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Fallujah Assaulted

Richard Hindes

Fallujah is a name which we have all become very familiar over the last few weeks
and months. Located 40 miles to the West of Baghdad it has been a major base for
anti-occupation insurgents in Iraq and has been the target of two major US assaults.
The first in April was aborted, but not before some 800 Iraqis had been killed, Iraqi
Body Count (www.iragbodycount.net) calculated that between 572 and 616 of these
were civilians, 300 of them being women or children. The second continues at the
time of writing.

The city has become infamous for anti-US violence, particularly in light of the
lynching of four Americans on 31 March 2004. Much of the reporting at the time
described the victims simply as “contractors”, but it emerged that all were employees
of Blackwater Security Consulting and “were among the most elite commandos
working in Iraq to guard employees of U.S. corporations and were hired by the U.S.
government to protect bureaucrats, soldiers and intelligence officers” (Washington
Post, 2/4/04). Not that this justifies the atrocity, but it does serve to put it into
perspective.

In fact the city was relatively peaceful during and immediately after the US/UK
invasion. This state of affairs continued until April 28, 2003 when a demonstration by
schoolchildren and parents against the occupation of their primary school was fired
upon by US soliders, killing 18 and injuring about 60 others. While the soldiers insist
(as well they might) that they responded after coming under attack from the crowd,
the ramifications of what Iraqi exile Sami Ramadani calls the “April 28 massacre”
(Guardian, 01/11/04) continue to be felt today.

In the aftermath of April 28, Fallujah quickly came to be seen as an emblem of
resistance to the occupation. This, coupled with the 31 March lynching, led to the first
US assault on the city. This only got as far as the outskirts, but still claimed the lives
of hundreds of Iraqis. The city’s general hospital is located across the Euphrates from
the rest of the city and early on in the assault, US forces closed the bridge, preventing
most of the population from reaching it. Several people on the ground, among them
anti-war activist Rahul Mahajan, reported that snipers were firing on ambulances and
photos of ambulances with bullet holes in the windows (see:
www.empirenotes.org/fallujah.html) would seem to support this.

The termination of the assault marked something of a defeat for the US and saw it
hand control over to the “Fallujah Brigades” made up of former Iraqi Army officers
and insurgents. With the continuing insurgency and the desire for elections, in the
hope they will provide the imprimatur of something at least resembling democracy to
US policy (if only for domestic consumption in the States), there was little chance of
this situation continuing for long. It was clear that a major US assault was inevitable,
but that they needed to wait long enough to get the US Presidential Elections out of
the way, for fear that a major increase in the US body count would imperil Bush’s
hopes for re-election.

In the intervening period the US continued to bomb the city, ostensibly targeting
“safe houses” run by the Tawhid wal Jihad (Monotheism and Holy War) group
apparently led by Jordanian extremist Abu Musab al-Zarqawi. This despite the
insistence of many within the city that Zarqawi is not there and that if he were, they
would kill him. Whatever the truth, the bombing can have done little to endear the
city’s population to the supposed benevolence of the United States (Cont. on page 2)

Elsewhere...

Actions in response to
Fallujah attack

On Monday 8th, the day the assault
started, there were protests in over
30 towns and cities around the UK,
including a demonstration called by
Nottingham Stop the War in the
Market Square.

In London hundreds demonstrated
outside Downing Street while others
blocked roads and painted anti-war
graffiti. Activists scaled the gates of
Downing Street, and Milan Rai was
arrested after splattering the foreign
office with fake blood. On Sunday
7th, there was a protest at
Parliament Square, following which
campaigners layed flowers at the
Cenotaph, before locking on and
blocking Whitehall.

An activist broke into the US bomb
store at Welford and chalked anti-

war slogans onto the bombs on
Thurs 4th.

Tribunals at Guantanamo
are illegal

On Mon 8th Nov, US District Judge
James Robertson ruled that military
tribunals at Guantanamo Bay should
not continue in their present form
and that many of the 550 prisoners
at the camp were probably
prisoners-of-war, eligible for rights
under the Geneva Conventions. The
Bush administration has repeatedly
refused to grant the prisoners such
rights.

Hoon-ded

Defence Secretary Geoff Hoon was
in Nottingham on Fri 12th Nov, to
‘answer our questions'. NSPM
couldn't pass up on the opportunity
to let him know how we felt with
placards and flyers suggesting
questions that somehow Mr Hoon
never got round to answering. He
performed pretty terribly on issues
such as democracy in lraq and
missile defence. One unnamed
source commented "He's a bit of a
twat, really”.
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and it’s allies. This bombing was
increased in the run-up to the ground
assault and included the razing of the
Nazzal Emergency Hospital in the centre

of the city (BBC News, 6/11/04).

