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é The foilowing interview was first conducted in November 1982, then
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% © Institute of Race Relations 1984 death, when some additions and further points were made. g
ISSN 0306 3565 March 1984 is to be the fifth Anniversary of the Grenada Revolu-
i tion, and it was to be celebrated by the opening of the international air- ‘(_
§ port at Point Salines, the largest capital project that the Revolution g
% had undertaken and its most impressive physical symbol. The Grena- £
dian people and their government had struggled tenaciously g
% throughout the previous four years to raise the money and resources to i
i complete this most beautiful of airports, filling in bays of the sea and £
’ salt ponds, slicing hills in half, elevating valleys and rolling out their
"B runway of freedom alongside Cuban construction workers and, for a E
; ' period, American dredging workers from Miami. In August Cde i
Bishop was clear that the closer the opening of the airport came, the
? more intensive would be the energy of US imperialism to prevent its

completion. The people’s unity and vigilance and the Revolution’s in-
ner organisation would have to be sharper than ever, Cde Bishop
emphasised.

Just five months before, in March 1983, the Revolution had faced
yet another direct threat of a US invasion, coming on the heels of the
‘Amber and the Amberines’ manoeuvres of August 1981 on Vieques
Island off Puerto Rico, which was a direct dress rehearsal for the even-
tual invasion, down to the very place where the US Marines landed —
% Amber, an area adjacent to the Point Salines airport. Cde Bishop had
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2 Race & Class

warned his own people and the people of the world:

Only a few days ago, on March 17th, to be precise, I revealed the
analysis of our party that the war-mongering Reagan was becoming
increasingly desperate and in that desperation, the possibility of
military intervention against the revolutionary processes in the
region, particularly Cuba, Nicaragua and Grenada, seemed in-
evitable.

This scemed the likely way out for the fascist clique in
Washingion because their arrogant designs for regional and world
domination continue to fail. The continuing economic crisis in the
US and its effects, the increasing successes of the popular liberation
movements, particularly in El Salvador, the continued deepening
and strengthening of the revolutionary processes in Cuba,
Nicaragua and Grenada, the total collapse of Reagan’s so-called
Caribbean Basin Initiative, and the growing popular opposition to
his mad nuclear policy, has made imperialism more desperate and
determined to halt revolutionary processes in this region.

A few weeks later, Cde Bishop spoke in London at Kensington Town
Hall, and during his two-hour address he referred again to the designs
of Reagan:

Reagan's dream is that he can construct a new Pax Americana to -

Maurice Bishop on destabilisation 3

inch a Marxist-Leninist who never left the struggle and shoulder of his
people. His fight lives on in the Grenadians who are still fighting in the
hills and crests of their island, like the heroic army of Julien Fedon
which built a revolution against British imperialism in 1795 and which
is one of the great inspirations of the heroic Grenadian people. His
fight lives on in the ideas of the Revolution which blazed across the
region for the first time in the English language, and gave an alter-
native model of economic development and people’s democracy to a
people who had been bound in an economic stranglehold and institu-
tional mimicry for centuries. It lives on in those words of repudiation,
‘Four hundred years — we shall take no more! Forward ever, backward
never!’ painted across the walls of Grenada. It lives on in the vision of
the youth who were taken up on the wings of the ‘Revo’ and who saw
and lived the beginning of a future their parents and grandparents had
only dreamed of, who realised that Grenada was also Cuba,
Nicaragua, Mozambique, Angola, El Salvador and Palestine, a part of
the only future the world has.

Whatever tragedy happened in October in Grenada, whatever the
part directly played in it by the intervention of imperialist destabilisa-
tion, the profound and continuing influence of the Grenada Revolu-
tion can never be minimised or erased. For the truth is as clear as the
Caribbean Sea itself: that one jewel in that necklace of incomparable

destroy the socialist world, the non-aligned world. But why should ;'S:;“s“i; G’?"ﬁda’ has made a revolution, with a mmusgule population e

we be dragged into his geo-political game? Reagan is the greatest o ce;s ully challenged the hugest and most demonic power of our 1 B

disaster to hit mankind since Hitler. ¥, has stood up head high with resolute courage with its bold, in- g5

G _ : . dependent institutions and inspired the struggling people of the Carib- 40

While the Grenada Revolution preserved its imperative unity, it was bean towards the realisation of their magnificent and intractable

unassailable. US imperialism had flailed out at it from every con- destiny. £

Y ceivable direction, using strategy after strategy of overt and c.ove-rt 3 f
destabilisation. This process I have attempted to chart and describe in & 3 e 1 8

the book from which this interview with Cde Bishop is taken, Grenqda:
the struggle against destabilisation.® Yet the US always retained

L T e

Chrl:s Searle: Why do you think that imperialism is so obsessively : :
afraid of the Grenada Revolution, an obsession out of all proportion i i

' outright military invasion as an option to destroy the Rcvolutiqn. .It E A
i ; was always there, ready, prepared to strike when a pretext or z;lnf; in to the size of the country? %‘ Pt
4 the Revolution emerged, and since November 1979, a few moqt sa ter . g ) . B Y
i the Revolution, there has been a Caribbean Task Force based in Miami ﬁ'fat“gce Bishop: There are several reasons for this. The first is the fact *%
f eager for ‘rapid deployment’. When the breach in that fundamental toahavée}?aga was the first country in the Engllsh-speaking Caribbean £2 ¢
g unity came in October 1983 it struck out immediately and mercilessly, kit ada hsuccessful revolution, and different US administrations -
2 as is the wont of imperialism, with all its machinery of death, terror, ays shown a mortal fear of any revolutionary process, of any e
d & lies and regression 3Etempt by any people by revolutionary means to overthrow different '. e |
" % Maurice Bishop lived to fight and organise against imperialism. He n:fr:?stt?;st}llc])ﬁss }(\)r Ollg?rchles that are Op{Jrefssmg them. These ad- : g
4 - . : : an : ave, of course, conveniently forgotten the hist f Byl
i , a loving and brilliant human being, every : L . g istory o 3
T was a revolutionary patriot & their own country and their own revolution in 1776. ¥
1 The second reason is even more fundamental and relates to the 21
: gains, successes and achievements of the Grenada Revoluti : 3 4R
* London, Writers and Readers, forthcoming. ution. The fact R
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is that coming from a base that is no different and in many respects
miuch worse than most other Caribbean territories of similar size and a
simiiar type of economy, we have been able in three and a half years to
reduce unemployment from the fantastically high figure of some 50 per
cent of the total workforce -- and among women 70 per cent — down to
14.7 per cent, which means a drop of over 35 per cent in the unemploy-
rient rate. And this at a2 time when other countries both inside and out-
side our region were continuing to have difficuities in finding jobs for
their people, and this too as Grenada was being subjected to massive
propaganda destabilisation, economic aggression, military threat and
diplomatic isolation.

Third, there is the question of health, and the fact that we have been
able to bring free health care to our people, to more than double the
numbers of our doctors, quintuple the number of our dentists and in-
crease by seven times the number of dental clinics in our country. All of
this again is something that the people of the region are watching very
closely. And there is education too. At this point in time, through the
Centre for Popular Education programme, illiteracy has been virtually
wiped out in the country and is estimated now at being something like 3
per cent of the population. A massive adult education programme has
also started as Phase Two of the Centre for Popular Education, and at
the same time we have been able to increase dramatically the number of
places for students going to secondary schools. Before the Revolution
only 11 per cent of all the eligible students were ablc to get into the
secondary schools; now that figure has been increased to 36 per cent
and we hope within the next two to three years to move to un1ver§al
secondary education. The availability of free university scholarships
abroad is also a part of that process. Moving from a situation of th}"ee
in the last vear of Gairy, we increased that paltry figure within the first
six months of the Revolution to 109 students being able to go abrqad
on free university scholarships. Then there is free secondary education
which we have introduced for all secondary schools in the country, and
there is also a programme of subsidised school uniforms and school
books for the poorest children.

Over the past three years in our economy we have been able to
achieve an accumulated growth rate of some 10 per cent. The World
Bank, in its last report of August 1982, spoke in very glowing terms
about the strides which we have been able to make in the economy, In
terms of economic management, planning, fiscal and budgetary con-
trols — really in terms of all aspects of the development of our
economy. That again is something that has certainly not gone unnotic-
ed by the people of the region. Another significant point to made in
relation to gains and benefits are the structures of revolutionary
grassroots democracy that we are building in Grenada, away from the
Westminster parliamentary system to a form which allows the people
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themselves to participate on a regular basis, at least once a month,
through the system of mass organisations that have been built very
rapidly, and the organs of popular power — the Zonal Councils,
Workers’ Parish Councils and the Farmer, Women and Youth Coun-
cils.

In the critical area of housing, too, the Revolution has realised many
advances. The Housing Repair Programme has been a major achieve-
ment. In 1980 this programme saw the renovation of the homes of 593
families; the figure rose to 981 in 1981 and will be about 1,300 by the
end of 1982, constituting an overall total of 2,874. The money spent
amounted to 2,243,415 Caribbean dollars. We have to remember that
in Grenada the average size of the family in the low income bracket for
which the programme is designed is seven persons. Thus, the number
of persons benefiting from the Housing Repair Programme is in fact
20,118 —a figure which represents nearly 20 per cent of our population.

The Revolution has-also witnessed the introduction of several hous-
ing schemes. These have been completed in Telescope and Grand Anse,
while others are on stream in Corinth, Grand Anse, Telescope and
Waltham. Construction here will receive a tremendous boost with the
new Sandino Plant which has the capacity of producing some 500
houses per year.

Infrastructural development too has been a major achievement of
our Revolution. The truth is that the face of Grenada is changing
before our very eyes. By early 1984, we would have become the very
ﬁrs( Caribbean country to have built an international airport after its
independence - everyone else had theirs built during the colonial era.
By the end of 1982, we would have built about fifty new miies of farm
and feeder roads, which is an unprecedented rate of progress, and our
new Eastern Main Road (being one of the three main roads in our
country) should be nearly halfway completed. By August 1983 we
should have direct dialling facilities to our sister islands of Carriacou
and Petit Martinique for the first time in our history, and shortly after
that we would have more than doubled the number of existing
telephon~e lines in the country. Electricity output will go up by over 50
per cent in 1983 when we install our two recently purchased generators.
We now deliver daily 50 per cent more pipe-borne water into the homes
of_ our people than could have been done before the Revolution, and
this process will be further enhanced in 1983 when construction (;i' the

new Mamma Cannes Reservoir in St David’s is completed. Two new
schools were built this year and at least one more will be constructed in
1983, yvhile at the same time more community centres, day-care and
pre-primary facilities and health centres will continue to be
rehabilitated and built throughout the course of next year.

So_, for reasons such as these concrete benefits, imperialism is doubly
worried and concerned about our revolutionary process, because it
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fears that the new socio-economic and political path of development
which we have embarked upon may prove to be an example to the rest

f the region, and therefore the people of the region may begin to press
their own governments for a similar process to start in their countries.
Additionally, there is the fact that since the Revolution, Grenada has
pursued an independent and non-aligned path, and different US ad-
ministrations over the years -- but in particular this present administra-
tion of President Ronald Reagan — is deathly afraid of any in-
dependence, of non-aligned commitment in the world, paiticularly by
countries of the Third World, which they feel they have a divine right
io dominate and exploit. So, when we take firm positions that we are
entitled to legal equality, to mutual respect for sovereignty, to non-
interference in our iniernal affairs, to ideological pluralism and the
right to develop our own process free from all outside interference and
diktat, obviously it is seen as a mortal insult to this American ad-
ministration. Equally, when we decide that as a part of our policy of
non-alignment, that we are entitled to diversify and develop our rela-
tions with countries of the world, particularly the socialist countries,
then this is seen as adding insult to injury. So the fact is that this firm
and fundamental position of maintaining an independent and non-
aligned path of development, and a non-aligned position in our inter-
national relations, is one that has caused us real problems with this
American administration.

Finally, we have gleaned from their own security reports which they
have put out - not publicly, but which we have nevertheless seen —
other insights. In one of these reports the particular point was made
that Grenada's process has two big differences to the other two revolu-
tionary processes in the region, in Cuba and Nicaragua. For on the one
hand, we speak the same language — English —as the people of the US,
and on the other hand we have a largely black population. What they
have pointed out from this is that the Grenada Revolution th.erefor.c
has a facility of speaking directly to, and appealing directly in their
own language to the people of the US overall, but more so to the ex-
ploited majority. Then in the case of black Americans, meaning
something like twenty-seven million black people who are a part of the
most rejected and oppressed section of the American population, uUS
imperialism has a particular dread that they will develop an extra em-
pathy and rapport with the Grenada Revolution, and from tha_t pqmt
of view will pose a threat to its own continuing control and domination
of the blacks inside the US.

CS: How did your experience of fascist terror under the Gairy regime

serve as an efficient apprenticeship to organising against imperialist
destabilisation since the Revolution?

MB: What we learned from our experiences in the struggle against the

Maurice Bishop on destabilisation 7

dictator has proved to be very critical in many respects. Firstly, of
course, it deepened our organisationai skill and ability and gave us a
tremendous experience in fighting in underground situations. We had
to produce our newspaper, for example, in clandestine conditions,
which meant that every single week we had to go to some new venue in
order to print it, and thereafter our network of distributors had to seil
the newspaper without being caught by the Gairy repressive apparatus.
This was the invaluable kind of organisational ability we had to
develop from underground in the building of our party. We had to
hold meetings whiie the dictatorship was searching for us, and this
served to force us to develop a strong sense of security and te build firm
alliances with the people of our country coming from many different
classes and strata. Very often we had to hold meetings in houses that
would be unlikely to attract attention. That whole experience certainly
‘helped us in our subsequent policy of building a concrete alliance to
fight the 1976 elections, and it continues to help us today in pursuing a
policy of alliances with sections of the upper petite-bourgeoisie in our
country, and even with the bourgeoisie, as part of our overall policy of
socialist orientation.

It also helped to steel our comrades, helped to make them much,
much more disciplined, helped to ensure that once they were given
tasks then they would carry them out, because in situations that we fac-
ed it was absolutely critical to be dead certain that everybody was ac-
tually doing what he or she had promised to do. And this was linked to
theﬂnecessity of collective leadership. We found from our very hard ex-
perience that the repression was so constant and consistent, that at any
given time any number of our people might be arrested or charged or
jailed or sometimes, and this happened quite frequently, beaten, and
theref(_)re unavailable. So this made it necessary for us to build a strong
collective leadership and rely very much upon each other, ensuring that
each of us was responsible for specific critical tasks and areas. That
a.lso ha§ stood us in very good stead in terms of ensuring that our prin-
ciple of col!ective leadership, that we still follow, is fully maintained.

Tl?at period certainly helped us in making us much firmer. That
quality of firmness has come out of the repression, out of the need
{epeatedly to show courage in the face of numerous difficulties, of hav-
ing to come back from behind after temporary setbacks which we never
acceptgd as defeats, and which also forced us to see things always in
strategic terms and not just in tactical terms. We were always very cer-
tain that_, no matter how many individual skirmishes Gairy and his
forces might win, eventually our revolutionary forces would triumph.

Those years of fighting against the dictatorship also made us very
aware of the international situation. Gairy’s closest links and friend-
ships were with dictatorships and fascist regimes in Chile, in South
Korea and Haiti. Seeing those alliances at work, and seeing also in the
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context of the Caribbean those reactionary regimes out here who gave
him support — some of whom now are precisely the ones that are most
opposed to our Revolution — really helped to teach us a lot about the
international situation, about who our friends and enemies really were,
and what we have subsequently seen as being the pillars of our foreign
policy.

But, most crucially, the experiences of combating the Gairy dictator-
ship taught us the fundamental importance of having the firmest and
most constant contacts with the people, working with the masses at ali
times, being totally honest with them at all times, in periods when we
had to hide and in periods of relative lull, whether it was for the mass
imobilisation activity which we did so well before the Revolution and
which we have continued to stress since the Revolution, or whether it
was creating democratic structures and the embryonic youth and
women’s organisations which have flourished so prosperously since
our grasp of power on 13 March 1979. We have learned to develop a
truly deep and abiding respect for the people of our country, par-
ticularly the working people, and have understood more and more
their enormous creative power and ability to confront and solve all
their problems.

CS: What precedents and new techniques has imperialism devised in its

-strategy of trying to destabilise the Grenada Revolution?

MB: In this present phase, imperialisni has created a number of new
strategies which themselves are different from its onslaughts over the
last twenty-five years upon Guyana, Chiie and Jamaica. Our Revolu-
tion has clearly forced imperialist destabilisation to fiqd new ap-
proaches and become more and more wickedly original in its counter-
revolutionary techniques. In Grenada there is no US Embassy, and ‘tl_us
has clearly placed a powerful brake upon their potential to destabnhsp
the Revolution internally, not having the permanent base for their
mischief which they had in the three other countries mentioned. The
US imperialists and their CIA are thus forced to rely upon local agents
which they first have to recruit internally and then contact clandest}qe-
ly from time to time, but in Grenada they do not have this fixed facility
and infrastructure to operate, they do not have this ready-made
system. The guise of normal diplomatic relations - which only hid on-
the-spot organisational and recruitment centres — enabled them to
reach their agents and gain information on a daily basis, as well as to
provide guidance to those unpatriotic elements within the cquntry_vs_/ho
were prepared to carry out the dirty work of the CIA. This is a critical
disadvantage for them in relation to Grenada. '
Then our dismantling of the Westminster parliamentary system is
also important in this context. Along with that dismantling has come
an end to the traditional tribalism which continues in other Caribbean

Maurice Bishop on destabilisation 9

countries. A part of the political tribalism, as used by the CIA, has
been to get some of the parliamentarians to use the medium of parlia-
ment in such a way as to destabilise the country. Masterminded by their
American puppeteers, they raise bogus concerns about the economy,
they spread vicious propaganda from outside the country and seek to
make the people lose faith and confidence in their revolutionary
government, raising a million and one other such provocative matters
through the medium of parliament — and thus claim to do it in that
sense with a certain measure of legitimacy.

