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Cuba Should Not Be on the Terrorist List

By Wayne S Smith, Robert Muse and Glenn Baker

Background

Thisreport follows a conference hosted by the Center
for International Policy (CIP) and the Center for Defense
Information (CDI) on October 21, 2004, to weigh theevi-
dencefor keeping Cubaonthelist of state sponsorsof ter-
rorism. Theconferenceinturnwasafollow-ontoavistto
Cubaorganized by thetwo centersin early October to look
at evidenceand discusstheissuewith the Cubans. Inaddi-
tion, CI P hasexamined theissue of Cuba'sinclusiononthe
list anumber of timesover theyearsand published severa
previousreportson the subject, including an International
Policy Report (IPR) in November of 2002. CDI hasaso
carried out a number of trips to Cuba over the past two
yearslooking specifically into chargesthat Cubahasade-
velopmental effort to produce biol ogical weapons. It pub-
lished areport on Cuban biotechnology in May of 2003.
These reports are available at the CIP and CDI websites
(www.ciponline.org; www.cdi.org).

Summary

Cubawas placed on thelist of ter-
rorist nationsin March of 1982 on bo-
gusgrounds(seebelow). Twenty-two
yearslater, the State Department’ srea-
sonsfor keeping it there do not with-
stand the most elementary scrutiny.
Cubadoes not, for example, endorse
terrorismasapolicy. Onthecontrary,
ithascondemneditinall itsmanifesta-
tions, hassgned al twelve UN anti-ter-
rorist resolutions and offered to sign
agreementswith the United Statesto
cooperatein combating terrorism, an
offer the Bush administration ignores.
Nor isit harboring Basqueand Colom-

bianterrorists. Membersof ETA arein Cuba, yes, but with
thefull knowledge of the Spanish government. And asfor
the Colombian government, far from accusing Cubaof har-
boring Colombian guerrillas, it stressesthat the Cuban gov-
ernment isplaying ahelpful rolein effortsto bring peaceto
Colombiaandthat “thereisnoinformation. ..that Cubaisin
any way linked toterrorist activitiesin Colombiatoday.”*

Itisasotruethat thereare American fugitivesfrom jus-
ticein Cuba. But evenunder our own legidation, that does
not constitute groundsfor declaring Cubato beaterrorist
date. Andif Cubadoesnot regularly extraditethosefleeing
Americanjustice, the United Stateshasnot in morethan 45
yearsextradited asingle Cuban, including known terrorists
guilty of multiplemurders. Indeed, the United Stateshasnot
even answered Cuba sextradition requests.

InMarch of 2004, Under Secretary of State John Bolton
accused Cubaof moving ahead with adevel opmental effort
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2 to produce biological weapons. Cuba heatedly de-

nies the charge and has invited anyone who wishes
to come and see for themselves. Various U.S. delega-
tionsto Cubaled by CDI have seen no evidence at al to
suggest that Cubaisin fact devel oping biological weap-
ons. Thechargethat it isdoing so appearsto be apoliti-
cally motivated statement by Mr. Bolton based on frag-
mentary intelligence that isambiguous at best.

Thecentra question we should ask hereishow canU.S.
interestspossibly be served by putting forward these spuri-
ousadlegationsagaingt Cuba, by ingsting that itisaterrorist
statewhenit obvioudy isnot, and by rebuffingitsoffersto
cooperateinthe struggle against terrorism? Doesthisnot
undermine our own credibility and cast doubt on our seri-
ousness of purpose?

Conference organizersinvited Under Secretary of State
John Bolton and representatives of the State Department to
participatein the conference so asto have the opportunity
to defend their positions. They declined to do so.

Alleged Reasons for Placing Cuba on the List in the
First Place

Asreported in CIP' sIPR of November 2002, the State
Department placed Cubaon thelist of terrorist nationsin
March of 1982. A Congressiona Research Service (CRS)
memorandum dated November 7, 2003, a copy of which
CIP hasobtained, indicatesthat no explanationwasgiven at
thetimefor Cuba splacement onthelist. Accordingtothe
CRS memo, however, aState Department paper in Febru-
ary of 1982, amonth before Cubawas placed ontheligt,
asserted that Cubawas encouraging terrorism and wases-
pecidly activein El Salvador and Guatemala. Clearly, this
must have been part of therationalefor Cuba' s placement
onthelist. Andyet, if Cuba ssupport for guerrillastryingto
overthrow an established government in El Salvador —or
Guatemala—was enough to label it “aterrorist country,”
thenthe U.S. would have qualified asaterrorist state also
becauseit wasinthe midst of supporting thecontrasintheir
effortsto overthrow the established government of Nicara-
gua

Further, asWayne Smith reportsin hisbook, The Clos-
est of Enemies, on April 19, amonth after Cubawasplaced
ontheterroristlist, the Reagan Administration re-imposed
restrictionsontravel to Cuba (intheform of currency con-
trols) and imposed various other sanctions against Cuba.
The reasons it gave for these actions were 1) because
“Cuba...isincreasing itssupport for violencein the hemi-
sphere’ and 2) because Cubarefused to negotiate our for-
eign policy disagreements.?

