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Abstract

This paper argues that because of its perceivategic national interest and the wrong
advice it received from experts and racist asswnptiabout the Oromo, the U.S.

government has allied with the Tigrayan minorititesl to form a colonial government

and to suppress the Oromo national movement. Tthesmajor question becomes will

the Obama administration respect the rights ofcafripeoples in general and that of the
Oromo in particular?

I ntroduction

Global strategic interests and geopolitics rathantthe mutual benefits of the American
and African peoples have mainly shaped U.S. foreigicy objectives and priorities on
the African continent. As the U.S. emerged as tbbal hegemonic power by replacing
Great Britain after the World War 11, it used Afai@s “a strategic stepping stone” to the
Middle East, and during the Cold War as “a pawkast-West struggles” (Carter, 2009:
1). Since the end of the Cold War in the early X990e U.S. has been using Africa for
its objective of the so-called war on global teisor by allying with some dictatorial and
terrorist African regimes, such as that of Ethigpieat engage in state terrorism and gross
human rights violations while giving lip servicettee issues of democracy, human rights,
and economic and social development. Consequethtty,U.S. government has been
building relations with the parasitic African rujjnclasses and their repressive and
exploitative governments at the cost of the ordinsirican peoples.
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The tragedy in the U.S. foreign policy toward A#iis that there is no a single
standard in dealing with African countries, goveemts, and peoples. For example when
the U.S. criticizes Sudan, Zimbabwe, and other trasfor not promoting democracy
and protecting human rights, it glosses over timaingal policies of certain governments
such as that of Ethiopia that “are falling intodlito act as puppets of U.S. imperialism”
(Talbot, 2006: 3). Currently, the U.S. governmenpports the Tigrayan-led minority
regime of Ethiopia morally, financially, diplomagity, and militarily by disregarding its
authoritarian-terrorist characteristics and its shgs human rights violations (Jalata,
2005). How did the U.S. start to support the Tigrajed minority government of
Ethiopia instead of its Amhara-based client state?

Paul Henze (1985: 74), one of the architects efAmerican-Tigrayan alliance,
argued in the mid-1980s that the Tigrayans “as maghlthe Amhara, are an imperial
people who, despite their loyalty to tradition ntiof themselves as having a right—and
perhaps even a duty—to play a role in the largétipal entity of which they are a part.”
While promoting the Tigrayan ethnonational interebte same American ideologue
dismissed the political significance of the Oronemple, the largest ethnonational group,
by arguing that Oromo grievance “is both territhyimand politically diffuse and unlikely
to coalesce into a coherent ethnic resistance memEm(Henze, 1985: 65). In a
multinational empire like Ethiopia, to identify asdpport one ethnonation to dominate
and exploit other ethnonations claiming that it hias right to rule or it is culturally
superior is racist (Jalata, 2001: 89-132). In jystg this racist action, Henze (1985: 74)
asserted that the Tigrayans recognize “the needdonstitute Ethiopia and establish a
just government recognizing regional rights andnigthdistinctions” as “a natural
outgrowth of . . . [their] view of Ethiopian histot

Just as the Tigrayans are justified to rule anchidate other peoples by their
sense of “fairness,” they are also seen as pro-Waestuse “they do not try to claim they
are Arabs and they do not seek the support of Amakernments,” according to Henze
(1985: 74). Implicit in these arguments is thateotpeoples in the Ethiopian Empire,
such as the Oromo, are pro-Arab and anti-West ackld sense of fairness to deal with
other peoples. Henze (1985: 65) dismisses the Orstnaggle for national self-
determination as the following: “The claims of Beomo Liberation Front of widespread
organization and effectiveness inside Ethiopia oame substantiated by firm evidence.
Oromia as a territorial entityhas no meaning inside Ethiopia. It is an exile twts.”
Based on such false assumptions, U.S. foreign yp@iperts like Henze advised the
American government to invest in the Tigrayan PespLiberation Front (TPLF) and
dismissed the relevance of the Oromo LiberatiomE(OLF) and other liberation fronts
in the Ethiopian Empire.
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Because of its perceived strategic national istesnd the wrong advice it
received from experts and racist assumptions atheuOromo (Jalata, 2001), the U.S.
government has allied with the Tigrayan minorititesl to form a colonial government
and to suppress the Oromo national movement. AgRswHellinger (1992: 80) notes,
“What is missing from U.S. policy toward Africa &sbasic respect for the people, their
knowledge and their right to collectively determitieir own future.” Will the Obama
administration respect the rights of African pesple general and that of the Oromo in
particular? Will President Obama (2009) respecirasigural promise and make African
dictators in general and Meles Zenawi in particildacountable because they silence
dissent and “cling to power through corruption afeteit?” For sake of clarity and
critical understanding of the essence of the Wogid@n policy in Oromia and Ethiopia,
let us historically explore the relationship betwélee U.S. and the Ethiopian state.

U.S. Hegemonism and the Haile Selassie Gover nment

Since the mid-twentieth century, the U.S. governnanthe hegemonic power of the
capitalist world system has supported the Amhagaali governments of Haile Selassie
and Meles Zenawi at the cost the colonized natignalps, such as the Oromo. Between
the early 1950s and the 1970s, the U.S. introditsetinodernization” programs to the
Ethiopian Empire and supported the Haile Selassiemment (Jalata, 1993: 88-99).
Several scholars demonstrated that the U.S. fongadicy toward Oromia and Ethiopia
consolidated the racial/ethnonational hierarchyt tvas formed by the alliance of
Ethiopian colonialism and European imperialism &thl 1993; Holcomb and Ibssa,
1990). When the Haile Selassie government was losvh by the popular revolt of
1974, a military dictatorship emerged and alliethvthe former Soviet Union until 1991,
when it was overthrown. With the support of thenfer Soviet Union, the military
regime protected and extended the interests of Aanfi@grayan colonial settlers in
Oromia and other colonized regions.