In relation to the media, we made it very clear at an early stage that
we were not prepared to countenance counter-revolutionary literature
in our country, or media that were being used for the purpose of in-
citing sections of the population to violence or disaffection. So within
the first six months of the Revolution, one counter-revolutionary

“newspaper, The Torchlight, was closed down, and that too has meant
that a powerful arm of their destabilisation machinery has been am-
putated in our situation.

Then there is the question of the armed forces, which in the Chile
and Jamaica situations, for example, remained intact after progressive
governments had taken power. For us it was very different. In the first
hours of the Revolution the Green Beast army of Gairy was completely
disbanded. That meant that thereafter a new army came into being, an
army of patriotic youth, young farmers and sections of the
unemplpyed. Right from the start it was possible to imbue this young
army with a patriotic, anti-imperialist consciousness, and that has pro-
ved to be a decisive factor. The possibilities of infiltration or of coups
d’etat are much more difficult in this army than in those countries
where the armed forces of the previous regime remained intact. On top
of that we have_ built a people’s milita in addition to our regular armed
forcgs, something that did not happen in the three countries that were
mentioned before, where the progressive regimes did not move to arm
the people in that way. The value of the people’s militia is that the
w.hole ques'tion of defence becomes the responsibility not just of a stan-
ding, full-time, professional army, but also of the whole people, who
are ready to face any threat.

Within three years we have made greater attempts to disentangle our
economy from the clutches of imperialism. The Marketing and Nat-
ional Importing Board which we established now has removed the op-

portunity for unpatriotic elements of the bourgeoisie to create artificial
shortages of essential foods and supplies, a factor which was very
prevalent in Jamaica in particular during the last years of the Manley
government. Furthermore, we have attempted to involve our people in
the planning and running of the economy, to get them to understand
that the question of economic construction is not just an issue for the
government, but is also the responsibility of the people. Therefore
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10 Race & Class

there has been a great deal more voluntary involvement in the building
of the economy in our situation than perhaps there was in either Chile
or Jamaica. That too has been a major factor in terms of the room im-
perialism would have to manoeuvre in our situation.

Inside cur country there are no media which they can use, so they
have moved very powerfully into the regional media, the newspapers
and the dozens of radio stations of the region daily beaming into our
country, trying tc spread lies and distortions about the Revolution.
This has been a dramatic and unprecedented factor of huge intensity
that we have had constantly to confront. We have seen the spectacle of
five of these regicnal newspapers - the Jamaica Gleaner, the Advocate
and Nation from Barbados and the Express and Guardian from
Trinidad — coming out, as they did in November 1981, with the same
headlines, the same front-page editorial attacking the Revolution and
calling for our isolation. Again, this month, exactly one year later, we
have seen almost an exact repetition, this time on the occasion of our
presence at the CARICOM Heads of Government Conference in
Jamaica, when all five newspapers carried the same back-page paid
advertisement, prompted by its publication in the Gleaner on the first
day of the Conference — another vulgar attack which had the effect of
completely exposing who really runs the media in the region and what
the so-called independent ‘free press’ really means. We saw again the
same small minority tied to corporate interests speaking each time for
their class and never for the interests, concerns and issues facing lf{C
masses of working people in the region. In fact, following {hc classic
front-page fiasco of November 1981, journalists in the region, most
notably the Trinidad and Tobago journalists, came out tf)tally con-
demning the actions of their newspaper bosses, with one editor declar-
ing that he had no idea that coordinated attacks on Qrenada, such as
his newspaper had been party to, were being v.vaged nght throu.gh the
region, with newspapers such as the one he himself edited! This only
showed once again who were the real controllers, the real bosses, the
real dragons of big business. .

This extraordinary level of coordinated vulgarity, not even known in
the western European or American press, is highly signif: icant, and says
a lot about the deep penetration of imperialism into the reglonal. press
to force it to carry out its masters’ dirty orders. Recent!y again the
same newspapers all carried an article wh.ich alieged that in ten crates
our government had received ‘Russian Migs’. All of the forces bghmd
these newspapers know well that Grenada does not t_lave t‘he capacity to
operate ‘Migs’, in terms of what would. be required |'n.the way of
hangars, maintenance facilities, trained pilots and technicians —itis a
physical impossibility in Grenada, and all of them knpw that. They
know, too, that if such planes came into our country, it cogld not be
done secretly. Of course, the very way in which these articles were
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written exposed that they knew all that. One article declared that one of
our government officials had been contacted and had said that the
story was impossible and must be a journalistic joke. But then the
writer of the article continued: ‘But in any case, if it is true, then it
shows how dangerous this Grenada government is etc. etc.’, and then
went on to spend the rest of the page attacking us with a whole pile of
lies. So it is quite clear that this was yet one more attempt at propagan-
da destabilisation, but this time using a higher and clearer form,
because they were discovering that their lies about the economy or
human rights violations did not convince the Caribbean masses, so
now they try another grotesque tack to try to make us appear as if we
are a military threat to our neighbours.

Another precedent set in the methodology of destabilisation was
shown to us by the United States International Communications Agen-

¢y (USICA) in May 1981. This propaganda limb of the US State
Department summoned all the editors of the various Caribbean
newspapers to Washington and showed them the best they could offer
in facilities in the media and press, then held a number of seminars and
workshops with them. One of the things that emerged was that an offer
was made to these editors of assistance to develop their own facilities,
put that it would only be forthcoming if they collaborated in helping to
|s9la_te Grenada through adverse propaganda. And sure enough,
within a very short time from the return of these editors, a massive pro-
paganda campaign started against us from their pages in the region. So
the QSICA Conference type of approach was certainly one new and
creative destabilisation strategy developed by US imperialism to try to
bring down our Revolution.

Then we have recently discovered yet another destabilisation
phenomenon. Just prior to any major conference in the region that we
80 to, or any significant event in our own country, they will try to get
rqactx_onary trade union leaders or other individuals and backward in-
stltutnqns in the region to host conferences, sometimes conferences
os(ensnbly d_ealing with conventional areas, maybe just normal trade
union questions or questions of so-called democracy or human rights
as interpreted by them. But these conferences will be set in the par-
ucqlar countries we are about to go to a few days before we are due to
arrive. So that when we recently went off to Organisation of Eastern
Caribbean States for a Heads of Government conference in St Lucia
we found that the week before a number of these reactionary tradé
union leaders were in St Lucia holding a conference. This conference
was apparently dealing with regular worker issues like national in-
surance schemes, but what additionally happened was that a well-
known Grenadian counter-revolutionary exile, called Stanley Cyrus,
plus a C_ub.an counter-revolutionary exile arrived at the conference and
steered it into vulgar attacks against Grenada in particular, but also
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12 Race & Class

Cuba and Nicaragua. A number of documents were also distributed,
obviously preparing the ground for when we arrived a few days later.
Then something very similar happened in Jamaica a few days before
we landed for the CARICOM Heads of Government meeting, when
another conference was focusing upon issues like democracy and elec-
tions — and that was precisely one of the issues, Westminster
pariiamentary democracy, that Tom Adams and Edward Seaga, Prime
Ministers of Barbados and Jamaica respectively, were attempting to
push at the CARICOM meeting, hoping to secure an amendment to the
CARICOM Treaty to institutionalise the Westminster approach to the
question of democracy.

CS: How has the Revolution managed continually to beat back
destabilising mischief, whilst other processes have failed?

MB: We have only done this through our relations of total honesty
with our people. We start from the basis that destabilisation can only
really work when it is covered up, when it is operating under darkness.
Thus. from the earliest days of the Revolution, whenever we perceived
any threat we always informed the people. The speech that I gave just
one month after the Revolution, dealing with the threats made by US
Ambassador Ortiz to us, was on national radio and television, and it
exposed these threats to Grenada and the young Revolution to the peo-
ple in the first few days. Then after three months, there was another
speech, *Organize to fight destabilisation’, in which we exposed the
CIA Pyramid Plan. Again, there was the national address given on the
issue of the two Roman Catholic priests who were developing a whole
strategy of destabilisation, and that again wasa national ad.dress,' when
we dealt fully with the issues raised. Or there was the way in which we
handled the ‘Gang of twenty-six’, who published the so-called Grena-
dian Voice as a cover for their counter-revolutionary activity, and they
also were totally exposed at the rally of 19 June 1981.

So our first line of defence is complete openness and honesty: tell our
people all the facts and call upon them for a response and involve'them
in what is happening. Linked to that is the necessity of the maximum
preparation we can have through the involvement of our people, and
here the militia is crucial, ensuring that at the level of national defence
the people are always there and are always ready and able to defend the
process, the Revolution and the country. We believe that the Revolu-

Maurice Bishop on destabilisation 13

relations, and that too has been a major way of fighting destabilisa-
tion. Whenever there is any threat to our process, we immediately ap-
peal to all our friends around the world for their support. This was very
evident, for example, during the US ‘Amber and the Amberines’
manoeuvre, staged by the imperialist armed forces in August 1981 off
the island of Vieques, near Puerto Rico. Our response was to go on a
major international offensive around the issue and to call upon all
friendly governments and international institutions, political parties
and organisations we had contacts with, and ask them to come out with
strong statements against the provocation which was a dress rehearsal
for the invasion of our country. In the case of friendly governments,
we asked them to summon the American ambassadors in their coun-
tries to demand explanations. That proved to be a very successful
diplomatic offensive‘on our part, and we struggled in a similar way

* when we were having difficulties with the World Bank and the Interna-

tional Monetary Fund after we had made an application for the Sup-
plementary Fund facility, and it was rejected at the last minute as a
resu!t of the veto by the American director on the Board of Directors.
Again we went on a worldwide offensive and mobilised all our friends
to come to our support and intervene on our behalf on that question.

We have also seen —and there is much evidence of this in the account
that precedes — the Revolution laying great emphasis upon the cultural
awareness and educational developments of our people, through
hgcracy. programmes and rallies, mass events, councils and panel
dlSCuSS'IOHS. and through our growing and prospering organs of
Peop!e s dc_mpcracy. so that our people fully understand the extent of
the lmpgrlalxst penetration and the ways in which they can
systematically and successfully fight against it.

'? tion can only develop around three pillars: first, the people and _thelr
{; democratic organisations, second, the building of a strong qatlonal
?'; economy, and third, the building of a national defence capacity. We
i try at all times to integrate these three pillars because we feel that if any

et

one of the three is missing at any particular time, then the Revolution

will be in danger and will be weakened. . ] )
But we can also speak of a fourth pillar, the pillar of international
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Mcore, Colin A., “Grenada, Part of a Scheme?’, NEW YORK
AMSTERDAM NEWS, Vol. 74, No. 48, 26 November 1983, pp. 15, 34.

Freedom of the press was not the only casualty of the invasion of Grenada.
What was left of US credibility was also sacrificed. The US critique and
moral self-righteousness over the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, military
repression in Poland, and the shooting down of the Scuth Korean airliner
are now put into perspective. The US conducts itself no better than do the
Soviets. Furthermore, the invasion of Grenada was a cheap victory. The US
military’s reputation was not improved. Troops siiot at each other, aircraft
bombed friendly positions, and hardened Cuban combat troops turned out
to be consiruction workers. Warehouses full of modern Soviet weapons
contained half-empty boxes of Second World War rifles. Secret docun znts
turned out to be no more than bilateral agreements. Speculation tiiat
Grenada is only a trial rua for a US invasion of Cuba or Nicaragua should be
put to rest. Given the difficulty that US troops had in taking Grenada,
invasions of Cuba or Nicaragua would be catastrophic. Unlike Grenada,
both countries have popular and well established governments which have
nct been overthrown. Also their military and population would put up a
fierce and spirited opposition.
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S FORCES TO LEAVE
ADA BY MARCH 65

G

LONDON, Sat.,

small military

. _(Cana) mission will re-

THE UNITED
States plans to
withdraw its re-
maining peace-
keeping forces
from Grenada
at the end of
March next
year, according
to ‘‘Caribbean
Insight’’, a
monthly news-
letter published
here.

In its latest
edition, ‘‘In-
sight” quoted a
highly-placed
Grenadian gov-
ernment official

as saying that a

main \in St.
George’s at-
tached to the
American Em-
bassy.

Its purposes
will be to liaise
both with the
remainder of
the Caribbean

peacekeeping.
forces and  the

future regional
defence force,
the framework
of which is cur-

- rently under dis-

cussion.

Insight said it is
expected that the
Ca rki b b efa n
eacekeeping force
111)1 Grenada will be

finally wound up in
early 1986, by which
time, the newly
trained and
equipped Grenada
police force will be
ready to assume all
remaining security
duties.

Last October 25,
the U.S. led a_multi-
national Caribbean
{grce iixto (l;rfenada

) topple a leftwing
military junta that
had seized power six
days earlier killing
Prime Minister
Maurice Bishop and
several Cabinet col-
leagues.

“URGENT FURY”

By the fifth day of
the invasion,
codenamed opera-
tion ‘“Urgent Fury,”
the U.S. had up to
5,000 troops on the
island. ese are
now about 300 Amer-
ican military police
and other personnel
in Grenada.

__““Insight”’ said dis-

ctgggl lou the fu-f
eployment of
« the U.S.ymCoast

uard service in

renada are under-
way and it may be
withdrawn sooner
than the troops as it
was proving very ex-
pensive to maintain.

“‘One option under
discussion is that
Grenadian waters
would be patrolled
by the Barbados
Coast Guard as and
when required in
conjunction with a
better equipped
Grenadian service,”
the publication said.

It added that the
decision to with-
draw in March was
in line with Washing-
ton’s desire to re-
move its military

resence from

renada at the ear-
liest possible date.

Insight said the
U.S. had initially
wished to totally

withdraw its forces
by October/Novem-
ber this year to coin-
cide with the arival
of an elected govern-
ment.

However, at the
urging of Jamaica,
Barbados and cer-
tain east Caribbean
governments, it
said, the U.S. agreed
to -delay until the
Regional Security
System (RSS) was
established. y

Barbados, Antigua
and Barbuda, St.
Lucia, St. Vincent
and the Grenadines
and St. Kitts-Nevis
have agreed to the
creation of full-time
regional forces to be
based in
Bridgetown.

Its primary func-
tions would be to
protect those gov-
ernments against
armed insurrection

and external
threats from merce-
nary or

schemes.

otherl
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EDITORIAL:

Grenada Will Rise Awam'

US interventionist forces are still in Grensda, 6 months
after the rape of that sovereigm couniry. The puppet
regime is at present hastily trying to organise “elections”
for a “new governme ent”. The USA and its lackeys in
Caricom realise that the key to recognition of the rape,
lies in “elections” no matter if they are blatantly rigged.
The p‘ocies,.l‘,e forces in Caricom, in the wider Caribbean
Region, in the Jiemisphere and in the world at large will
not tolerate any suech thing!

Elections ia’ Third World countries where the class
struggle is sharp, and which are held under US super-
vision are notoriously suspect, and do not represent the
wishes of the people. It is also nated that under the pup-
pet resime, anti US sentiments cannot be uttered, on pain
of iroyediate defention. Under these and other adverse
circumstances, elections in Grenada at the moment can

7 be rigged, stage-managed, totally irrelevant and a
farce. At least they can never be free or fair!

For genuine eleciions to be held and recognised by all
ag {air, certain prior conditions are necessary :

1) The US and puppet troops must get out of the
istand, and cesse intimidating the people.

2y Campaigning must be free, and US imperialism
must be subject to eriticism openly.

3) Proper enumeralion must be undertaken where-
by every Grenadian cilizen 18 years and over must be
registered to votle, free from fear or coercion.

4y Al legititate political parties should be allowed
to rxrt?cinam in the elections including the NJM whose
;fm"cr.lment it was which was demoh&hﬂl by the invasion
orces.

Despite the sethack in Grenada, and the loss of that
beacon light to the rest of Caricom, the crisis in Caricom
still persists. Grenada was showing the way out of the
crisis, and had become an attraction without precedent
in the Commonwealth Caribbean and to the other colonies
of Dutch and French imperialism.

The PPP recognises the legitimacy of the Grenadian
revolution, and the revolut*ona"y martyrdom of Maurice

1
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Rishop whose name will always be revered in Marxist-
Leninist, revolutionary, progressive, and patriotic circles
throughout the world. The overthrow of his administra-
tion by the military was a serious errcr, which was prompt-
ly pounced upon by US imperialism and its lackeys in
Caricom, to sauff out the revolutionary process.

The PPP recognises the burning need for the NJM
(still the most advanced party in Grenada) to regroup,
heal the wounds extant, and re-gear itself for a fresh
struggle aliead. Where are the Marxists and revolution-
aries in Grenada, if not in the NJM? This being so, US
imaperialism and its lackeys are sure to take measures
- almed at widening the rift in the WJM, so as to paralyse
that party into nothingness. This must not be, for in
the ensuing ideclogical vacuum, the rightists will rise to
prominenc:. and dictator Gairy can return to power by
simply fielding his party in the elections. )

The New Jewel Movement must rise again, ‘recapture
the dynarnic leadership of the masses, and once more place
the country onto a correct revolutionary dernocratic foot-
ing. US imperialism and its lackeys are anxious to break
out of the isclation of Grenada, and to get diplomatic rela-
tions normalised. Progressives all over the worid should
therefore not be hoodwinked by the US ploy of “holding
hurried elections” and should demand the immediate with-
drawzl of the invasion forces before the elections are held.
They should also demand that elections in Grenada should
be held under UN supervision with the preparations first
approved by the Security Council or the General Assembly.
The People’s Revolutionary Government of Grenada is

still 2 member of the UN, not the puppet regime set up by:

the USA!