But as Smith relatesin hisbook, in December of 1981,

he had beeninformed by ahigh-ranking Cuban official that
Cubahad suspended dl arms shipmentsto Centra America
and that it hoped this mgjor concession on its part would
improvetheatmospherefor negotiations, not only in Centra
Americabut between our two countries. Thiswasamost
certainly meant to be aresponse to astatement by Secre-
tary of State Al Haig, who in a conversation with Cuban
VicePresdent CarlosRafadl Rodriguezin Mexicothemonth
before, had stated, in responseto the Cuban’sindications of
an interest in dialogue, that the United States wanted not
words, but changesin Cuban policies. Here wasamajor
change.

Smith reported his December conversation to the De-
partment of State, asking if theU.S. had any hard evidence
tothecontrary, i.e., that Cubawas continuing to shiparms
to Central America. If not, herecommended, perhapsthe
U.S. shouldindeed begin adiaogue.

Hehad to follow up withanumber of cables, ingstingon

an answer. Hefinally got one on March 10 of 1982, ac-
knowledging that the U.S. did not have hard evidence of
continuing Cuban arms shipmentsto Central America, but
that it did not matter. In other words, the U.S. was not
interested indiadogue. Notethat it isinthesamemonththat
Cubaisplaced ontheterrorist list that the State Department
acknowledgesit has no hard evidence that Cubais even
continuing shipmentsof armsto Centra America, let done
increasing them. And noteaso that it was Cubathat was
seeking negotiationsand the U.S. that wasrebuffing those
overtures, not the other way around, as suggested in the
State Department’sApril 19 statement.
As Smith stated subsequently, thisoutright misrepresenta-
tion of thefactsto the American peoplewasone of thefac-
torswhich caused himto leavethe Foreign Service shortly
theresfter.

Conflicting Patternsin the State Depar tment’s Accu-
sations
Cuba continuesto appear on the State Department’ san-
nual list of state sponsorsof terrorism for reasonsthat con-
tinueto be highly questionable. Over theyears, however,
the professionalsin the State Department who preparethe
list have become more cautiousin their accusations, per-
hapsbecausether wilder chargeshave been publicly pointed
out over and over again. Some years back, for example,
they alluded to* the strong possibility that inthemid-1990s,
the Cuban government harbored. . . terroristswanted for mur-
derinChile”3
It was necessary only to walk across the street to the
Chilean Embassy, however, to find that thiswas not true.
AsCIPreportedinits| PR of November 2002, the Chilean



government had investigated the matter thoroughly, even
sending agroup of Chilean senatorsto Cuba. Thelatter had
returned sati sfied with Cuban explanationsand convinced
that Cubahad not harbored any of the Chilean terrorists.

The State Department had a so alleged that Cubawas
supporting terrorism in Colombia, only to have General
Fernando Tapias, the commander of Colombia's armed
forces, state before the House Committee on I nternational
Relations on April 24 of 2002 that: “There is no
information...that Cubaisinany way linked toterrorist ac-
tivitiesin Colombiatoday. Indeed Cuban authoritiesare
buttressing the peace movement.”#

Thus, formulationsin the State Department’ sannual re-
port have become more cautious, more carefully worded.
Under Secretary of State John Bolton, however, hasdis-
played no such cautionin hisremarks. In May of 2002, he
alegedthat: “ The United States believesthat Cubahas at
least alimited offensive biologica warfareresearch and de-
velopment effort.” And on March 30 of 2004, he asserted
that: “ Theadministration believesthat Cubaremainsater-
rorist and BW threat to the United States.”®

Bolton hasins sted that the Department of Statefully sup-
ports his position and that in testimony before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee in June of 2002, Assistant
Secretary of Statefor Intelligence and Research Carl Ford,
Jr. repeated hisallegationsword for word.

Well, not redlly. First of all, onemust ask why Mr. Bolton
did not go to the hearingsin June of 2002 to testify in his
own behalf, or wasnot allowed to go? Thehearings, after
all, had been caled specificaly to question what wasbehind
hisallegations. Rather than Bolton, Mr. Ford was sent to
testify, but offered no evidenceto back up the suggestion
that Cubawasworking to devel op biologica weapons. On
the contrary, he admitted that “all our information is
indirect...wenever tried to suggest that we havethe evi-
dence, thesmoking gun.” Hewent onthestate, “1 certainly
seenoindicationsthat thereisafirst strike capability or ef-
fort to attack the United States.”

Rather, Ford hypothesized, if the Cubanswere indeed
interested in biologica weapons, it could bein order to de-
fend themselves against what they percelved—onthebasis
of questionableevidence—tobeal.S. offensvebiowarfare
threst.

Senator Lincoln Chafee (R-RI) askedif that wasthe case,
what was the United States doing to reassure the Cubans
that we had no offensive BW program and no first-strike
intentionstoward them? Surely, after al, wedid not want
any such misperception to encouragethemto develop their
own biologica wespons.

Mr. Ford said he was the wrong person to ask because

the question dealt with policy rather thanintelligence. 3
He did not say who the right person might be, nor,
strangely, wasthere any follow-up to thisline of question-
ing.

In this and in a number of other ways, Mr. Bolton's
chargesraise more questions about the U.S. position than
the Cuban one. Bolton demanded, for example, that Cuba
comply fully with the Biological Weapons Convention
(BWC), of whichitisamember, yet hefailed to present any
evidencethat Cubaisnot currently in compliance. What
Bolton left unsaid, however, isthat in July 2001 the United
States had rejected adraft protocol negotiated by member
states of the BWC that would have established asystem of
declarationsand on-siteinspectionsto check compliance
withthetreaty. Infact, Bolton had personadly led the oppo-
stiontothedraft BWC protocol, on thegroundsthat it was
not intrusive enough to detect violationsyet wassointrusve
that it would threaten valuabletrade secretsof the U.S. phar-
maceutical and biotechnology industries. Istherenot some-
thing basically contradictory inexpressing doubts about an-
other nation’scompliancewhile at the sametime opposing
themeansof verifying that compliance?