Before the assault began, the city was
surrounded and any “military-aged
males” seeking to leave were arrested.
The exact definition of “military-aged
males” is unclear, but it seems to stretch
from 15-60, perhaps wider. Of course,
preventing non-combatants from leaving
an area under attack sis a violation of the
laws of war, but the detention of almost
the entire male population raises difficult
questions for the occupying forces. As
Zeynep Toufe notes, if your “‘enemies’
and the civilian population seem to be
undistinguishable, you're in the wrong
country. It means the whole country 1is

united against you and your occupation”
(Under The Same Sun, 9/11/04).

The opening gambit of the assault saw US
forces, with some Iraqi support, capture
the city’s general hospital. The New York
Times quoted a “senior American officer”
who described the hospital as “a center of
propaganda”. The report explains that
during the assault in April “unconfirmed
reports of large civilian casualties” had
fuelled popular uprisings across Iraq
which had forced them to withdraw. “The
hospital was selected as an early target
because the American military believed
that it was the source of rumours about
heavy casualties” (New York Times,
8/11/04). Rahul Mahajan offered a rough
translation of what this meant, "The
hospital was shut down because doctors
told people how many innocents were
killed by the American assault, thus
making it a military target. Any pretence
of civilization is now gone" (Empire
Notes, 8/11/04).

There has been little doubt since before
the assault began who would emerge
victorious. The asymmetry between the
US and its allies and the Iraqi resistance
is striking. Nevertheless, claims that the
attack will weaken the insurgency are
essentially nonsensical. The city of
Samarra, was “retaken” by US forces in
September, much as Fallujah will be,
albeit with less resistance and a fraction
of the international attention. This has not
seen an end to attacks in the city and a
wave of suicide bombings over the
weekend claimed the lives of 34 people
(Independent, 10/11/04).

At the time of writing, the death toll from
the assault on the city remains unknown.
Claims by Donald Rumsfeld that “he did
not foresee large numbers of civilian
casualties during the assault” (ABC News
Online, 9/11/04) stand as proof of either
his duplicity or disconnection from
reality, depending on your opinion, but

‘tell us nothing about the likely human

consequences of the attack. The reality is
that hundreds — perhaps thousands — of
people will lose their lives. That those in
power consider these deaths unimportant
tells us much about their supposed
humanitarianism. More troubling is what
the largely non-existent response to the
assault among the general population tells
us, about the rest of us.

Even Fascists Have a Right
to Speak

Dominic Wong

It was the opinion of many at the
European Social Forum (ESF) that
Fascists do not have a right to speak, or a
right to be Fascist. At least two panelists
at a ‘debate’ expressed that view and
most of the audience agreed by applause.
I ask what these people think free speech
is. It is a double standard to support free
speech for the people with the opinion of
the majority but censorship for a
dissenting group; or freedom for us, but
not them.

The point of free speech, freedom of
expression, freedom of conscience, or any
type of freedom is that it does not impose
any restriction, it does not specify who
can attain it or when, for how long, at
what cost etc. If free speech were only to
be available to the dominant group of
people it would not be free speech, it
would be an imposition on free speech; a
tyranny of the majority. If any freedom
were to have conditions, it wouldn’t be a
freedom because there would be costs
involved. Any such attack on one group’s
freedom diminishes the freedom of all
others because it weakens the concept of
freedom. If it can be so easy to take away
one person’s freedom what is to stop it
from happening to me? What assurance
do we have that we are still free, and will
still be free tomorrow?

Protecting the right for others to speak
freely protects our own right to do so.
Many people at the ESF should be aware
that they hold beliefs that are not the
majority. Though mainstream society
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rejects Fascism right now does not mean
that they agree with anything else that
people at the conference believe. I
presume that many people participating in
the ESF have been silenced on numerous
occasions or face hostility and repression
towards their own beliefs and belief
systems. So it is ironic that they would
support a type of control that may be used
as an instrument to their own oppression.
More ironically Fascists historically
opposed free speech and dissent, and used
censorship as a form of political and
social control.

I am not suggesting that free speech
means providing a platform for fascists to
speak, though you may want to organize
some type of debate. Free speech means
acknowledging that others have the same
right to hold and express opinions as you
do, no matter how acceptable or right or
wrong you believe their opinion to be.

Fascists must be publicly challenged.
Fascists must be confronted and shown to
hold beliefs that are neither praiseworthy
nor intelligent. But this must be done
publicly so that the wider society can
benefit from this exchange of ideas. I
don’t see what progressives are worried
about, do they really think that they will
be outwitted by a fascist, that a fascist is
going to provide more convincing
arguments and persuade other
progressives or intelligent people to join
them. The only people fascists will
convince are people already of a similar
mindset or ignorant people with no
exposure to the other side. This 1s
precisely why it is dangerous to publicly
ignore fascists. If you censor fascists they
will be forced to operate underground,
through channels unbeknownst and
inaccessible to progressives or
mainstream society. It is through these
channels that fascists have the ability to
recruit people who don’t have the benefit
of hearing challenges from non-fascists.

The best way to defeat fascism is to do it
openly; to expose its idiocy and make it
undesirable to the public.