Bishop’s revoluticnary government in-Grenada was
an active part of the world revolutionary process, and
therefore there chould be no “business as usual” following
the savage rape of the country bv US imperialism, which
is the enemy number one cf the world revoiutionary pro-
cess. US pretentions and plans must be vigorously opposed.
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Women Unite: Stand Up And Fight!

The 9th, Congress of the Women’s Progressive Orga-
nisation which met at Grove, East Bank, Demerara from
November 5 to 6, 1983 dealt with a wide range of women'’s
problems, setting them in the context of international and
regional developments and in the particular and extreme-
ly difficuit conditions of Guyana. Congress was held un-
der the theme: “Women Unite, Organise and Fight!”

There were twoe main documents of the 9th., Con-
gress, the full and detailed report of the Central Com-
mittee and the Action Guide. The Action Guide, a new
type ofdocument, set out the historical role of women
us a social force and dealt fuliy with the conditions of
Guyanese woimen, the tasks and targets of the WPO, ils
work in the community, in mass organisations and in
trade unions. Vital resolutions were adopted, there were
amendments made to the organisation’s Constitution,
messages were read from s large number of overseas wo-
men's organisations and elections were held.

The 9th,, Congress was declared open by the General
Secretary of the People’s Progressive Party, Cheddi Jagan
who praised the advances made by Guyanese women and
pointed to their loyalty and devotion to the cause to which
they are dedicated. He warned that US imperialism was
on the offensive and discussed the situation in Central
America and the Caribbean.

Dr. Jagan dealt with the Grenada situation. He charg-
ed that the US government excused its invasion of Grena-
da in order to bring about “law and order,” but pointed
©o Chile after US connivance led to the murder of Salva-
dor Allende and the installation of the Pinochet military
regirae. There is no democracy in Chile; instead the peo-
ple live under a ruthless dictatorship, their living stan-
dards have deteriorated drastically and now the people
ave fighting back.

He called for one minute’s silence in respect for
those who were killed in Grenada — Maurice Bishop,
Jacqueline Creft and cothers. In closing his address, Dr.
Jagan observed that iinperialism, despite its belligerent
posture, is in deep crisis. World capitalism is sick and
falling. “Time,” he said, “is en the side of Marxism-Lenin-
ism. The fuiure belongs te socialism.”
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LeewARrD and Windward Islands:
Grenada:

Coup—FM believed to have been replaced
by deputy, Oct. 15, 61; PM under
house arrest as power struggle
continues, (ST) 16, 1d; details of
events leading to arrest; photo, 17,
6d; State radio denies coup, 18, 5a;
explosions and shooting follow
release of PM, 20, le; armed forces
impose curfew; death of PM
confirmed; map, 21, le; recent events
examined, 21, 5d; diary note, 21,
1Qa; profile of deputy PM and army
commander, 22, 4¢; new Govt calls
for better relationship with US, (ST)
23, 1b; further details of coup and
death of PM, (ST) 23, 10c; EEC
deplores recent events, 24, 10c; Govt
assures 1S of foreign nationals’ well-
being; US denies plan te invade, 24,
10e; summary of island’s history and
recent events, 26, 6a; provisional govt
and elections expected, 27, le;
Governor's role disputed; deficiencies
of Foreign Cffice communications
highlighted by events, 28, 5a; local
troops hold out on neighbouring
island, 29, 6e; legality of Governor-
Gen.’s actions examined, 29, 22g;
preparations for transition to civilian
rule begin, (ST) 30, 1b; preparations
for future begin, 31, 1b; technocrat
team to assist Governor; details of
events on Carriacou, 31, 6a

International reaction—US and
Caribbean ccnicerned over events;
US fears for citizens on island,
Oct. 21, 5e¢; Caribbean leaders
hold emergency meeting, 21, 24g;
Cuba condemns murder of PM and
other Mins; Jamaica and Dominica
sever relations, 22, 1b; EEC to
consider halting aid; US blames
Cuba; Sociahist  International
condemns murder, 22, 4d; UK and
US warships arrive, (ST) 23, lb;
suspended biv( Caribbean
Community; U repares  to
evacuate Britons, 24, 1b; US
Marines land on Barbados, St
Vincent and St Lucia; Canada
charters aircraft to remove
citizens; UK holidaymaker
describes conditions, 25, 1b; US
and Caribbcan troops invade
capturing  Soviet and Cuban .
advisers; UK rejects involvement;
MPs shocked by Govi's failure to
restrain  US; USSR condemns
aggression;  photo, 26,  la;
summary of world opinion, 26,
6a; exiles celebrate; Trinidad
reassessing attitude; illus, 26, 32f;
UK refuses to condemn US;
American civilians  evacuated;
Cuba ends resistance, 27, la;
survey of  world  opiniom;
Caiibbean unity threatened;
photo, 27, Sa; summary of Anglo-
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LEEWARD and Windward Islands:
Grenada:

Coup:

International reaction (continued):

US consultations, 27, 26a; US Pres.
claims Cuba planned occupation;
Govt response dismays
Conservative MPs, 28, 1b; dispute
over who first suggested
intervention; further survey of
reaction; US promises closer
consultation with UK in future, 28,
5a; Kremlin hopes growing anti-
US mood will reduce support for
Nato deployment of nuclear
weapons in Europe, 28, 6e; US task
force doubled; UK envoy meets
Governor-Gen.; photo, 29, 1b; US
Pres. justifies intervention; UK
abstains at UN amid international
furore; photo, 29, 6a; USSR claims
Embassy attacked; MP warns US
could use similar reasoning to
justify intervention in UK, 29,
22g; Grenadian reaction to US
troops examined; results of opinion
Il on US intervention, (Sg‘) 30,
b; previous week's events
reviewed; photo, (ST) 30, 15a; UK
ives comments on rift with
US; US public support actions; US
Ambassador to UN accuses
Europe of insensitivity to US
security, 31, 1b; Grenadians hope
US will not overstay welcome;
Cuban Pres. accuses US ofpanic
and fantasy; US dampens hopes of
Nicaraguan exiles; photo, 31, 6a

Articles—"Resolution - or moral

blunder?”, Ocr. 26, 12b; "A
battle for the small nations”, 27,
10b; "A vacuum Europe should
fill*, 28, 10f; “Gunboats in
Grenada are “just fine'”, (ST) 30,
16a; "Invade in haste, repent at
leisure”, 31, 10f

Correspondence, OcT. 27, lle; 28,

11d; 29, 9d

Leading article, Oct. 26, 13a; 27,

11a; (ST) 30, 16a; 31, 11a

Leading article, OcT. 21, Ua

LEFANU, William:
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ST. GEORGE'S, Fri., (Cana):
THERE ARE no records in the
Grenada Treasury on the size of sa'aries
of individual members of the disbanded
People’s Revolutionary Army (PRA),
nor does the Government department
have information on the number.of ex-
soldiers who paid income tax and na-
tional insurance contributions, Gover-
nor-General Sivr Paul Scoon said last

t.

“The Ministry of Finance was merely
required each month to provide a che-
500,000 to 5350,000 for the payroll S

000 to $350,000 for the payroll,’
gggj told Grenadians in a 27-minute.
dio address.
ra“It is my humble view that such an
ement was open to corruption,
he‘a:ilged.

The Governor-General said he had
also learned that a total of $3.6 million
was owed to the State by members of
the deposed People’s Revolutionary
Government (PRG) and public officers,
who drew medalx;as%unt as advances be-

1979 an 4
tw_ie'g:se disclosures by the Governor-
General came two days after the
three-week-old caretaker administra-

| tion_said it had inherited a “

Page §

PRG members
owing $3.6m

vel’
liquidity problem from the left-wing
a

Maurice Bish ation,
T‘i‘leltchdvxsoorl;' Council, installed after

the U.S.-led military intervention six

days later, blamed this on the mainte-

the PRG of capital and cur-
“ré'.'.'t"e 4 iture at ‘“‘unsustainable
levels.”

finances g’s not really what we have
ol e ormeradministation s
tion abroad and was placing “high
priority” on foreign travel, the State

could not pay a $5.1 million debt owed
to regi aynd international o sa-

tions and local concerns for s and

e

Security is
G'da Govt's
chief worry

at troops
General Sir Paul Scoon said last

‘“...provisions have already been
made for the continued security of
our entire country after the
American combat troops leave our
shores,” he told Grenadians in a 27-
minute radio address.

“Let me warn those home and
abroad, who think that they can stir
up trouble here, that they will have
a rude awakening. The hand of the
law will fall heavily on them,” the
Governor-General said.

American troops spearheaded the £

October 25 multinational inter-
vention here, to oust a Marxist mili-
tary junta that had seized power in

glace for the continued security
%ug out later

ST. GEORGE'S, Fri., (Cana)
the main concern of the new
authorities have already put
this X ofmthgocountry

Is month, Governor-
s, ‘ or:

bloody coup, six days earlier, in which
Prime Minister Maurice Bishop was
assassinated.

Sir Paul called on “‘friendly”
Countries, including those in the
Caribbean and the Commonwealth,
that are Interested in giving
Grenada a helping hand, to come to
the island “without further delay,”
to discuss with the authorities how
best they could help.

He said plans were alread
Or a reorganisation of t¥:
police force and the training of
offiers. A batch of Grenadian
policemen would go to Barbados,
next month, for training at the Re-
gional Police Training Centre, he
indicated.

The Governor-General also said

CARIBBEAN .-
~ HIGHLIGHTS.

that arrangements were being made
for senior officers to 80 to the United
Kmxdom for further training.

“All the ‘Poh(.:e stations which are
now closed will reopen, once the
necessary repairs now in
completed, and we shall have again a
police presence in the various dis-
tricts,” Sir Paul told Grenadians.

He added that the US-led ‘“‘rescue
n had given Grenadians

another chance” to build their
country in the way they wanted, and
t(l)li practise Christian love and fellow-

[
“%‘ruly,‘ there is a new breath of
1n-our land, the kind of free-
dom Grenadians want. But freedom
can only be sustained by eternal
Xllfllance, and never again must we
OW common humanity, which we
hold so dear, to escape from our

in train

rogress are

e

grasp.” Sir Paul said.

e local '



both political and military-would be
drematic and dangerous. It is absolu-
tely necessary therefore that every ef-
fort be made so that these talks can
reach a successful conclusion.

The problem of the medium-range
missiles in Europe can and must be
solved in order to prevent a new and
extremely dangerous round of the arms
race in Europe and in the whole world.
This is possible on the basis of the ac-
ceptance of and respect for the prin-
ciple of the equality and equal se-
curity of all the parties concerned. The
lowest possible level of armaments
should be reached, thus leading to a
Europe free from the threat of war and
nuclear weapons,

The organizations represented here,
in common with all the peoples of Eu-
rope, are following the INF talks with
grect interest. The positive example of
the CSCE Follow-up Meeting in Madrid
and the important agreements reached
there are clear proofs that if the politi-
ical will exists, solutions can be found.
It gives the hope that the present very
tense political situation in Europe can
be improved and the achievements of
détente can be safeguarded and
further promoted.

The document was signed on Novem-
ber 8, 1983, by the following organiza-
tions:

THE COUNCIL OF EUROPEAN
NATIONAL YOUTH COMMITTEES
(CENYC)

Alan Christie, Secretary-General
Thoril Johnssen, Vice-President

THE INTERNAT!IONAL FEDERATION
OF LIBERAL

AND RADICAL YOUTH (IFLRY)
Jules Maaten, President

THE INTERNATIONAL UNION
OF STUDENTS (1US)
Alexander Zharikov, Vice-President

THE INTERNATIONAL UNION
OF SOCIALIST YOUTH (1USY)
Robert Kredigk, Secretary-General

THE NATIONAL COMMITTEE

OF FINNISH

YOUTH ORGANIZATIONS (SNT)
Hannu Taavitsainen, Secretary-General
Merja Hannus, Vice-President

THE EUROPEAN UNION OF CHRISTIAN
DEMOCRATIC YOUTH (EUCDY)
Filippo Lombardi, Secretary-General

THE WORLD FEDERATION

OF DEMOCRATIC YOUTH (WFDY)
Miklos Barabas, Secretary-General

Vsevolod Nakhodkin, Vice-President
Francisco Filipe, Vice-President

THE NORDIC CENTRE YOUTH (NCY)
John Erickson, Secretary-General

In our evaluation, the two meetings
provided the delegation with an op-
portunity to hear and compare the posi-
tions of the two negotiating parties, as
well as to raise a number of concrete
questions. The [US Secretariat wel-
comed the discussions as a source of
information about the state of the ne-
gotiations. However, a number of im-
portant questions remained unanswer-
ed, first of all due to disposition of the
US-side, including those listed below:

How to deal with the French and
British nuclear forces?

If both sides declare their desire to
enhance security, why not start reduc-
ing the present levels of nuclear arma-
ments on both sides, rather than raising
them?¢

Why not create a nuclear-free Eu-
rope?

What will Europe gain by the deploy-
ment cof the new missiles?

Why is it better for the US to launch
its missiles from Hanover, rather than
from Chicago or Boston? :

In fact, the answers to these and similar
questions are quite simple, and our
stand entirely unambiguous: We don’t
want Europe to become a nuclear bat-
tlefield and Europeans hostages of the
Pentagon.

Gert Eisenbiirger from the FRG was in
Grenada for a study project and was
an eyewitness of the US invasion of
Grenada. The following article sums up
his impressions and comments.

What we saw in Grenada before the in-
vasion made a great impression on us;
a small nation was beginning to build
a future for itself. | have also visited two
other West Indian islands, Barbados
and Trinidad. If you talk with the young
people of these islands, it seems that
their prospects for the future lie either
with the USA, Canada or Great Britain,
whereas since the revolution of 1979,
the people of Grenada saw a real
chance for the future in the develop-
ment of their own country.

The Bishop administration had great
popularity with the masses. This does
not mean that it was not subjected to
any criticism. Grenada had a system of
joint decision-making on various levels,
involving councils, from village to dis-
trict fevel, which met on a monthly basis,
or more often, to discuss all questions
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of political importance. And these
councils frequently voiced very sharp
criticism of the government—evidence,
to us, of Grenada's liberality. It is true
that there were many Cubans in Gren-
ada; the majority of them were skilled
workers involved in the construction of
the airport, and there were Cuban spe-
cialists working in all fields, particularly
in health care.

It came as a complete surprise to us,
when it suddenly became known around
the town that Maurice Bishop was un-
der house arrest; the official grounds
for his arrest were that he had stood
out against the collective party leader-
ship of the New Jewel Movement.

If we look at the background—andwe
did have a few contacts in Grenada—-
it becomes clear that for the past year
there were sharp conflicts over policy
between two factions within the New
Jewel Movement.

After Bishop had been piaced under
house arrest the situation developed in
rapid succession of events. A continual
stream of rallies, demonstrations and
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strikes was launched in support of the
Prime Minister. On Wednesday, Octo-
ber 19, 10,000 people from all over the
island gathered in the capital, St. Geor-
ge's. It was a mass demonstration in
support of Maurice Bishop, and finally
the crowd marched to his house, di-
sarmed the guards and released him.
Bishop, accompanied by several thou-
sand supporters, then moved to the
army headquarters in order to disarm
the soldiers in attendance there, and
finally he tried to meet in conference
with some of his ministers.

Meanwhile, another detachment of
soldiers had arrived and opened fire;
the military coup had begun.

After the military coup, Grenada
sunk into a mood which is almost im-
possible to describe. Previously, there
had existed a strong sense of identifica-
tion with the revolution, above all with
Bishop, and after he and all the key

ministers had been killed, the whole .

island sank into despair and fear. It was
also rumoured that this coup was not
simply the outcome of power struggles
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US Marines and paratroopers landing at Punta
Salinos, Grenada.

within the party, but that it was possibly
backed by outside forces.

On Thursday, October 20, it was an-
nounced on Radio Grenada, and also
on other radio stations in the region,
which we have listened to regulatly, that
a detachment of US ships was heading
in the direction of Grenada, and that
a cruiser which had been sailing for
Lebanon, had changed direction, and
was moving towards Grenada. The USA
justified this by saying that it must
protect the 1,000 US citizens in Gren=
ada, whose lives there were endanger-
ed. It was considering, above all, the
safety of the 600 students of a private
American medical college. '

The claim that these people were in
danger of life and limb is pure propa-
ganda. Of this there is a mass of evi-
dence:

Onice the ban on leaving the country,
which had been imposed by the military
council, had been lifted, the military
government declared that oll foreigners
were free to leave the country; more-
over, they had offered help through the
services of the charter flight organiza-
tion, since the Caribbean Airlines had
discontinued all flights to Grenada.
Some of the medical students had ex-
pressed interest in leaving the coun-
try. When they voiced their desire at a

plenary meeting, which was also at-
tended by the acting US Ambassador
from Barbados, the Ambassador as-
sured them of the possibility of organiz-
ing charter flights, but pointed out that
those interested must meet the costs in-
curred themselves.

The Vice-Chancellor of the university
went even further. Anyone, he said, who
evacuated the country, must be either a
“chicken” or a “rabbit”. Furthermore,
the semester would continue until No-
vermber 15, and anyone who left the
country before that date could naturally
not be recognized as having completed
the semester. Since the establishment
in question was a private university with
high fees, this implied a heavy financial
penalty, the more so because, having
started a course at this university does
not automatically qualify @ student to
continue his studies in any other Amer-
ican college. Thus, there was consider-
able pressure exerted on the part of the
USA to discourage people from leaving
the country.

There is another piece of evidence
that the foreign nationals were needed
as a pretext for intervention; on the doy
before the invasion, 30 Canadians
wanted to leave Grenada; a charter
flight had already been arranged. The
plane was waiting in Barbados, ready
to fly to Grenada and pick up the
Canadians. However, the Barbados
government did not give permission for
it to take off.