ThisYear’sCharges

Though not put forward as areason for keeping Cuba
onthisyear’slist of state sponsors of state terrorism, the
State Department complainsthat “ Cubaremains opposed
tothe U.S.-led Codlition prosecuting the globa war onter-
rorism.”

Thistakesthe matter out of context. Cubaisopposedto
theU.S. warinlrag, asaremany of our closest alliesand as
aremany Americans. Itisnot opposed to thewar on ter-
rorism. Again, asmany Americansand friendsof theUnited
States abroad seeit, thewar on terrorismisonething, the
war in Irag quite another. Thefirst isright, the second a
terriblemistake. That doesnot makethem terrorists.

Strangely, thereport’ sauthorsa so complainthat indis-
cussing U.S. operationsin Afghanistan and Irag, Cuba*” fre-
quently and basdlessly dleged USinvolvement inviolations
of humanrights”

After Abu Ghraib, “baseless’ isnot aword that will find
acceptance, except among the most myopic. And certainly
criticizing the United Statesfor violationsof humanrightsin
this area does not in any way suggest that the critics are
“terrorigs.”

That aside, the State Department report and Under Sec-
retary Bolton this year put forward two reasons to keep
Cubaonthelist, and Bolton added athird on hisown. All
will be discussed below.



4 1) Support for terrorism as a

policy, or tactic. AsBolton put it
in his statement on March 30, 2004:
Castro “ continuesto view terror asa
legitimatetactic to further revolution-
ary objectives.”

The State Department report states
that “ Cubacontinued to provide sup-
port to designated Foreign Terrorist
Organizations...”

Again, noevidenceisput forward.

2) The State Department report also
complainsthat “ Cubacontinuedto host
severa terroristsand dozens of fugi- ¢
tivesfromU.S.justice.” It specificaly
mentionsmembersof the Basque sepa
ratist movement ETA, and Colombian
guerrillasof theELN and FARC. It doesat |east acknowl-
edge, however, that the Colombian government wasaware
of the presencein Cubaof ELN and FARC membersand
“apparently acquiesced.” It also acknowledged that the
Spanish government maintains that the presence of ETA
membersin Cubaisabilateral matter between Cubaand

Spain.

3) For hispart, Boltoningsted that the Bush administration
remains*” concerned that Cubaisdevel oping alimited bio-
logical weaponseffort...” and believesthat Cubaremainsa
terrorist and BW threat to the United States.”

Itisinteresting to note that the State Department report
doesnot support Boltoninthis; it does not mention biologi-
cal weaponsat al.

CubaaSafeHaven for Terroristsand FugitivesFrom
American Justice?

At the October 21, 2004 conference, Bob Muse, aspe-
cidistininternational law, opened hisdiscussion by noting
that thefact that thereare American fugitivesfromjusticein
Cubadoesnot givetheU.S. groundsfor declaring Cubato
beaterrorist state. Thereare many countriesthat have not
signed extradition treatieswith the United States - Indone-
sia, The People sRepublic of China, Kuwait, Vietnam, and
Cambodia, to nameonly afew. They do not normally extra-
ditefugitivesto the United States. Yet, none of those coun-
triesare onthe State Department’slist of terrori st-sponsor-
ing nations.

So thereisobviously no requirement that countriesthat
do not extradite fugitivesto the United Statesbelisted as
terrorist sponsoring countries. But canit neverthelessbea
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valid reason for inclusion on the list? The answer, asa
matter of U.S. law, is, no. Legal authority to designate a
terrorist sponsoring country isfound in section 6(j) of the
1979 Export Administration Act, which authorizes the
Secretary of State to determine that a country has “re-
peatedly provided support for internationa terrorism.”

Such a determination is prerequisite to inclusion on the
State Department’slist of terrorist-supporting countries.

Thefact that certain fugitivesfrom U.S. justice are per-
mitted to residein Cubadoes not definitionally constitute
“repeated provision of support for internationa terrorism,”
asrequired by section 6(j). Not unlesstwo further elements
could both be demongtrated: (i) that thefugitivesinquestion
had committed “terrorist” actsand, (ii) that those actswere
“internationd” in character.’

Muse said he had been unableto identify asingle U.S.
fugitivein Cubawho meetsthetwofold criteriaof having
committed aterrorist act that wasinternational in nature.
Thus, Cuba sinclusion on the State Department list of ter-
rorist sponsoring nationsisinvalidinsofar asit restsonthe
fact that thereare Americanfugitivesresiding there.

Further, the problem hasanother dimension. Under a
1904 bilatera extradition treaty, non-political criminasare
to be extradited on areciproca basis.® However, U.S.
breaches of thetreaty have put it into astate of suspension -
that is, Cubahasrefused to extradite U.S. citizensasadi-
rect responseto the U.S. treatment of itsrequestsfor Cu-
ban citizensto bereturned to Cuba. Anditspostionisfully
conggtent withinternationd law.®

On January 7, 1959 Cuba sought, by diplomatic mea-
sures, the extradition of anumber of Cubanswho had fled
totheU.S. following the coll gpse of the Batistagovernment



oneweek before. Themen sought included embezzlersfrom
the Cuban nationd treasury, torturersand plain gangsters.

