Assessing Diversity on Russian TV
The U.S. view of Russian media is that it is all propaganda all the time to keep
the Russian people in line, but it actually encourages diverse and even hostile
opinions, says Gilbert Doctorow.

By Gilbert Doctorow
Anyone looking into Russian television programming on both state-owned and
privately owned federal channels cannot ignore the heavy presence of political
talk shows. They enjoy time on air comparable with formal news broadcasting.
Indeed some are wrapped around news bulletins, and all make use of audio-visuals
taken from the newsroom to drive the panelists’ debates.
The genre of political talk shows is as much a fixture of Russian television
around the clock as the daily serials dealing with romance, detective stories
and adventure. They tell you that the Russian public, young and old, female and
male, is very politicized and keen to hear political views that are divergent
from what state news program hosts are reading off their teleprompters. If I had
to find a comparable interest in politics in Western Europe, I would name
France. I suspect that the U.S. public trails far behind.
But does Russian television present the views of the political opposition to
viewers? Does the Kremlin tightly control Russian television for political
content? Is Russian mass media monolithic or pluralistic? Are the talk shows
journalism or state propaganda?
This review is based on my own participation in nearly all the political talk
shows on the Russian national channels from May 2016 through this month. I
stress the importance of personal participation because of what I learned about
the culture of these shows, about the presenters and producers from chats in the
holding pens before and in the refreshments rooms after the shows, as well as
from talking to other panelists during the breaks. This is something you cannot
get from watching the shows either in live broadcasts or on the Internet
postings afterwards (nearly all shows appear on the channels’ websites or on
youtube.com). Moreover, only by being present on set can you appreciate how the
debates are cut in the editing room before they are broadcast in the case of
those shows not going out “live” or before posting on the Internet.
The political talk shows in which I participated are as follows and — except as
noted — all have their broadcast headquarters in Moscow:
Rossiya-1 (state-owned): 60 Minutes; Sunday Evening with Vladimir Soloviev

Pervy Kanal (state-owned): Time Will Tell
NTV (privately owned):

Meeting Place

Zvezda (federal channel of the Russian Armed Forces): Special Article
Pyaty Kanal (state-owned, St Petersburg based channel 5): Open Studio
Pecking Order
In terms of intellectual level of discourse, the Vladimir Soloviev programs are
Russia’s finest. They operate in several formats besides the one mentioned
above. One of the most interesting is what is called “Duels” between exponents
of two adversarial positions with breaks for coaching by their respective teams
and call-in voting to tabulate who has been more persuasive.
While numbers of viewers or ratings are not available and may in fact not be
greater than for other programs on the same channel or than talk shows on Pervy
Kanal, the numbers of viewers tracked by Youtube.com for the Sunday Evening with
Vladimir Soloviev shows often come to 250,000 within 12 hours of posting. Given
the demands of such shows on audience knowledge and interest, that is a very
impressive showing.
It bears mention that the quality of Soloviev’s program is directly related to
the level of the guests he attracts. They are chairpersons of the Duma or
Federation Council committees, presidents of the Duma parties, and the very best
academic minds. The quality also may be attributed to the freedom the moderator
enjoys both for his professional standing and as a Kremlin loyalist.

He appears

to be very much his own man and interacts freely with his panelists. All of this
raises the entertainment value as well as the journalistic content.
I would set this in direct contrast to another leading daily talk show program
on the same Rossiya-1, 60 Minutes, where the presenters Yevgeny Popov and his
wife Olga Skabeyeva appear to be working strictly from the texts on their
teleprompters and instructions given by their managers-producers coming through
their ear plugs. The result is loss of spontaneity and authenticity.
In terms of national attention, I would place the Time Will Tell show of Pervy
Kanal on a level at or above 60 Minutes. Being an afternoon program with
audience of pensioners, it does not draw in first-quality analysts or
politicians, although rank-and-file Duma members are frequent visitors. Its
outstanding feature is the relative freedom of action of the moderators. Its
drawback is the excessively tight control of panelists’ access to microphones,
which leads to a great deal of clamor and noise. But the control may be
justified by its being the first program to broadcast live to the Moscow time

