The West’s Moral Hypocrisy on Yemen
Exclusive: The West’s “humanitarian interventionists” howl over bloody conflicts
when an adversary can be blamed but go silent when an ally is doing the killing,
such as Saudi Arabia in Yemen, reports Jonathan Marshall.

By Jonathan Marshall
Only a few months ago, interventionists were demanding a militant response by
Washington to what George Soros branded “a humanitarian catastrophe of historic
proportions” — the killing of “hundreds of people” by Russian and Syrian
government bombing of rebel-held neighborhoods in the city of Aleppo.
Leon Wieseltier, a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution and former New
Republic editor, was denouncing the Obama administration as “a bystander to the
greatest atrocity of our time,” asserting that its failure to “act against evil
in Aleppo” was like tolerating “the evil in Auschwitz.”
How strange, then, that so many of the same “humanitarian” voices have been so
quiet of late about the continued killing of many more innocent people in Yemen,
where tens of thousands of civilians have died and 12 million people face
famine. More than a thousand children die each week from preventable diseases
related to malnutrition and systematic attacks on the country’s food
infrastructure by a Saudi-led military coalition, which aims to impose a regime
friendly to Riyadh over the whole country.
“The U.S. silence has been deafening,” said Philippe Bolopion, deputy director
for global advocacy at Human Rights Watch, last summer. “This blatant double
standard deeply undermines U.S. efforts to address human rights violations
whether in Syria or elsewhere in the world.”
Official acquiescence — or worse — from Washington and other major capitals is
encouraging the relentless killing of Yemen’s civilians by warplanes from Saudi
Arabia and its allies. Last week, their bombs struck a funeral gathering north
of Sanaa, Yemen’s capital, killing nine women and a child and injuring several
dozen more people.
A day earlier, officials reported a deadly “double-tap” airstrike, first
targeting women at a funeral in Sanaa, then aimed at medical responders who
rushed in to save the wounded. A United Nations panel of experts condemned a
similar double-tap attack by Saudi coalition forces in October, which killed or
wounded hundreds of civilians, as a violation of international law.
The Tragedy of Mokha

On Feb. 12, an air strike on the Red Sea port city of Mokha killed all six
members of a family headed by the director of a maternal and childhood center.
Coalition ground forces had launched an attack on Mokha two weeks earlier.

Xinhua news agency reported, “the battles have since intensified and trapped
thousands of civilian residents in the city, as well as hampered the
humanitarian operation to import vital food and fuel supplies . . . The Genevabased UN human rights office said that it received extremely worrying reports
suggesting civilians and civilian objects have been targeted over the past two
weeks in the southwestern port city . . . Reports received by UN also show that
more than 200 houses have been either partially damaged or completely destroyed
by air strikes in the past two weeks.”
The U.N.’s humanitarian coordinator further reported that “scores of civilians”
had been killed or wounded by the bombing and shelling of Mokha, and that
residents were stranded without water or other basic life-supporting services.
That could be Aleppo, minus only the tear-jerking photos of dead and wounded
children on American television. However, unlike Syria, Yemen’s rebels don’t
have well-financed public relations offices in Western capitals. They pay no lip
service to the United States, democracy, or international human rights. Their
foe Saudi Arabia is a friend of Washington, not a long-time adversary. In
consequence, few American pundits summon any moral outrage at the Saudi-led
coalition, despite findings by a United National Panel of Experts that many of
its airstrikes violate international law and, in some cases, represent “war
crimes.”
Aiding and Abetting
The United States hasn’t simply turned a blind eye to such crimes; it has aided
them by selling Saudi Arabia the warplanes it flies and the munitions it drops

on Yemeni civilians. It has also siphoned 54 million pounds of jet fuel from
U.S. tanker planes to refuel coalition aircraft on bombing runs. The pace of
U.S. refueling operations has reportedly increased sharply in the last year.
The Obama administration initially supported the Saudi coalition in order to buy
Riyadh’s reluctant support for the Iran nuclear deal. Over time, Saudi Arabia
joined with anti-Iran hawks to portray Yemen’s rebels as pawns of Tehran to
justify continued support for the war. Most experts — including U.S.
intelligence officials — insist to the contrary that the rebels are a genuinely
indigenous force that enjoys limited Iranian support at best.
As I have documented previously, all of the fighting in Yemen has damaged U.S.
interests by creating anarchy conducive to the growth of Al Qaeda extremists.
They have planned or inspired major acts of terrorism against the West,
including an attempt to blow up a U.S. passenger plane in 2009 and a deadly
attack on the Parisian newspaper Charlie Hebdo in January 2015. The Saudis
tolerate them as Sunni allies against the rebels, in the name of curbing Iran.
Though the Obama administration is gone, the Trump administration is flush with
ideologues who are eager to take a stand against Tehran through Yemen and look
tough on “terrorism.” Within days of taking office, President Trump approved a
commando raid targeting an alleged Al Qaeda compound in central Yemen that went
awry, killing an estimated 10 women and children. The administration has also
diverted a U.S. destroyer to patrol Yemen’s coast.
Secretary of State Rex Tillerson, to his credit, has cited “the urgent need for
the unfettered delivery of humanitarian assistance throughout Yemen,” according
to a department spokesman. But no amount of humanitarian aid will save Yemen’s
tormented people from the bombs made in America and dropped from U.S.-made
warplanes, with little protest from Washington’s so-called “humanitarian
interventionists.”
Jonathan Marshall is author of many recent articles on arms issues, including
“Obama’s Unkept Promise on Nuclear War,” “How World War III Could
Start,” “NATO’s Provocative Anti-Russian Moves,” “Escalations in a New Cold
War,” and “Ticking Closer to Midnight.”

Trump’s One-State Openness on Israel
The ugly reality in Israel/Palestine is that the Zionist leaders are engaging in
a slow-walk ethnic cleansing of Palestinians, a crime that can only be averted

now by a secular singular state, says ex-CIA official Graham E. Fuller.

By Graham E. Fuller
Just because Donald Trump said it doesn’t mean it has to be wrong. During the
visit of Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu to Washington, President
Trump publicly stated he is not necessarily wedded to a “two-state solution” in
Palestine.
He is the first U.S. president to commit the heresy of questioning that sacred
article of faith in U.S.-Middle East policy. Indeed, a serious rethink is long
overdue in recognizing the bankruptcy — indeed the cruel cynicism — of the
defunct two-state scheme.
Many honorable people have dedicated the bulk of their professional lives to the
tedious minutiae and sad diplomatic history of the Palestinian-Israeli morass.
Sadly, none of those efforts have brought any resolution whatsoever to a
gangrenous issue — in many respects the granddaddy of so many of the Middle
East’s contemporary ills.
Trouble is, apart from a few dedicated diplomats and scholars who had hopes of
one day truly accomplishing something, the two-state solution in practice is by
now revealed as essentially a fraud. Yes, a few wiser Israeli leaders in the
past just possibly might have believed in that ideal, but for decades now the
“two-state scheme” has simply been cynically exploited by newer Israeli leaders,
especially by Bibi Netanyahu — the long-serving and most right-wing Prime
Minister in Israel’s history.
Netanyahu has been backed by a formidable and wealthy pro-Zionist cheering
section in the U.S. The goal is to conceal their true agenda — the ultimate
Israeli annexation of all of Palestine. They themselves have been subtly but
systematically torpedoing the “two-state solution” behind the scenes to that
end.
None of my observations here on the hoax of the two-state solution are new or
original. Many liberal Israeli observers have been stating the self-evident for
years now. But those voices never get heard in the U.S. where it constitutes an
unmentionable. But there should be no doubt: the concept of a “two-state
solution” — a Palestinian and an Israeli state sharing historical Palestine and
living side by side in sovereignty and dignity — is dead. It is almost
inconceivable that it can now ever be resuscitated: nearly all the operative
forces within Israel are systematically working to prevent it from ever coming
about.

Facts on the Ground
The harsh reality is that Israel, through a relentless process of “creating
facts on the ground,” is now decades deep into the process of taking over
illegally, step-by-step, the totality of Palestine. Israel has scant regard for
any international law in this respect, and never has had.
Washington, apart from a few periodic pathetic bleats, has ended up functionally
supporting this cynical scheme all the way, perhaps unwilling to confront the
painful reality of what is really taking place, along with its dangerous
political repercussions at home.
Israel is extending day-by-day its control — indeed ownership — of Palestinian
lands through expansion of illegal Jewish settlements and the dispossession of
the rightful owners of these Palestinian lands. Put simply, there is little left
of Palestinian land out of which ever to fashion a “two-state solution.” That
leaves us with only one alternative: the “one-state solution.” Indeed, Israel’s
actions have already created the preconditions that make the “one-state
solution” an unacknowledged but virtual fait accompli.
Honest observers know full well that the mantra of preserving “the peace
process” for the two-state solution is now little more than a cover for full
Israeli annexation of Palestinian lands. The sooner we all acknowledge this ugly
reality, the better. That will then require Israel, the Palestinians, and the
world to get on with dealing with the complex challenge of crafting the binational state — the one-state solution.
The calculations of the hard-line Zionists — who are now largely in control of
Israeli state mechanisms — are unyielding.
1) Israel should functionally take over all of Palestinian territory and permit
full Jewish settlement therein. 2) Israel should still play the “two-state
solution” game with visiting foreign diplomats to reduce pressure on Israel, to
play for time while it quietly establishes the irreversible facts on the ground
that shut out any possible viable Palestinian state.
3) Make life harsh enough for Palestinians that, bit by bit, they will grow
bitter and weary, give up and go elsewhere, leaving all the land for Zionist
settlers. 4) If Palestinians “stubbornly” resist, predictable periodic military
and security crises in Palestine over the longer run will enable Israel to rid
Palestine of all Palestinians — a gradual process of ethnic cleansing that
returns all the land promised by God to the Jews.
A Secular State?

Some liberal Israelis actually do accept the idea of a “one-state solution” in
their own liberal vision of a future Israel — one in which Israelis and
Palestinians live as equal citizens in a secular, democratic, binational, multicultural state enjoying equal rights, rather than the increasingly religiously
dominated state that it is. And the liberal ideal makes sense: the country is
already well on the way to becoming bi-lingual — and Hebrew and Arabic are
closely-related languages. Both are Semitic peoples with ancient ties to the
same land.
The problem is, ardent Zionists don’t want a binational Palestinian-Jewish
state. They want a “Jewish state” and demand that the world accept that term.
Yet, in today’s world isn’t the term “Jewish state” strikingly discordant? Who
speaks of an “English” or “French” state? The world would freak out if tomorrow
Berlin started calling itself “the German State.” Or Spain a “Christian state.”
So what do we make of a state that is dedicated solely to Jews and Judaism? Such
concepts are remnants of Nineteenth Century movements that promoted the creation
of ethnically and/or religiously pure states. Indeed it was precisely that kind
of ugly religious and ethnic nationalism that caused Jews to flee from Eastern
Europe in the first place to find their own homeland.
The true historical task of Israel, with the support of the world, is now to
begin the challenging work of introducing the range of major reforms that will
transform Israel into just such a multi-ethnic and bi-lingual state of equal
citizens enjoying equal rights under secular law. It is not a question of
“allowing Palestinians” into Israel, they are already there and have been for
millennia, in far greater numbers than Jews. Palestinians now seek full legal
equality of treatment under secular law in Israel.
So let’s acknowledge the useful truth that Trump has blundered onto. Let’s
abandon the naive and cynical rhetoric about the “two-state solution” that will
never come about — in any just and acceptable form. Half of Israel never
believed in it in the first place. It has served only as a cover for building an
apartheid Jewish state — a term used frequently by liberal Israeli commentators.
Netanyahu and the right-wing Zionists clearly want all of Palestine. But they’re
not ready yet to admit it. They want all the land, but without any of its
people. But despite Zionist hopes, the Palestinians aren’t going to abandon
their lands. And so the logical outcome of Israel’s take-over all of Palestine
leads by definition to an ultimate single binational state.
The challenge to Israelis and Palestinians is huge. It entails a deep
Palestinian rethink of their options and their future destiny in a new order,
and the need to fight for those democratic rights in a binational state. It

involves Israeli evolution away from “God-given rights” in a state solely for
Jews and Judaism that can only be forever oppressive and undemocratic as it now
stands. The process will be a slow and difficult one. But it also represents an
evolution consonant with emerging contemporary global values.
We expect a democratic multi-cultural state from Germany and France, or from
Britain, Canada and the United States — why not from Israel?
Graham E. Fuller is a former senior CIA official, author of numerous books on
the Muslim World; his latest book is Breaking Faith: A novel of espionage and an
American’s crisis of conscience in Pakistan. (Amazon, Kindle) grahamefuller.com

Was Thomas Jefferson a Rapist?
Exclusive: As Thomas Jefferson’s apologists retreat in their denials about Sally
Hemings, the new defensive line is to assert that Jefferson’s sex with his slave
girl was “a relationship,” not another r-word, writes Robert Parry.