Forebodings that the upshot of all
this would be an invasion grew stronger
after several radio announcements had
been made, to the effect that the Or-
ganization of Eost Caribbean States

" —~which is a federation of seven smail

Caribbean states, all, with the excep-
tion of Grenada, having extremely right-
wing, pro-American governments—had
decided to go through with an invasion
of Grenada. This would be carried out
with the support of Jamaica, Barbados,
and, of course, the USA.

On Tuesday night, shortly after
4 a.m., we were roused by the sound of
aeroplanes. We saw several planes
circling over the capital of Grenada.
We were staying in the direct
vicinity of St. George's. They were Amer-
ican transport planes. Shortly after-
wards, it was announced on Radio
Grenada that, at 5.30, American troops
had landed on the island in three
places.

There was fierce fighting between the
US troops and the Grenadan army on
Tuesday and the following day. At first
the troops only landed at a few points
on the island, as the USA was attempt-
ing initially to destroy the entire Gren-
adan military machine using helicop-
ters, aeroplanes and sea launches.

We observed this action for ourselves.
We saw, for example, the shelling of
the main fort in the capital, which was
attacked from the sea. Similarly, we saw
another military fort bombed from the
air, in the attack which destroyed the
St. George's psychiatric clinic.

The Grenadan army was mainly re-
sponsible for putting up any resistance.
Because of the military coup, the readi-
ness -of the population itself to show
resistance was minimal. The people
were in despair, frightened of the mili-
tary regime, and were initially indiffer-
ent to the fact of the intervention. How-
ever, they did not welcome it with
jubilation.

Indeed, the attitude of the population
quickly changed when they became
aware of the massive scale of the US
military intervention. Ultimately it be-
came clear that the invaders had not
come to free them from the military reg-
ime. This became abundantly obvious
on the third day of the attacks, when
the Americans began to land stronger
military detachments, and when they
searched through every last house on
the island and arrested many of Bish-
op's supporters, the avowed oppo-
nents of the military coup.

Then the majority realized that the
Americans had actually come in order
to destroy the political and economic
system which had been built up since
the revolution.

(Taken from the student magazine “Frontal”)
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by ABELARDO CUETO

The International Youth and Student
Emergency Meeting in Solidarity with
Grenada and against the US Invasion,
co-organized by the IUS and the World
Federation of Democratic Youth
(WFDY), was held on November 8,
1983, in Vienna, Austria.

The event took place amidst a power-
ful wave of indignation aroused among
world public opinien by the criminal US
invasion of the small island of Grenada.
As o militant component of the peace-
loving forces, youth and students could
not remain impassive in the face of this
brutal attack agoinst a nation's sov-
ereignty. While raising their voices in
protest, they decided to organize this
meeting which, however modest in
scope, did provide tangible expression
of the younger generation’s condemna-
tion of the aggressive policy of US im-
perialism and-its reactionary allies.

The eventwas attended by represent-
atives from 32 national youth and stu-

dent organizations and eight interna-
tional and regional organizations. In
their contributions, all participants
pointed out the brutal character of the
US invasion, underlining that it repre-
sented not only a flagrant violation of
the most fundamental norms of interna-
tional law and the UN Charter, but also
an overt threat for those peoples
around the world who dare to put up
even the least hint of opposition to the
designs of the Reagan administration,
as in the future, using the pretext of
protecting its national security, the lat-
ter could intervene anywhere in the
world. The participants also paid tribute
to the Grenadan patriots for the heroic
resistance with which they confronted
the invading troops. Homage was
equally paid to the Cuban interna-
tionalists who shed their blood along-
side their Grenadan brothers in de-
fence of the sovereignty of Grenada.
Particular impression was made by
the speech of the Grenadan delegate
to the meeting who, having thanked for
the solidarity offered, reiterated the
Grenadan people’s firm will to defeat
the invader and recover their indepen-
dence. The event was closed by the par-
ticipants’ adopting an appeal of soli-
darity and against the invasion, to be
disseminated under the title “Hands
Off Grenadal!” The document voices
the worldwide condemnation of the in-
vasicn and reaffirms international soli-
darity with the people and students of
Grenada. It was delivered by the par-
ticipants in the meeting to the US Em-
bassy in Austria and to the UN Centre
in Vienna, and circulated at a press
conference held-in-the Austrian capital
on the occasion of this international
youth and student solidarity meeting.

“America for the Americans”.

APPEAL
Adopted by the Youth and Student
Emergency Meeting

We the participants from 32 countries
of Europe, Asia, Africa and Latin Amer-
ica and eight international and regional
organizations, gathered in Vienna on
November 8, 1983 for the International
Youth and Student Emergency Meeting
in Solidarity with Grenada, to express
our resolute condemnation of the US
invasion of the independent sovereign
state of Grenada, which constitutes an
act of aggression against a peace-lov-
ing people of a small country that has
been threatening nobody with nothing.
The invasion itself falls within the
brutal interventionist policy of the US -
government which pretends to become
the world gendarme, trampling on

US troops

hoist the flag
of aggression
on Grenada.
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the sovereignty and self-determination
of all peoples of the world. In Latin
America, the US aggression is mani-
fested with particular intensity in the
Central American region and in the
Caribbean, it aims at toppling the rev-
olutions in Cuba and Nicaragua, and
attempts to defeat the patriots of El Sal-
vador and Guatemala.

There is no excuse for the invasion of
Grenada which represents violation of
the most fundamental norms of interna-
tional law. It is in breach of all the pro-
visions of the UN Charter, and tramples
on the right to national self-determina-
tion and the territorial integrity of the
Republic of Grenada.

This agression today manifests that
the Reagan administration reserves for
itself the right to intervene in a sover-
eign state, for the so-called re-estab-
flishment of law and order, threatening
the security and independence of Nica-
ragua, Cuba or El Salvador. As a result,

“We have restored law and order in Grenada.
And as the whole world lies, so to speak, at our
front door, we want to work our way slowly for-
ward.”

The aggressors bombkarded this psychiatric clinic in Richmond Hill, Grenado; using navel guns. The
clinic was completely destcoyed, and at least 50 pctients were killed.

tomorrow it may well happen that no
part of the world will be safe.

We call the attention of the peoples,
youth and students to the fact that the
aggression against Grenada was
launched by the same forces that clutch
the trigger of nuclear arms in Europe
and elsewhere, aimed at peace-loving
people all over the world, trying to turn
the whole of mankind into the hostage
of the military-minded Reagan admini-
stration. The peace-loving forces cannot
stay impassive in face of this blackmail.

We, representatives of millions of
those who are struggling throughout
the world for pecce, security and na-
tional independence, are today raising
cur voices to demand the immediate
withdrawal of the US and other invad-
ing troops from Grenada and respect

for its_sovereignty and territorial inte-
grity. :

We demand respect for the lives and
the immediate release of the imprison-
ed Grenadan patriots.

At this moment of danger for the in-
dependence and sovereignty of Gren-
ada we declare that Grenada has not
been, and will not be alone. We appeal
for boundless solidarity of youth and
students, of all people in the world. We
call them to raise their voices in de-
fence of the independence and peace-
ful future of Grenada for the security
of all the countries of the world.

Hands off Grenada!

Yankees, get out of Central and Latin
America!

FLAGRANT BREACH
OF INTERNATIONAL LAW

The Resolution on Grenada adopted by the UN General Assembly

The General Assembly

confirms the sovereign and inalienable rfght of Grenada

taking into account the representations made to the Secu-
rity Council in connection with the situation in Grenada,

referring to the Declaration of Principles of International
Law concerning the friendly relations and cooperation
among countries in accordance with the United Nations
Charter,

referring to the inadmissibility ¢f invasion and interference
in the internal affairs of countries,
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to decide freely about its political, economic and social sys-
tem, and to develop its international relations free from in-
vasion, interference, undermining, coercion or intimidation
from outside, in whichever manner,

regrets profoundly the events in Grenada which led to the
murder of Prime Minister Maurice Bishop and other leading
Grenadan officials,

(Continued on page 14)
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what the rule of law is all about. As we confront the clear and present dangers in the
contemporary world, we must recognize thai the belief that the U.N. Charter’s princi-
ples of individual and collective self-defense require less than reciprocity is simply not
tenable.

THE UNITED NATIONS CHARTER AND THE USE OF FORCE: IS
ARTICLE 2(4) STiLL WORKABLE?

The panel was convened at 2:30 p.m., April 12, 1984, by the Chairman, Richard B.
Bilder.*

REMARKS BY THE CHAIRMAN

We all know that in 1945 the states establishing the United Nations—determined,
as they stated in the Charter’s Preamble, “to save succeeding generations from the
scourge of war”—sought to cutlaw the aggressive use of force in their international
relations. They embodied this prohibition in article 2, paragraph (4) of the Charter
which reads:

All members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of
force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in
any other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.

We all also know that things have not worked out as well as the nations meeting at
San Francisco hoped. By one count, there have been at least 120 significant armed
conflicts since 1945, involving over 80 countries. Ruth Leger Sivard, in her recent
study of World Military Expenditures, lists 65 major conflicts during the period 1960-
1982 alone, accounting for more than 10 nuillion deaths. And currently, our col-
leagues interested in international conflict have had more conflicts than they can han-
dle to write about—occurring in the Malvinas-Falkiand Islands, Grenada, Iran and
Iraq, Afghanistan, Chad;, Lebanon, E! Salvador, Nicaragua, and other places. More
than 25 million men and women are now under arms and the world military budget
approaches 700 billion dollars. Clearly, something has gone wrong.

As early as 1970, Professor Tom Franck cast a skeptical eye on the Charter prohibi-
tion on the use of force in his American Journal of International Law article entitled
“Who Killed Article 2(4)?” (64 AJIL 80S [1970]) giving us a profound analysis of
both the corrosive mirror effect of the growing range of individual state claims of
special limitations and exceptions to the application of article 2(4), and of how state
self-interest and clever lawyers could erode an important and farsighted principle.
Professor Lou Henkin—a more hopefu! sort—responded with a piece called **The Re-
ports of the Death of Article 2(4) Are Greatly Exaggerated” (65 AJIL 544 [1971]).
The debate whether article 2(4) is siill alive, even if ailing, has continued ever since.
Indeed, some cynics argue that article 2(4) was stillborn and never viable—unwork-
able and an illusion from its inception, while others say that article 2(4), even if ini-
tially it seemed to have a bright future, is now out-cf-date and senile—a child of a
former age and spirit, who real politics, the outbreak of the “cold war,” and the “pa-
ralysis” of the U.N. collective security system have made irrelevant.

Our job today is finally to put this debate to rest—to give the definitive answer to all
of these perplexing questions! Luckily, we have a most distinguished panel, each of

*Professor of Law, University of Wisconsin.
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whom has worked and written prominently and extensively in the field, to guide us
through this thicket, pointing out both the forest and the trees.

Perhaps we will decide that article 2(4) is workable—that it is as much as we could
reasonably hope for and working about as well as we could expect, given the realities
of our present international system. Perhaps we will decide that there are ways in
which we can still breathe new life into article 2(4)-—making it more relevant to pres-
ent realities and needs. But, if we find otherwise—that article 2(4) is not workable—
clearly we have to go on to the question of what to do about it. Can we think of some
better or more workable rules? Or do we just give up the ship, resigning article 2(4) to
the role of a legal parlor game, in which foreign office lawyers, given the job of justify-
ing even the most outrageous actions of their governments, demonstrate their finger
exercises?

Let’s turn to hear our panelists’ answers.

COLLECTIVE SELF-DEFENSE AND THE USE OF REGIONAL OR SUBREGIONAL
AUTHORITY AS JUSTIFICATION FOR THE USE OF FORCE

Domingo E. Acevedo*

Introduction

Under the U.N. Charter, article 2(4) sets forth the fundamental restriction against
the use of force. It prescribes: *“. .. all Members shall refrain in their international
relations from the threat or use of force against-the territorial integrity or political
independence of any state, or in any otherananner inconsistent with the Purposes of
the United Nations.”

For many, that provision constitutes a clear example of a peremptory norm of gen-
eral international law as defined in article 53 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of
Treaties.

Professor Louis Henkin, among others, has pointed out that “the principal develop-
ment in international law in our time is the law of the United Nations Charter outlaw-
ing the use of force in international relations.”!

The main aspects of the general prohibition of the use of force are: (i) the nature
and scope of the “force” referred to in article 2(4); (ii) the sphere of application: inter-
national relations; (iii) the exceptions or qualifying circumstances; (iv) the degree of
restriction that can be inferred from a wording that, verbatim, prohibits the threat or
use of force “in any other manner inconsistent v th the Purposes of the United Na-
tions,” and (v) the consequences of unlawful usc of force.

A number of recent events in the form of military actions have raised, once again,
certain questions with regards to the legitimacy of such actions and with regard to the
legal justifications offered by some of the countries that have used military force. In
addition, in part as a result of the invasion of Grenada in October 1983, some legal
scholars have argued that the provision of the U.N. Charter regarding the nonuse of
force may now be somewhat out-of-date.

It has also been argued that good policy may sometimes require violating the rules
or may call for interpretations that bend treaty language, and that the United States
cannot protect its interests as a superpower and stiil comply with a literal reading of

*Principal Legal Officer of the General Secretariat of the Organization of American States. The views
expressed in this paper are solely his own.
'L. HENKIN, HOW NATIONS BEHAVE: Law AnD FOrREIGN Poricy (2nd ed. 1971) at 135.
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the U.N. Charter in the face of Soviet aggression and subversion and internal repres-
sion by certain types of regimes. If the Russians “insist on violating these rules,” said
Professor Eugene V. Rostow, as quoted in the New York Times on October 30, 1983,
“then pretty soon we are going to start violating them.”

Of course no one would deny that the U.N. Charter can only be effective if it is
interpreted and applied in a manner commensurate with the requirements of an evolv-
ing international community. But the question of how much the language of a per-
emptory norm that prohibits the threat or use of force can be bent—particularly when
the language is bent as the result of a unilateral decision of a single state—is an inter-
esting and difficult problem.

I would like to focus primarily on one aspect of the topic we have before us, namely
the question of collective self-defense and the use of regional or subregional authority
as a justification for the use of force. Two specific cases will be examined: (a) the
Malvinas-Falklands conflict, and (b) the invasion of Grenada.

The Malvinas Conflict (1982)
Background

On April 2, 1982, Argentine forces invaded the Malvinas (Falklands) Islands. The
following day the Security Council demanded an immediate withdrawal of all Argen-
tine forces from the islands and called upon both Argentina and the United Kingdom
to seek a diplomatic solution to the fundamental dispute. Immediately thereafter the
British Government, invoking article 51 of the U.N. Charter (the inherent right of
individual and collective self-defense), initiated military preparations with the objec-
tive of securing the withdrawal of the Argentine forces from the islands.

On April 21, 1982, the Permanent Council of the Organization of American States
(OAS), at the request of Argentina, convoked the Organ of Consultation (pursuant to
articles 6 and 13 of the Rio Treaty), in order to consider the “serious situation in the
South Atlantic,” and decided that the Organ of Consultation should meet on April 26,
1982, in Washington, D.C.

The Twentieth Meeting of Consultation acted twice on the Falklands-Malvinas con-
flict, first, between April 26 and 28, 1982, when the meeting adopted a resolution
urging the Government of the United Kingdom “to cease the hostilities it is carrying
on within the security region defined by Article 4 of the Inter-American Treaty of
Reciprocal Assistance, and also to refrain from any act that may affect inter-American
peace and security” and urging the Government of Argentina ‘“‘to refrain from taking
any action that may exacerbate the situation.” The resolution also asked both govern-
ments ‘“‘to call a truce that will make it possible to resume and proceed normally with
the negotiations aimed at a peaceful settlement of the conflict.”

On May 29, 1982, the same Meeting of Consultation condemned the “unjustified
and disproportionate™ aggression carried out by the United Kingdom against Argen-
tina and urged the United States “to order the immediate lifting of the coercive meas-
ures applied against the Argentine Republic and to refrain from providing material
assistance to the United Kingdom, in observance of the principle of hemispheric soli-
darity recognized in the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance.”

Action of the OAS: an Appraisal

There were, of course, several aspects of legal significance which are not directly
related to the issue of regional authority and consequently will not be dealt with here.
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The Situation of Grenada

On October 25, 1983, the United States and seven Caribbean states invaded Gre-
nada. At the outset this action was justified on the grounds that it was designed to:
(1) protect innocent lives, particularly those of approximately 1,000 Americans on
Grenada; (2) forestall further chaos on the island; and (3) *‘assist in the restoration of
conditions of law and order and of governmental institutions to the island of
Grenada.”

In his testimony before the Foreign Affairs Committee of the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives on November 2, 1983, Deputy Secretary of State Kenneth W. Dam men-
tioned that two fundamental objectives motivated the President’s decision to act in
response “to an urgent and formal request from the Organization of Eastern Carib-
bean States” (OECS), namely:

—to protect the lives of U.S. citizens; and
—to help Grenada reestablish governmental institutions capable of restoring or-
der, protecting human rights and maintaining peace and stability.

Three grounds were cited as the basis for the invasion: i) a request from the Gover-
nor General of Grenada; ii) lawful protection of nationals and humanitarian interven-
tion, and iii) an invitation from the members of the QECS for collective action under
the framework of the OECS Treaty.

Intervention in the form of military action for the protection of the intervening
state’s own nationals is, as Professor Bowett has pointed out, “part of the customary
right of self-defense,”? provided that the normal requirements are met. These are:
failure of a state to accord the protection demanded by international law, actual or
imminent danger requiring urgent action, and action proportionate and limited to the
necessities of extricating the nationals from the danger. It is not the author’s intention
to raise here the issue of whether or not those requirements were met. However, the
question of whether there exists a broader right of intervention, on purely humanita-
rian grounds, is a controversial issue. Nevertheless, as Professor John Norton Moore
observes, *“. . . there is today substantial and growing support for the proposition that
‘humanitarian intervention’ is lawful under the {United Nations] Charter.”? There is
disagreement on whether or not the action in Grenada was in the interest of humani-
tarian protection.