zone, which carries greater political risk than Rossiya-1 shows that broadcast
live to the Russian Far East and then are progressively rebroadcast by time zone
East to West from recordings to reach Moscow eight hours later.
The commercial station NTV opted for a political talk show modeled on Pervy
Kanal’s Time Will Tell, taking over some staff, virtually duplicating the studio
and also occupying live broadcast time in mid-afternoon. Its ratings are said to
trail substantially the competition, although the lead presenter came to the job
with a lot of relevant experience.
The federal channel Five talk show Open Studio operates a split panel sitting in
two cities, two in Moscow and four in St. Petersburg, but its home audience is
surely in the northern capital. The moderator conducts what might be called
sequential interviews with each of the participants, and there is very little
cross-talk. One peculiarity of this show is audience call-in of questions.
The Ministry of Defense channel Zvezda has the only talk show that is not
broadcast live. From my experience, there was as much shouting on stage as in
the noisiest major channel shows, but it was nearly all deleted in the cutting
room to yield a smooth flow of debate to the audience. Panelists are taken from
a different pool than the major stations, which may be characterized as an
advantage, as I will discuss below.
A Constantly Evolving Genre
Russian television programming follows the ratings, because all channels rely on
paid commercials, which may take up 12 minutes or more of an hour on air. The
hottest competition is between the leading state channels Pervy Kanal and
Rossiya-1. They fought tooth and nail to attract audiences to their New Year’s
2017 programming. They fight daily in the talk program genre and ratings swing
back and forth depending on the hour of day, topicality of the day’s subject,
prestige or charisma of the invited panelists.
When I appeared on Pervy Kanal’s show Time Will Tell dedicated to the U.S.
presidential election of Nov. 8, the hosts proudly told me their ratings that
day spiked to 20 percent, well above their norm of 15 percent. This means that
at the given hours of broadcast in the middle of the afternoon Moscow time 20
percent of all Russian television sets were tuned to the show. By contrast, the
leading competitors had ratings of 10 percent or less at that given time.
Because of the fight for ratings and fierce competition, the genre of political
talk shows is constantly evolving. The technical sophistication of the studios,
the decision to broadcast live (and to which time zones) or to distribute prerecorded and edited videos, hosting by one, usually male, presenter versus male-

female pairs, the level of control of the proceedings before cameras from unseen
producers upstairs, the use of evening prime time versus afternoon hours when
pensioners and housewives predominate: all of these variables are constantly in
play as given shows are enhanced or replaced with each season.
Shouting Matches
It has to be said that Russian political talk shows are meant to be entertaining
as well as informative. They are more of a free-for-all than debate governed by
Oxford Union type decorum. This reflects the streak in Russian culture that goes
in for mixed discipline martial arts contests or single combat “without rules.”
It is also calibrated to the time of day and target audience of the given show,
as Artyom Sheinin, the moderator of Time Will Tell explained to me when I first
appeared there: the show’s afternoon time slot attracts a disproportionately
high number of retirees who want an “adrenaline shot” at mid-day. The evening
programs on the same Pervy Kanal are less excited, so as not to disturb the
digestion of those who just returned home from work and are seated in their
armchairs in a reflective mood.
Still, even in the evening slots, most talk shows on both state and private
channels put a lot of Russian intellectuals off by their noise. The noise
predominates at the middle quality range of the genre. At the ends of the middle
spectrum in terms of specifics of the audience (Zvezda with its military
families or the more staid and traditional St. Petersburg channel 5, where all
panelists have a cultivated demeanor and dress in suits and ties), either the
clatter is cut in the editing room, as in the former case, or it does not happen
at all because of the prevailing culture, the latter case.
Then there is another and very important exception to the practice of shouting
matches, namely the top quality shows, in particular those moderated by Vladimir
Soloviev. The very important politicians and political commentators whom he
attracts expect and receive their due courtesy and are almost never interrupted.
Subject Matter
The talk shows or show segments in which I and other foreigners participate as
panelists debate exclusively issues of international relations, as is entirely
logical. If we have any value for the Russian viewers, it is as experts bringing
in fresh perspectives and challenging what they otherwise hear from the Russian
establishment. On domestic issues, our remarks would not be informed, nor would
they be welcomed.
The subject matter on the talk shows closely tracks the topics on Russian
news. Over the period of my experience from May 2016 to present, the news has