Having a free exchange of ideas
amongst fascists and non-fascists also
helps non-fascists to consolidate their
beliefs by comparing and testing them.
Society benefits from these exchanges,
and it would be disastrous if the tables
turned and the repression of free speech
was to be directed at the progressives in
society. As I cannot confidently say that




we hold ultimate truths and can show
that the beliefs we hold are necessarily
the right beliefs, and that the opposite is
true of other beliefs we must err on the
side of liberty.

CEASEFIRE NEEDS YOU!
Do you want to write regular (or one-off) articles on peace and social justice
issues? Do you have editing or layout skills? Can you draw cartoons or write
poetry? We’re always looking for people for our team! Please contact
sunspm@gwmail.nottingham.ac.uk

thepeacepipe.blogspot.com
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What shall we do about Fallujah?

As Richard has recently written on this blog, the assault
against the city of Fallujah has begun. The Nottingham
Stop the War coalition has opted for its usual strategy on
such occasions, that is, to call for a demonstration in
Market Square. This is to coincide with other actions up
and down the country (or so we are to believe,
Indymedia had only three such actions listed when I
checked this morning). Whilst there is no doubt in my
mind that the assault of Fallujah will be bloody, and
doubtless come at the cost of many, many civilian lives, I
think there is growing dissent in the anti-war movement
about the types of tactics we use, and their usefulness.

Within the movement itself there has been, for some
time, a division between those calling for more and more
national demonstrations in London (despite the
dwindling numbers), and those wanting to opt for direct
action approaches, such as Mil Rai's little adventure,
blogged about by Richard at the weekend. The
demonstration option was enshrined from the moment
that 1-2 million people took to the streets of London in
protest against the invasion of Iraq on 15th Feb 2003,
but many seem to ignore the fact that recent
demonstrations have achieved nothing like such
numbers (even with the aid of Europeans coming to
London for the ESF). The popular support for such
actions is no longer there. Even those turning up
complain of knowing exactly who is going to speak and
what they're going to say before they get there. The
media give such demonstrations scant coverage and
politicans find it easy to ignore them. They have become
impotent and drain our resources.

The direct action alternatives proposed by such
organisations as Justice Not Vengeance, and Trident
Ploughshares, are to train small groups of committed
activists to non-violently obstruct the physical structures
associated with the military and government, in an
attempt to make it more and more costly to ignore their
protests, effectively forcing the end of military actions.
This type of action has the advantage of requiring
significantly fewer people to undertake, it doesn't need
to be publicised (although this can give it a dual role),
and actually forces some kind of response on the side of
those targetted. But there are serious issues raised with
this kind of action. In speaking to fellow activists about
such approaches in recent days, about the Mil Rai
incident and others, I hear a lot of voices of caution.
People are wary about any actions that could potentially
alienate the public and allow activists to be easily cast as
the villains. People are wary about being arrested and
facing the possibility of prison sentences and fines for
actions that they perceive as having a minimal effect on
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the system they are attempting to change. People are
wary about the motives of those who carry out such
actions, that they are too willing to cast themselves as
heroes in some kind of epic struggle. I think that many
of these are valid and need to be addressed.

In my experience, an act of extreme violence and
oppression, like the US-British assault on Fallujah,
inspire in us who have thought about the consequences
of such acts, a deep urge to end them. We look to the
people in the anti-war movement for solidarity and
inevitably end up protesting using the methods that
they are used to using. In the case of the Stop the War
coalition this usually means having a demo. The

- general public are very used to such actions now, and

have generally decided whether they agree and are
sympathetic or not. In either case a further
demonstration is likely to have little effect on how they
act. Indeed, the way these demos are organised and
carried out, in true paper-selling style, may alienate not
just the public but many people who would otherwise
be willing to stand with us. If we are frustrated with the
lack of StW's progress, and are willing to be more
'radical', we may attempt some form of direct action.
This may provoke more of a response from the
authorities but it is likely to be more repressive as well.
I do not suggest that this in itself is any reason not to
engage in such action, however, if we are asking people
to put themselves at risk of punitive measures by the
police we should be able to show that their actions have
meaning and are having an effect. I don't really see this
as being the case at present.

The decision that I have arrived at about the forms of
protest that I have described above are that they are
effective only where there is mass public support for
them, or where they strike at the heart of the
oppressive machinery that we are trying to stop. In all
other times our role in the peace movement has to be
in mobilising that support. In providing the
information that is needed to change the public
perception of world events. To attempt to persuade
people to think about world issues in a different light.
To keep promoting that althenative perception. To
expose the deep flaws in the current mass media. Not
only these, but also to attempt to build peace, through
supporting our local communities and building strong
co-operative partnerships among groups. If we seek to
end tyranny on a global level we have to show that
peaceful alternatives exist at a local level. And of
course, we have to end tyranny within ourselves first.
But that's another blog, for another time...

posted by DanR at 2:30 PM

To find out how to post on the Peace Movement’s blog,
email: sunspm@gwmail.nottingham.ac.uk