With regard to the request of the Governor General of Grenada the issue is by no
means clear. The Economist reported that Sir Paul Scoon, when confronted on the
issue, told the BBC’s Richard Lindley that he did not consider intervention necessary
until “late Sunday evening” [October 23]. Even then, “what I did ask for was not an
invasion but help from outside.” In that case, the Governor General’s request came
after, not before, the decision to invade.*

In any event, a review of these questions would require more time than is available
here. Therefore, this paper will only examine the reliance on regional authority as a
justification for the invasion of Grenada.

This writer is not persuaded by the contention that the legal basis found in article

8(4) of the OECS Treaty, of which Grenada is a member, constitutes an acceptable

basis for the intervention that took place.

2See Bowett, The Interrelation of Theories of Intervention and Self-defense, LAW AND Civil. WAR IN
THE MODERN WORLD (J. Moore, ed. 1674) 44.

3See Moore, Grenada and the International Double Standard, 7% AJIL 145 (1984) at 154,

4Britain’s Grenada Shut-Out. THE EcoNomisT, Mar. 10, 1984, at 34
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Article 8 of the OECS Treaty provides that collective action may only be under-
taken “‘against external aggression . . . in the exercise of the inherent right of individ-
ual or collective self-defense recognized by Article 51 of the Charter of the United
Nations,” by unanimous decision of the seven states parties. Apparently neither of
these two conditions was fulfilled.

Thus, the members of the OECS and Barbados, Jamaica and the United States justi-
fied their action on the basis of an extraordinary interpretation of article 8 of the
OECS Treaty, which deals with defense in case of external aggression; that is to say,
the action carried out was precisely what the OECS Treaty was designed to protect
against.

Professor Moore has argued that

.. . the use of force is lawful under the Charter . . . if authorized by a competent
organ of the United Nations, if in individual or collective defense, or if pursuant
to action of a regional arrangement “‘relating to the maintenance of international
peace and security” as provided in chapter VIII of the Charter.?

He then states that *“. . . the Grenada mission by the OECS countries and Barbados,
Jamaica and the United States is a paradigm of a lawful regional peacekeeping action
under Article 52, and that the OECS Treaty of 1981 is a special regional treaty
within articles 22 and 28 of the OAS Charter.¢

The question to be asked is: could one call the invasion of Grenada a regional
peacekecping operation under article 52 of the U.N. Charter? The basic characteris-
tics of any peacekeeping force are rather simple: the force must remain above the
conflict and never become part of it. Its aim, by definition, is to ensure the cessation of
hostilities and the maintenance of peace between conflicting forces. It should not use
force except in self-defense, and it must not be one-sided and partisan. Even if this
were the case, the fundamental issue is whether a regional (or in this case a subre-
gional) agency can authorize an-action involving the use of force without the authori-
zation of the competent organs of the United Nations.

Another important question is whether the size and intensity of the domestic con-
flict in Grenada (prior to the invasion) could have been categorized as a threat to
international peace.

The Advisory Opinion of the International Court of Justice in the matter related to
Certain Expenses of the United Nations is invoked by Professor Moore to support his
argument that the invasion of Grenada constituted a peacekeeping operation.

However, the distinction that the Court made concerning peacekeeping operations
was based on two factors: (1) the consent of the interested state, and (2) the nature of
the mission assigned to the forces, which was not one of combat.

Article 2(4) prohibits states from using force individually. By extension, then, the
use of force is prohibited in the case of groups of states and even regional agencies and
subregional groups.

Thus, if a regional or subregional agency uses armed force against a given state
without the authorization of the Security Council, that agency would be violating
(except in the case of collective self-defense) article 2(4) of the Charter.

The Charter does not establish differing criteria vis-a-vis the use of force, be it by a
state acting individually and on its own or by a regional or subregional group.

3See. Grenada and the International Double Standard. supra note 3, at 156.
o/d. at 156-7.
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The United States has legitimate security concerns and responsibilities which it can-
not neglect. No one is suggesting that it should. Certainly some of the invading
countries had reason to be alarmed by the confusion and disorder that was engulfing
Grenada at the time of the invasion, but armed invasion was not the only possible
response, nor necessarily the best. However desirable the end achieved by the invasion
of Grenada may have been for some governments, it is still very difficult to justify the
use of regional agencies or arrangements so as to circumvent article 2(4) under the
guise of regional peacekeeping action.

Conclusion

Specific instances of impermissible threat of use of force do not stem from any gaps
in article 2(4). The prohibition is formulated in very clear terms.

However, the Charter treats such prohibition in the context of a comprehensive
collective-security system and the recourse to methods of peaceful settlement of dis-
putes. All aspects of that system are interrelated and equally important.

Therefore, from a strictly legal perspective, the development of a rationale for the
effectiveness of the principle of the nonuse of force shall entail, inter alia, improving
the functioning of the collective security system of the United Nations and the re-
course to methods of settlement of disputes. It would not be realistic, however, to
expect such an outcome at the present time.

On the other hand, from a close examination of recent—and not so recent—cases,
one can hardly argue that article 2(4) is unworkable or outdated.

To consider article 2(4) as unworkable would be equivalent to allowing force as an
instrument of international policy. That, of course, would constitute an impermissible
conduct, even in the case where it is designed simply to preserve a sphere of influence
or, as Professor Reisman would say, to maintain critical defense zones.

ARTICLE 2(4): THE USE OF FORCE IN CONTEMPORARY INTERNATIONAL LAwW
by W. Michael Reisman*

“It always lies within the power of a state,” the American doctrinalist Charles Che-
ney Hyde wrote in 1922, even after the formation of the League of Nations, *. . . to
gain political or other advantages over another, not merely by the employment of
force, but also by direct recourse to war.””! Under traditional international law, war
was a licit instrument both for vindicating international rights and for changing them.
Under this regime, each state enjoyed a jus ad bellum, a right to resort, at its discre-
tion, to war or lesser forms of coercion. Other doctrines, for example, about acquisi-
tion of territory by virtue of occupation and effective control, were consistent with this
authoritative acknowledgment of the legitimate unilateral and discretionary use of
force.

A system of unregulated violence—in which, in the language of the Old Testament,
“each man did that which was right in his own eyes”—is inimical to optimally pro-
ductive human interaction and, of course, loathsome to all but the morally defective.
From Bodin and Hobbes on, the international situation was viewed by many as unde-

*Wesley Newcomb Hohfield Professor of Jurisprudence, Yale Law School. Mahnoush H. Arsanjani.
Myres S. McDougal and Andrew Willurd read drafts of this paper and made many useful comments and
criticisms. Part of this paper elaborates ideas touched on in an editorial in the American Journal of Interna-
tionul Law (Summer, 1984) entitled “Construing Article 2(4).”

THYDE, INTERNATIONAL LAW, at 189 (1922).
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In 1983, the United States entered Grenada and installed a new government. The
Security Council resolution calling for, inter alia, *. . . immediate cessation of the
armed intervention and the immediate withdrawal of the fereign troops from Gre-
nada™ was vetoed (S/16077/Rev. 1, Oct. 27, 1983). The General Assembly did not
issue a resolution.

The differences in international response to these interventions would suggest that
there will be tolerance for military interventions which remove a government deemed
to have lost its international authority through atrocities and violations of internation-
ally recognized human rights, if the action is not used as a camouflage to change the
international political alignment of the government. The international security con-
cern to maintain basic zones and to view efforts at changing such zones as destabi-
lizing, which 1 will examine in a moment, may account for the relative ease of general
acceptance of the actions in Uganda and the Central African Republic and for the
continuing appraisal of the interventions in Cambodia and Afghanistan. The Grenada
incident would appear to have excited more controversy in the United States than
abroad; the critical test there wiil be the consequences which are not, as yet, clear.

Use of the Military Instrument Within Spheres of Influence

The term “sphere of influence” which fell into disuse with the rise of the United
Nations has been openly used since 1980 by Western political leaders. Its invocation
suggests that a rough allocation of the planet into defensive zones underlies their
thinking and evaluation. The conception, when used to justify coercive interventions
in the affairs of other states, is incompatible with the text of the U.N. Charter. Never-
theless, practice in Eastern Europe, the Caribbean and Latin America suggests that
there is a greater tolerance for interventions in spheres of influence or critical defense
zones. There are obvious reasons for this pattern of tolerance. Conflicts may erupt
from mistakes and misperceptions. Because of the increasing speed, total destructive-
ness, and irrevocability of the contemporary instruments of violence, minimum world
order requires that states communicate to their adversaries, clearly and in advance,
exactly which parts of the planet they deem indispensable to their own security and,
hence, which expansive political or military changes initiated by or enuring to the
benefit of an adversary will be unacceptable and likely to lead to war. These processes
of communication are complex. Not all that is demanded is deemed reasonable. Not
all that is demanded wins acceptance. The areas referred to in such communications
may be reciprocally accepted as what I have called critical defense zones (CDZs). In
the past, failure to indicate such zones unequivocally may have contributed to the
eruption of conflict.

Since World War 11, explicit as well as tacit communication with regard to critical
defense zones has been fairly routine. The Soviet Union has insisted on eastern Eu-
rope as a defense zone. Without explicitly conceding the propriety of the claim, the
Western states have, in effect, complied with the demand. Even at moments of oppor-
tunity, such as the Hungarian uprising of 1956 and the Czech “spring™ a decade later,
the West exploited the events for propaganda value, but refrained from adventures or
overt support. This part of the so-called Brezhnev doctrine has been accepted in prac-

tice. Conversely, the Monroe Doctrine and corollaries such as the Seiden resolution

may be viewed as the clearest communication by the United States to adversaries that
expansions of power and changes in alliance pattern in the designated zones will be
opposed by force. Smaller states have also communicated critical-zone messages to
their adversaries with deterrent effect.
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CLizs are not tantamount to proprictorship. Unlike spheres of influerce 1o some
earlier periods, they do not impart an option erga omnes to annex territory in the zone

at some future time. Yet unquestionabiy. they atienuate the political discretion of

elites in the states within the zone and limit the self-determination options of the rank
and file there. In this respect, they are offensive to such basic policies of contemporary
international law as seif-determination and political independence of states, even
though they resonate positively with urgent demands for the maintenance of global
minimum order

Treaty Sanctioned Interventions

On a number of occasions, states have sought to intervene militarily by virtue of a
bilateral or regional treaty. Such intervention treaties raise special problems in con-
temporary international law. A treaty between two or more states that purports to
allow one state to interfere in the territory of the second state under circumstances to
be determined only by the first state would in fact involve a permanent right of inter-
vention in that state, for the interferences would be effected without regard to the
conditions prescribed by international law for such actions.

Do treaties that authorize unlimited and untestable interventions by one state in the
territory of another state violate per se contemporary international law, or should they
be deemed to be of a provisional or even general lawfulness? What are the criteria for
regional treaties allowing intervention? Given the stabilizing function performed by
defense and latent war community treaties whose lawfulness may be-derived from the
U.N. Charter, should international law adopt a similarly permissive’ policy for inter-
vention treaties? These are issues raised in such diverse cases as Iran-U.S.S.R. rela-
tions. Egypt-Sudan relations and in the Grenada case. There are marked differences
between these cases, but the legal valence of the differences has yet to be gauged. They
will require serious consideration.

Use of the Military Instrument for the Gathering of Evidence in International
Proceedings

In the Corfu Channel case, the International Court of Justice imposed a purely
nominal sanction on the United Kingdom for using the military instrument to acquire
evidence for international litigation, but permitted the evidence to be admitted and
relied substantially upon it in finding in favor of the United Kingdom. In the Diplo-
matic Hostages case, the International Court appears, by implication, to have reversed
its thinking on this matter. Hence, it is as yet unclear to what extent international law
has developed a type of Fourth Amendment regarding the admissibility of evidence
obtained by use of the military instrument.

Use of the Military Instrument for International Judgment Enforcement

Article 94(2) of the U.N. Charter provides a centralized method for the enforce-
ment of international judgments. But because the agency of enforcement is the Secur-
ity Council, efforts at enforcement through the Council are likely to be paralyzed by
the veto of a permanent member having a contrary interest. The experience in the
Diplomatic Hostages case was mentioned earlier. Professor Quincy Wright suggested

a State can use armed force to defend its territory or armed forces against armed
attack, to assist others that are victims of such attack, or to assist the United
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These instances are merely illustrative. Additional time would permit me to offer
many more examples, even if 1 were to limit myself to the pages of the American
Journal of International Law. For whatever reasons, our professional history is re-
plete with enthusiastic endorsement of the compatibility of our hemispheric aggres-
siveness with prevailing norms of international iaw, and with explanations of the
practicality of policies whose lawfulness cannot otherwise be defended.

We should learn. Our forebears’ rationalization of the use of force by the United
States against the smaller republics of this hemisphere became so humiliating to Latin
Americans that the delegitimation of force in the Americas became a major objective
of Latin American diplomacy. In 1927 the Inter-American Commission of Jurists
recommended the adoption of a principle of noninterference that was simple, direct
and uncompromising: ‘“No nation,”it said, “has a right to interfere in the internal or
foreign affairs of an American Republic against the will of the Republic.”

Initially, the United States opposed adoption of the principle. Then, following
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s election to the Presidency, the United States accepted the
Commission’s proposal, tentatively at first (in 1933 at the Conference of American
States in Montevideo), but by 1936 completely, without reservation (at the Inter-
American Conference for the Maintenance of Peace, at Buenos Aires). At Buenos
Aires the American states declared as “inadmissible the intervention of any one of
them, directly or indirectly, and for whatever reason, in the internal or external affairs
of any of the Parties” to the declaration. Towards the end of World War II, the
principle was reiterated in the so-called Act of Chapuitepec, adopted by the Inter-
American Conference on Problems of War and Peace.

Thus, by the time article 2(4) of the U.N. Charter came to be drafted and adopted
at the San Francisco conference, the unilateral resort to armed force in foreign rela-
tions had already been deprived of legitimacy in this hemisphere, through the untiring
efforts of Latin American diplomats and their insistence that hemispheric relations be
based upon this bedrock principle. Following the adoption of the charter, the princi-
ple was embodied in the OAS Charter and the Rio Treaty, the two major instruments
defining the legal regime governing international relations in the Americas. This his-
tory, it should be remembered, is not some footnote in the archives of international
law. The adoption of the principle of nonintervention, its acceptance by the United
States and its emergence as a preeminent element in the law governing hemispheric
relations for half a century represent one of the finest achievements of Latin American
diplomacy.

Surely, then, its omission from Ambassador Kirkpatrick’s remarks earlier today
and, I regret to add, from the heart of the Kissinger Commission’s report should not
go unchallenged. At best, it represents indifference; at worst, outright contempt. The
effect in either case is to pretend that, like article 2(4) of the Charter, inter-American
treaty commitments are minor impediments to any inclination to interpose American
military force to bring about a change of policy or governments in the Americas.

I have so little time remaining that I can only allude briefly to what was to have
been the subject of the concluding portion of my remarks; that is, the techniques
(other than blatant omission) international lawyers have used to justify otherwise in-
tolerable violations of article 2(4). I will try to be brief, mentioning only one and
leaving to another occasion a fuller development of this topic.

One technique one sees being used is that of saying that article 2(4) is simply one
provision among many in the Charter and that in appraising the lawfulness of a state’s
resort to force it is necessary to refer to the purposes for which the force is employed.
When Ambassador Kirkpatrick spoke to the U.N. Security Council last October in a
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vain attempt to persuade the other members of the Council that the use of force in
Grenada was legally justified, she said: *“The prohibitions against the use of force in
the United Nations Charter are contextual, not absolute. They provide ample justifi-
cation for the use of force in pursuit of the other values also inscribed in the Charter—
freedom, democracy, peace . . ..” (Reprinted at 83 DEP'T ST. BULL. 74 [1983]) Thus
explained, article 2(4) is reduced to an incidental means to the attainment of a primary
goal, rather than—as its negotiating history would suggest—an objective rule of treaty
law and, by now, general international law.

What is unfortunate is not so much that a U.S. Government official should seriously
advance this proposition as that we who are committed to the influence of interna-
tional law should let it go unanswered. Here, too, I think the explanation lies in a
kind of permissive pragmatism. But clearly I have now used the time available to me
and I must hope that these brief thoughts stimulate you to wonder how pragmatic we
have been, and are being, in allowing the executive to assume the province of interna-
tional law for us.

COMMENT BY JORDAN J. PAusT*

My comments will be directed primarily to Professor Reisman’s paper, with apolo-
gies to the two other main speakers. I am in partial disagreement with the other two
speakers, but with Michael Reisman I must necessarily agree, for the most part.

Professor Reisman’s analysis of post-charter trends in normative formation is apt.
He has successfully shown that the issue of permissibility can involve complex assess-
ments of relevant charter precepts, other legal policies at stake, and various features of
context. I agree with much of his analysis of the trends and his identification of rele-
vant policies at stake. What is troubling, however, is his implicit assumption that
article 2(4) was initially, and by textual structure, designed to prohibit a// forms of
“unilateral resort to coercion.” A similar point is made about ‘“mechanistic interpre-
tation” or “strict comstruction.” In contrast to such an assumption, and to Mr.
Acevedo’s introductory point, and perhaps as recognized by Ed Gordon (who speaks
of ambiguity with regard to article 2(4) and of merely a ““core” of prohibition}, not all
force is prohibited under article 2, paragraph 4 of the Charter. In clear terms, the
only force prohibited is that used (1) “‘against the territorial integrity” of a state,
(2) “against . . . the political independence” of a state, or (3) “in any other manner
inconsistent with” the major purposes of the Charter, which include, of course, the
promotion of self-determination and the serving of human rights. Thus, impermissible
force would include that used to deprive a people of self-determination, say in South
Africa, or of their human rights (e.g., the right to equal participation in the political
process and to a government that is responsive to and represents the will of the people,
as recognized in article 21 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights). Further,
as Reisman must surely agree, there is express recognition today in the authoritative
1970 Declaration on Principles of International Law of the right of a relevant people
to receive self-determination assistance (SDA, if you wish) or what Professor Blau-
stein and I recognized in the Bangladesh context as the right of a people seeking self-
determination to assistance and the correlative right of outside parties to provide that
assistance when armed force has been used against the people entitled to self-determi-
nation or in some other appropriate context.