Over the next few months, and then over theyears, Cuba
madedozensof other extradition requests, awaysaccom-
panied by supporting evidence. It has never received a
responseto asingle one of thoserequests.

Asaresult, asenior Cuban foreign ministry official com-
mented recently that the U.S. hasno “moral right” to ask
Cubato extradite anyone, whether they are political fugi-
tivesor ordinary criminals.*®

Infact, however, Cubahas extradited anumber of non-
politica fugitivestotheU.S. Asthe State Department’ smost
recent report says.

“Dozens of fugitives from U.S. justice have taken
refuge on theidland. In afew cases, the Cuban
Government has rendered fugitives from U.S.
justice to U.S. authorities.'

The report goes on to make the odd
comment that The salient feature of Cuba’s
behavior in this arena, however, is its refusal to
render to U.S. justice any fugitive whose crime
is judged by Cuba to be political.”(Emphasis
Added).

That comment callsinto question whether the State De-
partment haseven read theold extradition treaty andisaware
that it explicitly prohibitsthe extradition of personswhose
crimesareof a“palitica character.”

How many “political” fugitivesfrom U.S. justiceare ac-
tually in Cuba? The number variesfrom sourceto source,
but one of themost reliableisthe Council on Foreign Rela
tions, which saysthereareeight U.S. nationalsresiding there
whosecrimesmay bedeemed “poaliticd.” Joanne Chesmard
istheonepersoninthiscategory actualy namedinthe State
Department’ smost recent annual report. For that reason,
her caseisworth examininginsomedetall.

Chesimard wasamember of the Black Panther Party. 12
She was convicted in 1973 of killing aNew Jersey state
trooper. In 1979 sheescaped prison and hasbeenin Cuba
sncethen.

Joanne Chesimard was described recently by a Cuban
officia assomeonewhose casewasinvestigated and found
to merit treatment asapolitical offense. Asaresult of that
determination, Cuba spostionisthat sheisnot extraditable.

IsCubalegally justified in taking thisposition? Asde-
plorableasthekilling of Trooper Werner Foerster was, the
answer isyes.

The 1904 Extradition Treaty betweentheU.S. and Cuba

states, at ArticleV1: “ A fugitivecriminal shall notbe 5
surrendered if the offensein respect of which hissur-
render isdemanded beof apalitica character...If any ques-
tion shall arise asto whether acase comeswithintheprovi-
sonsof thisarticle, thedecison of theauthoritiesof thegov-
ernment on which the demand for surrender ismade. ..shal
befind.”

The political offense exception of the 1904 U.S./Cuba
Extradition Treaty isfoundinmost bilatera extraditiontrea
ties® For example, until 1987 whenthe U.S. and the United
Kingdom amended their joint extradition treaty, membersof
thelrish Republican Army (IRA) were often determined by
U.S. courtsto beexempt from extradition under the politica
offenses exception of an earlier treaty.

WouldaU.S. court find Joanne Chesimard exempt from
extradition under the political offense exception of the 1904
treaty? Federal caselaw suggestsit would.

Thehistorical development of the political offenseex-
ceptionisgroundedinabdief that individualshavea“right
to resort to political activismto foster political change.”
Violent political actionisespecialy covered by the excep-
tion.’®

We can deplore Chesimard's crime while at the same
time conceding that Cuba's treatment of Chesimard asa
political fugitive hasasound lega basisintheinternationa
law of treatiesingeneral andin U.S. jurisprudencein par-
ticular.

A troubling truth emergesfromadl this, Musenoted: Non-
cooperation betweenthe U.S. and Cubain surrendering fu-
gitivesservesneither Sde'sinterests. Effortstoresuscitate
the 1904 Extradition Treaty should begin assoonascircum-
stancespermit.

(Note: Muse'sremarks reported above are taken from an
excellent paper prepared by him, IsCuba’'s Refusal to Turn
Over Fugitives From U.S. Justice a Valid Basis for that
Country'sDesignationasa‘ Sate Sponsor of Terrorism’ ?
whichisavailable onthe CIPwebsite, http://ciponline.org/
cuba.

Wayne Smith at this point noted that thisyear’s State
Department report complainsnot only of Americanfugitives
in Cuba, but claimsthat Cubaishosting severd foreignter-
rorists. It only mentions, however, members of ETA, the
Basgue separatist organization, and members of the Co-
lombian groups ELN and FARC. If it had information on
others, we can be sure it would mention them; hence, we
must assumethat thesefew Basqueand Colombiansarethe
only so-caled“foreignterrorists’ involvedinthe State De-
partment complaint. But that then turnsthewholethinginto



6 anon-issue, for, asnoted above, Colombian govern-

ment spokesmen as early astwo years ago said they
had no evidence whatever that Cubawasinany way linked
toterrorigt activitiesin Colombia

CIP s conversationsthisyear with the Colombian em-
bass esin Washington and Havanaindicatethat till to be
the case. Further, whilethereare ELN and FARC members
in Havana, they are therewith the acquiescence of the Co-
lombian government, which continuesto see Cuba sefforts
to broker the peace processin Colombiaas “ helpful and
congructive”

Much was made in the Cuban exile press a coupl e of
yearsago about the arrest in Colombiaof Niall Connolly
and three other membersof thelrish Republican Army on
suspicion of providing explosivestothe FARC. Thiswas
seen assignificant since Connolly had beenthe Sinn Fein
representativein Cubasomeyearsearlier. Thismust, said
theexiles, point to alink between Cubaand guerrillaactivi-
tiesin Colombia. But no. Colombian authoritiesfound no
evidencethat thethreewere providing explosvesor training
tothe FARC or had committed any offense other than pos-
session of falsedocuments. They werethereforefreed (hav-
ing aready been detained longer than would have been the
sentencefor having false documents).