been heavily skewed to Russian relations with Ukraine, military conflict in the
Donbas, implementation of the Minsk accords, NATO military exercises near the
Russian borders, the NATO battalions arriving in the Baltic States, the Syrian
civil war and in particular the liberation of Palmyra and Aleppo, the U.S.
presidential campaign, the election results of Nov. 8 and what the new
administration of Donald Trump might bring.
On the premier programs of Vladimir Soloviev, international affairs constitute
close to 100 percent of the subject matter. However, on other political talk
shows, domestic topics in the news may make up between 30 and 50 percent of the
programming. Subjects have included the draft law on violence in households, the
“Yarovaya” law on electronic surveillance and record keeping, rising monthly
fees of apartment owners for building services and repairs, how to deal with the
many fatalities caused by joyriding of Russia’s golden youth.
Abstract debates on economic issues or social issues are not in the nature of
the talk shows, which are so news-driven that the panelists may be interchanged,
even the studio hours may be moved back in order to give the production team
time to prepare visuals for a show devoted to some “breaking news.”
Panelist Diversity
The outstanding fact, which is surely the greatest weakness of the genre, is
that the pool of panelists from which the major channels draw overlaps
excessively. On any given day, you can tune in to several of these talk shows on
different channels and find the very same panelists holding forth.
I do not have a firm explanation for this phenomenon. A casual observer might
guess that some of the panelists are making their livelihood by multiple
appearances, but there is no way of knowing who is being paid to appear. From my
chats at the sidelines, I understand that most panelists are being paid nothing
other than their taxi fares if they are locals as most are, or flights and hotel
if they are out-of-towners. Foreigners are a special case: it is widely assumed
that “enemies” are paid for their trouble, meaning in particular panelists
coming from Poland and Ukraine.
Factors that I identify to explain the different channels’ drawing on the same
pool are availability, known success with the competition and skill of repartee.
Appearing on one show draws the attention of the young “producers,” meaning
administrators, working at other channels. The job prospects of these handlers
rise when they bring in and coach fresh talent. In the case of foreigners, it is
fluency in Russian, which must be of rather high standard given the pressures of
fast and interrupted debate.

As I have indicated in passing above, some of the best local panelists are
Russian legislators from the lower or upper houses of the Federal Assembly.
Others are journalists, think tank political scientists, area specialists,
military experts.

Most have well-established professional careers. A very few

are young docents seeking public exposure to gain promotions.
By nationality, the foreigners on talk shows panels come from countries which
are in the news and which have tense relations with Russia: Ukrainians, Poles,
Baltic States, the U.K. and the U.S. Most, but not all deliver, as expected,
harsh critiques of Russian foreign policy. In this respect, Russian television
for the domestic audience has a totally different set of requirements and
objectives than the channel dedicated to foreign audiences, Russia Today, where
foreign guests are often “friends of Russia.”
Among the most experienced foreigners with near native fluency regularly
appearing on the Pervy Kanal and Rossiya-1 is the British journalist and
lecturer, Owen Matthews, from Newsweek. I joined him at a session of 60 Minutes.
Another journalist of major standing with whom I appeared on Time Will Tell is
David Filipov, Moscow bureau chief of The Washington Post. It bears mention
that, to my knowledge, neither they nor the other Western critics of President
Putin who are invited onto Russian talk shows have written anything about their
experiences while their readerships are led to believe by the publications they
work for that Russian media are just monolithic propaganda outlets for the
Kremlin.
Other U.S.-based guests from the think tank world who appear regularly on the
premier talk shows of Rossiya-1 are Ariel Cohen from the Atlantic Council and
Dimitri Simes, President of the Center for the National Interest. Both are given
5 or 10 minutes to themselves by satellite link from Washington, D.C. Their
statements, usually about political developments in the U.S. from the
perspective of “inside-the-Beltway,” then are commented upon by the talk show’s
in-studio panelists. Cohen is also occasionally in the Moscow studio as a
panelist. Both speak native Russian.
Finally, there is the unique phenomenon of all Russian talk shows during the
time period under review: the journalist Michael Bohm, who spent a decade as
editor of the op-ed page of The Moscow Times and now provides spice to Russian
television by energetically defending the views of the neocons and liberal
interventionists in their anti-Russian policies. He is the American whom many
Russians love to hate. Nonetheless, his mastery of Russian folk sayings has
endeared him even to his harshest detractors.
By party affiliation, the Russian politicians appearing on the political talk
shows belong predominantly, but not exclusively to the parties in the

