investor China now operates
major oil concessions in the country.
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If southern Sudan were to become
an independent state, it would be the
major oil-producing country in that
region. And it would be non-Muslim
and pro-American.
This would be a major "victory" for
the Bush administration's War on Terror The U.S. government would have
stripped the largest Arab state, and
one of the largest Muslim countries
in Africa, of more than one third of
her territory and most of her petroleum reserves.
In January 2005, the Bush administration engineered a peace agreement between the war-weary adversaries, which established the necessary
framework. Under its terms,Washington achieves three short-term objectives: a north-south partition of Sudan
after six years; the resumption of U.S.
oil operations in the country, which
will likely lead to a U.S. monopolization of southern Sudan's oil reserves;
and the subsequent displacement of
China from Sudan's oil industry, ensuring that Beijing's economy and
military remain dependent on foreign
oil companies—particularly those of
the United States and her allies.
The long-term goal appears to be a
further fragmentation of Sudan. This
would serve as both a demonstration
ofWashington's power and a preview
of what Iran —and Pakistan, should
Islamic radicals take over in the wake
of Bhutto's assassination—can expect.
The crisis in Darfur provides the Bush
administration with a pretext, allowing
Washington to exploit ethnic, tribal,
and racial conflicts among Muslims
to precipitate the breakup of a Muslim
state. Moreover, if Khartoum agrees to
the stationing of 26,000 foreign troops
in Darfur, the region effectively becomes an independent state. After
that, the same scenario would likely be repeated in Kordofan, the Nuba Mountains, the Blue Nile, the Red
Sea, and the Kassala provinces—all
of which have grievances against the
central government. If Khartoum refuses, rebels will receive enough arms
and aid to reduce Sudan to the level of
Somalia, with a defacto partition of the
country among rival warlords.
Meanwhile, Christian Ethiopia, a

traditional U.S. ally, has been elevated
by Washington to the rank of a subimperial power. During the Cold War,
Addis Ababa backed the U.S.-supported southern Sudanese secessionists but did not militarily intervene
on their behalf. Such restraint v^^as
abandoned at the close of 2006, when
Ethiopia, with Washington's approval, invaded and occupied Somalia, yet
another Muslim country the Bush administration deems an enemy of the
United States. Ethiopia now serves as
a U.S. proxy army in the Horn of Africa. In return, Washington will preserve Ethiopia's status as the dominant military power in East Africa.
The occupation of Somalia has provoked Muslim insurgencies inside that
coimtry and in Ethiopia's adjacent Somali-inhabited Ogaden. These uprisings have frustrated the U.S. goal of
suppressing Islamic militants among
Somalis and imposing a compliant,
pro-American regime upon Somalia.
Botii Addis Ababa and the Bush administration accuse Eritrea of being
behind these rebellions, providing

rebels with arms, funds, training, and
sanctuary. Ethiopia has now deployed
100,000 troops to the Eritrean border
and is likely to attack that country by
the end of the year. Her pretext will
be a border dispute. (International arbitrators ruled in favor of Eritrea, but
Ethiopia refuses to accept their verdict.) Behind this is the greater goal
of implementing the Bush administration's agenda of overthrowing the
Eritrean government.
The Ethiopian military is already
fighting at least three wars: a foreign
war in Somalia, and two major domestic insurgencies—one against Somalis in Ogaden, and another against
the Oromo, who are the largest ethnic group in the country and occupy
nearly a third of its territory. A fourth
war may very well be the breaking
point for the overextended Ethiopian army, causing either a military defeat (and demoralization) or intense
frustration from fighting a protracted guerrilla war Without a loyal army, the pro-American regime in Addis Ababa will fall.

This illustrates the dysfunction of
the American Empire. It promotes
instability in select Muslim countries
such as Sudan, claiming this will enhance the security of the United States.
The opposite is true: Chessboard foreign policy only increases anti-Americanism and support for Islamic militants among Muslims worldwide, as
numerous opinion polls throughout
the Muslim world confirm. The U.S.
government rewards Third World regimes, such as Ethiopia's, that participate in its War on Terror Washington's embrace can be fatal, however.
Such alliances often alienate significant portions of the populations in
those countries, which, in turn, undermines the stability of pro-American regimes that rule them. Yet the
Bush administration continues to pursue this self-defeating policy. Doing
the same thing over and over again,
while expecting a different outcome,
is a mark of insanity.
Joseph E. Fallon writes from
Rye,NewYork.
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In the Dark
by George McCartney