By Robert Parry
On President’s Day, The Washington Post published a front-page article about
Thomas Jefferson’s mansion, Monticello, finally restoring Sally Hemings’s room,
which was next door to Jefferson’s bedroom, a further grudging acknowledgement
that Hemings was his concubine.
But the Post could not bring itself to state the obvious. It described Jefferson
imposing himself sexually on his female slave as a “relationship,” rather than a
serial rape that apparently began when Hemings was around 14 years of age.
The Post reported that in 1941, the caretakers of Monticello transformed
Hemings’s room into a restroom as “the floor tiles and bathroom stalls covered
over the story of the enslaved woman, who was owned by Jefferson and had a longterm relationship with him.”
But – as grotesque as it may be to erase her room by installing toilets – it is
equally grotesque to describe as a “relationship” an older powerful man having
sex with a young female slave who had little choice but to submit to his
predations and bear his children.
It may be hard for the American people to accept but the evidence increasingly
indicates that the author of the Declaration of Independence and the third
president of the United States was a pedophile and a rapist.

That is the story that Jefferson’s many apologists have most desperately tried
to obscure along with his wretched record on race, including the sickening
racism in his Notes on the State of Virginia, that includes his pseudo-science
of assessing physiological and mental traits of African-Americans to prove that
all men were not created equal.
For generations, the apologists also have challenged slave Sally Hemings’s latein-life remembrance to one of her sons, Madison Hemings, describing how
Jefferson had imposed himself on her sexually in Paris after she arrived in 1787
as a teen-age slave girl attending one of his daughters.
According to Madison Hemings’s account, his mother “became Mr. Jefferson’s
concubine [in Paris]. And when he was called back home she was enciente
[pregnant] by him.” Jefferson was insistent that Sally Hemings return with him,
but her awareness of the absence of slavery in France gave her the leverage to
insist on a transactional trade-off; she would continue to provide sex to
Jefferson in exchange for his promise of good treatment and the freedom of her
children when they turned 21, Madison Hemings said.
Smearing Hemings
The traditional defense of Jefferson was to portray Sally Hemings as a
promiscuous vixen who lied about her relationship with the Great Man to enhance
her humble standing. After all, whose word would you believe, that of the
estimable Jefferson who publicly decried race mixing or a lowly African-American
slave girl?
For decades, the defenders stuck to that dismissive response despite the curious
coincidence that Hemings tended to give birth nine months after one of
Jefferson’s visits to Monticello and the discovery of male Jefferson DNA in
Hemings’s descendants.
Still, the Jefferson apologists raised finicky demands for conclusive proof of
the liaison, as if it were absurd to envision that a relatively young man then
in his mid-40s, a widower since his wife died in 1782, would have initiated a
sexual relationship with an African-American female, even an attractive lightskinned mulatto like Hemings (who was the illegitimate daughter of Jefferson’s
father-in-law and thus Jefferson’s late wife’s half-sister).
Though it’s true that unequivocal evidence does not exist — Hemings did not save
a semen-stained blue dress so it could later be subjected to DNA analysis —
historians have increasingly come to accept the reality of Jefferson’s sexual
involvement with his young slave girl who was only 14 when she moved into
Jefferson’s residence in Paris.

So, with this ground shifting under Jefferson’s defensive lines, his apologists
retreated to a new position, that the relationship was a true love affair and/or
that Jefferson’s behavior fit with the moral behavior of the times as slave
owners frequently raped their female slaves (and thus Jefferson’s behavior
should not be judged adversely).
Hemings was transformed into a kind of modern-day independent woman making her
own choices about matters of the heart. However, given her age and her status as
Jefferson’s property the relationship could be more accurately described as
serial rape.
But the reality may be even worse. Recent historical examinations of records at
Jefferson’s Monticello plantation have provided support for contemporaneous
accounts of Jefferson having sex with at least one other slave girl beside
Hemings and possibly more.
Fathering of Slaves
Some scholars, such as historian Henry Wiencek in his 2012 book, Master of the
Mountain: Thomas Jefferson and His Slaves, give credence to old reports
about Jefferson having a direct role in populating Monticello by fathering his
own dark-skinned lookalikes.
“In ways that no one completely understands, Monticello became populated by a
number of mixed-race people who looked astonishingly like Thomas Jefferson,”
wrote Wiencek. “We know this not from what Jefferson’s detractors have claimed
but from what his grandson Jeff Randolph openly admitted. According to him, not
only Sally Hemings but another Hemings woman as well ‘had children which
resembled Mr. Jefferson so closely that it was plain that they had his blood in
their veins.’
“Resemblance meant kinship; there was no other explanation. Since Mr.
Jefferson’s blood was Jeff’s blood, Jeff knew that he was somehow kin to these
people of a parallel world. Jeff said the resemblance of one Hemings to Thomas
Jefferson was ‘so close, that at some distance or in the dusk the slave, dressed
in the same way, might be mistaken for Mr. Jefferson.’”
During a dinner at Monticello, Jeff Randolph recounted a scene in which a Thomas
Jefferson lookalike was a servant tending to the table where Thomas Jefferson
was seated. Randolph recalled the reaction of one guest: “In one instance, a
gentleman dining with Mr. Jefferson, looked so startled as he raised his eyes
from the latter to the servant behind him, that his discovery of the resemblance
was perfectly obvious to all.”
In the 1850s, Jeff Randolph told a visiting author that his grandfather did not

hide the slaves who bore these close resemblances, since Sally Hemings “was a
house servant and her children were brought up house servants so that the
likeness between master and slave was blazoned to all the multitudes who visited
this political Mecca” and indeed a number of visitors did make note of this
troubling reality.
Even Jefferson admirer Jon Meacham accepted the truth of the Hemings liaison in
Thomas Jefferson: The Art of Power. Meacham cited a quote from Elijah Fletcher,
a visitor from Vermont: “The story of Black Sal is no farce — That he cohabits
with her and has a number of children by her is a sacred truth and the worst of
it is, he keeps the same children slaves an unnatural crime which is very common
in these parts This conduct may receive a little palliation when we consider
that such proceedings are so common that they cease here to be disgraceful.”
Meacham observed that Jefferson “was apparently able to consign his children
with Sally Hemings to a separate sphere of life in his mind even as they grew up
in his midst.
“It was, to say the least, an odd way to live, but Jefferson was a creature of
his culture. ‘The enjoyment of a negro or mulatto woman is spoken of as quite a
common thing: no reluctance, delicacy or shame is made about the matter,’ Josiah
Quincy Jr. of Massachusetts wrote after a visit to the Carolinas. This was daily
reality at Monticello.”
Family Doubts
This “daily reality” was also a troubling concern among Jefferson’s white family
though the Great Man would never confirm or deny his parentage of a number of
Monticello’s slaves.
“Frigid indifference forms a useful shield for a public character against his
political enemies, but Jefferson deployed it against his own daughter Martha,
who was deeply upset by the sexual allegations against her father and wanted a
straight answer Yes or no? an answer he would not deign to give,” wrote Wiencek.
Before his death, Jefferson did free several of Sally Hemings’s children or let
them run away presumably fulfilling the commitment made in Paris before Hemings
agreed to return to Monticello to remain his slave concubine.
“Jefferson went to his grave without giving his family any denial of the Hemings
charges,” Wiencek wrote.
The historical record increasingly makes Jefferson out to be a serial rapist,
exploiting at least one and possibly more girls who were trapped on his
property, who indeed were his property, and thus had little choice but to

tolerate his sexual advances.
Whipping the Children
The evidence of Jefferson’s sexual predations must also be viewed in the context
of his overall treatment of his slaves at Monticello. Though Jefferson’s
apologists pretend that he was a kind master distressed over the inequities of a
slave system that he could somehow neither correct nor escape, the latest
evidence much of it concealed for generations to protect Jefferson’s image
reveal him to be a cruel slave-owner who carefully calculated the net worth that
his human chattel provided him and having boys as young as 10 whipped.
Some of Jefferson’s mistreatment of his slaves derived from another of his
hypocrisies, his views about simplicity and solvency. As historian John Chester
Miller wrote in his 1977 book, The Wolf by the Ears, “To Jefferson, the abandon
with which Americans rushed into debt and squandered borrowed money upon British
‘gew-gaws’ and ‘trumpery’ vitiated the blessings of peace.
“From Paris an unlikely podium from which to sermonize Jefferson preached
frugality, temperance, and the simple life of the American farmer. Buy nothing
whatever on credit, he exhorted his countrymen, and buy only what was essential.
‘The maxim of buying nothing without money in our pocket to pay for it,’ he
averred, ‘would make of our country (Virginia) one of the happiest upon earth.’
“As Jefferson saw it, the most pernicious aspect of the postwar preoccupation
with pleasure, luxury, and the ostentatious display of wealth was the
irremediable damage it did to ‘republican virtue.’”
But Jefferson himself amassed huge debts and lived the life of a bon vivant,
spending way beyond his means. In Paris, he bought fancy clothes, collected fine
wines, and acquired expensive books, furniture and artwork. It was, however, his
slaves back at Monticello who paid the price for his excesses.
“Living in a style befitting a French nobleman, his small salary often in
arrears, and burdened by debts to British merchants which he saw no way of
paying, Jefferson was driven to financial shifts, some of which were made at the
expense of his slaves. In 1787, for example, he decided to hire out some of his
slaves a practice he had hitherto avoided because of the hardship it wreaked
upon the slaves themselves,” Miller wrote.
Exploiting His Slaves
Upon returning to the United States, Jefferson reinvented himself as a more
modestly attired republican, but his tastes for the grandiose did not abate. He
ordered elaborate renovations to Monticello, which deepened his debt and

compelled his slaves to undertake strenuous labor to implement Jefferson’s
ambitious architectural designs.
Needing to squeeze more value from his slaves, Jefferson was an aggressive
master, not the gentle patrician that his apologists have long depicted.
According to historian Wiencek, Jefferson “directed his manager, Nicholas Lewis,
to extract ‘extraordinary exertions’ of labor from the slaves to stay current
with his debt payments. Some slaves had endured years of harsh treatment at the
hands of strangers, for to raise cash, Jefferson had also instructed Lewis to
hire out slaves. He demanded extraordinary exertions from the elderly: ‘The
negroes too old to be hired, could they not make a good profit by cultivating
cotton?’”
Jefferson was callous as well toward his young slaves. Reviewing long-neglected
records at Monticello, Wiencek noted that one plantation report to Jefferson
recounted that the nail factory was doing well because “the small ones” ages 10,
11 and 12 were being whipped by overseer, Gabriel Lilly, “for truancy.”
His plantation records also show that he viewed fertile female slaves as
exceptionally valuable because their offspring would increase his assets and
thus enable him to incur more debt. He ordered his plantation manager to take
special care of these “breeding” women.
“A child raised every 2. years is of more profit than the crop of the best
laboring man,” Jefferson wrote. “[I]n this, as in all other cases, providence
has made our duties and our interests coincide perfectly.”
According to Wiencek, “The enslaved people were yielding him a bonanza, a
perpetual human dividend at compound interest. Jefferson wrote, ‘I allow nothing
for losses by death, but, on the contrary, shall presently take credit four per
cent. per annum, for their increase over and above keeping up their own
numbers.’ His plantation was producing inexhaustible human assets. The
percentage was predictable.”
To justify this profiting off slavery, Jefferson claimed that he was merely
acting in accordance with “Providence,” which in Jefferson’s peculiar view of
religion always happened to endorse whatever action Jefferson wanted to take.
Part of that “Providence” presumably supplied him with comely slave girls such
as Sally Hemings and allowed Jefferson to do his part in “breeding” his slave
stock and assuring more compound profits from his investments.
Investigative reporter Robert Parry broke many of the Iran-Contra stories for
The Associated Press and Newsweek in the 1980s. You can buy his latest book,

America’s Stolen Narrative, either in print here or as an e-book (from Amazon
and barnesandnoble.com).