At the end of the 1980s, a structural crisis thetnifested itself in national
movements, famine, poverty, and internal contramhest within the ruling elite factions
eventually weakened the Amhara-dominated militaagime and led to its demise in
1991. Using this opportunity, the U.S. governmesgstablished its relations with the
Ethiopian Empire by allying this time with the emerg Tigrayan ethnocratic elites,
which emerged from about 7 million Tigrayans. Oppgsthe Soviet influence in
Ethiopia and recognizing that the Amhara-based dpthh government had lost
credibility, the U.S. started to support the TPbhRhe 1980s and prepared it financially,
ideologically, diplomatically, and militarily to ptace the Amhara-led military regime by
creating the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Deratc Front (EPRDF).
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With the use of Western relief aid and financiapmort, the TPLF/EPRDF leaders
converted the famine-stricken Tigrayan peasantstlaoge militias who were captured at
war fronts into guerrilla fighters in the 1980s.€Thritrean People’s Liberation Front also
played a central role in building the TPLF/EPRDmar

One of the major reasons why the U.S. governmieoses the TPLF, as we have
mentioned above, was that the Tigrayan ethnocedities were perceived as a legitimate
successor to an Amhara-led government becausesafattist assumptions of the West.
Ethiopia, which was created as an informal coloh¥wrope during the second half of
the nineteenth century, maintained its status éenglobal order with the help of British
global hegemonism until the U.S. inherited thierdbespite the fact that the U.S., as the
emerging hegemonic power after the World War Icemaged decolonization and self-
determination in the less-developed world in oftdegain spheres of influence, it did not
care for these issues in the Ethiopian Empire. &SiBthiopia was the first informal
colony of Europe and America, there was no neetltivess these issues. As we shall see
below, in fact the U.S. rather helped Ethiopia tbonize Eritrea, former Italian and
British colony, and to incorporate it into Ethiopi@f course, this happened after the
Italian fascist occupation of Ethiopia ended wiik issistance of Great Britain.

The U.S. government started its direct commurocain 1943 with thele facto

Haile Selassie regime, which was under Britishriexti control; from then on, the regime
requested U.S. economic and military assistanceal® of its interest in the Horn of
Africa, the U.S. was receptive to the Ethiopianuest and sent a Technical Mission in
1944 to help build the Ethiopian economy. Undeditagn the nature of the Ethiopian
client state under the aegis of British hegemorasish realizing that its interests would be
best served by associating with such a governnteatl).S. wanted to establish strong
relation with this empire. After it obtained Radidarina, a former Italian facility in
Asmara, in 1942, with the help of the British goweent in Eritrea (where British
imperialism replaced that of Italy in the early 08% the U.S. interest in the Horn of
Africa increased (Marcus, 1983: 83).

With a base in Asmara, the U.S. wanted Eritrebetoancorporated into Ethiopia
when the British evacuated Eritrea, believing ttsainterest would be best served by this
conjunction (Marcus, 1983: 39). This position brbudgogether U.S. and Ethiopian
interests to determine the future of Eritrea. Thevizion of the American Technical
Mission and support for the Ethiopian position aiirEa was beneficial for the Ethiopian
ruling class (Marcus, 1983: 42-43). Furthermore,alhance with Anglo-American
corporations, the upper crust of the Ethiopianngiliclass established import-export
monopolies through which it controlled trade (Mact983: 42-43). Haile Selassie and
his officials effectively used the state bureaugrand Anglo-American connections to
accumulate wealth and capital just as Anglo-Amerib@gemonic interests used this
ruling class to strategic and economic advantagleamegion.
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As British hegemony declined in the 1940s, the.dt8rted to fill the vacuum in
the Horn of Africa. Thus, by the time Britain begtm withdraw its sponsorship of
Ethiopian colonialism and planned to leave EritrEthiopian colonialists had already
sought U.S. support for Eritrean incorporation. Esmpart, the U.S. found the Ethiopian
client state to be an ally unlikely to threateninterests in the Horn of Africa and the
Middle East. The alliance between the Ethiopiaromialists and the U.S. imperialists
emerged strongly in the early 1950s. Recognizingat ththe British had started
withdrawing from the Horn in 1951 because of itgluéng strength as a world power,
the Ethiopian government brought arguments befwedUnited Nations to annex the two
former Italian colonies of Eritrea and Somalia twate under British rule.

Although Ethiopia reconsolidated its colonial roler Ogaden Somalia, it could
not incorporate Italian Somalia, since the Uniteatibhs established a trust territory over
it for a ten-year period. But by resolution of td&l General Assembly on December 2,
1950, Eritrea was federated to the Ethiopian Empird952; within a decade it was
annexed by Ethiopia. The UN decision was based amanission recommendation that
the Eritreans “were not ready for a self governnaerd that the country was not alone an
economically viable unit” (Cumming, 1953: 128). BhwN action also facilitated the
processes of Ethiopian expansion through colomiratihe U.S. strongly supported this
process because of its regional and global inter&shiopia and the U.S. signed a mutual
defense assistance agreement in 1953. As the hegerpower, the U.S. had the
responsibility to maintain client states such asBdfiiopia in the capitalist world
economy; between 1946 and 1973, it spent more $6arbillion worldwide on military
assistance programs (U.S. Agency of Internatioraldibpment, 1974: 6).

U.S. hegemony was built in the less developeddvitmiough military assistance
to the ruling classes and their governments (Mdgd®70), and the Ethiopian client
state was a beneficiary: The Ethiopian state waslyeterested in dependable security
against internal and external opposition forces.i@®rpart, the U.S. was interested in
securing continuing base rights in Asmara, and ewetbping a major military and
monitoring station there. Describing the importate®).S. strategic interests of a base in
the Horn of Africa, Peter Schwab (1979: 91) sayshef region: “Close to the Middle
East and the Indian Ocean, it flanks the oil-rithtes of Arabia, controls the Babel
Mandeb Straits, one of the narrow arteries of Igdiéeline . . . dominates an area of the
Gulf of Aden and of the Indian Ocean through whadhtankers are constantly moving,
and overlooks the passage at which the Red Se&ulief Aden, and the Indian Ocean
converge. It is a major geopolitical area of theldd

As part of its global strategy to secure hegemarthe capitalist world economy
and to prevent the influence of the Soviet Unidwe, ©).S. sought to dominate this part of
Africa (Schwab, 1979: 92). The U.S. also considéttsdpolitical investment in Ethiopia
as an investment toward the future realizatiortoWwider interests in Africa” (Agyeman-
Duah, 1984: 209).
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The defense treaty closely linked Ethiopian colbsima to American hegemonism
(Ottaway and Ottaway, 1978: 150). The Americansaagpd their Asmara base and
modernized the Ethiopian military by training argigoping it with modern weapons. An
American military advisory group replaced the Biiti Military Mission in Ethiopia.
According to Halliday and Molyneux (1981: 215), ®Been 1951 and 1976 Ethiopia
received over $350 million economic aid from th&lA. and a further $279 million in
military aid. In the years 1953-75, 3,552 Ethiopmaititary personnel were trained in the
U.S.A. itself.” Most of the U.S. assistance to Bfiia was seen as rent for Kagnew
Station and was estimated as averaging $10-12omiflier year for a twenty-five-year
period (Korry 1976: 37).