Duma. Among the most frequent guests on the Soloviev shows are leading members
of the ruling United Russia party Vyacheslav Nikonov, chairman of the Duma
Committee on Education; Aleksey Pushkov, former chair of the Duma Committee on
International Affairs; and his predecessor in this post, Konstantin Kosachev,
now chair of the same committee on the Federation Council.
Though less often, the other Duma parties are definitely visible on these
shows. Vladimir Soloviev gives frequent invitations to the president of the
Liberal Democratic Party of Russia Vladimir Zhirinovsky whose nationalist views
he obviously shares. LDPR’s Duma Deputy Leonid Slutsky, the new chair of the
Committee on International Relations, was on the talk shows soon after his
appointment.

Gennady Zyuganov, leader of the Communist Party of the Russian

Federation, is invited far less often to the major talk shows and the invitation
is usually in connection with commemoration of some event or personality from
the Soviet era.
The political talk shows also regularly invite as panelists members of certain
parties that were unable to reach the 5 percent voter threshold to win seats in
the State Duma. By rule of thumb at Time Will Tell, for example, they constitute
10 percent of the panelists. The parties most commonly invited are Yabloko and
Party of Growth.
How Diverse?
So, does Russian television present the views of the Opposition? It all comes
down to definitions. What do we mean by the “Opposition”?
For many American experts on Russia, the definition of “opposition” predetermines the answer to the questions of pluralism, genuine journalism and the
like on Russian television. This is because the notion of Russian opposition
that has taken hold in the United States is attached to “regime change,” not to
normal electoral politics. Only those committed to bringing down the “Putin
regime” are deemed worthy of the designation “opposition.”
In this view, all Duma parties other than the ruling United Russia party –
namely the Communist Party of the Russian Federation, Just Russia, and the
Liberal Democratic Party of Russia

– do not count as opposition.

To be sure, nearly all Duma parties rally behind the foreign policy of Vladimir
Putin, though several are still more strident nationalists than the ruling
United Russia party. However, in matters of domestic policy, the Duma parties
have their own policies and strongly criticize the ruling party seeking to
modify its legislative initiatives and to introduce bills of their own. To deny
them the status of Opposition is like considering the Democrats and Republicans

in the U.S. an undifferentiated mass because they largely share a bipartisan
foreign policy (at least until the advent of Donald Trump). This point is all
the more relevant when we consider that a variable but always substantial
portion of most talk show programming is devoted to domestic as opposed to
foreign policy issues.
Until his death in 2015, Boris Nemtsov and his Parnas movement were THE
OPPOSITION in the eyes of American experts. Nemtsov, Milov and Kasyanov were
striking out against the corruption with which the Putin regime was said to rely
to stay in power, against its authoritarian if not dictatorial ways, and stood
in favor of accommodation with the West, which they claimed was obtainable if
only Russia cast aside the aggressive, assertive habits of the Putin regime.
Since Nemtsov’s death, the new White Knight in Russian politics for American
observers has been the blogger Alexei Navalny, who showed his political muscle
in the last mayoral elections in Moscow. Never mind that Navalny has little
electoral support outside the capital or that his political views are ultranationalist. He is determined to bring down the regime and that is enough.
From my observations of the period under review, neither representatives of
Parnas nor Navalny and similarly minded, self-styled “non-systemic opposition”
were ever admitted to any of the television talk shows whatever the channel
precisely because of their seditious intent.
But before our American experts exclaim “gotcha” I would ask them whether they
can cite an appearance of leaders from Occupy Wall Street on Meet the Press, say
in 2009, or at any time since? The American equivalent of “non-systemic
opposition” is precisely that kind of folks. No government, including no
democratic government, will give such opponents the microphone to foment
insurrection on national television, least of all during prime time.
For these reasons, I insist that the question of pluralism and the journalistic
mission of informing the audience and bringing to them alternative points of
view have to be posed more broadly without reference to specific individuals or
parties/movements being given the microphone on air.
Besides the well-known positions of the Yabloko Party leaders who appear in the
talk shows among the 10 percent reserved for defenders of the Yeltsin-era
accommodation with the West, mention has to be made of Sergei Stankevich, who
since 2016 represents the Party of Growth, another non-Duma party. An early ally
of Yeltsin who later fell out of favor, spent several years as a political exile
in Poland and was later pardoned, Stankevich regularly questions on air the
whole logic of Russia’s actions in Crimea and in Ukraine’s Donbas region.