Trump’s Foreign Policy: Retreat or Rout?
With President Trump’s foreign-policy team sounding a lot like President
Obama’s, the new question is whether Trump has caved in to Official Washington’s
powers-that-be or is biding his time for a big move, asks Gilbert Doctorow.

By Gilbert Doctorow
After President Trump abruptly fired National Security Advisor Michael Flynn a
week ago and senior Trump officials flew to Europe to unveil a foreign-policy
agenda that sounded a lot like President Obama’s, even some Trump supporters
wondered if Washington’s “shadow government” or “deep state” had triumphed over
their hero.
But another interpretation is possible, that Trump understands that he first
must gain control of the national-security and foreign-policy bureaucracies
before he can press ahead with plans for détente with Russia and downsizing
America’s vast web of military bases and geopolitical commitments. In other
words, what we’re seeing may be a tactical retreat rather than a wholesale rout.
The latest crisis to hit the young Trump administration began on Feb. 13 with
Trump’s firing of Flynn, a move that Trump seemed to regret almost immediately
as he assessed how Flynn’s ouster had been engineered.
The orchestration of Flynn’s removal entailed illegal use of his wiretapped
conversation with Russian Ambassador Sergey Kislyak on Dec. 29 at a time when
Flynn was still a private citizen and government rules require “minimization”
(or redaction) of an American’s intercepted communications.
Holdovers from President Obama’s Justice Department then concocted a pretext for
an FBI investigation based on the Logan Act, a dusty relic from 1799 that has
never been used to prosecute anyone. Flynn was further tripped up because he
didn’t have total recall of what was said in the conversation and then details
of the case were selectively leaked to the press to buttress the narrative of
illicit ties between Trump and Moscow.
But what was perhaps even more remarkable about this ambush of Flynn, who had

made powerful enemies as director of the Defense Intelligence Agency overseeing
its criticism of Obama’s Syrian war policies, was the collusion between U.S.
intelligence agencies and a mainstream media intent on bringing down President
Trump — or at least preventing him from redirecting U.S. foreign policy away
from “regime change” wars in the Middle East and toward a détente with Russia.
When Trump hastily demanded Flynn’s resignation – at least in part to appease
Vice President Mike Pence who complained that Flynn hadn’t been fully
forthcoming with him – a media feeding frenzy followed. Even Hillary Clinton
came out of hiding to radiate pleasure at the announcement of Flynn’s firing.
(At the Republican National Convention, he had joined chants of “lock her up.”)
We heard similar delight from media standard-bearers of the “dump Trump”
movement – CNN and The New York Times – as well as among Trump’s former rivals
in the Republican primaries who continue to hold key positions on Capitol Hill.
The Early Roll-Out
Next came a stunning about-face in the early roll-out of Donald Trump’s new
foreign policy, which looked a lot like Barack Obama’s old foreign policy. We
heard presidential press secretary Sean Spicer say Trump “expected the Russian
government to … return Crimea” to Ukraine.
Then we heard Defense Secretary James Mattis in Brussels (NATO headquarters),
Secretary of State Rex Tillerson in Bonn (G20 Foreign Ministers meeting) and
Vice President Pence in Munich (Security Conference) collectively pledge
unswerving loyalty to the NATO alliance, insist that any new talks with Russia
must be conducted from “a position of strength,” and vow to hold Russia
accountable for the full implementation of the Minsk Accords, meaning all
sanctions stay in place pending that achievement which the Ukrainian government
has consistently blocked while blaming Moscow.
Amid these signals of surrender from the Trump Administration – suggesting
continuation of the disastrous foreign policy of the last 25 years – the newly
revived enemies of détente on Capitol Hill added more anti-Russian sanctions and
threats. In response to alleged violations by the Kremlin of the Treaty on
Intermediate and Short-range Missiles (INF) dating back to 1987, Sen. Tom
Cotton, R-Arkansas, introduced a bill enabling the re-installation of American
nuclear-tipped cruise missiles in Europe. If enacted, this would undo the main
achievements of disarmament from the Reagan years and bring us back to a fullblown Cold War.
These developments have unnerved even Trump’s long-time loyalists. Some friendly
pundits have claimed that Flynn was the sole adviser to Donald Trump urging
accommodation with the Russians and that his departure dealt a fatal blow to

détente. Others have urged the President to reconsider what they see as a
collapse of will under intense pressure from the powerful neoconservatives and
their liberal-hawk allies. Trump’s backers reminded him of the disasters that
the policies of American global hegemony have created in the Middle East and
elsewhere.
Implicit in this well-meaning and sometimes condescending advice is a failure to
understand the political acumen of Donald Trump and his entourage. He did not
win the election on Nov. 8 by chance. It was the fruit of a more sophisticated
calculation of voter support and Electoral College arithmetic than anyone else
could muster. Trump also did not get his most contentious cabinet appointments –
Rex Tillerson at State, Betsy DeVos at Education and Jeff Sessions as Attorney
General – through the Senate confirmation hearings by luck. It was the fruit of
hard work and brains in striking “deals” with political friends and foes.
No White Flag
Consequently, I view the present backtracking on Russia and retreat on a new
foreign policy as a tactical repositioning, not the waving of a white flag. It
is obvious that no progress on Trump’s less-interventionist foreign policy is
possible until the subversive plotters in the State Department, the Justice
Department, the National Security Agency, the CIA and the FBI are sent packing.
Arguably, some who broke the law in their haste to hobble Trump’s presidency
should be held legally accountable. Only if and when his back is secure can
Trump begin changing policy.
With the end of the Obama presidency on Jan. 20, there was what might be called
addition by subtraction at the State Department with the departures of political
appointees who favored the neoconservative/liberal-hawk agenda, people such as
Assistant Secretary of State Victoria Nuland, a key architect of the Ukraine
crisis, and Ambassador to the United Nations Samantha Power, a chief advocate
for the “regime change” war in Syria.
During Secretary Tillerson’s maiden diplomatic voyage to Europe, more pink slips
have been passed out to high-level officials on the State Department’s “seventh
floor,” home to the post-9/11 “shadow government” first put in place by Vice
President Dick Cheney and then more deeply entrenched during Hillary Clinton’s
stint as Secretary of State. On a related front, The New York Times has reported
that Trump plans to appoint businessman Stephen Feinberg to evaluate and
recommend reorganization of the intelligence agencies, viewed as a shake-up to
restore order and loyalty to the Chief Executive.
At the same time, we may expect President Trump to rally public opinion around
his administration and its policies, both domestic and foreign. His appearance

at the Melbourne, Florida airport this weekend where thousands gathered to hear
Trump is surely only the first of many such public demonstrations by his
supporters.
Donald Trump remains in close contact with his supporter base across the country
not only via social media but using weekly, at times daily questionnaires
delivered by email and asking the respondents to prioritize his next possible
moves. Surely, this grassroots support gives him the confidence to wage battles
against the Establishment in a bold manner.
It also must be emphasized that Trump’s pre-electoral and post-electoral
commitment to détente is not an aberration in his political thinking. What so
many people, including supporters, fail to understand is that detente is as
essential to Trump for the sake of his domestic programs as detente was critical
for Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev to implement his new thinking
domestically in the 1980s.
Only via détente – meaning an end to the permanent wars abroad with their heavy
operational costs and the dismantling of the vast global network of U.S.
military bases – can Trump free up budgetary resources to finance his plans for
massive U.S. infrastructure investments, modernizing the military, and
addressing the needs of veterans. The sums involved are on the order of $600
billion annually which presently go to maintain some 800 military bases in 70
countries, bases which generate much anti-Americanism and entangle the U.S. in
regional conflicts.
Gorbachev ultimately failed, squeezed between Moscow’s own “deep state”
resisting change and a “new order” of greedy opportunists who saw a chance to
plunder Russia’s riches. For Trump to succeed, he must not only overcome
Washington’s “deep state” with its vested interests in protecting the status quo
but he must enlist the capitalist world’s best minds to rebuild America’s
infrastructure and restore a more broad-based prosperity.
Whether Trump can accomplish such a daunting task is debatable, but he has shown
over a long business career the ability to attract and motivate a small team of
not more than a dozen devoted assistants to run a multi-billion-dollar real
estate empire. Obviously running an enterprise as large and complex as the U.S.
government – and its interconnections with the domestic and global economies –
is far more difficult. But if he is to succeed, Trump will have to press ahead
with his earlier plans for a new and less costly foreign and defense policy.
Gilbert Doctorow is a Brussels-based political analyst. His latest book, Does
Russia Have a Future? was published in August 2015.

Democratic Ex-Dove Proposes War on Iran
Exclusive: The Democrats’ rush to rebrand themselves as super-hawks is perhaps
best illustrated by the once-dovish Rep. Alcee Hastings proposing stand-by
authorization for the President to attack Iran, reports Nicolas J S Davies.

By Nicolas J S Davies
Rep. Alcee Hastings has sponsored a bill to authorize President Trump to attack
Iran. Hastings reintroduced H J Res 10, the “Authorization of Use of Force
Against Iran Resolution” on Jan. 3, the first day of the new Congress after
President Trump’s election.
Hastings’s bill has come as a shock to constituents and people who have followed
his career as a 13-term Democratic Member of Congress from South Florida. Miami
Beach resident Michael Gruener called Hastings’s bill, “extraordinarily
dangerous,” and asked, “Does Hastings even consider to whom he is giving this
authorization?”
Fritzie Gaccione, the editor of the South Florida Progressive Bulletin noted
that Iran is complying with the 2015 JCPOA (Joint Comprehensive Plan of
Action) and expressed amazement that Hastings has reintroduced this bill at a
moment when the stakes are so high and Trump’s intentions so unclear.
“How can Hastings hand this opportunity to Trump?” she asked. “Trump shouldn’t
be trusted with toy soldiers, let alone the American military.”
Speculation by people in South Florida as to why Alcee Hastings has sponsored
such a dangerous bill reflect two general themes. One is that he is paying undue
attention to the pro-Israel groups who raised 10 percent of his coded campaign
contributions for the 2016 election. The other is that, at the age of 80, he
seems to be carrying water for the pay-to-play Clinton wing of the Democratic
Party as part of some kind of retirement plan.
Alcee Hastings is better known to the public as a federal judge who
was impeached for bribery and for a series of ethical lapses as a
Congressman than for his legislative record. The 2012 Family Affairs report by
the Committee for Responsibility and Ethics in Washington found that Hastings
paid his partner, Patricia Williams, $622,000 to serve as his deputy district
director from 2007 to 2010, the largest amount paid to a family member by any
Member of Congress in the report.
But Hastings sits in one of the 25 safest Democratic seats in the House and does

not seem to have ever faced a serious challenge from a Democratic primary
opponent or a Republican.
Alcee Hastings’s voting record on war and peace issues has been about average
for a Democrat. He voted against the 2002 Authorization for the Use of Military
Force (AUMF) on Iraq, and his 79 percent lifetime Peace Action score is the
highest among current House members from Florida, although Alan Grayson’s was
higher.
Hastings voted against the bill to approve the JCPOA or nuclear agreement with
Iran and first introduced his AUMF bill in 2015. With the approval of the JCPOA
and Obama’s solid commitment to it, Hastings’s bill seemed like a symbolic act
that posed little danger – until now.
In the new Republican-led Congress, with the bombastic and unpredictable Donald
Trump in the White House, Hastings’s bill could actually serve as a blank check
for war on Iran, and it is carefully worded to be exactly that. It authorizes
the open-ended use of force against Iran with no limits on the scale or duration
of the war. The only sense in which the bill meets the requirements of the War
Powers Act is that it stipulates that it does so. Otherwise it entirely
surrenders Congress’s constitutional authority for any decision over war with
Iran to the President, requiring only that he report to Congress on the war once
every 60 days.
Dangerous Myths
The wording of Hastings’s bill perpetuates dangerous myths about the nature of
Iran’s nuclear program that have been thoroughly investigated and debunked after
decades of intense scrutiny by experts, from the U.S. intelligence community to
the International Atomic Energy Association (IAEA).
As former IAEA director Mohamed ElBaradei explained in his book, The Age of
Deception: Nuclear Diplomacy in Treacherous Times, the IAEA has never found any
real evidence of nuclear weapons research or development in Iran, any more than
in Iraq in 2003, the last time such myths were abused to launch our country into
a devastating and disastrous war.
In Manufactured Crisis: the Untold Story of the Iran Nuclear Scare,
investigative journalist Gareth Porter meticulously examined the suspected
evidence of nuclear weapons activity in Iran. He explored the reality behind
every claim and explained how the deep-seated mistrust in U.S.-Iran relations
gave rise to misinterpretations of Iran’s scientific research and led Iran to
shroud legitimate civilian research in secrecy. This climate of hostility and
dangerous worst-case assumptions even led to the assassination of four innocent