When the British military mission withdrew in 195%he Ethiopian army was
still only partially organized and poorly trainedda equipped. It was under such
conditions that the emperor turned to the UniteatesSt for assistance” (Agyeman-Duah,
1984: 110). Haile Selassie was successful in oilpigi.S. military aid (Schwab, 1979:
92). As the events unfolded in the 1960s—an attedhptilitary coup, the emergence of
various anti-colonial movements, and the appearafce radical student movement—
the modernization approach of the U.S. through edtailding strategy proved
vulnerable. Consequently, the politics of order dmego emerge. “The military, in
conjunction with other security forces,” Baffour yaman-Duah (1984: 179) writes,
“became the instrument for social control and cetinsurgency during the turbulent
years of the 1960s, and an active American suppati this was by no means limited.”
Despite its claim of democratic ideals, the U.Spéeé the Ethiopian colonial regime to
stay in power by suppressing the peoples. “TheddnBtates sent in counterinsurgent
teams, increased its military aid programs, andaegpd its modernization and training
program for the Ethiopian military. An extensive &irce was also created with United
States vintage jets” (Schwab, 1979: 95).

There is no doubt that the U.S. military and ecoigoassistance had prolonged
Haile Selassie’s regime. Schwab asserts “Withaeintiitary weapons received from the
United States, it was unlikely that Haile Selassield have maintained himself on the
throne. Half of all United States military assistarto Africa was channeled to Ethiopia,
and Kagnew, the American military base near Asmap@artered some thirty-two
hundred of the six thousand U.S. military persorstationed in Ethiopia” (Schwab,
1979: 101). In the 1960s, the decolonization ofifltiand Italian Somaliland, the Soviet
alliance with the newly emerged Somali state, aokpnial movements in the empire and
internal rivalry within the Ethiopian ruling classd threatened the foundation of the
Haile Selassie regime. Harold Marcus (1983: 114)ntpoout that “By forcing
Washington continuously to increase its commitmeAtidis Ababa made the United
States an actor in Ethiopia’s internal politics.”
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The U.S. alliance with Ethiopia was mainly foraséigic and geopolitical reasons,
not economic ones, and U.S. business investmeningamificant (Mohammed, 1969:
76). For instance, American-based firms investedoat $10 million in oil exploration
(without success) in Ogaden Somalia (Luther, 19686). The U.S. modernization
programs were both economic and educational. Tegrate closely the U.S.-Ethiopian
ideological alliance, the Point Four program untter U.S. International Cooperation
Administration was extended to Ethiopia in 1952e Biated purpose of this program was
to improve the socioeconomic conditions of the késgeloped world through providing
technical and administrative expertise (Luther,89832). But, in practice, the U.S. was
interested in consolidating the Ethiopian rulingsd, which had little knowledge of the
modern world in technical and administrative fields

Through its Point Four Program, the U.S. trained aleveloped Ethiopian
colonial bureaucrats in the fields of agriculturpyublic administration, finance,
commerce, industry, and health. The program indunlethe-job-training and education
in the empire and abroad. Agricultural schoolshsas those of Jimma and Ambo, and a
College of Agriculture in Hararghe were establishAdPublic Health College and a
nurse and midwife training schools were openedl1988, some 130 U.S. specialists
participated, mainly in the areas of agricultuidy@ation, and health (Luther, 1958: 133).
The U.S. modernization programs continued in th@0%9%nd the 1970s. Thousands of
Peace Corps volunteers were sent to implement gradrams. For almost twenty-six
years, the U.S dispatched its diplomats and irdelds to apply its modernization
principles in building and maintaining the Ethiapiempire in accord with U.S. national
and global interests. In this the U.S. emulatedtigdri hegemonism, facilitating the
development of colonial capitalism mainly in Oromia

Between 1977 and 1991, since the Mengistu regiheel avith the former Soviet
Union, the influence of the U.S. on Ethiopia deetin With the emergence of the
Tigrayan-led Ethiopian government, the U.S. redistaéd its hegemony in Ethiopia by
claiming that it promotes democracy. As we sha#l below, however, the essence and
characteristics of U.S. foreign policy in Ethiopias remained more of the same. In 1991,
the U.S. supported the emergence of the Meles eegitrstill provides all necessary
assistance to the regime. As far as U.S. policyarsakelieve that the U.S. self-interest is
promoted, they are not interested in having a daeg critical understanding of the
political context in which they are involved.
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The U.S. and the M eles Government

Currently the main rationale of U.S. policy makeisvolvement in Ethiopia is to

maintain political order and to fight against glbtiarrorism.” The major reason why the
U.S. government cannot effectively deal with gloteatorism is that it practices double
standards, and ignores the terrorism of friendgtest such as that of Ethiopia whilst
complaining about other forms of terrorism (Jale2805). Egbal Ahmad (1998: 7)
comments that as a global power the U.S. “cannatnpte terrorism in one place and
reasonably expect to discourage terrorism in amgilaee.” Supporting the Tigrayan-led

Ethiopian regime that engages in terrorism and ivassuman rights violations on

various population groups in general and the Oramparticular demonstrates that the
U.S. is not committed to promote democracy, hunngints, and social justice.