As the 1970 Declaration aftirms, “Every State has the duty to refrain from any
forcible action which deprives” a relevant people ““of their right to self-determination

*Professor of Law, University of Houston.
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..."and *. .. in their actions against, and resistance to, such forcible action . . . such
peoples are entitled to seek and to receive support in accordance with the purposes
and principles of the Charter.” Indeed, self-determination assistance, in a proper con-
text, is not only compatible with the purposes of the Charter set forth in article 1,
paragraphs 2 and 3 for example, but it is also serving of such charter precepts and of
the obligations of member states under articles 55(c) and 56 of the charter. Impor-
tantly, self-determination and human rights are also significant charter precepts. Sta-
bility, or an Orwellian peace, at the price of human rights and self-determination is
certainly not required by article 2, paragraph 4. As Reisman notes with a slightly
different emphasis: *“Without effective international machinery, the alternative to self-
help,” we might add, to collective help, “is no help.”

Importantly also, Reisman notes that article 2(4) was designed, at least in part, to
serve “political independence” in order to promote “political legitimacy” or, one
might say, to promote the precept of authority documented now in article 21 of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Thus, article 2(4) was not designed to pro-
mote domestic elite oppressions, tyranny or the denial of human rights and self-deter-
mination. Indeed, it is now commonplace to affirm that the pretended cloak of
“sovereignty” or “political independence” ends where human rights begin. He and I
agree that, at least today “. . . each application of article 2(4) must enhance opportuni-
ties for ongoing self-determination.” Rightly he relates some of these points also to
Grenada, although Grenada involves additional complexities.

Again, we seem to disagree, in part, only with reference to the early prohibitions
under, and the textual language of, article 2(4). To stress a point, it is not difficult
today to read article 2(4) as allowing, or at least not prohibiting per se, (1) evacuation
missions a la Entebbe, (2) self-determination assistance, or (3) other forms of force
which are not used against territorial “integrity’ or political “independence” as such,
or in a manner inconsistent with the purposes of the charter, but which in fact serve
such purposes and otherwise meet traditional norms or principles of necessity and
proportionality. Similarly, it is too simplistic for others to read nonintervention
clauses as prohibiting per se these forms of force. To pretend, for example, that self-
determination assistance is prohibited necessarily by language proscribing intervention
“in the internal or external affairs of” a given state is to beg the very question raised by
such language, ie., whether in an interdependent world the oppression of human
rights an self-determination is the “affair of”” a single state and not also an affair of the
international community or a regional organization. Taking Reisman’s sheriff hypo a
bit further, if in one community the sheriff is utterly incapable of maintaining order, or
if the sheriff would deny human rights to participation and self-determination, it is not
difficult to imagine that a marshal would be welcomed and could properly enter to
restore law, seclf-determination and human rights. These points have implications
with respect to Grenada, but my time is severely limited. Let me add with regard to
Grenada that an interesting complication involves the dichotomy posed between arti-
cles 20 and 22 and articles 28 and 137 of the OAS Charter, article 137 referring back
necessarily to the prioritization of U.N. Charter norms, since peace is ultimately inter-

related with self-determination and human rights, especially under the primary instru-
ment, the U.N. Charter.

Let me end, however, with the following points. Recently in the American Journal
of International Law, Chris Joyner has written: “[I]nternational law regards civil
strife as strictly a domestic matter, beyond the legal purview of other states.” And
Professors Boyle, Falk, Nunes, Weston et ai have written that: *“. . . chronic disorder
in a country does not permit neighboring states to intervene for the purpose of reestab-
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Sir Geraid Fitzmaurice who, in a reiated context said: “Aiming at order and liberal-
ity, his concepts by their very breadth open the door to anarchy and abuse.”

I think it is also incumbent upon me to make some response to comments that have
been made with regard to Grenada. [ think the U.S. Government exercised a degree
of modesty at the legal level in carefully indicating three reasons why it feit the act
was justified without attempting to ground it on any one of them alone without preju-
dice to whether or not the act could be justified on any others of those grounds, and I
appreciate the closing modesty of Professor Gordon as he directly approached the
Grenada problem and indicated that it was complex, and judgments were not easy. I
think it is worth bearing in mind-—and I do not agree with a contextual analysis of
article 2(4)—that this menacing action was urged by a very menacing group of coun-
tries: St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Saint Lucia, Dominica, Antigua and Barbuda,
St. Kitts and Nevis, Montserrat, Jamaica and Barbados. That’s where the urge to act
as a collective came from. It came in response to a request from the lawful authorities.
The action which was taken involved the protection of nationals.- By any reasonable
definition of the term regional or regional organization, ie.., one which is regional in
character that is concerned with the maintenance of peace and security and that has
principles consistent with the principles and purposes of the U.N. Charter, the Organ-
ization of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) is a regional organization. I will touch
later on why I am not troubled by the idea of a regional organization engaging in a
peacekeeping activity. I don’t think there is any doubt of the right to protect nation-
als. I think it is fair to demand a very high standard of threat before action is taken. I
think probably one could quote the Caroline language and not be too far off. It should
be instant, overwhelming and leave no choice of means and no moment for deliberat-
ing. I think in light of the circumstances that were obtaining and the chaos that ex-
isted on the island—the refusal to respond to U.S. requests for the removal or
permission to leave of American nationals, by whatever means was considered conve-
nient, by charter, by ship, by commercial airline; the failure to respond to those re-
quests; the promise to open the airport followed by the failure to open the airport—
that those criteria were reasonably met, and it is unreasonable to attempt to argue that
they were not met. The United States, I believe did not ground its action exclusively
on the protection of nationals because we did not intend to go in, get the nationals out
and then leave. Weintended, in cooperation with the states whose names I have read
out, to engage in a peacekeeping operation response to the request of the Governor-
General of the island. I don’t think one can have an enforcement action by invitation.
So I am not much impressed by the idea that it’s an enforcement action. I am also not
much impressed by the notion that somehow the OAS Charter forbids it. Article 22
of the OAS Charter says: “. .. measures adopted for the maintenance of peace and
security in accordance with existing treaties, do not constitute a violation of the princi-
ples set forth in article 18 and 20,” which are the key principles that were complained
of. This language, I think we can all recognize, means something other than self-
defense. I don’t think any lawyer we know would draft language speaking of *. . .
measures adopted for the maintenance of peace and security in accordance with ex-
isting treaties” not constituting a violation if all they had in mind was self-defense.
They have in mind, it seems to me at least, possibly the exact kind of actions that were
undertaken, or at least they cannot be said to rule it out, and I also cannot understand
how a term like “‘existing treaties” and I emphasize the plural, can be thought to mean
only the Rio Treaty. I presume that if people meant the Rio Treaty they would have
said the Rio Treaty.
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I think that in light of that measure of justification, which I have sketched out so
very briefly, it is exceedingly hard to maintain that the action of the United States,
acting in concert with a number of other countries, indeed with the OECS, is in some
way an activity which should cause us all immense concern that there is a failure in
the legal system and yet another example of the demise of article 2(4). I would like to
explain why I think it is important to act in concert with the OECS in addition to the
technical arguments relating to it being a peacekeeping operation. I think if you rec-
ognize the interests of those states, the concerns of those states, then I think the fact
that the United States was requested by those states to act casts a very clear light on
the nature of the act itself, and I don’t think it is possible to understand the nature of
the act by ignoring who it was who made the request. I think that ought to move one
further along the road to a relative lack of concern that this is yet another example of
a nail being driven into the coffin of article 2(4). Now I must say I share the view that
it is not dead, and I am concerned that temptations to regard it as dead or as inextrica-
bly linked to articles which are not functioning run much greater risks than are run
by—what am I guilty of? facile post facto justifications? There are limits to what you
can get away with, no matter how facile you are by way of a post-facto justification,
but I think the other routes probably lead to trouble without limit.

DisCUSSION

In opening the panel to questions and comments from the floor, Professor BILDER
raised two questions which he suggested the panel members might like to address:
First, how would Ambassador Kirkpatrick answer the question, “Is article 2(4) still
workable?” Second, what did the panel think of the administration’s position, as
stated by Ambassador Kirkpatrick at this Annual Meeting, that Nicaragua’s alleged
assistance to the rebels in El Salvador constituted an “armed attack” on El Salvador,
justifying U.S. action against Nicaragua in the exercise of “collective self defense”
with El Salvador? What effect was that position likely to have on the continued viabil-
ity of article 2(4)? Professor BILDER added that he was sure that he was not the only
one to feel a sense of deja vu on hearing this argument, which seemed reminiscent of
the U.S. position during the Vietnam War and the famous State Department White
Paper issued at that time with the title, “Aggression from the North.”

BuUrNS H. WESTON:* 1, too, with Professors Gordon and Reisman, share a common
intellectual paternity, to use Michael’s phrase. And I'm proud of it. But I have some
reservations that I wish to express in light of the discussion here today. My question
is directed primarily to Professor Reisman, secondarily to Professor Gordon.

By the way, for those who may enjoy the spectacle of former McDougal-Lasswell
students battling it out, let me hasten to add that, like any theoretical system, the
McDougal-Lasswell jurisprudence is subject to differing interpretation and therefore
disagreements even among its followers. Anyway, it’s a very healthy sign, I think,
that those of us who are struggling to come to grips with the most monumental contri-
bution to international law in this century should find ourselves in honest intellectual
debate. I offer what I have to say in that spirit.

The question I wish to pose represents, I believe, a joinder of the issues that exist
between Professor Reisman and Professor Gordon.

One of Ed Gordon’s basic themes is that we live in a voluntarist legal community
where processes of autointerpretation predominate. The question naturally arises as

*Bessie Dutton Murray Professor of Law, The University of Iowa.
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To Michael Reisman, a few words. Without dwelling upon the gloomy picture one
notices after undertaking an appraisal of state practice on article 2(4) and of the uni-
lateral use of force in the international arena, it is desirable that ambiguities in article
2(4) be carefully studied, as many of my colleagues have done. Obviously, territorial
integrity, political independence, and use of force inconsistent with the charter provi-
sions are all normatively ambiguous concepis and have a direct bearing on the ambi-
guities plaguing article 2(4). However, I would still not discard article 2(4), but would
rather explore mechanisms to strengthen the existing international norms and institu-
tions and to fashion new ones where necessary so as to minimize the impermissible use
of force. In my article on Grenada (14 CaL. WEST. INT’L L.J. 398 [1984]), I have
concluded that the legal basis for the U.S. action “are at best tenuous.”

Yo0z0 YOKOTA:* I am a little annoyed by repeated reference by a number of previous
speakers, to the ambiguity of article 2, paragraph 4, of the U.N. Charter. As I read
the text, the wording is quite clear, simple and easy to understand. It unequivocally
tells us that all U.N. members should refrain from the threat or use of force against
the territorial integrity and political independence of any state. This provision is
much clearer and much less ambiguous than article 11 of the charter which defines the
power and responsibility of the General Assembly regarding the maintenance of inter-
national peace and security or article 51 which stipulates the right of self-defense. It
seems to me that the cause of the problem is not so much the ambiguity of article 2,
paragraph 4, itself, but rather the efforts of some people who try to justify certain
actions that are essentially unjustifiable under this provision. In the process of such
efforts, the meanings of certain words contained in the provision have suffered distor-
tion and overly broad or narrow definitions. This is the cause of the problem—not the

text of article 2, paragraph 4, which in my view still stands today clear, simple, and
easy to understand.

Morris WoLFF:** I would like to ask Mr. Rosenstock a question, iLe. since he is
within the governmental structure. It is hard for some of us as international law
enthusiasts to determine the chronology or the log book that may have existed when
the “invitation” by the Eastern Caribbean States was issued to the United States to
come in and to take certain initiatives in Grenada. Could it have been like crashing a
party to which a person was not invited, and having not been invited the person asks
some of the people who were closer to the scene, Would you be kind enough to invite
me so that I may come to the party? or was it the other way around? Was it an
aroused interest and concern by the member states you have cited which led to an
invitation to the United States, as you have indicated? Or did we invite ourselves in
because of an aggressive interest in becoming involved in internal matters of a sover-
eign nation? I would enjoy your perception or clarification on that, because you oc-
cupy a status different from that which many of us occupy.

Mr. ROSENSTOCK: It was very definitely the case of the request coming to us. If
you think about it, and I read off the names of the countries involved, assuming that
they acted in good faith and of their own free will, it would make some considerable
amount of sense that they would be disinclined to take on the armed camp that existed
in Grenada at the time, and therefore it ought not to be the least bit surprising that
they came and sought help, and that is precisely what happened. The indications are
that at a certain stage we did discuss with some other governments whether or not it

*Visiting Professor of Law, University of Michigan.
**Professor of Law, Delaware Law School.
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would be a good idea to get Mr. Bishop out alive. Among the responses was, Hell no,
we didn’t try to get the people he put in the slammer or killed out, how are we going
to justify getting that guy out? Now, I don’t think that was an invitation to ge in in an
operation of the nature that occurred. I am trying to avoid using either the loaded
term “invasion” or perhaps even a term some might regard as loaded, “peacekeep-
ing,” but I do not think it is reasonable to conclude, and I think it somewhat dis-
turbing to suggest, that we somehow twisted their arms until they asked us to piease
do it. That’s not what happened. If you think about the facts, it is really much more
plausible that they were concerned living next to what was going on down there, and it
is much more plausible that they were not prepared to take that situation on without
help, and it is not implausible that they turn to us, and that is substantially what
happened.

Professor GORDON: Let me say two things to Professor Wolff. First, as to Bob
Rosenstock’s status. There are some things that Bob is in a position to say, and some
things that he is not. The same is true for lawyers with the Legal Adviser’s Office. I
may not get any other appropriate occasion to say this, so let me say it now: Those of
us on the Grenada Committee have a great deal of respect for Davis Robinson and his
reply to our memorandum. It’s a very intelligent reply, very narrowly focused. It is
to his and the Legal Adviser’s Office’s credit that they have tried to make the Grenada
intervention a very isolated case. It is possible that they were not involved in the
planning of the action, they were not necessarily involved in the initial justification of
what was done, and it is even conceivable that to this day they don’t know what was
actually done. The Economist which—on other grounds—supported the action by the
United States in Grenada, three or four weeks ago came out with a four-page sum-
mary of what had happened and concluded that the story of the invitation by Sir Paul
Scoon appears to have been wholly concacted by the State Department after the fact
to calm the diplomatic uproar. I'don’t know whether that’s true or not: I don’t know
whether Mr. Rosenstock knows whether it’s true or not. There is a tendency to point
one’s finger and say, You should have done this, and you should have done that. The
fact is the government’s lawyers are not always in a position to do what they would
like to do.

RosALIND THOMAS:* My question is specific to the Grenadian issue and directed to
Mr. Rosenstock. You emphasized that the legality of the U.S. action was based on the
OECS Treaty; I would like to ask if he is aware of three points that I would like to
make. First of all, that the treaty was not registered at the United Nations at the time
it was invoked in defense of the action, and in terms of article 102, paragraph 2, it
cannot be used in its defense; second, that article 53, paragraph 1 which deals with
regional arrangements expressly forbids enforcement action by any state without Se-
curity Council authorization, and third, that the OECS Treaty itself—I think it’s in
article 8—«calls for unanimous agreement by all the member signatories to the treaty
to act on collective defense matters. Not all the countries that called on the United
States for assistance were signatories to that treaty; two of the members were not
parties to that decision, and furthermore Barbados, and I think Jamaica was the other
one, were not parties to the treaty, and also they had no right to even involve them-

selves with the OECS Treaty. How does he explain that, or does he merely ignore
those points?

*Graduate student, School of Advanced International Studies, The Johns Hopkins University.

SR

L A R 3 3

AN

e

e SR el



B

e —

Mr. RosensTock: T think myself that the fact that the treaty was not registered is
a de minimus matter. The treaty was sent to the United Nations. The failure o have
it officially registered was due to minor technical defects which in any event don’t go
to the validity of anything other than pleading it before the United Nations where we
ave not. I said I didn’t think it was “enforcement action.” If that was enforcement
action, well then there is a legal problem, but I don’t think it is for reasons I already
gave. I don’t particularly want to get into the minutia of the operation of the OECS in
relation to the treaty; I would just note that some of the defects which might be
thought to exist with regard to article 8 do not exist with regard to article 6 which is
broader in its scope, and in the hope I don’t stimulate a request from Professor Wolff
to prove how I know it. I would suggest that maybe article 8 was complied with in the
sense of unanimity by way of the fact of the request from the Governor General, and I
would also note that if one had a case in which there really was absolutely no author-
ity on the island worthy of the name “government,” then I think one would probably
be in the awkward position of invalidating the entire organization in exactly those
cases in which it is meant to function if that incapacity to assent were to be regarded
as a reason for taking no action.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

Mr. ACEVEDO: I'll just answer the question concerning the concept of armed at-
tack. Someone in the audience asked why we didn’t refer to the concept of armed
attack as mentioned in the speech by Ambassador Kirkpatrick, and of course, if there
is an armed attack article 51 is very clear, it authorizes the exercise of the right of self-
defense. Now whether there is, or there has been, an armed attack by Nicaragua, as
Ambassador Kirkpatrick stated; that is the main and most important point. Her
views seem somewhat reminiscent of the so-called “accumulations of events” theory.
I would also like to respond to the argument that the invasion of Grenada was not
inconsistent with article 2(4) since it did not impair the territorial integrity or the
political independence of Grenada. Of course that is not necessarily a requirement
according to the prevailing view in international law, by virtue of the rejection of that
argument by the International Court of Justice when it was made by Great Britain in
the Corfu Channel Case, in relation to Operation Retail (a mine sweeping operation in
Albanian territorial waters) which was considered impermissible by the Court in that
case.