Iranian scientists by alleged Israeli agents.
The discredited myth of an Iranian “nuclear weapons program” was perpetuated
throughout the 2016 election campaign by candidates of both parties, but Hillary
Clinton was particularly strident in claiming credit for neutralizing Iran’s
imaginary nuclear weapons program.
President Obama and Secretary of State John Kerry also reinforced a false
narrative that the “dual-track” approach of Obama’s first term, escalating
sanctions and threats of war at the same time as holding diplomatic
negotiations, “brought Iran to the table.” This was utterly false. Threats and
sanctions served only to undermine diplomacy, strengthen hard-liners on both
sides and push Iran into building 20,000 centrifuges to supply its civilian
nuclear program with enriched uranium, as documented in Trita Parsi’s book, A
Single Roll of the Dice: Obama’s Diplomacy With Iran.
A former hostage at the U.S. Embassy in Tehran who rose to be a senior officer
on the Iran desk at the State Department told Parsi that the main obstacle to
diplomacy with Iran during Obama’s first term was the U.S. refusal to “take
‘Yes’ for an answer.”
When Brazil and Turkey persuaded Iran to accept the terms of an agreement
proposed by the U.S. a few months earlier, the U.S. responded by rejecting its
own proposal. By then the main U.S. goal was to ratchet up sanctions at the
U.N., which this diplomatic success would have undermined.
Trita Parsi explained that this was only one of many ways in which the two
tracks of Obama’s “dual-track” approach were hopelessly at odds with each
other. Only once Clinton was replaced by John Kerry at the State Department did
serious diplomacy displace brinksmanship and ever-rising tensions.
Next Target for U.S. Aggression?
Statements by President Trump have raised hopes for a new detente with
Russia. But there is no firm evidence of a genuine rethink of U.S. war policy,
an end to serial U.S. aggression or a new U.S. commitment to peace or the rule
of international law.
Trump and his advisers may hope that some kind of “deal” with Russia could give
them the strategic space to continue America’s war policy on other fronts
without Russian interference. But this would only grant Russia a temporary
reprieve from U.S. aggression as long as U.S. leaders still view “regime change”
or mass destruction as the only acceptable outcomes for countries
that challenge U.S. dominance.

Students of history, not least 150 million Russians, will remember that another
serial aggressor offered Russia a “deal” like that in 1939, and that Russia’s
complicity with Germany over Poland only set the stage for the total devastation
of Poland, Russia and Germany.
One former U.S. official who has consistently warned of the danger of U.S.
aggression against Iran is retired General Wesley Clark. In his 2007 memoir, A
Time To Lead, General Clark explained that his fears were rooted in ideas
embraced by hawks in Washington since the end of the Cold War. Clark recalls
Undersecretary of Defense for Policy Paul Wolfowitz’s response in May 1991 when
he congratulated him on his role in the Gulf War.
“We screwed up and left Saddam Hussein in power. The president believes he’ll be
overthrown by his own people, but I rather doubt it,” Wolfowitz complained. “But
we did learn one thing that’s very important. With the end of the Cold War, we
can now use our military with impunity. The Soviets won’t come in to block us.
And we’ve got five, maybe 10, years to clean up these old Soviet surrogate
regimes like Iraq and Syria before the next superpower emerges to challenge us …
We could have a little more time, but no one really knows.”
The view that the end of the Cold War opened the door for a series of U.S.-led
wars in the Middle East was widely held among hawkish officials and advisers in
the Bush I administration and military-industrial think tanks. During the
propaganda push for war on Iraq in 1990, Michael Mandelbaum, the director of
East-West studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, crowed to the New York
Times, “for the first time in 40 years, we can conduct military operations in
the Middle East without worrying about triggering World War III.”
Self-Inflicted Nightmare
As we begin the fifth U.S. administration since 1990, U.S. foreign policy
remains trapped in the self-inflicted nightmare that those dangerous assumptions
produced. Today, war-wise Americans can quite easily fill in the unasked
questions that Wolfowitz’s backward-looking and simplistic analysis failed to
ask, let alone answer, in 1991.

What did he mean by “clean up”? What if we couldn’t “clean them all up” in the
short historical window he described? What if failed efforts to “clean up these
old Soviet surrogate regimes” left only chaos, instability and greater dangers
in their place? Which leads to the still largely unasked and unanswered
question: how can we actually clean up the violence and chaos that we ourselves
have now unleashed on the world?

In 2012, Norwegian General Robert Mood was forced to withdraw a U.N.
peacekeeping team from Syria after Hillary Clinton, Nicolas Sarkozy, David
Cameron and their Turkish and Arab monarchist allies undermined U.N. envoy Kofi
Annan’s peace plan.
In 2013, as they unveiled their “Plan B,” for Western military intervention in
Syria, General Mood told the BBC, “It is fairly easy to use the military tool,
because, when you launch the military tool in classical interventions, something
will happen and there will be results. The problem is that the results are
almost all the time different than the political results you were aiming for
when you decided to launch it. So the other position, arguing that it is not the
role of the international community, neither coalitions of the willing nor the
U.N. Security Council for that matter, to change governments inside a country,
is also a position that should be respected.”
General Wesley Clark played his own deadly role as the supreme commander of
NATO’s illegal assault on what was left of the “old Soviet surrogate regime” of
Yugoslavia in 1999. Then, ten days after the horrific crimes of September 11,
2001, newly retired General Clark dropped in at the Pentagon to find that the
scheme Wolfowitz described to him in 1991 had become the Bush administration’s
grand strategy to exploit the war psychosis into which it was plunging the
country and the world.
Undersecretary Stephen Cambone’s notes from a meeting amid the ruins of the
Pentagon on September 11th include orders from Secretary Rumsfeld to, “Go
massive. Sweep it all up. Things related and not.”
A former colleague at the Pentagon showed Clark a list of seven countries
besides Afghanistan where the U.S. planned to unleash “regime change” wars in
the next five years: Iraq; Syria; Lebanon; Libya; Somalia; Sudan; and Iran. The
five- to ten-year window of opportunity Wolfowitz described to Clark in 1991 had
already passed. But instead of reevaluating a strategy that was illegal,
untested and predictably dangerous to begin with, and now well past its sell-by
date, the neocons were hell-bent on launching an ill-conceived blitzkrieg across
the Middle East and neighboring regions, with no objective analysis of the
geopolitical consequences and no concern for the human cost.
Misery and Chaos
Fifteen years later, despite the catastrophic failure of illegal wars that have
killed 2 million people and left only misery and chaos in their wake, the
leaders of both major U.S. political parties seem determined to pursue this
military madness to the bitter end – whatever that end may be and however long
the wars may last.

By framing their wars in terms of vague “threats” to America and by demonizing
foreign leaders, our own morally and legally bankrupt leaders and the
subservient U.S. corporate media are still trying to obscure the obvious fact
that we are the aggressor that has been threatening and attacking country after
country in violation of the U.N. Charter and international law since 1999.
So U.S. strategy has inexorably escalated from an unrealistic but limited goal
of overthrowing eight relatively defenseless governments in and around the
Middle East to risking nuclear war with Russia and/or China. U.S. post-Cold War
triumphalism and hopelessly unrealistic military ambitions have revived the
danger of World War III that even Paul Wolfowitz celebrated the passing of in
1991.
The U.S. has followed the well-worn path that has stymied aggressors throughout
history, as the exceptionalist logic used to justify aggression in the first
place demands that we keep doubling down on wars that we have less and
less hope of winning, squandering our national resources to spread violence and
chaos far and wide across the world.
Russia has demonstrated that it once again has both the military means and the
political will to “block” U.S. ambitions, as Wolfowitz put it in 1991. Hence
Trump’s vain hopes of a “deal” to buy Russia off. U.S. operations around islands
in the South China Sea suggest a gradual escalation of threats and displays of
force against China rather than an assault on the Chinese mainland in the near
future, although this could quickly spin out of control.
So, more or less by default, Iran has moved back to the top of the U.S.’s
“regime change” target list, even though this requires basing a political case
for an illegal war on the imaginary danger of non-existent weapons for the
second time in 15 years. War against Iran would involve, from the outset, a
massive bombing campaign against its military defenses, civilian infrastructure
and nuclear facilities, killing tens of thousands of people and likely
escalating into an even more catastrophic war than those in Iraq, Afghanistan
and Syria.
Gareth Porter believes that Trump will avoid war on Iran for the same reasons as
Bush and Obama, because it would be unwinnable and because Iran has robust
defenses that could inflict significant losses on U.S. warships and bases in the
Persian Gulf.
On the other hand, Patrick Cockburn, one of the most experienced Western
reporters in the Middle East, believes that we will attack Iran in one to two
years because, after Trump fails to resolve any of the crises elsewhere in the
region, the pressure of his failures will combine with the logic of escalating

demonization and threats already under way in Washington to make war on Iran
inevitable.
In this light, Rep. Hastings’s bill is a critical brick in a wall that
bipartisan hawks in Washington are building to close off any exit from the path
to war with Iran. They believe that Obama let Iran slip out of their trap, and
they are determined not to let that happen again.
Another brick in this wall is the recycled myth of Iran as the greatest state
sponsor of terrorism. This is a glaring contradiction with the U.S. focus on
ISIS as the world’s main terrorist threat. The states that have sponsored and
fueled the rise of ISIS have been, not Iran, but Saudi Arabia, Qatar, the other
Arab monarchies and Turkey, with critical training, weapons and logistical and
diplomatic support for what has become ISIS from the U.S., U.K. and France.
Iran can only be a greater state sponsor of terrorism than the U.S. and its
allies if Hezbollah, Hamas and the Houthis, the Middle Eastern resistance
movements to whom it provides various levels of support, pose more of a
terrorist danger to the rest of the world than ISIS. No U.S. official has even
tried to make that case, and it is hard to imagine the tortured reasoning it
would involve.
Brinksmanship and Military Madness
The U.N. Charter wisely prohibits the threat as well as the use of force in
international relations, because the threat of force so predictably leads to its
use. And yet, post-Cold War U.S. doctrine quickly embraced the dangerous idea
that U.S. “diplomacy” must be backed up by the threat of force.
Hillary Clinton has been a strong proponent of this idea since the 1990s and has
been undeterred by either its illegality or its catastrophic results. As I wrote
in an article on Clinton during the election campaign, this is
illegal brinksmanship, not legitimate diplomacy.
It takes a lot of sophisticated propaganda to convince even Americans that a war
machine that keeps threatening and attacking other countries represents a
“commitment to global security,” as President Obama claimed in his Nobel
speech. Convincing the rest of the world is another matter again, and people in
other countries are not so easily brainwashed.
Obama’s hugely symbolic election victory and global charm offensive provided
cover for continued U.S. aggression for eight more years, but Trump risks giving
the game away by discarding the velvet glove and exposing the naked iron fist of
U.S. militarism. A U.S. war on Iran could be the final straw.