And, if we take a broad view and look to the airing of ideas challenging the
official party line of the Kremlin on international affairs, the foreign guests
who are always invited onto the panels are a proxy for the views of the antiKremlin domestic opposition, including the non-systemic opposition.
At a minimum, the talk shows in which I have participated were staged to present
a discussion of topical issues of international relations by skilled and wellinformed experts representing diverse points of view. In that sense, they
demonstrate pluralism as opposed to Kremlin propaganda. They are guided by a
journalistic interest to address current events and to expose the public to
various interpretations.
Gilbert Doctorow is a Brussels-based political analyst. His latest book, Does
Russia Have a Future? was published in August 2015. © Gilbert Doctorow, 2017

Risks in Rush to Crush ISIS
President Trump’s vow to crush the Islamic State quickly may lead to hasty
actions that could compound the problem rather than solve it, notes ex-CIA
analyst Paul R. Pillar.

By Paul R. Pillar
A couple of tendencies that are all too common in policymaking and policy debate
tend to make for unwise foreign commitments or overextended foreign
expeditions. One is to treat a goal that is at most an intermediate objective as
if it were an end in itself. Doing so obfuscates clear analysis of means and
ends, overlooks other ways to achieve the same ends, and distorts perception of
the costs and benefits associated with achieving the immediate objective.
The other tendency is to give insufficient attention to what comes after
achieving the immediate objective. One only has to recall the example of
insufficient attention given to what would come after the objective of
overthrowing Saddam Hussein to appreciate the problems involved.
One could add a third phenomenon, which is less common but sometimes arises,
which is to try to fulfill a campaign promise for the sake of fulfilling a
campaign promise.
All three factors appear to be present now with the issue of next steps for the

U.S. military in Syria in going after ISIS. The head of U.S. Central Command is
saying, “It could be that we take on a larger burden ourselves.” His comment
comes amid the Department of Defense coming up with a plan requested by
President Trump, who promised during the campaign to hasten the defeat of ISIS.
Of course ISIS is a horrible group, and everyone not in it agrees that the world
will be better off without it. But before U.S. forces take up any larger share
of the burden of fighting it, three realities ought to be carefully considered.
One is that the ISIS mini-state in Syria and Iraq already is well on the way to
being extinguished, at the hands of the forces already engaging it. This should
not be surprising, given the group’s lack of external support and the way its
brutal methods lose it any support among the populations with which it has come
into contact. The issue involved in considering any escalation with U.S. forces
is not whether the mini-state will be killed off, but only how quickly it will
be.
Second, if our main concern is with how ISIS could endanger American lives
through acts of terrorism, we should realize that the connection between that
danger and the fate of the mini-state in Syria and Iraq has always been tenuous
at best, and less than is commonly supposed. There has been more of a tension
than a direct connection between ISIS fomenting terrorism in the West on one
hand, and on the other hand the group using its available resources to defend
and shore up the mini-state. To the extent the overseas terrorist threat has
materialized, it has been far more a matter of inspiration and ideology than of
organizational dependence on a piece of real estate in the Middle East.
Third, the ISIS problem will not go away when the mini-state is
extinguished. The problem will continue in the form of the ideology and the
inspiration, and probably also in the form of insurgency in the lands in which
the mini-state has existed.
This last point leads to the further observation that as far as not only antiWestern terrorism but also instability in the Middle East are concerned, what
matters most is not how hastily the ISIS mini-state is crushed but rather what
arrangements are left on the ground after the crushing.
Fertile Climate
The more that chaos, disputes, and uncertainty prevail there, the more that
ground will remain fertile for violent extremism, whether under the ISIS label
or some other brand. The rest of the political, diplomatic, and military story
of conflict in Syria still has a good way to go before providing a more
promising and stable alternative for what comes after ISIS. It would not be