In conversations with the Spanish embassiesin Wash-
ington and Havanathisyear, CIPfound themnotintheleast
concerned about the ETA membersresident in Cuba. They
arethere, said the Spanish, astheresult of an earlier agree-
ment among Spain, Panamaand Cuba. The Spanish have
noinformationthat any areinvolvedinterrorist activitiesand
regard the matter of their presencein Cubaasamatter be-
tween the Cuban and Spanish governments.

Thus, therewould seem to beno real evidencethat Cuba
isinfact“ harboringforeignterrorists.” Thesame, however,
cannot be said of the United States. It is harboring exile
terrorists, themost notorious probably being Orlando Bosch.
The Justice Department hasevidence of hisinvolvementin
somethirty casesof violenceandterrorist actsintheU.S.
and Latin America. Imprisoned in Venezuelain 1976 for
masterminding the downing of aCubanaairliner withthe
death of all itspassengers, Bosch someyears|ater wasmys-
terioudly released and returned, without avisa, to Miami.
The Justice Department wanted to deport him—or failing
that, to hold himin custody. But hewas set freein 1990 by
the administration of George H.W. Bush after intenselob-
bying by South Floridapolitica leaderssuch aslleanaRos-
L ehtinen and Jeb Bush.

On July 20 of 1990, The New York Times editorialized,
“Thereleasefromjail of Orlando Boschisastartling ex-
ampleof politica justice. The Justice Department, under no

lega compulsion but conspicuous political pressure, haslet
him out, winning cheersfromloca politicians—and squan-
dering American credibility onissuesof terrorism.”

Bosch continuesto livefredy in Miami, having never re-
nounced violenceasamethod. Heisbut oneof many exile
terroristsliving freely there. And now therearethreemore.
Last August, under strange and suspi cious circumstances,
outgoing Panamanian President MireyaM oscoso pardoned
four Cuban exileterroriststhenin Panamanian prisons. Luis
PosadaCarriles, Pedro Remon, Guillermo Novo and Gaspar
Jmenez. All had long recordsof involvement interrorist ac-
tivities. Jmenez, for example, wasconvicted of killingaCu-
ban fishing technicianin Mexicoin 1976. Heescaped from
prison and till hasan outstanding sentence of 12 yearshang-
ing over hishead. Novo, Remon and Jimenez flew immedi-
ately toMiami, wherethey weregiven aheroes welcomeat
theairport. U.S. authoritiesra sed no objectionsof any kind.

Carriles, apparently fearing extradition effortson the part
of Venezuela, remained out of sight in Central America.
Speculation, however, isthat he also will soon beback in
Miami —theestablished haven for exileterrorists.

Cuban Endor sement of Terrorism asa Tactic?

At the conference, Wayne Smith pointed out that while
Under Secretary Bolton statesflatly that Castro “ continues
toview terror asalegitimatetactic to further revolutionary
objectives,” hecannot point to asingle statement of Castro’s
endorsing terrorism. Incredibly, in hispronouncement on
March 30 of 2004, Bolton again citesastatement suppos-
edly madeby CastroinIran back in mid-2001, to the effect
that: “Iran and Cuba, in cooperation with one another, can
bring Americatoitsknees.”

Evenif Castro had said that, it isnot an endorsement of
terrorism. But thefactis, and hasbeen well known since
Bolton first made the allegation back on May 6 of 2002,
Castronever saidit. AsCIPreportedinJuly of 2002 (see
CIP Specia Report on Cuba and Bioweapons. Ground-
less Allegations Squander U.S. Credibility on Terrorism,
July 12, 2002), the statement does not appear in any of the
transcriptsof Castro’sstatements, nor, with onehighly ques-
tionable exception, in any of the reports of wire services
basedinIran. Nor canit befoundinthefilesof theBBC or
inthe U.S. government’s Foreign Broadcasts Information
Service. The single exception was a mysterious Agence
France Presse story dated May 10, 2001, i.e., just after
Castro’svisitto Iran. But AFP cannot producethetext on
whichthe story was based nor explain wherethe quote came
from. Thereissomesuspicionthat itwasaClA plant. But,
however it got into the AFP story, the quote was aphony.



Bolton continuesto citeit anyway.

Ontheother sideof theledger, thereare myriad Cuban
satementscondemning terrorism. Asreportedin CIPsIPR
of November 2002, within hours of the September 11 at-
tacks, the Cuban government i ssued astatement condemn-
ing the attacksand ruing thelossof humanlives. I1twent on
to express solidarity with the American people.’8

That weekend, thousandsin Cubamarched *in solidarity
withthe American peopleduring thenationd tragedy through
withthey areliving.”