Cassia Laham is the co-founder of POWIR (People’s Opposition to War, Imperialism
and Racism) and part of a coalition organizing demonstrations in South
Florida against many of President Trump’s policies. Cassia
calls Alcee Hastings’s AUMF bill, “a dangerous and desperate attempt to
challenge the shift in power in the Middle East and the world.”

She noted that,

“Iran has risen up as a pivotal power player countering U.S. and Saudi influence
in the region,” and concluded, “if the past is any indicator of the future, the
end result of a war with Iran will be a large-scale war, high death tolls and
the further weakening of U.S. power.”
Whatever misconceptions, interests or ambitions have prompted Alcee Hastings to
threaten 80 million people in Iran with a blank check for unlimited war, they
cannot possibly outweigh the massive loss of life and unimaginable misery for
which he will be responsible if Congress should pass H J Res 10 and President
Trump should act on it. The bill still has no co-sponsors, so let us hope
that it can be quarantined as an isolated case of extreme military
madness, before it becomes an epidemic and unleashes yet another catastrophic
war.
Nicolas J S Davies is the author of Blood On Our Hands: the American Invasion
and Destruction of Iraq.

He also wrote the chapters on “Obama at War” in

Grading the 44th President: a Report Card on Barack Obama’s First Term as a
Progressive Leader.

Challenging Klobuchar on Ukraine War
As Democrats compete to become the new War Party – pushing for a dangerous
confrontation with nuclear-armed Russia – some constituents are objecting, as
Mike Madden did in a letter to Sen. Amy Klobuchar.

From Mike Madden (of St. Paul, Minnesota)
Dear Senator Klobuchar, I write with concern over statements you have made
recently regarding Russia. These statements have been made both at home and
abroad, and they involve two issues; the alleged Russian hack of the
presidential election and Russia’s actions in the aftermath of the February 22,
2014 coup in Kiev.
U.S. intelligence services allege that President Vladimir Putin ordered an

influence campaign to denigrate Hillary Clinton and help elect Donald Trump. The
campaign is purported to include the production of fake news, cyber-trolling,
and propaganda from Russian state-owned media. It is also alleged that Russia
hacked the email accounts of the Democratic National Committee and Clinton
campaign chair John Podesta, subsequently providing the emails to WikiLeaks.
Despite calls from many quarters, the intelligence services have not provided
the public with any proof. Instead, Americans are expected to blindly trust
these services with a long history of failure. Additionally, the former Director
of National Intelligence, James Clapper, and the former Director of the Central
Intelligence Agency, John Brennan, have both been known to lie to the public and
to Congress, Mr. Clapper doing so under oath.
Meanwhile, WikiLeaks founder Julian Assange maintains the emails did not come
from Russia (or any other state actor) and his organization has an unblemished
record of revealing accurate information in the public interest that would
otherwise remain hidden. While responsible journalists continue to use the word
‘alleged’ to describe the accusations, Republicans with an ax to grind against
Russia, and Democrats wishing to distract from their own failings in the
campaign, refer to them as fact. Indeed, on the Amy in the News page of your own
website, Jordain Carney of The Hill refers to the Russian meddling as “alleged”.
A congressional commission to investigate the alleged Russian hacking is not
necessary. Even if all the allegations are true, they are altogether common
occurrences, and they certainly don’t rise to the level of “an act of
aggression”, “an existential threat to our way of life”, or “an attack on the
American people” as various Democratic officials have characterized them.
Republican Senator John McCain went full monty and called the alleged meddling
“an act of war”.
Joining War Hawks
It is of concern that you would join Senator McCain and the equally belligerent
Senator Lindsey Graham on a tour of Russian provocation through the Baltics,
Ukraine, Georgia, and Montenegro. The announcement of your trip (December 28,
2016) on the News Releases page of your website renewed the unproven claim of
“Russian interference in our recent election”. It also claimed that the
countries you were visiting were facing “Russian aggression” and that “Russia
illegally annexed Crimea”.
It is unfortunate that these claims have become truisms by sheer repetition
rather than careful examination of the facts. Russia has not invaded eastern
Ukraine. There are no regular units of the Russian military in the breakaway
provinces, nor has Russia launched any air strikes from its territory. It has

sent weapons and other provisions to the Ukrainian forces seeking autonomy from
Kiev, and there are most certainly Russian volunteers operating in Ukraine.
However regrettable, it must be remembered that the unrest was precipitated by
the February 22, 2014 overthrow of the democratically elected president Viktor
Yanukovych which, speaking of meddling, was assisted by U.S. State Department,
other American government agencies, and one Senator John McCain. The subsequent
military and paramilitary operations launched by the coup government against the
People’s Republics of Donetsk and Luhansk were described by President Putin as
“uncontrolled crime” spreading into the south and east of the country. In
American parlance, both the interim coup government in Kiev and the current
government of President Petro Poroshenko have engaged in “killing their own
people”.
Ignoring the Details
If Russia’s actions are to be considered “aggression” or an “invasion”, one must
find a whole new word to describe what the United States did to Iraq in 2003.
If, like your colleague Senator McCain, you hold the annexation of Crimea to be
illegal under the 1994 Budapest Memorandum, I urge a closer look.
On February 21, 2014, an agreement brokered by the European Union was signed
between President Yanukovych and the leaders of three major opposition parties.
The agreement contained terms for a cessation of violence, immediate power
sharing, and new elections. Smelling blood in the water, the opposition in
Maidan Square did not withdraw from the streets or surrender their illegal
weapons as agreed, but instead went on the offensive. Yanukovych, under threat
to his life, fled Kiev along with many others in his Party of Regions.
Nor did the opposition party leaders honor the agreement. The next day, they
moved to impeach Yanukovych, however they failed to meet several requirements of
the Ukrainian Constitution. They failed to indict the president, conduct an
investigation, and have that investigation certified by the Constitutional Court
of Ukraine. Instead, they moved directly to a vote on impeachment and, even on
that count, they failed to obtain the required three-fourths majority vote. So,
even though the Budapest Memorandum did offer assurances of Ukrainian security
and territorial integrity in exchange for surrender of Soviet-era nuclear
weapons on its soil, the sovereign government of Ukraine had fallen in a violent
unconstitutional putsch.
Yanukovych remained its legitimate president-in-exile and he, along with the
prime minister of the Autonomous Republic of Crimea, requested Russian
intervention on the peninsula to provide security and protect the human rights
of ethnic Russians threatened by the new coup government and neo-Nazi elements

within it.
One can now see how real that threat was by looking to eastern Ukraine where the
Ukrainian military and neo-Nazi paramilitaries such as the Azov Battallion, have
moved with force against the defenders of the Donbass region whose people seek
autonomy from a government in Kiev that they do not recognize. Approximately
10,000 people have died in the Donbass War, whereas only six people were killed
during the period of annexation (February 23-March19, 2014) in Crimea.
While the Donbass War drags on, Crimea remains stable today. The popular
referendum conducted on March 16, 2014 lent legitimacy to the subsequent
annexation. Official results claimed 82% turnout with 96% of voters favoring
reunification with Russia. Independent polling conducted in the early weeks of
March 2014 found 70-77% of all Crimeans favored reunification. Six years prior
to the crisis in 2008, a poll found that 63% favored reunification. Even though
many ethnic Ukranians and Tatars boycotted the election, rejoining Russia was
clearly the will of the majority of Crimean people.
President Putin, characterizing the situation in Ukraine as a revolution,
claimed that Russia had no agreements with the new state and therefore no
obligations under the Budapest Memorandum. He also cited Chapter I: Article 1 of
the United Nations Charter, which calls for respect for the principle of selfdetermination of peoples. The 1975 Helsinki Accords, which affirmed post-World
War II borders, also allowed for the change of national boundaries by peaceful
internal means.
The Kosovo Precedent
It is also useful to consider parallel occurrences in Kosovo. In 1998, amidst
ongoing reciprocal attacks and reprisals by Kosovo Liberation Army and Serbian
forces, NATO intervened on behalf of Kosovar Albanians without U.N.
authorization. There is little question that the move was illegal, but
legitimacy was claimed due to the urgent humanitarian need. Ten years later,
Kosovo would declare independence from Serbia and the disputed matter would end
up before the International Court of Justice. In 2009 the United States provided
the Court with a statement on Kosovo that read in part: “Declarations of
independence may, and often do, violate domestic legislation. However, this does
not make them violations of international law.”
The United States should accept the Russian annexation of Crimea both as a
pragmatic matter, and one of principle. In 1990, during negotiations for the reunification of Germany, the United States promised that there would be no
eastward expansion of NATO. That promise has now been broken three times and
eleven new nations have been added to the alliance. Ukraine has also entered in

partnership with NATO, and at various times, full membership has been discussed.
Russia has consistently expressed its disapproval. According to your website, an
objective of your trip was “to reinforce support for NATO”. If this weren’t
provocative enough, your three-senator delegation went to a front-line military
outpost in Shirokino, Ukraine to incite an escalation to the Donbass War.
Senator Graham told the assembled soldiers “Your fight is our fight, 2017 will
be the year of offense”. The leader of your delegation, Senator McCain, said “I
am convinced you will win and we will do everything we can to provide you with
what you need to win”.
After the speeches were given, you are seen in a video of the New Year’s Eve
event accepting what appears to be a gift from one of the uniformed soldiers.
With all of the furor over former National Security Advisor Michael Flynn’s
resignation, and possible violation of the Logan Act, for discussing alleviation
of sanctions with a Russian ambassador, this appears to be a far more serious
offense. Not only did your delegation advocate for a foreign policy that was not
aligned with that of acting President Obama, it was also contrary to Presidentelect Trump’s approach to the region. And the results of your advocacy have the
potential to be far more deadly than the mere alleviation of sanctions.
Sincerely, Mike Madden St. Paul, Minnesota

Trump’s ‘One-Night Stand’ Diplomacy
Despite his reputation as a deal-maker, President Trump’s first foray into the
thicket of Israel-Palestine peace talks suggests he has no clue what direction
to take or the long-term consequences, notes ex-CIA analyst Paul R. Pillar.

By Paul R. Pillar
Donald Trump had already moved a long way backward since uttering a few remarks
last year raising hopes that he would break out of the straitjacket that binds
American politicians on all things involving Israel and the Palestinians and
that he would try to be an impartial peace-maker.
Trump later made his peace with Sheldon Adelson, adopted AIPAC’s talking points
as his own, and appointed to be U.S. ambassador to Israel a bankruptcy lawyer
who is directly involved with West Bank settlements, is politically somewhere to
the right of Benjamin Netanyahu, and likens American Jews who do not agree with
him to Nazi collaborators.

Then this week, in a joint press conference with Netanyahu, Trump appeared to
abandon what had been U.S. policy through several administrations, Republican
and Democratic, of support for creation of a Palestinian state alongside Israel
as the only feasible and durable solution to the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict. The President’s exact words were, “I’m looking at two-state and onestate, and I like the one that both parties like. I’m very happy with the one
that both parties like.

I can live with either one.”