advantageous for the anti-ISIS military campaign to get ahead of that
story. Speed in this case is not necessarily good.
All of this is in addition to one of the biggest downsides of U.S. forces
assuming more of a military role: playing into the ideology and propaganda of
ISIS and similar extremists, who appeal for support with a message about how the
United States uses its armed might to intervene in Muslim lands and to kill
Muslims.
This set of issues will be an early test for new national security adviser H. R.
McMaster. He is a highly regarded military officer whose professional focus,
from study of war in Vietnam to the practice of war in Iraq, has been on what
use of force and how much force are needed to achieve an objective of military
victory. His natural inclination, as much as of others, may be to take the swift
extinguishing of the ISIS mini-state as such an objective and to treat it more
as an end than a means. A more thorough and careful performance as national
security adviser would instead broaden the policy question and take into account
the considerations mentioned above.
Paul R. Pillar, in his 28 years at the Central Intelligence Agency, rose to be
one of the agency’s top analysts. He is author most recently of Why America
Misunderstands the World. (This article first appeared as a blog post at The
National Interest’s Web site. Reprinted with author’s permission.)

Trump’s Trouble with the Truth
Although occasionally blurting out inconvenient truths, President Trump has
established an early record of remarkable falsehoods, raising doubts about his
grasp of reality, says Lawrence Davidson.

By Lawrence Davidson
During the presidential campaign, I often referred to Donald Trump as a
congenital liar, but it is possible that in doing so I made a “category
mistake.” By definition liars, even chronic ones, belong to a category of people
who know that there is truth from which their lies deviate. I am not sure that
accurately describes President Trump’s state of mind. Perhaps a more accurate
way of describing Trump’s outlook is that it presents as a “grandiose delusional
disorder.”
People with this sort of disorder seem not to be able to discern what is real

from what they want to be real. Their beliefs do not have to be bizarre but can
appear as persistent misrepresentations that are either false or gross
exaggerations. One sort of delusional disorder is called “grandiose.” Here the
person has “an over-inflated sense of worth, power, knowledge, or identity.”
Trump seems to fit this description.
Here are a few of Trump’s misrepresentations and exaggerations that appear to
underpin his alternate reality.
— According to the President, the nation was in deep trouble when he took over.
He insists that he inherited “a mess.” No one challenged this description,
although it is plainly an exaggeration. In truth the economy (including job
production and employment rates) under his predecessor was doing well and no new
foreign wars had been launched by Washington. Civil rights were being extended
to more and more minority groups. Where there was dissension it was over such
things as police violence (which Trump seems not to see as a problem).
To tackle this exaggerated “mess” Trump claims to have put together a “welloiled machine.” This is a misrepresentation. By all evidence his early
administration is disorganized, amateurish and plagued by internal dissension.
When the situation was reported in the press, Trump got very angry at this
challenge to his preferred view of reality and declared that the media is the
“enemy of the American people.”
— President Trump claims that a key to the safety of the nation is the
imposition of his immigration ban blocking immigrants from seven predominantly
Muslim nations. But the statistical evidence showing a lack of violence on
American soil by such immigrants makes Trump’s claim insupportable. Just so his
grossly exaggerated assertion that immigrants generally hurt the economy by
taking jobs away from citizens.
— He (along with that other deluded leader Benjamin Netanyahu) describes Iran as
the greatest terror state in the world, even though, in practice, Iran has been
a discreet ally of the U.S. in the “war on terror.”
— And, of course, Trump continues to insist on his overwhelming popularity, as
exemplified by claims for his Electoral College numbers and an alleged record
inauguration attendance, despite the fact that each claim can easily be shown to
be a misrepresentation of reality. Trump’s real approval rate now hovers around
40 percent, lower than every other post-World War II president at this point in
their term.
To these instances of misrepresentation and exaggeration can be added other
evidence, such as the fact that just about all contrary views appearing in the