During the early 1990s, there were scholars andigail activists who believed
that the U.S., as the only superpower, would premmatman rights and democracy in
Oromia and Ethiopia and in other peripheral coestriBut the practical reality in
Ethiopia challenges that position. U.S. officialee anore concerned with political
stability, economic reform, and the existence gimees such as that of Ethiopia at any
cost, and care less for democracy and human riglstsheEconomist(1997: 36)notes,
Meles Zenawi “is regarded as one of Africa’s ‘neaders’: he recently won an award in
the United States for good government . . . Théle$tern] governments tend to give
priority to the Prime Minister's economic reformathier than his record on human
rights.” Even if the U.S. does not oppose the ppies of human rights and democracy in
theory, the issues of human rights and democrad@romia and Ethiopia are not its
priority, and it gives only lip service to them.

The Meles regime is acceptable to the West in ig¢@ad the U.S. in particular
as far as it can suppress popular opposition farcesder to establish political stability
and implement the structural adjustment of the WdBank and the International
Monetary Fund. Of course, the U.S. and other Wesgevernments do not want their
respective citizens to be able to recognize thamdmrights and democracy are being
compromised. Despite the fact that successive karerPresidents have claimed that
they would promote American democratic ideals ie thorld, practically they have
hindered the progress toward democracy in periploewantries. For instance, President
George Walker Bush, in his second inaugural addpessiised that the U.S. foreign
policy would challenge political tyranny by suppog forces of democracy and freedom
in the world. In his words, “So is the policy ofettunited States to seek and support the
growth of democratic movements in every nation awmdry culture, with the ultimate
goal of ending tyranny in our world.”
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He emphasized that the freedom of the U.S. isected to the freedom of others.
Gradually it became clear that he asserted thisenudlitical idea to justify his imperial
war in Irag; his government continued to suppoctatorship and ethnocracy in Ethiopia
and other countries. The Oromo, the largest natignaup in the Ethiopian empire,
meanwhile, struggle to restore their cultural g and wounded people-hood, and
oppose any dogmatic social or ideological systeheyTstruggle to establish the rule of
law, to practice self-determination, and to promuotaltinational democracy. For the
Oromo, democracy is not a new concept, but it it @iatheir culture and tradition. They
do not have the luxury of fighting against the rat# of the West, particularly that of the
U.S. Since they have been abused in the names oéti@hity, Islam, socialism,
democracy, and free market, the Oromo take thinggrpatically and practically.

In the early 1990s, the OLF and other independ&aimo organizations were
ready to work within the system if fair and freealons would take place in Ethiopia.
Global powers ignored their own policy of democramrpmotion, when the Tigrayan
ethnocratic regime declared war on these organizaiin 1992 to expel them from the
Ethiopian political process. The U.S. policy of fdecracy promotion” or
democratization of the polity drastically failed Ethiopia (Robinson, 1997) because the
U.S. has no commitment for the promotion of demograAnother reason why the
democratization of Ethiopian polity failed was besa of the fundamental contradictions
that exist between the Ethiopian colonizers andcthlenized peoples (Holcomb, 1997:
73-74). Many scholars assume that the West antd teepromote elite democracy when
they are sure that those who will come to stategudiwough election are not against the
capitalist world system (Robinson, 1996), 1996)sTi$ not true in the case of Ethiopia.

Although the Oromo leadership was ready to pronedite democracy, the U.S
preferred to support the Tigrayan dictatorship atithocracy. Despite the fact that most
international observers concluded that the Jundl292, elections “exacerbated existing
tensions, reinforced the hegemonic power of the EHPRvhile marginalizing other
fledging parties, and were a central factor inwhthdrawal of the OLF from the TGE
and the return to war in the Oromo region,” Westgavernments have continued to
support the Tigrayan-led regime (National Democradtistitute, 1992: 7). The U.S.
government has chosen to support the Tigrayan ethtio minority regime. The
decision by the U.S. to support the Tigrayan autdaan-terrorist government (Jalata,
2005) has nothing to do with economic or politicationality. Although the U.S. and
other Western countries do not openly admit thatdtrategy of democracy promotion
failed in Ethiopia, they have recognized that thi@d&pian crisis is expanding.
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Nevertheless, they have continued to back the Medgime, while at the same
time searching for the strategy of establishingeetiemocracy in case the Tigrayan
regime fails to establish political stability. Séms Trucker (1997: 1), the USAID
governance advisor to Ethiopia, says, “Ethiopia’sspects for long-term stability and
sustainable long term-growth are dependent uporstiséained democratization of the
polity. Indeed, in the absence of a progressivelyrenaccessible, participatory, and
tolerant political environment, the future may cotangesemble the past.” But, the same
official source refuses to recognize the crimes thia regime has committed against the
people, and ignores the existence of politicalafissThe same official also promises that
even if this regime is not democratic now it wi# i the future. This official denies the
existence of political conflict, endorses Tigrayarthoritarianism, and promotes the idea
that this regime can stay in power for decadedated will establish democracy.

The U.S. has been committed to supporting thigimedo the extent that it will
not be an embarrassment to its international imagehe rhetoric of democracy and
good governance, the U.S. is generously finandiegTigrayan-led government. This is
an unwise political and economic investment, ansl nathing to do with the American
national interest. The Tigrayan ruling elites ane U.S. political operatives and theorists
have conveniently convinced themselves that them©@r@and other peoples do not
understand the genuine meaning of democracy. Rageilie green light from the U.S.
and following his blind ambition for personal anigifyan ethnonational interests, Meles
expelled all independent liberation fronts and fpedi organizations from the Ethiopian
political process through state terrorism and regdiethem with puppet organizations that
he and his group had already created under the alimbof EPRDF. This is what
democracy means for EPRDF and its internationgbsuers.

It should surprise no one that Meles sought ad#fioem Samuel Huntington,
whose writings portray him as a Eurocentric, covadist, and a Christian chauvinist.
Samuel Huntington (1993), the U.S. policy ideolggwent to Ethiopia in 1993 as a
consultant to advise Meles Zenawi on how to esthildi Tigrayan party rule in the name
of democracy. It is clear from a reading of Huntorgs book,The Clash of Civilizations
that he opposes the principles of democracy andralidiversity and promotes Christian
civilization at any cost. The U.S. policy as artated by Huntington has intensified
rather than solved the historical and contempocantradictions between the Ethiopian
colonizers and the colonized Oromo and others. Aesalt, the Oromo who were willing
to participate in democracy have been forced tenisify their cultural, intellectual, and
armed struggles. Rather than finding a just andaeatic solution, the U.S. has openly
allied itself with the Meles regime that practicgate terrorism, hidden genocide, and
gross human rights violations.