As has become typical with so much of the policy of this month-old
administration, confusion reigns. The next day, Trump’s ambassador to the United
Nations, Nikki Haley, told reporters, “We absolutely support a two-state
solution.”
Probably the best interpretation of what was going on at that White House press
conference is consistent with insights offered by former U.S. ambassadors to
Israel Daniel Kurtzer and Daniel Shapiro, both of whom describe the joint
appearance in terms of two leaders dealing with domestic pressures and wanting
to look chummy with each other, rather than as an occasion for announcing new
diplomatic departures. Specifically, Trump’s comments were a favor to Netanyahu
in dealing with the extreme right-wing of his own governing coalition, by
pouring some cold water on the two-state concept without Netanyahu having to
utter the words “two-state solution” himself.
Not Making Sense
As random and disorganized as Trump’s tweets, blurts to reporters, or other
verbal expressions may be, when the president of the United States says
something it either is policy, at least declaratory policy, or affects
policy. And so it must be noted how utterly unreal, and divorced from the
concept of a true peace agreement, was Trump’s responding to a question about
backing off from commitment to a two-state solution by talking about what “both
parties like,” as if there were anything that both parties like right now that
would not be a two-state solution.
The only thing that the vast majority of Palestinians would “like” is getting
their own state or, failing that, full and equal rights for Jews and Arabs alike
in a single state. But that latter alternative would be disliked by most
Israelis (not just the extreme right) insofar as it would imply, for demographic
reasons, destruction of the concept of Israel as a Jewish state.
Trump tosses these words around amid apparent thinking within his own
administration and Netanyahu’s about an “outside-in” approach in which
development of relations between Israel and some Arab states would lead to Arab
pressures on the Palestinians to settle their own conflict with Israel. This

notion is far removed from any realistic peace, and not only because the key to
ending an occupation is not to pressure the occupied party, who does not control
the situation on the ground, rather than the occupier, who does control it.
The notion also is merely a derivative of right-wing hopes in Israel, based on
finding some common cause with some Gulf Arabs in disliking Iran, that the
international opprobrium and isolation of Israel that results from its
occupation and apartheid policies can be kept indefinitely at tolerable
levels. That is a strategy for indefinitely continuing the occupation and
apartheid, not for ending that arrangement and achieving peace.
The Arab states have had their position on the table for 15 years in the form of
the Arab peace initiative, which lays out in simple form the basic trade of full
recognition of, and peace with, Israel in return for an end to the occupation
and just settlement of the Palestinian refugee problem. The Arab peace plan was
modified later to make clear that it includes the possibility of land swaps that
would not require all of the West Bank to be returned to Arab sovereignty.
There is no reason to expect Saudi Arabia or any of the other Arab governments
involved to abandon the concept enshrined in this initiative. And however much
one talks about the Arabs’ distractions with their own intramural problems, the
sentiments among Arab populations as well as regimes regarding the plight of
their co-ethnic brethren in Palestine is not about to be flushed down the toilet
by pressuring Palestinian leaders to accept some bantustan-like arrangement and
calling it a peace settlement.
Fast Deals/Fast Money
As with other early moves of President Trump, his posture on this set of issues
illustrates a more general tendency of his regarding governing. Trump billed
himself as a master deal-maker, but supporters who liked him for that reason
should have looked more carefully at the sorts of deals he was accustomed to
making. Most of his business deals were more like one-night stands than like
lasting relationships. Sell naming rights, pocket the cash, and let someone else
worry about running the enterprise that bears the Trump name.
Even when Trump’s own organization was more directly involved in a property,
there was a tendency toward cutting and running. His business record featured
repeated stiffing of suppliers and sub-contractors and, when necessary, repeated
bankruptcies — help on which evidently is part of what earned the settlementloving David Friedman that ambassadorial appointment.
Note how often Trump’s foreign policy is referred to, by himself and now by
others, in terms of whether “a deal” will be made with some other country,

whether it is Russia, China or some other state. Foreign relations should not be
thought of in such a one-shot, pointillist way. Foreign relations, and how they
affect U.S. interests, are instead a matter of continuing relationships in which
interests are always intermingling, colliding, and evolving. “One and done” may
work for aspiring pro basketball players, but not for U.S. foreign policy.
This is as true of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict as of other sticky foreign
policy problems. Pressuring Palestinians into something that can be labeled a
“deal” but does not respond to ordinary human aspirations for a better life and
national self-determination does not make a problem go away. It can make it even
worse. It can come back in the form of intifadas, terrorism, or something else
that damages the interests of Israelis and Americans as well as Palestinians.
Trump may not have to worry about such things any more after either impeachment
or re-election defeat, but the rest of us will.
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.)

The Did-You-Talk-to-Russians Witch Hunt
Exclusive: Democrats, liberals and media pundits – in their rush to take down
President Trump – are pushing a New McCarthyism aimed at Americans who have
talked to Russians, risking a new witch hunt, reports Robert Parry.

By Robert Parry
In the anti-Russian frenzy sweeping American politics and media, Democrats,
liberals and mainstream pundits are calling for an investigative body that could
become a new kind of House Un-American Activities Committee to hunt down
Americans who have communicated with Russians.
The proposed commission would have broad subpoena powers to investigate alleged
connections between Trump’s supporters and the Russian government with the
apparent goal of asking if they now have or have ever talked to a Russian who
might have some tie to the Kremlin or its intelligence agencies.
Such an admission apparently would be prima facie evidence of disloyalty, a

guilt-by-association “crime” on par with Sen. Joe McCarthy’s Cold War pursuit of
“communists” who supposedly had infiltrated the U.S. government, the film
industry and other American institutions.
Operating parallel to McCarthy’s Red Scare hearings was the House Un-American
Activities Committee (or HUAC), a standing congressional panel from 1945-1975
when it was best known for investigating alleged communist subversion and
propaganda. One of its top achievements was the blacklisting of the “Hollywood
Ten” whose careers in the movie industry were damaged or destroyed.
Although the Cold War has long been over – and Russia has often cooperated with
the U.S. government, especially on national security issues such as supplying
U.S. troops in Afghanistan – Democrats and liberals seem ready to force
Americans to again prove their loyalty if they engaged in conversations with
Russians.
Or perhaps these “witnesses” can be entrapped into perjury charges if their
recollections of conversations with Russians don’t match up with transcripts of
their intercepted communications, a tactic similar to ones used by Sen. McCarthy
and HUAC to trip up and imprison targets over such secondary charges.
Ousted National Security Advisor Michael Flynn has already encountered such a
predicament because he couldn’t recall all the details of a phone conversation
with Russian Ambassador Sergey Kislyak on Dec. 29, 2016, after Flynn took the
call while vacationing in the Dominican Republic.
When Obama administration holdovers at the Justice Department decided to gin up
a legal premise to go after Flynn, they cited the Logan Act, a law enacted in
1799 to prohibit private citizens from negotiating with foreign adversaries but
never used to convict anyone. The law also is of dubious constitutionality and
was surely never intended to apply to a president-elect’s advisers.
However, based on that flimsy pretext, FBI agents – with a transcript of the
electronic intercept of the Kislyak-Flynn phone call in hand – tested Flynn’s
memory of the conversation and found his recollections incomplete. Gotcha –
lying to the FBI!
Under mounting media and political pressure, President Trump fired Flynn,
apparently hoping that tossing Flynn overboard to the circling sharks would
somehow calm the sharks down. Instead, blood in the water added to the frenzy.
Iran-Contra Comparison
Some prominent Democrats and liberals have compared Trump-connected contacts
with Russians to President Richard Nixon’s Watergate scandal or President

Reagan’s Iran-Contra Affair, an issue that I know a great deal about having
helped expose it as a reporter for The Associated Press in the 1980s.
The key difference is that Iran-Contra was an unconstitutional effort by the
Reagan administration to finance an illegal war against Nicaragua’s Sandinista
government in defiance of a congressional ban. The Trump-connected
communications with Russians – to the degree they have occurred – appear to have
been aimed at preventing a new and dangerous Cold War that could lead to a
nuclear holocaust.
In other words, Iran-Contra was about enabling a paramilitary force to continue
its brutal marauding inside a country that was no threat to the United States
while the current “scandal” is about people trying to avoid hostilities between
two nuclear superpowers, an existential threat that many mainstream and liberal
pundits don’t want to recognize.
Indeed, there is a troubling denial-ism about the risks of an accidental or
intentional war with Russia as the U.S. media and much of Official Washington’s
establishment have lots of fun demonizing Russian President Vladimir Putin and
jabbing the Russians by shoving NATO troops up to their borders and deploying
anti-ballistic missiles in Eastern Europe. For some crazy reason, the Russians
feel threatened.
False Narratives
This Russia-bashing and Russia-baiting have been accompanied by false narratives
presented in the major U.S. newspapers, including The New York Times and The
Washington Post, to justify increased tensions.
For instance, the Post’s senior foreign affairs writer Karen DeYoung on Friday
described the civil war in Ukraine this way: “That conflict began when Russia
invaded and annexed Crimea in 2014, then backed separatists in eastern Ukraine
in what has become a grinding war, despite a deal to end it, called the Minsk
agreement, negotiated with Putin by the leaders of France and Germany.”
But DeYoung’s synopsis is simply not true. The crisis began in the fall of 2013
when Ukraine’s elected President Viktor Yanukovych backed out of what he
regarded as a costly and unacceptable association agreement with the European
Union, a move which prompted protests by Ukrainians in Kiev’s Maidan square.
The Obama administration’s State Department, U.S. neocon politicians such as
Sen. John McCain, and various U.S.-backed “non-governmental organizations” then
stoked those protests against Yanukovych, which grew violent as trained ultranationalist and neo-Nazi street fighters poured in from western Ukraine.

In early 2014, a coup to overthrow the democratically elected Yanukovych took
shape under the guidance of U.S. Assistant Secretary of State Victoria Nuland
and U.S. Ambassador to Ukraine Geoffrey Pyatt who were caught in a phone call in
late January or early February 2014 conspiring to impose new leadership inside
Ukraine.
Nuland disparaged a less extreme strategy favored by European diplomats with the
pithy remark: “Fuck the E.U.” and went on to declare “Yats is the guy,” favoring
Arseniy Yatsenyuk as the new leader. Nuland then pondered how to “glue this
thing” while Pyatt ruminated about how to “midwife this thing.”
On Feb. 20, 2014, a mysterious sniper apparently firing from a building
controlled by the ultranationalist Right Sektor killed both police and
protesters, setting off a day of violence that left about 70 people dead
including more than a dozen police.
The next day, three European governments struck a deal with Yanukovych in which
he agreed to early elections and accepted reduced powers. But that political
settlement wasn’t enough for the U.S.-backed militants who stormed government
buildings on Feb. 22, forcing Yanukovych and his officials to flee for their
lives.
Instead of standing by the Feb. 21 agreement, which the European nations had
“guaranteed,” Nuland pushed for and got U.S. allies to accept the new post-coup
regime as “legitimate,” with Yatsenyuk becoming prime minister and several top
government posts given to the ultranationalists and neo-Nazis.
Spreading Violence
In the ensuing days, the right-wing violence spread beyond Kiev, prompting
Crimea’s legislature to propose secession from Ukraine and readmission to
Russia, whose relationship to the peninsula dated back to Catherine the Great.
Crimea scheduled a referendum that was opposed by the new regime in Kiev.
Russian troops did not “invade” Crimea because some 20,000 were already
stationed there as part of a basing agreement at the Black Sea port of
Sevastopol. The Russians did provide security for the referendum but there was
no evidence of intimidation as the citizens of Crimea voted by 96 percent to
leave Ukraine and rejoin Russia, a move that Putin and the Russian duma
accepted.
Eastern Ukrainians tried to follow Crimea’s lead with their own referendum, but
Putin and Russia rejected their appeals to secede. However, when the Kiev regime
launched an “Anti-Terrorism Operation” against the so-called Donbass region –
spearheaded by ultra-nationalist and neo-Nazi militias – Russia provided

military assistance so these ethnic Russians would not be annihilated.
Karen DeYoung also framed the Minsk agreement as if it were imposed on Putin
when he was one of its principal proponents and architects, winning its approval
in early 2015 at a time when the Ukrainian military was facing battlefield
reversals.
But Assistant Secretary Nuland, working with Prime Minister Yatsenyuk and the
Ukrainian parliament, sabotaged the agreement by requiring the Donbass rebels to
first surrender which they were unwilling to do, having no faith in the
sincerity of the Kiev regime to live up to its commitment to grant limited
autonomy to the Donbass.
In other words, Kiev inserted a poison pill to prevent a peaceful resolution,
but the Western media and governments always blame the Minsk failure on Putin.
If Karen DeYoung wanted to boil all this history down to one paragraph, it might
go: “The Ukraine conflict began when U.S. officials supported the violent
overthrow of elected President Viktor Yanukovych, prompting Crimea to rejoin
Russia and causing ethnic Russians in the east to rise up against the U.S.backed coup regime in Kiev, which then sought to crush the rebellion. The Kiev
regime later torpedoed a peace deal that had been hammered out by Russian,
Ukrainian and European negotiators in Minsk.”
But such a summary would not have the desired propaganda effect on the American
people. It would not present the U.S.-backed side as the “white hats” and the
pro-Russia side as the “black hats.”
The simple truth is that the story of Ukraine is far more complex and multisided than The Washington Post, The New York Times and most mainstream U.S. news
outlets want to admit. They simply start the clock at the point of Crimea’s
rejection of the post-coup regime and distort those facts to present the
situation simply as a “Russian invasion.”
A Whipped-Up Hysteria
The major media’s distortion is so egregious that you could call it a lie, but
it is a lie that has proved very useful in whipping up the current anti-Russian
hysteria that is sweeping Official Washington and that has given birth to a New
Cold War, now accompanied by a New McCarthyism that deems anyone who doesn’t
accept the “groupthink” a “Russian apologist” or a “Moscow stooge.”
Since last November’s election, this New McCarthyism has merged with hatred
toward Donald Trump, especially after the outgoing Obama administration lodged
unproven accusations that Russia undercut Hillary Clinton’s campaign by hacking