And in his speech on September 22, 2001, Castro cat-
egorically condemned al formsof terrorismasan “ethicaly
indefens ble phenomenonwhich must beeradicated.” And
hevowedthat, “ Theterritory of Cubawill never beused for
terrorist actionsagainst the American people...” %

Subsequently, the Cuban government offeredtosignan
agreement with the United States to cooperate in efforts
against terrorism. The Bush administrationignored the of -
fer.

We should ask ourselves, Smith concluded, whether ig-
noring Cuba'soffer really makes sense? We haveno evi-
dencethat Cubaissupporting terrorisminany way. It pub-
licly condemnsterrorismand offersto cooperatewith us, al
other governmentsand the United Nationsin thecampaign
againgtit. Might it not be sensibleto explorethat possibil-
ity?

Ambassador James Jones noted that the Cuba policy
group he had chaired at the Center for Nationa Policy had
caledfor principled engagement with Cuba. Discussingthe
possibilitiesfor cooperating inthe fight against terrorism
would certainly beincluded inthat, aong with discussion of
thedisagreementsbetween us, if therecommendationswere
ever acted upon. .

Jones said that while he personally
had reservationsabout the Cuban gov-
ernment and whether itspoliciesben-
efited the Cuban people, the report
prepared for the Center for National
Policy had cdlled for didoguewith that
government and full respect for Cuban
sovereignty. We accomplish nothing
positiveby tryingtoignoreor threaten
the Cuban government. And certainly,
he said, the United States should not
beputtingforward falsechargesagainst
Cubaor any other country. We only
undermineour own credibility and se-
riousness of purpose by doing so.
i

Cuban Effort to Develop Biological Weapons? 7

Glenn Baker, of the Center for Defense Informa-
tion, reported that since Under Secretary Bolton's state-
mentinMay of 2002 regarding a“limited offensvebiologi-
ca warfareresearch and devel opment effort” in Cuba, CDI
hastraveled to theidand threetimesto find out more about
the Cuban biotechnol ogy sector, including atrip in October
2004 in conjunctionwith the Center for Internationa Policy.
Onthesetrips, scientistsand biowegponsexpertshavefound
no evidence of aCuban biowarfare (BW) effort. They did
find a remarkable degree of openness on the part of the
Cuban government to open up its scientific centersto exter-
na visgits. They also found an advanced vaccine and phar-
maceutica industry that makessensein the context of Cuba's
commitment to nationa hedlth care, disease prevention, and
earning hard currency intheinternationa market.

Of course, itisextremely difficult to prove anegative,
that Cubadoesnot haveaBW effort. The CDI delegations
did not go everywhere and look in every broom closet, nor
weretheir visits“inspections’ with theelementsof surprise
and confrontationwhich that wordimplies. Also, any coun-
try with apharmaceutical industry hasthe capability to de-
velop biowarfare agents. Inaddition, theambiguousnature
of bioweapons, which can be produced in dual-usefacilities
that a so havelegitimate functions, makestheir existence
extremely difficult to prove. But the Cuban government’s
genera opennesson thisissue, and willingnessto host re-
peeted Stevigts, indicatesCubd sinterest in addressing these
allegationshead oninan effort to put themto rest.

Baker noted that two days after Secretary Bolton'sMay
2002 statement, Baker met with arepresentative of the Cu-
ban I nterests Section in Washington as part of theregular
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Conference pan-elists Wayne S Smith and Ambassador James R. Jones.



8 work of CDI’s Cuba Project. He asked how Cuba

would respond to arequest to bring agroup of experts
down to learn more about these charges. Soon thereafter
CDI was extended an open invitation: come down when
you want, bring whomever you want, and go wherever you
want.

CDI choseninefacilitiesof interest and spent morethan
30 hourstouring them, ranging from theflagship Center for
Genetic Engineering and Biotechnology (CIGB) to “La
Fabriquita,” alow-tech processing center for nutritional
supplements madefrom shark cartilage, run by the military.
(Thelatter wasthe only placethevisitorswere prevented
from videotaping, adecision that wasreversed during the
October 2004 visit.) Thevisitorswerefrequently asked if
they wanted to look elsewhere, or if they wanted to break
the sealson doors and ook behind them (sometimesthey
did). They wereasked if therewasanywherethey’ dliketo
goinadditiontotheninefacilities. They talked withmid-
level staff members. They videotaped and photographed.
What emerged was apicture of an advanced, state-funded
biotechnol ogy sector with animpressive array of products
and afairly deep pipdineof new onesindeve opment. (Cdli-
fornia-based CancerVax recently received an exception to
theU.S. tradeembargoto licensethree experimenta cancer
vaccinesdevel oped in Cuba, based onther life-saving po-
tentia.) The Cuban pharmaceutical sector isoriented more
toward public health, and lesstoward profit, than ours, al-
thoughit aspiresto makeinroadsontheglobad market. Every
Cubanisimmunized againg 13 diseases, and millionsof chegp
doses of vaccines such as hepatitis-B are exported to the
developingworld. Some centersappeared to bewell-funded,
whileothersshowed signsof the economic strains predomi-
nantin Cuba.

Following that trip, CDI published Cuban Biotechnol-

ogy: AFirst-Hand Report,? anillustrated 50-page assess-
ment. Amongitsconclusions:
“Given thenatureand rangeof inter national contacts
and joint ventures, therelatively open system, and the
attitudeand approach of thestaff totheir work, it would
be very unlikely that thereisany work on biological
weapons at any of the facilities visited,” according to
Terence Taylor, who served as acommissioner and chief
ingpector for the U.N.’s Special CommissiontoIrag.