140

The Journal of Pan African Studjesl.4, no.3, March 2011



Just as the Meles regime rationalizes its politjgactices by asserting that
democracy exists in Ethiopia, the U.S. claims tha regime is committed to promoting
democracy, civil liberty, free markets, and theerof law (U.S. Department of State on
Human Rights, 1993, 1997). The U.S., other Westeumtries, and the Organization of
African Unity (OAU) (currently called AU) called éhsham elections, which the Meles
government used to legitimize its power satisfalstdair and free (Reuters, May 15,
1995). These Western countries and the OAU nevexdctb explain how the Meles
government managed to expel all opposition politarganizations and made its party
the only candidate, forcing the people to voteitoruling party (The Economist, August,
16, 1997). Of course, there are a few collaboratians all ethnonational groups who
support the Meles regime and carry out the reginpsibcies against the colonized
nations for their personal gains.

The Oromo People’s Demaocratic Organization (OPX¥O3uch a collaborative
group. It was created by the TPLF to do a politahatly job in Oromia for the Tigrayan-
led regime in exchange for money and luxuriousdtiges. Some members of the OPDO
were Oromos who were forced to join this organ@atbecause they were prisoners of
war and were convinced by the TPLF leaders that Wauld be the made leaders of the
Oromo people. Others joined the organization tommie their personal interests or
naively believed that they would do something fait people.

The Tigrayan-led regime is still in power mainlgdause of the financial and
military assistance it receives from the U.S. atitepindustrialized countries. The U.S.,
other Western countries, and Israel have also uged discourse of Islamic
fundamentalism to support the Meles regime andippiess the struggles of the Oromo
and others for self-determination, social justiaed democracy (Impact International,
March 1997; Africa Confidential, October 1997). §hmplies that since some Oromos
and others are Muslims, they are Islamic fundantistga and are not entitled to
democracy and national self-determination. In tgalihe Oromo and others are not
struggling to expand Islam or to suppress it. Thaly struggle for their democratic
rights that have been suppressed by Ethiopianeseattlionialism and global tyranny.
That is why the majority of Oromo—Christian, Musjirand non-Christian and non-
Muslim— support the OLF, the secular organizatibattleads the Oromo national
movement (Jalata, 1996: 95-123; Jalata, 1997: &3-11

In the past the colonization of the Oromo and i&heas rationalized and justified
by various ideological discourses. It was ratiaredi that since these peoples were
“pagans” and “uncivilized” and th&tabashaswvere Christians and “civilized,” they were
entitled to colonize these peoples and impose thglization and Christianity on them.
Now Islamic fundamentalism has become an ideolbgimal for the rationalization,
justification, and suppression of these peopleshieyTigrayan colonial elites and their
Western supporters.
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The Oromo and other peoples are labeled as “Islaimmclamentalists” and their
liberation fronts are implicitly labeled as “bargditor “terrorists” (The Economist,

August 16, 1997: 36). Consequently, the violatiook their human rights by

internationally financed state terrorism generatesympathy from the world community.
Samuel Huntington (1996: 217) openly expressedMhst’s attitude toward Islam: “The
underlying problem for the West is not Islamic fantentalism. It is Islam, a different
civilization whose people is convinced of the sup@y of their culture and is obsessed
with the inferiority of their power.”

Samuel Huntington and others who hate Islam igrnbee fate of Christian
Oromos who have Muslim sisters and brothers. Siiyjlthe Oromo national struggle is
not supported by the Muslim world because some ©soane Christians and the Oromo
national struggle is secular. Even Muslim Oromaugeks are not welcomed by the
Muslim world. The U.S. and other Western countresgage in these kinds of
unproductive foreign policy practices for two majeasons. The first reason is that the
foreign policy experts of these countries have @esicial or distorted understanding of
conditions like those existing in the Ethiopian Brapin these kinds of situations, these
policy experts prefer to side with the elites oe@thnonational group in a multinational
society, believing that it is easier to dominatenteol, and exploit various population
groups. The second reason is that these foreigicypekperts do not have a single
standard for humanity. In the thinking of theseefgn policy experts, the peoples of the
world are hierarchically organized because of thgesority and inferiority of genes,
cultures, and civilizations.

Such policy practices ignore the consequencelseofadicalization of state power
and the denial of indigenous and colonized pedf{eghe Oromo to have access to state
power and other opportunities. State terrorismdéid genocide, and massive human
rights violations are used to keep the Oromo arfteropeoples subordinated and
exploited. Today, the Ethiopian colonial settleexl Iby the Tigrayan regime have
dominated cities and towns in Oromia and have gedged the Oromo people both in
urban and rural areas and have kept them underioftt#im political slavery” by using the
army, modern weapon, the media, the telephone,fake the Internet, and other
communication and information apparatuses and n&syas well as global connections.
Using political violence, the Meles government daminated and controlled the Oromo
and their resources. It has denied them the freedibexpression and organization as
well as access to the media and all forms of comation and information networks.
Consequently, the Oromo are denied the freedoneléflevelopment and are forced to
provide their economic and labor resources to tlieioRian colonizers and their
supporters while living under deplorable conditiamshe twenty-first century.
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The Meles regime has continued the previous palicgettling armed Amharas
and Tigrayans in Oromia, and it planned to setifer@illion people within a few years
(The Oromia Support Group, December 2002, no. 383p At the same time, in order
to de-Oromize Finfinne, the capital city of the iBfiian empire, it moved the capital city
of Oromia from this city to Adama (Nazareth), and2D02, it also started to evict Oromo
farmers surrounding Finfinne (Addis Ababa) by fordéhe Oromia Support Group,
December, 2002, no. 38, p. 13) to lease the landdabasha elites and others. The
Oromo have no protection from political violencacg there is no rule of law in Oromia
and Ethiopia. They do not have personal and pubéatety in their homes and
communities. They are exposed to massive politicdénce, human right violations, and
absolute poverty. Because of the magnitude of th@m® problem, it is impossible to
provide a numerical face to the devastating effemftsviolence, poverty, hunger,
suffering, malnutrition, disease, ignorance, aliemm and hopelessness.