into the emails of the Democratic National Committee and those of her campaign
chairman John Podesta – and slipped that information to WikiLeaks.
Those emails showed how the DNC undercut the rival campaign of Sen. Bernie
Sanders and revealed the contents of Clinton’s speeches to Wall Street banks as
well as pay-to-play aspects of the Clinton Foundation, information that Clinton
wanted to keep from the voters.
But no one thought the emails were a major factor in the Clinton-Trump race;
indeed, Clinton blamed her stunning defeat on FBI Director James Comey’s lastminute decision to reopen and then re-close his investigation into security
concerns about her use of a private email server as Secretary of State.
But the script on how Clinton lost was flipped during the Trump transition as
President Obama’s intelligence agencies floated the Russia-hacked-the-election
scenario although presenting no public evidence to support the claims. WikiLeaks
representatives also denied getting the material from Russia, suggesting instead
that it was leaked by two different American insiders.
A Ministry of Truth
Still, during the post-election period, the anti-Russian hysteria continued to
build. In November, The Washington Post highlighted claims by an anonymous group
called PropOrNot accusing some 200 Web sites, including Consortiumnews.com and
other major independent media outlets, of disseminating Russian “propaganda.”
The New York Times joined in the frenzy by calling for leading technology
companies to marginalize Web sites that are deemed to be publishing “fake news,”
a vague term that was applied not just to intentionally false stories but to
information that questioned official narratives, no matter how dubious those
narratives were. The New McCarthyism was morphing into a New Orwellianism.
The movement toward a Ministry of Truth gained further momentum in December when
Congress passed and President Obama signed a military authorization bill that
included a new $160 million bureaucracy to identify and counter alleged “Russian
propaganda.”
The anger of Democrats and liberals toward President Trump in his first month
has added more fuel to the Russia-bashing with some Democrats and liberals
seeing it as a possible route toward neutralizing or impeaching Trump. Thus, the
calls for a full-scale investigation with subpoena power to demand documents and
compel testimony.
While the idea of getting to the full truth has a superficial appeal, it also
carries dangers of launching a witch hunt that would drag American citizens

before inquisitors asking about any contacts – no matter how innocuous – with
Russians.
In the late 1940s and early 1950s, HUAC also claimed that all it wanted was the
truth about whether some Americans were allied with or sympathetic to Moscow.
Sen. Joe McCarthy offered a similar rationale when he was trying to root out
“disloyal” Americans with the question, “are you now or have you ever been a
communist?”
That Democrats and liberals who hold the McCarthy era in understandable disdain
would now seek to rekindle something similar reeks of rank opportunism and gross
hypocrisy – doing whatever it takes to “get Trump” and build an activist
movement that can revive the Democratic Party’s flagging political hopes.
But this particular opportunism and hypocrisy also carries with it the prospect
of blindly ramping up tensions with Russia, diverting more taxpayer money into
the Military-Industrial Complex and conceivably sparking – whether planned or
unplanned – a nuclear Armageddon that could eliminate life on the planet.
Perhaps this anti-Trump strategy should be rethought.
Investigative reporter Robert Parry broke many of the Iran-Contra stories for
The Associated Press and Newsweek in the 1980s. You can buy his latest book,
America’s Stolen Narrative, either in print here or as an e-book (from Amazon
and barnesandnoble.com).

Immigrant Round-ups Stir Fears
During last fall’s campaign, Donald Trump vowed to get rid of the “bad hombres”
among the 11 million undocumented people in the U.S., but recent raids appear
far less targeted, reports Dennis J Bernstein.

By Dennis J Bernstein
President Donald Trump is keeping his promise to go after undocumented people in
the United States, with recent reports of sweeps by the Immigration and Customs
Enforcement (or ICE) sending waves of fear through the Latino and other
immigrant communities in California, Texas and Arizona.
Trump had justified the need for such round-ups as necessary to get rid of “bad
hombres” but immigrant advocates say the raids are indiscriminate, rounding up
as many undocumented people as possible.

“It is now clear the Trump Administration is not concerned with public safety,”
said California State Senate President Pro Tempore Kevin De Leon. “They are only
focused on ripping hard-working men, women, and children from their families and
communities. Mass deportations will not make us safer, instead they will simply
undermine our state’s economy.”
De Leon issued a statement critical of ICE actions on Feb. 10, saying he had
been misled by ICE assurances that

refugee advocates had exaggerated when they

claimed that more than 100 people had been arrested in raids across Southern
California a day earlier.
“I appreciate that ICE finally disclosed details about their recent raids, but
stunned to learn that ICE’s public comments made [on Feb. 9] were blatantly
false,” said De Leon, noting that ICE later confirmed that it had arrested 160
people.
De Leon, perhaps the most influential elected Latino official in the state of
California, called on ICE to work more effectively with the communities of
California that De Leon represents. “If you want to ensure ongoing safety of the
public and law enforcement personnel, my recommendation is to drop the mass
deportation threats roiling our communities and instead focus strictly on
dangerous felons,” he said.
Among the groups most targeted for mass deportation are the undocumented day
laborers and domestic workers who work the fields and clean the major hotels and
the houses of the rich and famous.
Chris Newman is Legal Director for the National Day Laborer Organizing Network
or NDLON, which represents tens of thousands of day laborers from coast to
coast. I spoke with him earlier this month.
Dennis Bernstein: Could you talk about the concerns that NDLON now has, in terms
of the unfolding, what we’ve seen already with these anti-immigrant directives,
coming from the President of the United States and the mass sweeps that have
followed?
Chris Newman: Well, it’s certainly far worse than we would have imagined, even
days before the president was inaugurated. And I think that there’s no question
that the Trump administration is trying to terrorize people, trying to terrorize
immigrants, trying to terrorize the country, in an effort to try to assert
legitimacy for the administration and to try to exercise executive authority.
I do think, again, they are going out of their way to conflate anxieties that
people have about the economy, about terrorism, about globalization. They’re
doing their best to sort of bundle them all up. And the reality is that the real

world implications for immigrants are quite dire. And, so, you are quite right.
We are left in a position of reacting as the president appears to be making good
on many of his campaign promises.
DB: Now, we’ve seen a couple of high profile cases of them demonstrating their
resolve to intimidate and deport. Of course, here in the San Francisco Bay Area,
where there was a case where ICE showed up at a daycare center, a medical
center, and said they had the wrong address. They were looking for a rapist. But
all the kids in the daycare center were terrorized.
We now have seen the arrest of a woman who was in the country 21 years, taken
out, essentially, out of the arms of her family. Are you hearing more and more
about intimidation, about things happening? Could you give us a sense of how
that might be reverberating in the community that you represent?
CN: … I think that you’ve put your finger right on it. These actions are a
deliberate effort to intimidate and terrorize the community. One of the things I
think is commonly misunderstood about the organized xenophobes, the people who
are really the propelling force of the Trump campaign: their goal is to limit
the foreign born, non-white population of the United States. And deportation is
only a piece of how they hope to bring about that agenda. In fact, they want to
bring about a far more sophisticated and nefarious plan to effectuate a
reduction of the foreign-born, non-white population through attrition.
And so, the idea is to make life sufficiently miserable for immigrants, such
that they voluntarily go home. The tipping line that people know about is the
South deportation. And, also, such that people are deterred from coming to the
United States. And within that context, and within that broader agenda that they
have, deportation/criminal enforcement is just one tool. Their goal is to cut
access to education, to jobs, to the means of survival, and also to instill
fear. And within that context the act of showing courage and resistance
contravenes the strategy.
You can look to the deportation of Guadalupe in Phoenix as an example of the
brutality of the Trump policy. But you can also look to the way in which the
community responded in Phoenix, and the courageous protests as a sign of
resistance. And it will also be the new normal. …
CN: I think that ICE should be called to task for their lack of transparency in
all of these enforcement operations. … ICE public information officers — or
spokespeople — have been intentionally obfuscating, precisely to try to create,
I think, a sense of chaos, confusion, and unrest. And, to me, it seems totally
unacceptable that, number one, ICE refuses to provide details of enforcement
operations. And, number two, that that seems to be an acceptable answer from the

mainstream press.
I think ICE must be compelled to answer how many people were detained, and why
and where. And, I think, reporters should not accept “No” for an answer. It …
cannot be the new normal that the largest federal interior law enforcement
agency does not provide basic information about raids. Particularly when we have
a president who has intentionally engaged in a strategy of… we’ll call it the
disruption, or the intentional, sort of, sowing of chaos, that they’ve been
involved in. Yes, so I don’t have details, but ICE should be providing them,
forthwith.
DB: Now, let me ask you, on that policy: is this now a pattern in practice, of
not saying who’s being arrested, why they’re being arrested, or where they’re
taken? Is this a new intensification? How would you describe that?
CN: I would describe it as sort of an unrestrained tendency that’s been with the
agency since its inception. As you know, we’ve discussed on your program before,
ICE was involved in intentional dishonesty in the rolling out of the so-called
Secure Communities Program, which coerced local police to become front line law
enforcement agencies.
And this is just not my view, as an attorney with a point of view as an
advocate. I mean, this was the view of members of Congress and federal judges
starting with a freedom of information request. ICE was intentionally involved
in a deliberate strategy of disinformation about that program. … And for many
years, organizations like mine and others have raised questions about whether
ICE is, in fact, a rogue law enforcement agency.
But, now, you have a rogue law enforcement agency essentially presided over by a
rogue president. And so, I think that the types of tactics of propaganda and,
again, misinformation that ICE has been involved in, are now currently,
unrestrained.
And so, I do think it is incumbent upon the concerned community members to do,
and to look at what Phoenix did, and look at what Puente, in Arizona, did in
response to Guadalupe’s raid. And we need to model and replicate that type of
courage and response.
But, I also think that members of the press are going to have to be more
vigilant at holding ICE accountable for the dissembling way in which they’re
sowing confusion about these enforcement operations.
DB: And, just finally, are you all taking precautions? Are there more meetings?
Are there more informational gatherings? Are people being presented with more
ways of protecting themselves? How do, you know, to be alert, what to do when

they arrive. Is that part of what’s going on now in terms of the defense against
this?
CN: Without a doubt. I mean, we have one of the most, or the most, xenophobic
senator is now the top cop in the United States, in Jeff Sessions, as the new
Attorney General. And [it] is now, I think, imperative that people… when you
have somebody who has sort of forecasted his intent to roll back civil rights
protections that have been won over the last several decades, it’s imperative
that people… take it upon themselves, not just to prepare to defend themselves,
but also to defend constitutional values that have been fought for and won over
generations.
And so, yes, indeed, across the country there are high-level “know your rights”
informational seminars, such that immigrants are being prepared to defend
themselves and to defend the constitution.
Dennis J Bernstein is a host of “Flashpoints” on the Pacifica radio network and
the author of Special Ed: Voices from a Hidden Classroom. You can access the
audio archives at www.flashpoints.net.

Democrats, Liberals Catch McCarthyistic
Fever
Exclusive: Democrats and liberals are so angry about President Trump that they
are turning to McCarthyistic tactics without regard to basic fairness or the
need to avoid a costly and dangerous New Cold War, notes Daniel Lazare.

By Daniel Lazare
America is a strange place and the blow-up over Mike Flynn’s conversation with
Russian Ambassador Sergey Kislyak is making it even stranger. Liberals are
sounding like conservatives, and conservatives like liberals.
Rep. Steve King, an Iowa Republican who serves on the House Judiciary Committee,
made perfect sense when he remarked on CNN concerning the intelligence leaks
that are now turning into a flood: “We’ve got to have some facts to work with
here. And what troubles me is that … there are people within the intelligence
community that disagree with President Trump [and] that don’t want to see his
administration succeed. … General Flynn has been subject to a political
assassination here regardless of what he did or didn’t say to President Trump or
Vice President Pence.”