“While Cuba certainly has the capability to develop
and produce chemical and biological weapons, nothing
wesaw or heard led ustotheconclusion that they are
proceeding on this path,” wrote retired Gen. Charles
Wilhedm, whaseregion of respongbility included Cubawhen
hewas commander of U.S. Southern Command.

“I would personally consider it irresponsibletoissue
charges based on unrevealed evidence without also
attemptingtoarrangefor thedirect, reassuring access
that the Cubansareapparently offering,” reported Dr.
John Steinbruner of the National Academy of Sciences
Bioweapons Working Group.

“ Scientist-to-scientist interactionscut through totrue
purposes, and cut through allegations made by non-
scientistsfor political purposes,” wrote TheHon. Philip
E. Coyle, former assistant secretary of defense and chief
weaponstester for the Pentagon.

Scientific exchanges, on aregular and ongoing basis,
would seem to be one of the best waysto create transpar-
ency and build confidenceintherapidly-evolving biotech-
nology field. Scientistscan’'t “blow smoke” ineach others
facesand get away withit, making aclandestine weapons
program difficult to hidefrom aresident visiting scholar.
CDI’s next biotech-oriented trip, in November 2003, in-
cluded key membersof the National Academy of Sciences
seeking to establish aframework for such regul arized coop-
eration. Many believethat current U.S. policy, which blocks
almogt all Cuban scientistsfrom entering the United States
and hasincreasingly denied licensesto American scientists
totravel to Cuba, worksagaingt our national interests.

The October 2004 trip sought to add to the knowledge
database about Cuban biotech centersby visiting four new
andtwo previoudy visted stes. Thenew Sitesvisited:

* Nationa Center for Biopreparations
(BIOCEN)

* National Center for the Production of
Laboratory Animas(CENPALAB)

» New vaccinefacility of theFinlay Ingtitute

* LuisDiaz Soto Military Hospita

They aso asked for areturnvisit to the National Center
for Agricultural and Livestock Health (CENSA), because
of concernsby amember of the previousdel egation that the
layout of thelabswasincons stent with their stated purpose,
and that the research work shown appeared to be staged.
Thissecond vist wasagain dmost completely taken up with
an ora presentation, and the vast center’sempty hallways
and labstill do not squarewith the broad array of activities
and productsdepicted inthe Power Point presentations. This
doesnot imply malfeasance, and morelikely representsdi-
minished funding, but thiscenter might warrant amorein-
depthvigtinthefuture.

Thedd egation wastaken againto LaFabriquita, theshark
cartilage processing plant run by themilitary acrossthe street
fromtheLuisDiaz Soto Hospita. (The Cuban military has



becomeincreasingly involved in economic pursuitsasare-
sult of budget and troop cuts of morethan 50 percent since
1989.) Thistime, theofficersinvited thevistorstoroll video,
perhapsperceving that therestriction ontaping thereduring
the previoustrip created the appearance of trying to hide
something. Thisfacility hasbeen described inexile-sourced
articlesasan ominousfortified germ warfare center where
“military biotechniciansreportedly experiment on cadavers,
hospita patientsand live anima swith anthrax, brucellos's,
equineencephalitis, denguefever, hepatitis, tetanusand a
variety of other bacterid agents.”#? But what the delegation
saw, asin 2002, was alow-tech processing center, witha
short mesh fence and minimal security, whereworkersre-
moved cartilagefrom shark carcasses. Itisdried onracks
(aongwithdoeveraextract, another of LaFabriquita sprod-
ucts) and milled to a63 micron powder (weaponized agents
must be milled below 12 microns). The powder isthen
shipped out, put in capsules, and marketed under thename
“Cartilade-C.” Thiskind of discrepancy betweenwhat is
written about Cuba and thereality on the ground is com-
mon, and arguesfor cautioninintel ligence assessments.

Two weeks before the October visit, evidence of such
caution emerged. The New York Times reported that a
new Nationa Intelligence Estimate downgrading dlegations
on Cuban bioweapons had been conducted®. Represent-
ing the consensusof the U.S. intelligence community, the
report reflectsmore stringent standards adopted in thewake
of intelligencefail ures associated with the misreporting of
WMD inlrag. It doessay “thelC continuesto believethat
Cuba hasthetechnical capability to pursue some aspects
of an offensive biologica weaponsprogram.” It also con-
tinuesto express concern about Cuba ssharing of dual-use
technology with countriessuch aslran®. But it does not
clam Cubahasabiol ogical weaponseffort. Thisnew as-
sessment was welcome news on the eve of the CIP-CDI
trip, and hel ped make the case that openness and transpar-
ency serveto build confidence.

Canwebe certain Cubaisnot pursuing biological weap-
ons? Of coursenoat, for dl thereasonslisted earlier. But the
openness demonstrated by the Cubans has been encourag-
ing, and the doors appear to be open to continuethis pro-
cess. Furthermore, it hasthe potential to lead to scientific
exchangesand collaboration in effortsto combat the grow-
ing threat of infectiousdisease. During the recent spate of
hurricanes, the United States and Cubawere quietly coop-
erating by sharing weather datafrom radarsand aircraft to
help each country better preparefor thedevastation. This
underscores the fact that the United States and Cuba can
cooperate on issuesof mutual concerneveninalessthan
friendly paliticd climate. Likehurricanes, infectiousdiseases

know no borders, and U.S.-Cubacooperationinstop- 9
ping their spread would bein everyone sbest interests.