Professor REISMAN: I have a few comments to make in response to some of the
statements made by the commentators, and I would like to make a few remarks about
some of the very interesting comments made from the floor today. I agree completely
with Mr. Ferencz and Ambassador Elaraby, that in the long term we have to bring
about basic structural changes. If one can revive the fundamental enforcement opera-
tions of the charter, that would be fine. But I would emphasize that that is a long-
term operation. None of you believes for a moment that this can be accomplished in
time for the next Grenada, the next Central African Republic, the next Uganda or
whatever. Hence the question is, How do you evaluate unilateral coercion in the ab-
sence of an effective centralized operation? You cannot evade that issue by saying that
we ought to bring about structural changes. This is a pressing question. It must be
addressed.

I disagree strongly with Mr. Rosenstock’s characterization of what I am suggesting
as a just war, unjust war doctrine. It is not. Putting it in those terms makes it more
difficult to think about an aspect of unyielding reality we simply have to face.
Whether you call it just or unjust war, degrees of violation of article 2(4), or as Mc-

e T i AR s A S S L

IS AR Y S

LT T RN

IR

e A

T e W e R e S

i



106

Dougal and Feliciano have called it, permissible and impermissible coercions, in the
final analysis, you have to make judgments about whether coercions applied unilater-
ally are lawful or unlawful. Was the French entry into the Central African Republic
and the removal of the government there lawful or unlawful? Was Tanzanian entry
into Uganda lawful or unlawful? Was the U.S. entry into Grenada doing the same
sorts of things lawful or unlawful? Was the Sovict entry into Afghanistan lawful or
unlawful? Our visitor from Michigan said that textually the article is not ambiguous.
I agree it is not. But the moment you acknowledge either as Mr. Nanda says that
there is a discretion as to some issues that can be brought in or as I've suggested that
the entire organizational context in which article 2(4) was to have been put is not
effective, you have to develop some method for making appraisals. That seems to me
to be the task to which we ought to apply ourselves.

How do we make judgments on those matters? I agree completely with Professor
Gordon. We are in a position of some influence. We are consulted; many of us play
roles in decision; many of us can influence the media indirectly and in a larger sense
influence democratic processes that influence decisionmakers. We need some method
for making appraisals. If you say that article 2(4) is an absolute prohibition, then all
the cases I have cited are unlawful, and it’s very easy. If, like me, you don’t say that,
in cases I have just cited and many more that I have treated in my paper, then the
question is what are the criteria for determining lawfulness when they occur or for
advising decisionmakers before they occur. That is the central issue. With all due
respect to Mr. Rosenstock, whose remarks I enjoyed very much, I don’t think that he
succeeds in getting away from it. After the conclusion of his presentation we come
back to the same question, How do we make judgments about unilateral uses of coer-
cion and determine whether or not they are lawful or unlawful?

I can’t conclude without making a remark about Professor Sundburg's observation.
My use of the notion of “contending public order systems” rather than “superpower”
betokens the view of the school that 1 am a part of which says that the content of
different public order systems, different states and the values they are concerned with
are important factors in understanding how they behave and also what they will do if
they are successful in particular.

Mr. ROSENSTOCK: I agree with Professor Reisman that there are problems. 1 just
had problems with his answers, and if indeed he is right, that my thoughts on grada-

tion lead to the same end, well then, obviously that is also not a successful way out of
the dilemma.

Ambassador ELARABY: To wind up in a minute, I believe that so many hear that
article 2 paragraph 4 is alive, it’s not dead, it’s not ambiguous, that we have to inter-
pret it in a very large sense, exactly as we have to interpret article 51 in a very strict
sense. We cannot encourage member states to go to the United Nations and to go to
the Security Council unless we give them hope that something will come out of it. We
have to define certain ideas. We have to institutionalize and use and develop some of
the useful concepts that are now more or less neglected by peacekeeping by the United
Nations, and as a final point in answer to Professor Reisman, I think that no one will
be able to identify the criteria that he is looking for but a centralized organization like
the United Nations. In his illustration about the sheriff, I believe that most of the

western films I have seen had happy endings in which a new sheriff came and was able
to restore order.

Professor PausT: I agree that article 2(4) is not dead, but it seems that its meaning
is clear in several directions. Having criticized a single portion of the statement of
Weston et al, in the American Journal of International Law, 1 would like to point out,
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since Grenada has come up at several points in our discussion, that I am reaily unper-
suaded by the notion that the United States went into Grenada to protect our nation-
als who, under the relevant test, must have been under a threat of imminent death or
serious bodily harm, and 1 am equally unpersuaded that the actual use of force was

proportionate to such a threat, if it existed, although the use of force was possibly |

much more proportionate in the Grenada circumstance than in the case of mining of
harbors of Nicaragua that seemed to lead to the destruction of ships of our friends.

Professor GORDON: I have three points to make. The first is in defense of Professor
Sundberg, having heard him at the American Branch Meeting of the International
Law Association last fall. I can assure you, Michael, he is equally enthusiastic in
excoriating his own colleagues from Scandinavia. He took the occasion of the Ameri-
can Branch meeting to rake one of them over the coals thoroughly. We are getting off
fairly light. My other two points really relate to something more fundamental about
what Professor Sundberg said: the notion that we hadn’t really responded to Ambas-
sador Kirkpatrick. I think we have, and I think we’ve been kind to her. In fact I
think the best response to her is the one that John Stuart Mill once gave. He said that
nations, like individuals, ought to suspect some fault in themselves when they find
they are generally worse thought of than they think they deserve, and they may well
know that they are somehow at fault when almost everybody but themselves think
them crafty and hypocritical. Another response goes back to-something that Tom
Franck said in an article not too long ago, and that was that *“. .. any nation to remain
great must sustain a self image of its greatness.”” I think one of the tragedies of the past
week, certainly, is that we have been deprived of our sense of greatness. I consider
that to be a violation, not just of a particular legal norm, but of a part of our national
heritage.

ROBIN A. COOPER*
Reporter

CYPRUS: INTERNATIONAL LAW AND THE PROSPECTS FOR
SETTLEMENT

The panel convened at 2:00 p.m., April 12, 1984, John Lawrence Hargrove®*
presiding.

REMARKS BY JAMES H. WOLFE***

Events on Cyprus have entered a critical phase. In May 1983 the U.N. General
Assembly approved a resolution calling for withdrawal of occupation troops from the
Republic of Cyprus and an intensification of the U.N. effort to restore the constitu-
tional unity of the two communities. A subsequent initiative by the U.N. Secretary
General proved unavailing; on November 15 the Turkish Cypriot leadership declared
its intention to strive for statehood and has adhered to this position despite a U.N.
Security Council resolution denying validity to such a secessionist act. Although both
sides presented proposals for negotiation to the Secretary General in January 1984,
the gap between the two positions on constitutional and territorial questions remains

*Legislative Assistant, U.S. House of Representatives.
**Director of Studies, American Society of International Law.
***Professor of Political Science, University of Southern Mississippi.
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Eventually, Professor BOYLE noted, U.S. military intervention in Central America
and the Caribbean Basin proved unpopular at home, generating 75 years before much
of the same debate heard today. The U.S. Government gradually pulled the Marines
out of the area, starting in the Hoover Administration and finishing during the
Roosevelt Administration. With the withdrawal of the Marines, however, the United
States put in a series of military dictatorships throughout Central America and the
Caribbean Basin. According to Professor BOYLE, at the root of the current problems
in the area were the same dictatorships or their lineal successors. It was these dicta-
torships, originally put into power as surrogate of the United States, which the people
of Central America and the Caribbean Basin were trying to overthrow.

Referring to a dual tension in U.S. policy at the time, Professor BOYLE said that
many international lawyers had believed that unilateral military intervention was pro-
hibited by international law and was undesirable as a long-term course for U.S. foreign
policy. This group of American international lawyers had built the foundation of the
inter-American system; they had been instrumental in organizing the first Interna-
tional American Conference and successive conferences as well. They also had been
instrumental in the creation of the Pan-American Union and in the negotiation and
sponsorship of a series of international arbitral conventions and treaties prohibiting
the use of force and intervention which had been meant to lay to rest the specter of the
Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine. The Charter of the OAS also had been
framed with this purpose, especially the provision of the charter prohibiting interven-
tion in the domestic affairs of American states for any reason. While this provision
was supposed to represent the interment of the Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe
Doctrine, Professor BOYLE said, the'Reagan Administration just didn't see it that
way.

President Reagan was patterning bimself, Professor BOYLE said, on Theodore
Roosevelt. He commented that the Reagan Administration’s geopolitical approach to
American foreign policy, its strategic design, simply represented a Machiavellian ap-
proach to international relations. The situation in Grenada was mentioned by Profes-
sor BOYLE as indicative of the drift of the Reagan Administration’s approach toward
the entire Caribbean Basin, which perceived that area as a whole strategic region be-
cause of its proximity to the Panama Canal.

Referring to an article he had written in 1982, Professor BOYLE said that it had
been obvious from a number of developments at that time that the Reagan Adminis-
tration was planning either to invade Grenada or launch a coup. He mentioned the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) proposal for a coup in Grenada which had been
submitted to the Senate Intelligence Committee; it had been rejected subsequently. He
also noted that a dress rehearsal for the coup had been held one year prior to the
actual invasion. Professor BOYLE went on to mention a letter in the April AJIL in
which he and other international lawyers elaborated the legal arguments against the
invasion of Grenada. In response to a piece by Professor John Norton Moore
stressing the legality of U.S. actions in Grenada on the basis of the request by the
Governor-General of Grenada for U.S. assistance, Professor BOYLE mentioned a spe-
cial report in The Economist, which stated that the request came after, not before, the
decision to invade Grenada had been made by President Reagan. According to The
Economist, as quoted by Professor BoyLE: *“This Scoon request was almost certainly a
fabrication concocted between the OECS and Washington to calm the post-invasicn
diplomatic storm. As concoctions go, it was flimsy.”? Professor BOYLE added that

2THE EcoNOMIST, March 10, 1984, at 34.
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only the gullible would believe that the invitation to invade should be credited with
any legal significance at all.

Commenting on Professor Moore’s discussion of the capacity and role of the Crgan-
ization of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS), Professor BOYLE said that he was confus-
ing the OECS, an article 51 collective self-defense arrangement analogous to the Rio
Pact, with a chapter 8 regional organization. One could not transfer chapter 8 powers
to an article 51 arrangement like the OECS and hope to turn it thereby into a chapter
8 arrangement. Professor BOYLE reiterated that if there had been a real threat posed
by the situation in Grenada, President Reagan should have gone to the OAS, the only
chapter 8 organization in the Western Hemisphere; this action was never taken be-
cause it was clear that the OAS would never have supported a U.S. intervention in
Grenada. Professor BOYLE contrasted this with the actions of the Kennedy Adminis-
tration during the Cuban missile crisis. Realizing that the proposed naval blockade
would be difficult to justify under article 51, the Kennedy Administration went to the
OAS for an endorsement of the blockade. President Reagan didn’t even bother, Pro-
fessor BOYLE said, because he realized the futility of such a move.

In the case of the Dominican Republic in 1965, President Johnson had invaded
without anyone’s authorization, claiming, like President Reagan, threats to U.S. lives
and property. Once the U.S. intervened, Professor BoYLE noted, President Johnson
realized that the legal basis for continued occupation was weak and went to the OAS
for endorsement of continued U.S. presence in the guise of an Inter-American
peacekeeping force. Professor Boyle went on to argue that the real origin of the
Brezhnev Doctrine lay in the actions of the United States in the Dominican Republic
in 1965. He commented that the arguments raised by the Soviet Union in the Security
Council to justify the 1968 invasion of Czechoslovakia had been remarkably similar to
those made by the Johnson Administration during the invasion of the Dominican
Republic.

U.S. intervention in Grenada was significant because the Reagan Administration
was relying on the same precedent in Central America. Professor BOYLE said that the
Administration had taken the Condeca Pact, which was functionally similar to the
OECS Charter, had reactivated it, and had intimated that it might repeat in Central
America its actions in Grenada. Professor BOYLE commented that the Reagan Ad-
ministration was pursuing a lawless policy toward Nicaragua, in violation of the OAS
Charter, the U.N. Charter, and even of U.S. domestic law, including the Neutrality
Act, the Boland Amendment and the War Powers Act. Furthermore, the Reagan
Administration was disputing the jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice,
the brainchild of Elihu Root.

Professor BOYLE went on to argue that if the facts in the Nicaraguan case were as
clear as Ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick said they were, the Reagan Administration
should be prepared to submit its case to the World Court. Professor BOYLE said he
didn’t agree with Ambassador Kirkpatrick that the facts were clear. The U.S. Gov-
ernment’s refusal to make its case before the World Court raised suspicion in Profes-
sor BOYLE’s mind that the facts even existed.

Professor BOYLE argued that a unilateral military intervention by the Reagan Ad-
ministration would not resolve the problem in Central America; rather, the solution to
the problem lay in negotiations within the OAS framework. He emphasized that the
United States was a founding member of the OAS, which had been created as a mech-
anism for nations of the Western Hemisphere to resolve their own regional probleras,
apart from the threat of external attack and aggression. Yet Reagan had completely
ignored the OAS.
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To interdict the alleged flow of arms across the border to El Salvador from Hondu-
ras and Nicaragua, Professor BOYLE suggested that an OAS peacekeeping force be put
in. Or, since Nicaragua wouldn’t accept the legitimacy of the OAS because of the
absence of Cuba, a U.N. peacckeeping force could be used to monitor the fiow of arms
in one direction and the flow of Contras in the other. Similarly, in El Salvador, where
only the Reagan Administration and the military dictator did niot want negotiations,
an OAS peacekeeping force could be used to supervise the elections, much like the
OAS did successfully in the Dominican Republic.

According to Professor BOYLE, the solution to the problem in Central America lay
in a collective multilateral response through the OAS, not through unilateral military
intervention as envisioned by the Reagan Administration. This was the way the
founders of the ASIL had seen it 75 years before; this was the approach Professor
BoYLE himself supported. He closed his remarks with an expression of hope that
others in the audience would see it that way also.

REMARKS BY ALLAN GERSON*

I will not begin this evening by correcting at length the inaccurate characterization
of Ambassador Kirkpatrick’s remarks this afternoon by-Professor Francis Boyle. Suf-
fice it to say at this point that the thrust of her remarks was that individuals serious
about the rule of law cannot ignore, cannot afford to ignore, that the first rule of law is
the equal.application of the law. Such individuals cannot dismiss summarily that ar-
gument in the way that Professor Boyle has. Professor Boyle talks about past U.S.
mistakes. We have made mistakes.-And I'll have more to say about that later. What
I wish to do this evening is talk as one international lawyer to another about certain
common problems.

After being introduced at past meetings of the Society, I usually began with the
caveat that although a U.S. Government official (then with the U.S. Department of
Justice) my remarks were not being made in my official capacity and should not,
therefore, be construed as representing the views of the U.S. Government. Tonight, I
speak in my official capacity, although I would express the same views were I to speak
in my nonofficial role as a writer and student of international law.

In preparing for this evening’s talk, I wondered what was there that I could say that
was new, that had not been said previously by the President, by the Secretary of State,
by the U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations, that had not been addressed by the
National Bipartisan Commission on Central America, and in various congressional
hearings. The answer, I am afraid, is not very much, but I shall try.

The political problems faced by the United States in dealing with the crisis in Cen-
tral America are complex and multifaceted, as are the factors that give rise to the
conflict; the legal issues involved are not, I believe, difficult to deal with. As with any
political or legal problem, it is useful, I believe, to begin with an examination of who
wants what and how they seek to achieve what they want. What do the people and
government of El Salvador want? What do the anti-El Salvador government FMLN-
FDR guerrillas want? What are the goals of the Soviet Union and Cuba, and of the
coalition of Nicaraguan opposition forces popularly known as the Contras? And what
is it that Nicaragua and the United States want, and how do they seek to obtain their
objectives? Without understanding the premises and presumptions underlying the be-
havior of the parties, we cannot expect, I am afraid, to deal adequately with the legal
issues presented.

*Special Assistant to the Permanent Representative of the United States to the United Nations.
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intimidating the Nicaraguan Government. In the last week, we have learned that the
CIA has mined three ports of Nicaragua 1o the damage of Japanese, Dutch, Panama-
nian, Soviet and other vessels. The United States has since been in the role, once
unique to the USSR, of vetoing Security Council Resolutions otherwise unanimously
supported with the exception of the abstention of the United Kingdom, criticizing this
blockade.

From my own service on an interdepartmental blockade committee during World
War II—I was with the Board of Economic Warfare then—I have no doubt that the
mining of the Nicaraguan harbors constitutes an act of war, that it is in conflict with
international law, and as Premier Mitterand has said, with humanitarian considera-
tions. The other situation indicating the administration’s propensity for going it alone
is the Grenada invasion, which was an invasion searching for a justification. I would
like to indicate what the justifications were, and how they have been successively
abandoned. For example, if the United States is intervening to preserve democratic
institutions, why, under international law, couldn’t the USSR do the same to preserve
socialist institutions, as it was doing in Afghanistan? In fact, the U.S. invasion of
Grenada was cited as a precedent by South Africa when it recently bombed guerrilla
outposts in Angola. I'm not shedding tears over the Communists who massacred
Maurice Bishop for the crime of trying to establish better relations with the United
States, but I want to call attention to the fact that the OAS has criticized the United
States for going in this direction, not out of any sympathy for Communism, but simply
because there is machinery available under the OAS Charter. Likewise, there was an
overwhelming vote in the U.N. General Assembly condemning and criticizing this
kind of intervention.