media are now described by Trump as “fake news.” In his own opinion, nothing he
says or does is ever wrong or mistaken. If something does go wrong it is because
some other person or group has maliciously sabotaged his efforts, while twisting
the truth he knows to exist into a maligning falsehood. This is why he can’t
work with anyone who has previously criticized him or who is likely to do so to
his face.
Humbug or Worse
There is another way to understand what Trump is doing. This is explained in a
2005 book by Harry Frankfurt entitled On Bullshit. Actually, an older and less
crude way of describing this is “humbug.” Whatever you call it, this way of
relating to the world is, according to Frankfurt, worse than lying because it is
“indifferent to the truth.”
Those who consistently engage in bullshit “quietly change the rules governing
their end of the conversation so that claims about truth and falsity are
irrelevant.” You do this enough and you lose your capacity to tell what is true
and what isn’t. Frankfurt believes that Trump does often lie, but even more
often he just bullshits, and he really cares little about what is actually true.
Perhaps he has reached the stage where truth is just whatever comes out of his
mouth.
How are we to understand the millions of Americans who respond to Donald Trump
with uncritical enthusiasm – as if these large numbers are following a pied
piper into a promised world. I think we have to see them as an archaic subset of
any population. In the U.S. case, this is a largely white American subgroup that
has been obsessively angry since the 1960s over both economic and cultural
changes.
In other words, the progressive political and social reality that most Americans
have created beginning with the Civil Rights movement is anathema to them. For
these discontented people, the changes happening around them appeared
unstoppable until now. However, Trump’s language, his attack on the political
system per se, his choice of targets such as immigrants, have given voice and
direction to the frustrations of this subgroup. Trump’s alternate reality is one
that they are comfortable with. This situation is not unique to the U.S., nor is
it unique to our historical period.
Even though there is no eliminating such a class of malcontents entirely, it is
to be emphasized that, despite the publicity given emotional Trump rallies and
the Tea Party movement, Trump devotees are a minority of the national
population. If that is the case, how is it that Donald Trump occupies the White
House? We can answer this question by accounting for the outlook of the rest of

the adult U.S. population.
American Disaffection
First, it is important to understand that a large percentage of American adults
(perhaps 40 percent) don’t vote. In my opinion, most of them are just not
interested in politics. It is not an important part of their local reality.
Thus, they do not show an interest in, much less an understanding of,
politically important issues beyond their own immediate locale. This accounts
for the chronic low turnout for American elections both national and regional.
The default position of this very large number of citizens is one of political
passivity.
Second, during the past campaign season, a large number of traditionally
Democratic Party voters became disaffected. The party was essentially split by
the Bernie Sanders challenge. When that proved of no avail against an entrenched
leadership mindset more beholden to special interests then to the needs of the
ordinary citizen, the party lost millions of votes. Some of these defectors
probably became closet Trump supporters. Others voted for third-party candidates
or simply stayed home on Election Day.
You put all of this together with other voting variables such as gerrymandered
voting districts, the usual barriers to minority group voting, and the distinct
lack of enthusiasm for Hillary Clinton as a candidate, and the mystery of
Trump’s victory gets less mysterious.
Actually, Donald Trump’s delusional worldview, and the reinforcing support given
to it by his enthusiastic followers, does not prevent him from occasionally
coming out with accurate observations. Unfortunately, these occur almost
spontaneously, in what appears to spur-of-the-moment situations.
For instance, in an interview with Bill O’Reilly aired just before the Super
Bowl, Trump responded to the assertion that Vladimir Putin was “a killer” by
saying, “we’ve [the U.S.] got a lot of killers. What, do you think our country
is so innocent?”

This complemented his on-again – off-again desire to reach an

accommodation with Moscow. Then, during Benjamin Netanyahu’s recent visit to
Washington, Trump questioned the continuing viability of the two-state solution
(of course, without contextualizing the statement by pointing a finger at
Israeli policies).
Yet these relatively rare public displays of reality-based insight are of little
reassurance to the rest of us just because they are intermittent and apparently
not characteristic of any disciplined analytical way of thinking. So, we are
still left with guy who, for most of his waking hours, lives in his own world of

“humbug.”
So what can we expect from this delusional, morally suspect personality who now
occupies the White House? My guess is that as things get more contentious, Trump
will retreat from the policy business of governing. He will turn that over (if
he hasn’t already) to his accomplices: chief strategist Stephen Bannon, chief of
staff Reince Priebus and Vice President Mike Pence. Having done so he will
devote more and more time to his so-called reelection campaign where he can vent
his spleen amongst the adoring crowds of supporters who serve, collectively, as
a stimulus for the man’s immense ego.
Lawrence Davidson is a history professor at West Chester University in
Pennsylvania. He is the author of Foreign Policy Inc.: Privatizing America’s
National Interest; America’s Palestine: Popular and Official Perceptions from
Balfour to Israeli Statehood; and Islamic Fundamentalism. He blogs at
www.tothepointanalyses.com.