Since the Meles regime is weak and lacks legitimaaccountability, and
professionalism, it could not and cannot solve éhemssive and complex problems.
Because of their weaknesses most peripheral stitels the capacity to meet the
demands and rights of citizens and improve thedstahof living for the majority of
population” (Welsh, 2002: 67-68). Consequently,ytlengage in state terrorism and
genocidal massacres in order to suppress the gapulgroups that struggle for political
and economic rights. State terrorism is a systemgtivernmental policy in which
massive violence is practiced on a given populagaoup with the goal of eliminating
any behavior which promotes political struggle esistance by members of that group.
Any state that engages in terrorism is not a ptoteaf citizens; rather, it violates civil
and human rights through assassinations, masagds|liand imprisonments. The main
assumptions of such a state are that it can cottilpopulation by destroying their
leaders and the culture of resistance.

States that fail to establish ideological hegemamng political orders are unstable
and insecure, and hence they engage in stateisenr@@liverio, 1997: 48-63). The Meles
government accepts state violence against the Omyrdmthers as a legitimate means of
establishing political stability and order. It ddbs despite its adoption in its constitution
of the principles of the Universal Declaration ofurhlan Rights and International
Covenants on Human Rights. As Lisa Sharlach (200Z) attests, state terrorism and
genocide occur when a “dominant group, frightengavbat its members perceive as an
onslaught of international and internal movemeiis democracy and socioeconomic
change, harnesses the state apparatus to deswogutiordinate group altogether.”
Unfortunately, the international community has igetb the crimes that the Meles
government has committed against humanity becatigbeosupport this regime has
received from the West in general and the U.Siqaat .

143

The Journal of Pan African Studjesl.4, no.3, March 2011



State terrorism is associated with issues of ocbwif territory and resources and
the construction of political and ideological domtiion. Annamarie Oliverio (1997: 52)
explains two essential features of state terroriBirst, the state reinforces the use of
violence as a viable, effective, mitigating factor managing conflict; second, such a
view is reinforced by culturally constructed andially organized processes, expressed
through symbolic forms, and related in complex waygresent social interests. Within
increasing economic and environmental globalizatg@mder politics, and the resurgence
of nationalities within territorial boundaries, tlkéscourse of terrorism, as a practice of
statecraft, is crucial to the construction of ifpcdl boundaries.” The Tigrayan-led
regime mainly targets the Oromo because of theimaaic resources and political
resistance. According to the Oromia Support Grougv( 1997: 1), “Because the Oromo
occupy Ethiopia’s richest areas and comprise Hatlfi@ population of Ethiopia, they are
seen as the greatest threat to the present Tigtagagovernment. Subsequently, any
indigenous Oromo organization, including the OrdRadief Association, has been closed
and suppressed by the government. The Standardnreagen for detaining Oromo
people is that they are suspected of supportin@itte”

The Meles regime has also engaged in looting the@mic resources of Oromia
in order to develop Tigray, while settling armedyfBiyans and Amharas in Oromia, and
enriching Habasha elites and their collaboratorise Tegime that proclaims in its
constitution that democracy and human rights arevidiable” and “inalienable” in
Ethiopia has engaged in terrorist activities ardtlan genocide. These activities include
the systematic assassinations of prominent Orotmath, open and hidden murders of
thousands of ordinary Oromos, the reinitiation tfagization and eviction in Oromia,
the expansion of prisons in Oromia, and the ingatz® of thousands Oromos in hidden
and underground concentration camps. Umar Fataassalderly Oromo, says: “We had
never experienced anything like that, not underdeH8elassie, nor under the Mengistu
regime: these people just come and shoot your sgow daughter dead in front of your
eyes” (quoted in Fossati, Namarra and Niggli, 199%). In this empire, state terrorism
manifests itself in different forms: Its obvious mifestation is violence in the form of
war, assassination, murder (including burying peoglive, throwing off cliffs, and
hanging them), castration, torture, and rape. Tbleeg and the army have forced the
Oromo people into submission by jailing, intimiaatj and beating; they confiscated
their properties (Pollock, 1996).

Former prisoners have testified that their arms lags were tied tightly together
against their backs and that their naked bodies wéipped. Large containers or bottles
filled with water were fixed to their testicles, drthey were women, bottles or poles
were pushed into their vaginas. Some prisoners Heen locked up in empty steel
barrels and tormented with heat in the tropical duning the day and with cold at night.
Prisoners have been forced into pits so that biddcbe made on top of them.
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According to Trevor Trueman (2001: 3), Chair of @mia Support Group, “Torture—
especially arm-tying, beating of the soles of et fsuspension of weights from genitalia
and mock execution—is commonplace, at least infigialf places of detention. Female
detainees estimate that several soldiers and podineon several occasions rape 50% of
women during detention, often. The Minnesota Cerfiter Victims of Torture has
surveyed more than 500 randomly selected Oromogeefst The majority had been
subjected to torture and nearly all of the rest hagn subjected to some kind of
government violence.” Unfortunately, the successi\.S. administrations of
George Herbert Bush, Bill Clinton, and George WallBush had fully heartedly
supported this criminal regime while giving lip gee for the promotion of democracy
and protection of human rights. After ruling witton fist for almost for two decades,
Meles and his TPLF/EPRDF party are engaging in gelab massacres and terrorist
activities in Oromia and Ethiopia and the Horn dfi¢a. The Ethiopian state elites who
have engaged in gross human rights violations andagjde like other criminal leaders in
some peripheral countries “not only go unpunishbey are even rewarded. On the
international scene they are accorded all the otsgped courtesies due to government
officials. They are treated in accordance with @ipétic protocol in negotiations and are
seated in the General Assembly of the United Natiomhe U.S. and other Western
countries have indirectly financed state terroriand hidden genocide in Oromia and
Ethiopia through bilateral (i.e. governmental ingtons) and international institutions,
such as the World Bank and the International Mayekand. Hiding this reality and
admiring the smartness of Meles Zenawi, David Shiionmer U.S. Ambassador to
Ethiopia, claims that U.S. influence in Ethiopid'm®t uniquely critical to the Ethiopian
government” (Jimma Times, April 08, 2009). This &kinf claim is self-serving and
refusing to take responsibility since he has beswolved in supporting the regime. The
Ambassador and other U.S. government officials taged with the Meles regime and
ignored the crimes committed against humanity. e long the tax money of the U.S.
citizens is going to finance state terrorism anchogede? For how long the U.S.
government is going to ignore the issues of denoycasmd human rights in the Horn of
Africa in general and Oromia and Ethiopia in pariac? Will the Obama administration
continue to finance mass murders, hidden genoeidg,gross human rights violations?
Will it continue to finance state terrorism in them of war, assassination or murder,
castration, burying people alive, throwing of difftorture, and rape, confiscation of
properties, beating, and disarming of people?
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Will the Obama Administration Introduce Changein U.S. Foreign
Policy?