I would conclude by noting the Declaration of Independence; the colonies promul-

gated it out of decent respect for the opinion of mankind. The United States was a
fourth-rate power then, but it received international support for the Declaration.
Now the United States is a world power and must still maintain a position of decent
respect for the opinions of mankind. I am afraid that’s not being done with respect to
Grenada, Nicaragua or El Salvador.

MARTIN FEINRIDER:* Professor Boyle has compared the substance of U.S. foreign
policy toward Latin America with that of 75 years ago, an observation I generally
agree with. But as troubling as that comparison is, more troubling is the faci that the
style of the present administration harkens back 15 years ago to the days of Richard
Nixon, or 20 years, to Lyndon Johnson. As one of the people who applauded Profes-
sor Copelon’s comments, I want to have the decency of explaining to Mr. Gerson why
I did so. This has been a whale of a week for me as an international lawyer, beginning
with an Orwellian tour de force by the President which provoked the near-impossible,
an almost unanimous resolution by this very heterogeneous Society deploring the re-
Jjection of World Court jurisdiction. This afternoon, Ambassador Kirkpatrick filibus-
tered us, taking bits and pieces apparently from various speeches she has delivered
previously, taking only two questions and rather cynically not answering either of
them. This evening, in comparing the good versus the evil empires in the world, you
called to mind the 1962 deception by the USSR in the Cuban missile crisis, and you
called to mind the Korean incident, the airliner incident. Do you think, sir, that we
don’t remember the U-2 affair? Do you think, and I have a real problem going into
detail, because we've only reserved these rooms until Saturday, do you think we don’t
remember the lies regarding Vietnam? Sir, this administration underestimated

*Associate Professor of Law, Nova University.
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we have never purported to do it; only in Central America and the Caribbean Basin.
And why? Again, the historical record shows that Wilson and his successors have
always used this policy as a pretext to intervene and use force to put in governments
favorably disposed to the interests of the United States. It had nothing at all to do
with democracy the first, second and third times we intervened in Nicaragua; it had
nothing at all to do with democracy when we intervened in Grenada; and it has noth-
ing at all to do with democracy in El Salvador or Nicaragua today.

Professor COPELON: I have a few brief comments. In response to Alfred Rubin, I
am shocked to hear that the attempt to enforce international norms is fun and games.
I take very seriously the effort to enforce international law, even when one does not
anticipate that the courts will approach this with open arms, as is particularly the case
where issues of foreign policy are involved. The Filartiga case is a good example. The
court did not initially approach the case with open arms. When we reached the circuit
level—where, by the way, the defendant was very well represented by counsel—we
were told that we should give up. What in the world were we doing in a U.S. Federal
court with an international claim involving events that had no contacts with the
United States and would be seen as meddling in the internal affairs of another nation?
We insisted that domestic law authorized a remedy for the violation of international
law. There were many who thought this was absurd. But it goes to the issue of
whether or not we allow the disregard of international law in controversial political
contexts to remain the custom. '

I have also been thinking about whether it would be possible to apologize to Mr.
Gerson for using the term “lies.” It seems to me that he himself several times con-
tended that other nations lie, and I see little reason to exclude our own. I suppose I
could have been more literary and used a term like “doublespeak” to describe the
stance of the administration. But I cannot apologize because 1 have felt horrified, as 1
did during the invasion of Grenada, at the administration’s lawlessness and the trans-
parency of its excuses. The claim that our aggression against Nicaragua is based on
their passing arms to El Salvador is a cover for a pelicy designed to destabilize and
destroy a legitimate government whose threat to U.S. interests in Central America
comies not from its exportation of war but from its aspiration to build a peaceful soci-
ety which addresses human needs. If I ruffied some feathers, it was my responsibility
to do so. Euphemisms dull the sensibilities, mask the depth of horror and reassure the
responsible. It feels no more comfortable to me than to Mr. Gerson, but it is neccs-
sary to call a spade a spade.

Finally the idea that a resolution from this body is designed to pressure the courts is
simply an argument against taking the responsibility that our specialty, let alone our
humanity, casts upon us.

Mr. GERSON: I share some of the concerns expressed by the other panelists. I
share the concern about where the United States goes from here. I also share a certain
concern that so many people would think this was all by way of protest, in order to
allow the United States to do as it wishes with Nicaragua, which it supposedly views
as the spoiled child of the hemisphere and that we had manufactured all of the claims.
The claims of Nicaraguan violations of the borders and territorial integrity of El Sal-
vador, the supply of arms, training, command, control did not originate with the Rea-
gan Administration. They originated with the Carter Administration. And shortly
after the Reagan Administration assumed office, a White Paper was issued, largely on
the basis of material put together by the Carter Administration. It was the first White
Paper, and it’s publically available, published on February 23, 1981, entitled “Com-
munist Interference in El Salvador.” There are lots of photos showing the nature of
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made the teaching of international law an ever more problematic enterprise. These
pose a serious challenge to teaching international law in U.S. law schools.

The first factor has to do with the changing role of international law in U.S. foreign
policy, a matter of equal concern to the international lawyer and to the foreign policy

community. Daniel Patrick Moynihan in the Bulletin of the American Academy of

Arts and Sciences (1983), has put the issue squarely:

I take as my central theme . . . the proposition that a measure of the current
disorientation in American foreign policy derives from our having abandoned, for
all practical purposes, the concepts that international relations (and also to a de-
gree the internal conduct of government) can and should be governed by a regime
of public international law. Further, that this idea has not yet been succeeded by
some other reasonably comprehensive and coherent notion as to the kind of
world order we do seek, or which at all events we would accept and try to cope
with.

This bold statement reflects growing doubts among students and the legal profession
about the reality of the field, especially in the wake of the U.S. action in Grenada,
support for the Contras in Nicaragua and mining of ports in that country. It brings to
mind the comment by Raymond Aron in Peace and War that “[a]t the present time
international law is a permanent incitement to hypocrisy,” and Jean Giraudoux’
charming observation that international law is a great training ground ‘‘for the
imagination.”

The second factor has to do with the impotence of the international legal order in
the face of new forms of warfare, among them nuclear intimidation, state support of
terrorism, criminal conduct by diplomats, hostage taking and revolution without fron-
tiers. Legal restraints on the use of force have broadly functioned to provide lawless
states like Libya, Syria and Iran with a legal shield from armed reprisals and other
effective sanctions, behind which they are able to persist in their outlaw policies. The
acts of these states have revived the question debated in the 19th century whether the
same legal code could govern relations between all nations. John Stuart Mill wrote in
volume 3 of A Few Words on Non-Intervention, Dissertations and Discussions: Polit-
ical, Philosophical, and Historical (1864-67):

To suppose that the same international customs, and the same rules of interna-
tional morality can obtain between one civilized nation and another, and between
civilized nations and barbarians, is a grave error, and one which no statesman can
fall into. . . . Among many reasons why the same rules cannot be applicable to
situations so different . . . the rules of ordinary international morality imply reci-
procity. But the barbarians will not reciprocate . . .

The third factor is related to the deterioration of the constitutional environment in
the U.N. system and the loss of faith in international organizations as an instrument
for the conduct of foreign policy. Indeed, the very belief that procedures and institu-
tions of liberal democracy could function in the international arena has not been vin-
dicated. Recently Leo Gross reviewed some of the abuses committed in the United
Nations, the International Atomic Energy Agency, in Unesco and the International
Labor Organization which led him to conclude in volume 2 of Essays on International
Law and Organization (1983) that:

If the United States and other Members are serious about preserving the rule of
law and preventing a further degradation of the constitutional environment of the
United Nations and its agencies . . . they will have to vote, regretfully perhaps,
more ofien “with their feet” as the saying goes, and with their purse, and not
merely with their voices or hands. ‘
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¢ Notified UNESCO of our intention to withdraw, alternatively stating that the
decision is final or that it is subject to review;

e Similarly notified the U.N. Conference on Trade and Development;

e Reneged on our pledge to increase funding for the International Development
Agency;

e Held up and refused to sign the Law of the Sea Treaty—and later refused to pay
assessed dues for the treaty’s implementation;

e Seen its Deputy Representative—a student of rhetoric but not of geography—
offer to wave goodbye while ships carrying U.N. representatives sailed into the sun-
set—only to be wrecked on the shores of New Jersey.

e Established a policy of delayed payment of assessments resulting in exascerba-
tion of the cash-flow problems of the United Nations;

e Held that U.N. Peacekeeping forces are part of the problem—not as we tradi-
tionally held, part of the solution;

e Systematically withheld assessed dues for programs of which we do not approve;

¢ Invaded a small island nation under the flimsiest of pretext and probably in
violation of international law, and then vetoed the resolution critical of our actions;

¢ Indiscriminately laid mines in the harbors of Nicaragua and, upon learning that
we would be hauled into’court, in a hurried and undignified manner informed the
World Court that we would not accept its jurisdiction in the matter.

You, as students of international politics and law might recognize a familiar histori-
cal ring in some of these actions. You would be correct. Several are precisely the
kinds of actions which have characterized the Soviet Union in the past. The Soviets
are the invaders of defenseless countries, the withholders of funds, the critics of
peacekeeping, the evaders of courts, the champions of strict limits on international
institutions. The role is a strange and new one for the United States.

I wish it were possible to conclude that each of these incidents is separate and unre-
lated. But I am afraid they are part of a pattern. It is not simply an errant Unesco
which is being attacked. Notwithstanding Secretary of State Shultz's denials, these
actions are part of a broad attack on the U.N. system and on the concept of U.S.
participation in any institution which the United States does not dominate. It is an
attempt to sail against the current of interdependence and a rejection of the idealistic
potion that our long-term interests are best served by the rule of law and by the nur-
turing of institutions which attempt to improve relations among nations.

More than that. Our actions are an indication of a loss of confidence in ourselves.
Have we reached the point that we believe that our ideals and way of life cannot
compete? Where we believe that our actions cannot stand the scrutiny of a court of
law? Must we now take refuge within the ranks of the lawless?

Are we so blind that we do not recognize that it is not simply our adversaries and
the Third World who question our actions, but our closest allies as well?

The time has come for those individuals and institutions who believe that our inter-
ests in multilateral institutions transcend a single administration to make their voices
heard. Your statement yesterday regarding the mining of the harbors of Nicaragua
and U.S. efforts to avoid the Court is encouraging. So was the response of the United
Nations Association at the time of the unheard of invitation to U.N. representatives to
sail into the sunset. But more needs to be done. The United Nations Association
must be revitalized. We cannot allow the Heritage Foundation to have a monopoly on
expressions of U.S. policies. Nor, frankly, can we allow information on legal and
other procedures to come solely from the administration as if they are authoritative.
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To do so will result in the kind of misinformation which you received yesterday re-
garding the legal basis of the mining.

¢ The United States must once again play a leadership role in building the U.N.
system, not in denigrating international cooperation, or putting matches on a pool of
flammable liquid, or engaging in rhetoric and policies every bit as dogmatic as those
we criticize.

o The United States must be represcnted in the United Nations by those who have
a vision of the task and a willingness to work tirelessly. We cannot allow government
or our representatives to be captured by those who would reverse the accomplish-
ments of four decades of efforts by both political parties and then cry about the ab-
sence of a bipartisan foreign policy.

The position of U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations is a full-time job. Those
who wish to be Secretary of State, a White House staffer, a candidate for the Senate or
to participate in the intrigue of Washington should be appointed elsewhere.

¢ Our representatives have a duty to articulate the policies of the United States.

But equally important they have a duty to listen to the views of others. Only then is
there mutual benefit.

®  We must accept that we live in a world of diversity, and the United Nations will
continue to reflect that diversity.

We must keep our long-term interests firmly in mind. It is short-term thinking that
leads us to believe that we can withhold funds and not suffer eventually.

It was short-term thinking which led our officials to accept the view that U.N.
peacekeeping forces are part of the problem, not part of the solution. The result was
the loss of several hundred American lives, a serious blow to U.S. credibility in the

Middle East and our inability to deploy U.N. peacekeeping forces when we needed
them later.

Short-term thinking leads to actions such as Grenada and Nicaragua—thinking
which we will regret during the next Soviet Afghanistan.

And surely it is short-term thinking to believe that a late evening rush to withdraw
from the World Court’s jurisdiction was politically wise even if found to be legally
correct. Either way we have succeeded in further undermining an institution which
we have long nurtured, not to mention our own reputation.

I do not wish to leave you with the impression that the problems faced by our
country are not difficult or frustrating. Nor do I speak from the perspective of one
who has not experienced the battle scars of U.N. duty. I believe Adlai Stevenson’s
observations of 1952 are no less valid today than when he spoke:

The early years of the United Nations have been difficult ones, but what did we
expect? That peace would drift down from the skies like soft snow? That there

would be no ordeal, no anguish, no testing, in this greatest of all human
undertakings?

Any great institution or idea must suffer its pains of birth and growth. We will
not lose faith in the United Nations. We see it as a living thing and we will work
and pray for its full growth and development. We want it to become what it was
intended to be—a world society of nations under law, not merely backed by force,
but law backed by justice and popular consent. We believe the answer to world
war can only be world law. This is cur hope and our commitment. . . .
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-1 victory
for Blaize's NNP

From JOHN BABB_ in Grenada L

ST. £GEORGE’S Tues: MR.
HERBERT BLAIZE, leader of the
New National -Party (NNP) which
swept into power last night win-
ning 14 of the 15 elected seats in
the Grenada House of Repre-
sentatives, was sworn in at 2 p.m.
today as ane Minister at Gover-
nor General’s Residence after
attending a special thanksgiving
service at the St. Paul’s Anglican
Church here in St. George’s.

As the simple swearing-in
ceremony was taking place wit-
nessed by a few of the victorious
candidates, downtown St. George’s
took on a carnival atmosphere
,with music, dancing and singing
"in the streets.

There were  motorcades
headed by a jeep carrying some
people who rang bells loudly
proclaiming the death of Sir Eric
Gairy and his Grenada United
Labour Party (GULP). Later in
the morning there was a symbolic
burial of “Uncle”. Some people
chanted: ‘““We doh want him no
moh.” While others sang “All we
want for Christmas is the NNP.”

BY-ELECTION LIKELY *

Gairy, who was ousted as
Prime  Minister on Mareh 13,
1979, by Maurice, Bishop’s New
Jewel Movement, remained in se-
clusion after the worst electoral
defeat his  party ever suffered.

While tﬁf megrg-makmg was
taking place earlier today Election
Commission officials waited for the
returns four seats that were
outstanding — St. George’s South,
St. EGeorges Southeast,  St.

Andrew Northwest, and St. Andrew
Southeast.

St. Andrew Southeast was the
last preliminary result to comn:e in
shortly before 3 p.um. today.

The connt ended with the
NNP winning three more seats to
"~ bring its tally to 14, the re-
maining one, St. Andrew North-
east, going to the GULP’

But hardly had the results
been announced, Grenada seems
headed for a by-election shorily.

. The lone GULP winner —-
Marcel Peters, who won the St.
Andrew Northeast seat from the
NNP candidate, McLean Pope said
he was going to resign. He charged
that there were cle‘,tlon irregula-
rities.



WASHINGTON, Tues. (Cana-Reuter)
PRESIDENT Reagan today hailed
Grenada for its first free election
since 1976, held 13 months after

_forces invaded the tiny Carib-
 island to topple a_Marxist

“The election represents an-
achievement of hnstonc ﬂ'nportance

PRESIDENT REAGAN ~ Grenada.



IN GRDERLY fashion voters at a polling

s i S R
station in St. George’s, Grenada, aw.
Monday. (Photo by John Babb).

. .
ait their turn to cast their ballots on



Poll: 86 %. Grenadians say
Invasion
was a ‘cood

thi z ‘
DURING the last week of December 1983
and the first week of January 1984, a

public opinion survey was conducted in Gre-
nada by St Augustine Research Associates of

Trinidad and Tobago to try and determine -

in some quantified form the reaction of
Grenadians to some of the traumatic events
which took place in their country following
the execution of their Prime Minister, Mau-
rice Bishop.

Note on the Sample. Seven hundred and eleven
persons were interviewed by seven Grenadian field
workers in carefully selected areas of the country.
The demographic characteristics of the sample
were based on the 1970 census. Males constituted
46 per cent of the sample, while the remaining 54
per cent were females.

In terms of age, the 16-21 cohort constituted 16
per cent; the 22-30 group, 29 per cent; the 31-40,

20 per cent; the 41-50 15 per cent and the 51 and

over, 20 per cent.

In terms of class, 59 per cent were classified as"_

lower class, 30 per cent lower middle or middle
class, while 11 per cent were described as belong-
ing to the upper class. These classifications were
determined by the interviewers themselves in
terms of ascribed social class criteria using indices
such as job held, place of residence, colour and
deportment.

Questions were also asked to try and determine
attitudes to the political eptions which might be
available to Grenada in the near future.

The first question asked related to the issue of
intervention or the rescue mission as some prefer
to call it. As many as 86 per cent of those polled
regarded the intervention by the multi-national

force as a “good thing”. Only 7 per cent were

unequivocally opposed to intervention of any kind.
The 41 to 50 and the 51 and over groups were a
bit more hawkish on this issue. Ninety-five and 93
per cent of them respectively saw the intervention
as a “good thing” compared to 80 per cent for the
22 to 40 year age group.

Per cent
1. Intervention by multi-national force made up of

SEE PAGE 12

%‘% b

MAURICE BISHOP

s WA oo™

e



	GRENADA INTERVENTION0001
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0002
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0003
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0004
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0005
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0006
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0007
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0008
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0009
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0010
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0011
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0012
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0013
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0014
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0015
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0016
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0017
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0018
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0019
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0020
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0021
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0022
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0023
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0024
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0025
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0026
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0027
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0028
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0029
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0030
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0031
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0032
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0033
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0034
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0035
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0036
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0037
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0038
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0039
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0040
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0041
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0042
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0043
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0044
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0045
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0046
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0047
	GRENADA INTERVENTION0048



