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The governments of the United States and United Kingdom have spent decades and millions
of dollars creating the political opposition fronts that constitute support for Myanmar’s new
(and ﬁrst ever) State Counsellor Aung San Suu Kyi. This support includes backing Suu Kyi’s
saﬀron-clad street fronts who make up a nationwide network of “monk” alliances and
associations.
And it is these alliances and associations that have served at the forefront of persecution
against Myanmar’s Rohingya minority.
Also for years, this violent persecution has unfolded in what was otherwise a media blackout
across North America and Europe. When violence reaches fevered pitches, American and
European media organisations intentionally introduce ambiguity as to who precisely is
leading anti-Rohingya violence.

The conﬂict carries with it all the hallmarks of an intentional strategy of tension; used within
Myanmar to galvanise Suu Kyi’s otherwise morally and politically bankrupt opposition fronts
and now, it appears to be ready for use within Washington’s wider strategy of “pivoting to
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Asia.”
Myanmar’s “New Rohingya Insurgency”
The International Crisis Group (ICG), a Brussels-based foreign policy think tank funded by
some of the largest corporations on the planet, poses as a conﬂict management
organisation. In reality, it introduces manufactured narratives that are then picked up and
eagerly promoted across American and European media outlets, to shift public perception
and pave the way for shifts in Western geopolitical aspirations.
Their most recent manufactured narrative involves what it calls a “Rohingya insurgency.”
Their narrative is already circulating across American and European media, including the
Wall Street Journal whose article, “Asia’s New Insurgency Burma’s abuse of the Rohingya
Muslims creates violent backlash.” claims (our emphasis):
Now this immoral policy has created a violent backlash. The world’s newest
Muslim insurgency pits Saudi-backed Rohingya militants against Burmese
security forces. As government troops take revenge on civilians, they risk
inspiring more Rohingya to join the ﬁght.
The article also admits:
Called Harakah al-Yaqin, Arabic for “the Faith Movement,” the group answers
to a committee of Rohingya emigres in Mecca and a cadre of local
commanders with experience ﬁghting as guerrillas overseas. Its recent
campaign—which continued into November with IED attacks and raids that
killed several more security agents—has been endorsed by fatwas from clerics
in Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, the Emirates and elsewhere.
Rohingyas have “never been a radicalized population,” ICG notes, “and the
majority of the community, its elders and religious leaders have previously
eschewed violence as counterproductive.” But that is changing fast. Harakah
al-Yaqin was established in 2012 after ethnic riots in Rakhine killed some 200
Rohingyas and is now estimated to have hundreds of trained ﬁghters.
The Wall Street Journal and ICG both apparently expect readers to believe that Saudi Arabia
is backing armed militants in Myanmar simply to “ﬁght back” against Aung San Suu Kyi, her
government and her followers’ collective brutality against the Rohingya.
In reality, Saudi Arabia and its sponsors in Washington, London and Brussels, only intervene
when geopolitically advantageous. Just as Saudi Arabia is backing armed militants
everywhere from Yemen to Syria to advance a joint US-European-Gulf campaign to reassert
primacy across the Middle East and North Africa (MENA), Saudi Arabia’s support of supposed
militants in Myanmar is driven by similar hegemonic ambitions.
US Intentions in Asia Paciﬁc Underpin, Use Rohingya Crisis
At the core of the United States’ “pivot to Asia,” was always the encirclement and
containment of China and reasserting US primacy in Asia. This is part of a much longer-term
policy that stretches back as far as the close of World War II, the arming and backing of
separatists in Tibet, Taiwan and the Vietnam War itself, as revealed in the Pentagon Papers.
leaked in the early 1970s.
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The US “pivot” included attempts to overturn political orders across Southeast Asia which
have (with the exception of Myanmar) failed. It also included attempts to push through the
highly controversial and unpopular Trans-Paciﬁc Partnership (TPP) free trade agreement
which has also so far failed. And instead of reasserting American primacy in Asia,
Washington has convinced many nations across the region it had hoped to use against
China, to turn further toward Beijing for military, economic and political cooperation.
Options for the United States are narrowing and it seeks to consolidate and expand in the
few places it has seen success in Asia Paciﬁc. This includes Myanmar, and exasperating the
Rohingya crisis may serve as a possible vector toward doing this.
US Military Intervention, However Small, Will Exclude China
With Washington’s oldest and closest ally in the Middle East backing armed militants aimed
at inﬂaming further the Rohingya crisis, the perfect pretext for US military intervention has
been created.
Just like the US has moved itself into the Philippines under the pretext of confronting
“terrorism” and has since proven itself diﬃcult to remove, the US likely seeks to train with
Myanmar’s forces and eventually base a contingent of American troops in Myanmar as well.
Once this is done, it will be likewise diﬃcult for Myanmar’s government, whoever may be
leading it in the future, to undo it. Myanmar will ﬁnd itself with another pressure point
steering its policy in Washington’s favour and Beijing will ﬁnd itself with yet another US
military installation based along its immediate periphery.
The US Could Easily End This Conﬂict, Instead it Carefully Cultivates It
If the United States really wanted to assist their allies in Myanmar’s current government,
they would take Saudi Arabia before the UN Security Council, denounce its backing of
militants in Southeast Asia, and begin arranging a series of punitive political and economic
sanctions.
Instead, Saudi Arabia has enjoyed some of the largest US weapon deals in American history;
billions of dollars in tanks, aircraft, munitions and training programmes, as well as unity in
agenda everywhere from Yemen to Syria regardless of minor, superﬁcial fallouts that may
have been reported.
For instance, the London Telegraph in an article titled, “US halts arms sale to Saudi Arabia
over civilian casualties in Yemen,” would reveal that the “halt” only included certain forms
of munitions, and that other arms deals were still underway. It also revealed that not only
was the US still assisting Saudi Arabia, but was assisting them speciﬁcally in their war on
Yemen.
The article would admit:
Saudi Arabia, which borders Yemen to the north, began airstrikes against Iranaligned Houthi rebels in March of 2015.
The US has oﬀered military aide to the campaign, though the Pentagon insists
its role has been limited.
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“As of today our assistance continues. It’s been very limited, consisting of
refueling and limited advice on how to conduct strikes,” Navy Captain Jeﬀ
Davis said recently.
In reality, Washington is playing a double game, and using the Saudis to carry out support
for militant groups, the fuelling of conﬂicts globally and even the waging for war Washington
itself could not readily justify doing on its own. Sometimes Saudi Arabia creates conﬂicts
aimed directly at consuming Washington’s enemies, at other times, Riyadh creates conﬂicts
Washington can use as a pretext for a particular prescribed course of action
Arming militants in Myanmar to create a pretext for direct US military intervention, likely in
the form of joint-training with Myanmar’s troops and the permanent stationing of US troops
in the Southeast Asian country, seems the perfect task for Saudi Arabia.
The US, through its actions (and inaction) signals its support for this activity and very soon
will likely signal to the world precisely how it plans on taking advantage of this
manufactured crisis of opportunity. For the corporate-funded International Crisis Group, it
has once again “introduced” a crisis that serves the interests of its sponsors and proposes a
series of “solutions” that will only further work in Washington, London and Brussels’ favour
and at the cost of everyone in Myanmar, regardless of which side of the current crisis they
fall on.
Joseph Thomas is chief editor of Thailand-based geopolitical journal, The New Atlas and
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