Considering his political slogan of change and Afsican heritage, some political
observers, experts, and African activists expeet tihhe Obama administration will
introduce some reforms in U. S. African policy. §egting that his “administration has
an opportunity to fundamentally remake U.S. rel&iavith Africa during its tenure,”
John Prendergast and John Norris (2009: 1) statéotltowing: “As the first president of
the United States with immediate African roots, sttent Obama not only has an
important reservoir of goodwill on the contineng, &lso has the ability to move beyond
the tendentious ‘North-South’ debate between d@ezloand less developed countries
that has made more transformational policies diffi¢o attain. Efforts by the dying
generation of Africa’s strong men who believe tistypuld rule for life . . . to portray
President Obama as a former colonial master wiehiittle resonance in Africa or
elsewhere.” Nikki Duncan (2009: 1) also notes tiRaesident Obama’s African heritage
naturally invokes the expectation that an Obama iAditmation will bring a certain
cultural sensitivity and understanding of the akradles that face the African continent,
and thus will be likely to address challenges im@e pro-active manner.” Or will the
Obama administration do more of the same whenntesoto U.S. policy in Oromia and
Ethiopia?

As a legislator, Senator Barack Obama expresseadricerns on the issues of
ending the genocide in Darfur, promoted conflictalation and peaceful elections
agendas in the Democratic Republic of the Congpparied the idea of bringing
Liberian war criminals to international justice,oposed the policy of formulating a
coherent strategy for stabilizing Somalia, and aded the agenda of fighting HIV/AIDS
in Africa (Duncan, 2009: 1). As a presidential ddiate, he outlined three main
objectives, namely, intensifying the integration Africa into the global economy,
enhancing peace and security of African states, @msolidating relationships with
governments, institutions, and civil society orgations by increasing commitment to
promoting and deepening democracy, accountabiityg reducing poverty (Duncan,
2009: 2). After Obama became the president of ti&,UPhil Carter, Acting Assistant
Secretary for African Affairs, revealed four U.®rdign policy priorities: 1) Financing
security assistance programs for Africa on contimlemegional and country levels; 2)
promoting democratic systems and practices in trireent; 3) facilitating economic
development; and 4) financing African health andaalevelopment.

The priority of providing security assistance peogs at the level of the African
Union (AU), at the sub-regional level, and at tbeel of an individual state is a serious
problem at this time because most of the citizeén&foca are denied their democratic
and human rights and social justice. Under theseitistances, the main beneficiaries of
such programs are the African heads of state aidhbnchmen.
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Therefore, promoting security assistance prograors tfie AU and most African
governments is tantamount to supporting dictatprgtmd human rights violations. For
instance, the headquarter of AU is located in Riméi, the center of Oromia, and this
continental organization does not oppose the palitrepression, state terrorism, and
gross human right violations of the Oromo and athey the Tigrayan-led Ethiopian
government. According to Associated Press (2009MEJes Zenawi and his followers
are possible targets of the International Crim@aurt (ICC) as many leaders of African
countries. The president of Genocide Watch, Gre@bapnton, wrote on March 23, 2009,
an open letter to the United Nations High Commisdmr Human Rights to admire the
action that the ICC took in issuing a warrant fog airrest of President Omar al-Bashir of
the Sudan and to investigate the crimes Meles amdydvernment committed against
humanity in the Horn of Africa:

The action that the International Criminal Cours tiaken in this situation has
restored hope to peace and justice loving peopgfemang that international
human rights law not only exists on paper, but éality. It also sends an
important message to perpetrators throughout theédwibat impunity for their
crimes is not assured forever; which may be a pygme@ason that one of the first
leaders to defend Omar al-Bashir and condemn theamiawas Prime Minister
Meles Zenawi of Ethiopia, whose government has &een implicated in a
pattern of widespread perpetration of serious hunmgris atrocities in Ethiopia
and in Somalia. He and those within his governmesy be keenly aware of their
own vulnerability to similar actions by the ICC tine future that could upend a
deeply entrenched system of government-support@ainity that has protected
perpetrators from any accountability.

Gregory Stanton demonstrated how the Meles govemhimas committed heinous
crimes through involving “in the inciting, the enmperment or the perpetration of crimes
against humanity, war crimes and even genocidendfistified by them as ‘counter-
insurgency.”

The AU and most African heads of state opposarttietment of the Sudanese
President al-Bashir by the ICC for allowing the ¢oitting of crimes against humanity in
Darfur; these leaders fear that they may face diheesfate because of their engagement in
similar practices (Associated Press, 2009: 1). Néteace Prize winner Archbishop
Desmond Tutu of South Africa on March 2, 2009 iNeav York Timesditorial chastised
the AU and African leaders for rallying behind adbir who allowed genocide to take
place in Darfur.

147

The Journal of Pan African Studjesl.4, no.3, March 2011



So if one of the Obama priorities is to maintaiast reactionary and oppressive African
continental and state institutions without introihgc reform, U.S. foreign policy on
Africa is going to be more of the same. As the Efsican analysts (2009: 1) states,
“Africa will not rank high on Obama’s global agentddf the Obama administration
wants to introduce some changes in U.S. the twairements that Prendergast and
Norris (2009: 3) advance are helpful:

1. African regional institutions need to becom&r@asingly responsive to the
needs of African citizens and not just the pgetive of African heads of
state.

2. The broader international community must recogthat war crimes,

crimes against humanity, and genocide are nisicdn problems.” They
are international problems that demand internatisolutions.