(Baker’sremarks are based on amost informative paper
he haswritten, entitled Cuban Biotech: Open DoorsBuild
Confidence, which is available on the CIP website,
www.ciponline.org/cuba.)

Participants. CynthiaMcClintock —chairperson, Glenn
Baker, Ambassador JamesR. Jones,
Robert L. Muse, Wayne S. Smith and
Jonathan B. Tucker

GlennBaker

Glenn Baker established the U.S.-Cuba Cooperative Secu-
rity Project in 2001, aimed at devel oping and expanding
U.S.-Cuban dialogue on military and regional security is-
sues. Heisaso atelevision producer, writing and produc-
ing morethan 50 documentary episodes broadcast on PBS
ongloba security issues, including threeaward-winning films
on Cuba. He hastraveled to Cubaeight timessince 1996,
vigiting and videotaping numerousbiotech facilities, abor-
der guard command center, the mothballed Juraguanuclear
power plant, aformer Soviet nuclear submarine base, mili-
tary tunnels, military-runfactories, and theformer Sovietin-
telligence center at Lourdes. Inresponseto alegationsfrom
theU.S. government of aCuban“biologica warfareresearch
and devel opment effort,” Baker organized atrip in October
2002 by leading scientistsand former weaponsinspectors
to ninekey biotech centersin Cuba. He edited the subse-
quent report, “ Cuban Biotechnology; A First Hand Report,”
themost authoritative report on thetopic published in the
United Statesto date.

Ambassador JamesR. Jones

Ambassador Jonesisthe co-chairman of Manatt JonesGlo-
bal Strategiesand the senior counsel of Manatt, Phelps &
Phillips, LLP. President Clinton appointed Jones ambassa
dor toMexicoin 1993. From 1989 until 1993, hewaschair-
man and CEO of the American Stock Exchange, and from
1943 until 1987 a member of Congress representing
Oklahoma'sfirst congressional district. Most recently, he
wasthe chairman of the Center for Nationa Policy’scom-
missiontoreview U.S.-Cubapoalicy.

CynthiaMcClintock

CynthiaMcClintock isaprofessor of political scienceand
international affairs at George Washington University,



10 where she has been teaching since 1975.

McClintock’sbook The United Statesand Peru: Co-
operation at a Cost (co-authored with Fabian Vallas) was
published by Routledge in January 2003. Her previous
books include Revolutionary Movements in Latin
America: El Salvador’s FMLN and Peru’s Shining Path
(U.S. Ingtitute of Peace Press, 1998) and Peasant Co-
operativesand Palitical Changein Peru (Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1981). Sheistheauthor of numerous schol-
arly articles, which have appeared in World Palitics and
Comparative Palitics, among other journals. During
1994-95, McClintock was president of the Latin Ameri-
can Studies Association, an international scholarly asso-
ciation with more than 4,000 members. Sheisthe board
chair for the Center for International Policy.

Robert L. Muse

Robert Muse is an attorney (District of Columbia Bar)
whose practice is devoted exclusively to public and pri-
vate international law. He has testified on international
law issues before the Foreign Committee of the United
States Senate; the Foreign Affairsand Internationa Trade
Standing Committee of the Canadian House of Commons;
the Trade Subcommittee of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee of the U.S. House of Representatives and the Ex-
ternal Economic Relations Committee of the European
Parliament (Brussels) as well as the Parliament’s inter-
party group on Cuba (Strasbourg). Mr. Museisamem-
ber of the American Society of International Law and the
American branch of the International Law Association.
Before beginning legal studies and practice in Washing-
ton, D.C., in 1984 he qudlified as a barrister (Middle
Temple) in England.

Wayne S. Smith

Wayne Smithisasenior fellow at the Center for Interna-
tional Policy in Washington, D.C., and an adjunct pro-
fessor at the JohnsHopkinsUniversity in Baltimore, where
he directs the Cuba Exchange Program. Smith is the
former chief of the U.S. Interests Section in Havana
(1979-82). Atthetimeheleft the Foreign Servicein 1982,
he was considered the State Department’sleading expert
on Cuba. Heisthe author of The Closest of Enemies: A
Personal and Diplomatic Account of the Castro Years,
and has edited and written various other books.

Jonathan B. Tucker

Jonathan B. Tucker isasenior researcher in the Washing-
ton, D.C. officeof the Center for Nonproliferation Studies
(CNS). Heprevioudy directed the Chemical and Biologi-
cal Weapons Nonproliferation Program at the center. Be-
forejoining the CNS staff in March 1996, he served with
the Department of State, the congressiona Office of Tech-
nology Assessment, andtheU.S. ArmsControl and Disar-
mament Agency. InFebruary 1995, hewasaUnited Na-
tionshiologica weaponsinspector inlrag. 1n1999-2000,
hewasavisiting scholar at Stanford’sHoover Institution
andin 2002-03, hewasasenior fellow at theU.S. Ingtitute
of Peace. Heistheeditor of Toxic Terror: Assessing Ter-
rorist Use of Chemical and Biological Weapons (MIT
Press, 2000) and the author of Scourge: The Once and
Future Threat of Smallpox (Atlantic Monthly Press, 2001).
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