Marxist Obsessions
Many American film reviewers must
labor under the spell of Marxist sentimentality. It's as though they have
never recovered from their undergraduate viewing oiBattleship Potemkin (1925), Sergei Eisenstein's clever but facile Soviet-propaganda film.
Not surprisingly, whenever left-wing
politics show up on screen, they grow
hopelessly nostalgic. How else to explain their near-unanimous canonization of director Paul Thomas Anderson's There Will Be Blood, a botched
adaptation of Upton Sinclair's 1927
socialist novel Oz7.'? Reading their
notices, I began to wonder if the film
had left the poor scribblers ideologically befogged. Most seem to have
surrendered their judgment and unashamedly cribbed the language in
the studio's press kit—"epic" being
most frequently invoked, followed by
comparisons with Citizen Kane and
The Treasure of Sierra Madre.
But this film is not an epic. It has
neither the historical scope nor the
social depth to qualify for even the
loosest sense of the word. And, unlike Orson Welles' and John Huston's
peerless films—which, lest anyone
think I'm allowing my politics to cloud
my aesthetic judgment, are also thoroughly left-wing projects—Anderson's film is an incoherent, unfinished
psychodrama with occasional flashes
of brilliance. The press notes tell us
that it is "loosely" based on Sinclair's
novel. This is p.r.-speak. The film has
almost nothing to do with its source.
Instead of Sinclair's expansive depiction of California high-stakes wheeling and dealing in the first decades of
the 20th century, Anderson pits two
American madmen against each other—one, a pitiless capitalist; the other, a religious huckster. Their battle
is meant to represent the murderous consequences of the greed unleashed by America's addictions to
secular and sacred entrepreneurship.
Critics have accepted the film's large-

ly undramatized thesis that capitalism
and religion have been equally ruinous of what might have been a more
brotherly ethos in our land. Perhaps
Anderson had in mind the political
culture that flourished so beneficently in the formerly Marxist states of the
last century. Well, certainly, capitalism
and religion have inflicted their share
of crimes on the masses, but their infractions pale when compared with
the oppressive and murderous policies systematically enforced by Marxist governments.
I suppose Miramax has dubbed the
film an epic because it invokes not
only Sinclair but the Bible. Or is it
Anderson's epic-size ambition they
have in mind? The title comes from
Exodus 7:19, in which the LORD commands Moses to stretch forth his rod
over the waters of Egypt, "that there
may be blood throughout the land."
This is the first of the Ten Plagues designed to goad Pharaoh into freeing
the Jews. The relevance of this allusion is a bit obscure, but I suppose Anderson means that America is the new
Egypt, afflicted figuratively and literally with the plague of a blood-letting
capitalism.
Given the cautionary reference,
you'd think Anderson would have examined the workings of the detested
economic system in some detail, but,
curiously, he doesn't. Instead, he focuses on the oilman and the preacher, often to the exclusion of the novel's
fuller portrayal of their surrounding
community and its economy. In fact,
he has rewritten the novel so that the
resulting narrative barely reflects the
original. His primary characters are
monsters driven by their sociopathic
obsessions to succeed at all costs. This
was not Sinclair's purpose at all.
As a committed socialist, Sinclair
was less interested in individual neurosis and criminality than in the American economic system, which his novels and essays portray as inherently
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ThereWill Be Blood
Produced and distributed
by Miramax Films
Directed and written
by Paul Thomas Anderson
unjust. His wealthy characters are
generally not evil. They just cannot
see beyond their bourgeois assumptions. As such, they are not fully responsible for the iniquities they blindly visit on the less privileged. In the
opening pages of Oz7.',his protagonist,
J. Arnold Ross (whom Anderson has
archly rechristened Plainview), drives
along an early concrete highway. The
highway is so narrow that approaching cars can barely pass and have no
choice but to trust each other's skill to
negotiate the few inches of clearance
provided them. Ross has taken his
son Bunny along for the drive, and the
boy thrills at each of these near misses as much as he would if he were on
an amusement-park ride. The episode
constitutes Sinclair's clever metaphor
for unfettered capitalist competition.
It does not seem to occur to Ross and
the other drivers that some authority—a socialist government, for instance—should intervene to protect
them from their potential recklessness. Instead of demanding that the
road be widened, Ross contents himself with calling inconsiderate drivers
"road hogs." This is Sinclair's version
of the free market, a childish competition in which participants are left to
run the risk of devastating collision at
every turn.
Anderson's dour film admits no
such scene. In his dealings, Plain-