All the objectives and priorities of Barack Obaras a senator, presidential
candidate and the president reflect the generadypobjective of the U.S. toward Africa;
these objectives and priorities focus on the peecknational interests of the U.S. and its
African governmental partners regardless of thesifpns and practices on democracy
and human rights. When he was a senator, he secfocused on the genocide in
Darfur, the problem of democracy in the Democr&epublic of the Congo, and the
political crises in Somalia by ignoring the poliidragedies in the Ethiopian Empire. His
priorities of facilitating the further integratiaof Africa into the capitalist world system
and promoting the security of African states withthe prerequisites of implementing
the principles and practices of democracy and hungguts protection are tantamount to
endorsing the previous U.S. policy on Africa.

Most African policy experts such as John Prendsrgad John Norris (2009) also
ignore the issues of promoting democracy and hungints and overemphasize the
significance of using the process of peacemakingragmportant tool in U.S foreign
policy on Africa by focusing on the conflicts anéns in Sudan, Congo, Somalia, Chad,
Ethiopia-Eritrea, Central African Republic, and dda. What are missing from their
discussion are the issues of conflict and war e Ethiopian Empire that contributes to
the conflict between the governments of Meles Zersand Isaias Afeworki and between
Ethiopia and Somalia. Since several opposition gsdo the Meles regime have been in
Eritrea and Somalia, the regime went to conflid arar with Eritrean and some Somali
political forces such as the United Islamic Courts.
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The Meles government invaded Somalia in 2006 mamlglestroy the OLF base there,
when the Bush administration used the Meles mergarany to uproot the power of the
United Islamic Courts. There was the convergenceadiitical interests of the Meles
government and the Bush administration. As Ann d&(B006: 1) argues, Ethiopia was
“waging a proxy war on behalf of the United Stdtes.

In the absence of the practical implementatiohef principles and practices of
democracy and human rights, financing security stemsce programs in Ethiopia is
consolidating the Tigrayan-led minority authorigariterrorist regime at the cost of the
Oromo and other ethnonations. The Meles regime thgemassive financial assistance it
receives from the West in general and the U.S.amiqular to enrich the ruling elites
while engaging in political repression, state tasm, massive human rights violations as
well as the exploitation of the dominated peoplsghe Obama administration going to
continue the bankrupted previous U.S. foreign pgolic Oromia and Ethiopia by
supporting the Meles government? Or is it goingupport the proposal of Stanton that is
noted as the following: “We ... believe that the Bffian people have been waiting long
enough for genuine justice and relief from the haoppression and brutal tactics
committed by a government that purports to be anparin the War on Terror, while
terrorizing their own people. Addressing the EPRBgime, friendly to Omar al-Bashir,
may bring greater stability to the entire Horn dfiéa.”

There is no clear indication from the Obama Adstnaition that the U.S. foreign
policy on Africa in general and Oromia and Ethiopigparticular will be reformed. As
Nikki Duncan (2009: 3) asserts, “while the elemeotsObama’s Africa policy look
familiar, the mechanisms and manner of implememtatvill determine the actual
impact.” At this time, the priorities of Preside®bama do not have mechanisms of
reforming U.S. policy on Africa. Furthermore, thppaintments of the former foreign
policy operatives and experts of the previous @@ninistrations who lack the critical
understanding of Africa in general and Oromia artkidpia in particular indicate the
continuation of the pervious U.S. foreign policyattidid not take the African peoples
seriously. Susan Rice, Michelle Gavin, Tony Lakar@n Williams, Johnnie Carson, and
others “are just a few among several distinguishetdrs that have been brought on to
Obama’s team to help carve out the administratipolkcies and stances on Africa and
related issues” (Duncan, 2009: 3). These indivisllatk concern and commitment for
promoting democracy and human rights in Africa.
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Conclusion

If President Obama wants to stick to his slogarcludnge, he should not leave his
administration’s foreign policy on Oromia and Efhi® to the bureaucrats in the U.S.
Department of State and at the African Desk. Suaieducrats, experts, and operatives
lack deep knowledge and commitment for the pronmodibdemocracy and the protection
of human rights. President Obama needs to provtelige leadership from the top by
giving priority to the promotion of democracy aneection of human rights in Oromia
and Ethiopia if he wants to fulfill his promises mfking accountable corrupt, criminal,
and deceitful leaders who cling to power througblence. Rather than continuing the
U.S. relation with the authoritarian-terrorist nmeg@ of Meles Zenawi, the Obama
administration should establish strong relationshigh liberation fronts and opposition
political parties and civil society organizations promote genuine democracy and
accountability to protect human rights and to redpaverty.

We hope that President Obama will not listen twde and voices within the
American foreign policy establishment that try t@aimain status quo in the Ethiopian
Empire by supporting the ethnocratic and terrogisternment of Meles Zenawi. The
president “has a historic opportunity to fundamiyteeshape relations between the
United States and the African continent [in genesadd Oromia and Ethiopia in
particular] in a way that will be truly transforn@tal” (Prendergast and Norris, 2009: 7).
Of course, the Oromo people and others who opdosevieles Zenawi's government
should intensify their various forms of struggledasombine with diplomatic efforts to
convince the Obama administration by demonstratueghorrific crimes that have been
committed against humanity by this regime with gupport it has received from the
West in general and the U.S. in particular. On gast, Obama as a transformational
president has a serious moral responsibility tommte the principles of democracy,
human rights, and social justice by stopping fimagfrican criminal regimes such as
that of Meles Zenawi.

As he has denounced genocide and human rightatieios in Darfur, President
Obama as the reformist president needs to denatateterrorism, hidden genocide, and
massive human rights violations in Oromia and HFilsipand to assist the efforts to make
Meles Zenawi and his henchmen accountable for theehdous crimes they have
committed against humanity. Any credible U.S. fgreipolicy should reverse the
previous policy that only focused on the U.S. naiointerest and the interest of the
Ethiopian government at the cost of the colonized eppressed peoples. The U.S. will
benefit in security and economic arenas by genuyipebmoting democracy and social
justice and protecting human rights in Oromia anlidpia rather than protecting the
interests of the corrupt and repressive Tigrayéingulass and its state.
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