Quite right. Breitbart News’ Joel B. Pollak sounded similarly sensible in asking
“whether our nation’s intelligence services were involved in what amounts to
political espionage against the newly-elected government.” So did right-wing
talk-show host Michael Savage in describing “the demonization of Putin, Russia,
and Flynn” on the part of “neocons, the intel community, and Democrats who want
constant antagonism with Russia.”
Considering the craziness we usually get from such sources, it was all
disconcertingly … sane. On the liberal side, however, the hysteria has been nonstop. In full prosecutorial mode, The New Yorker’s Ryan Lizza demanded to know:
“Did Trump instruct Flynn to discuss a potential easing of sanctions with
Russia? Did Flynn update Trump on his calls with the Russian Ambassador? Did
Trump know that Flynn lied to Pence about those contacts? What did the White
House counsel do with the information that he received from [Acting Attorney
General Sally] Yates about Flynn being vulnerable to blackmail?”
At The Nation, Joan Walsh was thrilled to hear the media asking “the old
Watergate question about what the president knew and when.”
“We’ve said it before and we’ll say it again,” declared Bill Moyers and Michael
Winship at Alternet: “there MUST be an investigation by an independent,
bipartisan commission of Russia’s ties to Donald Trump and his associates and
that nation’s interference in our elections.”
At The Intercept, the perennially self-righteous Glenn Greenwald said
intelligence agents are “wholly justified” in leaking inside information because
“[a]ny leak that results in the exposure of high-level wrongdoing – as this one
did – should be praised, not scorned and punished.”
Over the Top
Finally, there was The New York Times, which, in Thursday’s lead editorial,
compared the Flynn contretemps to Watergate and Iran-Contra, expressed “shock
and incredulity that members of Mr. Trump’s campaign and inner circle were in
repeated contact with Russian intelligence officials,” and called for a
congressional investigation into whether the White House has been taken over by
Moscow:
“Coming on top of credible information from America’s intelligence agencies that
Russia tried to destabilize and influence the 2016 presidential campaign, these
latest revelations are more than sufficient reason for Congress to investigate
what Moscow has been up to and whether people at the highest levels of the
United States government have aided and abetted the interests of a nation that
has tried to thwart American foreign policy since the Cold War.”

High-level wrongdoing! Colluding with the enemy! Shock and incredulity! It’s
enough to make a concerned citizen reach for the nearest bottle of 151-proof
rum. But it’s all nonsense. Liberals are working themselves into a crisis mode
on the basis of zero evidence.
Let’s begin with what The Nation’s Joan Walsh regards as the key issue: what do
we know and when did we know it?
Well, we know that on Thursday, Dec. 29, Barack Obama expelled 35 suspected
Russian intelligence operatives for allegedly interfering with the presidential
election and imposed sanctions on Russia’s two leading intelligence services. We
also know that Flynn had called the Russian ambassador a day earlier to discuss
sanctions in general and that although he “never made explicit promises of
sanctions relief,” according to unnamed government officials cited by the Times,
he “appeared to leave the impression it would be possible.”
In Times-speak, “appeared to leave the impression” means that the paper is
unable to pin down anything that Flynn did that was specifically wrong, but
still believes that the conversation was somehow unseemly.
According to The Washington Post, the key phone call came after Obama’s Dec. 29
decision to expel the Russian diplomats when Kislyak reached Flynn by phone
while the national security advisor-designate and his wife were vacationing at a
beachside resort in the Dominican Republic.

“As a veteran

intelligence officer,” The Post said, “…Flynn must have known that a call with a
Russian official in Washington would be intercepted by the U.S. government,
pored over by FBI analysts and possibly even shared with the White House.”
In any event, whatever he told Kislyak must have been reassuring since Vladimir
Putin announced later that day that he would not engage in a tit-for-tat
retaliation by expelling U.S. diplomats.
Getting Payback
Irritated by such maturity, the American “state security organs,” as the KGB and
other Soviet intelligence services were once called, pounced. Having intercepted
the Russian ambassador’s phone call, the FBI relayed the contents to Obama’s
Deputy Attorney General Sally Yates, who authorized it to interrogate Flynn
about the conversation. Flynn may have lied or not given a complete account or
forgotten some of the details about what he and Kislyak discussed. He also may
have given a similarly incomplete account to Vice President Mike Pence, which
apparently upset Pence and led to Flynn being tossed overboard.
But if Trump and his team thought that would satisfy the sharks, they were
wrong. The press went into a feeding frenzy. But the substance of the complaint

against Flynn adds up to very little.
As Obama administration holdovers in the Justice Department searched for a
legal justification with which to accuse Flynn of wrongdoing, the only thing
they could come up with was the Logan Act of 1799 forbidding private citizens
from negotiating with a foreign government that is in dispute with the United
States. Adopted during the presidency of John Adams, the law was prompted by Dr.
George Logan’s unauthorized negotiations with France, contacts that were praised
by the Jeffersonians but anathema to the Federalists.
But invoking the Logan Act in any instance is a stretch, much less this one. It
has never been used to prosecute anyone; it has never been tested in a court of
law; and its constitutionality couldn’t be more questionable. Moreover, if the
law is dubious when used to threaten a private citizen engaged in unauthorized
diplomacy, then using it to go after a designated official of an incoming
presidential administration that has been duly elected is many times more so.
As journalist Robert Parry points out, the Logan Act has mainly been “exploited
in a McCarthyistic fashion to bait or discredit peace advocates” such as Jesse
Jackson for visiting Cuba or House Speaker Jim Wright for trying to end the
Contra war in Nicaragua. [See Consortiumnews.com’s “Trump Caves on Flynn’s
Resignation.”]
Of course, the Obama holdovers at Justice also said that Flynn might be
vulnerable to Russian blackmail. But if Flynn assumed that the U.S. intelligence
was listening in, then the Russians probably did also, which means that both
sides knew that there was no secret dirt to be used against him.
In other words, there’s no there there. Yet anti-Trump liberals are trying
to convince the public that it’s all “worse than Watergate.”
Strangelovian Flynn
This is not to make Flynn into a martyr of some sort. To the contrary, the man
is every bit as nutty as critics say. The Field of Fight: How to Win the Global
War Against Radical Islam and Its Allies, the book he co-wrote last year with
neocon “intellectual” Michael Ledeen, is a paranoid fantasy about Muslim
extremists ganging up with North Korea, Russia, China, Cuba and Venezuela to
bring down the United States and Israel.
Flynn’s appearance at a Feb. 7 White House press briefing in which he announced
that “we are officially putting Iran on notice” over a missile test – and then
stalked off without taking a single question – was so bizarre as to be
positively Strangelovian.

But whether Flynn is a criminal is another matter. As Ronn Blitzer observed in a
smart article at Lawnewz.com: “Between the details of the communications being
unclear and the complete lack of historical guidance for prosecutors to work off
of, chances are slim that he’ll face any legal repercussions.”
Lying to the FBI is another matter, of course. But grilling someone about
whether he violated a moldy old law that should have been repealed centuries ago
is the equivalent of giving someone the third degree over whether he washed his
hands after using a public restroom. It raises questions about civil liberties
and prosecutorial abuse that used to concern liberals – before, that is, they
went bonkers over Russia.
Moreover, taking a call from the Russian ambassador is not only legal but, with
the inauguration only three weeks away, precisely what one would expect a newly
designated national security advisor to do. If the call indeed happened while
Flynn was on vacation – and hence without the usual staff support – it’s not
that surprising that he might not have had total recall of what was discussed.
For FBI agents to question him weeks later and test his memory against their
transcript of the conversation seems closer to entrapment than a fair-minded
inquiry.
The whole area is a gray zone regarding what is and isn’t proper for a candidate
or an incoming administration to do. Eight years earlier, Barack Obama reached
out to foreign leaders to discuss policy changes before he was even elected.
In July 2008, candidate Obama visited Paris to confer with then-French President
Nicolas Sarkozy about Israel, Iraq, Afghanistan and NATO. In late November –
after the election, that is, but before the oath of office – he telephoned
Afghan President Hamid Karzai to discuss how his country might achieve greater
stability.
Yet as Robert Charles notes at the conservative Townhall.com website, no one
thought to mention the Logan Act or accuse Obama of overstepping his bounds by
engaging in private diplomacy.
As to whether it was Trump who instructed Flynn to talk to the Russian
ambassador – what Politico calls “the key question” and what Times columnist
Gail Collins says would be “super-illegal” if true – that is also standard
operating procedure.
Poor Donald Trump is getting it from both sides, from those who claim that he
was unprepared for his new responsibilities (which he was) and from those who
claim that he was too “pro-active” in reaching out to key international players
before taking office.

The Crime of Peace
As to Glenn Greenwald’s charge that what Flynn did was not only illegal but
wrong, all one can say is: what on earth is so terrible about trying to reduce
U.S.-Russian tensions? Of all the things that Trump said on the campaign trail,
one of the few that was not completely stupid was his call for better relations
with Moscow.
After all, Obama had gotten himself into a serious pickle by the end of his
administration in the “intermarium” between the Baltic and the Black Sea. This
is where Obama found himself beholden to dangerous nationalist provocateurs from
Estonia to Ukraine, where a major NATO arms build-up was making observers
increasingly nervous and where serious fighting is now underway. But while one
would think that liberals would approve of attempts to defuse a dangerous
confrontation, Flynn is under assault for merely giving it a try.
(And what about Greenwald’s usual concern about intrusive electronic
surveillance? Isn’t the Flynn case a classic example of law-enforcement agencies
using powers to entrap an individual into a possible criminal violation by
seeing if his recollection diverges from the official transcript of a wiretapped conversation?)
Finally there is the New York Times editorial, a farrago of half-truths and
unsubstantiated assertions. For instance:
–No matter how many times the “paper of record” insists that “Russia tried to
destabilize and influence the 2016 presidential campaign,” it should realize
that saying something doesn’t make it so. In fact, the Director of National
Intelligence’s Jan. 6 report on the alleged hacking was so skimpy that even the
Times conceded that it “contained no information about how the agencies had
collected their data or had come to their conclusions” and was therefore “bound
to be attacked by skeptics.”
–The charge of “repeated contact with Russian intelligence officials” is
similarly evidence-free. The Times made the charge in a front-page exposé on
Tuesday that was heavy on innuendo but short on facts. It said that Trump
associates had “repeated contacts with senior Russian intelligence officials”
without saying what those contacts were or whether the individuals in question
were even aware of whom they were talking to. It added, moreover, that there was
“no evidence of … cooperation” with Russian intelligence and that it was
“unclear whether the conversations had anything to do with Mr. Trump
himself.” There’s no there there as well.
–As for aiding and abetting “a nation that has tried to thwart American foreign

policy since the Cold War,” all one can say is that the Times is engaging in
classic McCarthyism by crying treason with zero data to back it up.
Opportunism and Confusion
So, what’s going on? The simple answer is that Democrats are seizing on Russia
because it’s an easy target in a capital city where war fever is already rising
precipitously. Little thought seems to have been given to where this hysteria
might lead. What if Dems get their way by forcing the administration to adopt a
tougher policy on Russia? What if something horrendous occurs as a
consequence such as a real live shooting exchange between U.S. and Russian
troops? Will that make Democrats happy?

Is that really what they want?

The truth is that America is in disarray not only politically but ideologically.
Once Sen. Bernie Sanders dropped out of the race last summer, voters were faced
with a choice between two right-of-center candidates, one (Hillary Clinton)
seemingly bent on a pro-war policy regardless of the consequences and another
(Donald Trump) who uttered isolationist inanities but nonetheless seemed to
sense that a course change was in order with regard to Russia, Syria, and
perhaps one or two other hot spots.
Since the election, both parties have responded by going even farther to the
right, Trump by surrounding himself with billionaires and ultra-right fanatics
and the Democrats by trying to out-hawk the GOP.
Sanity is in such short supply that the voices of reason now belong to
Republicans like Devin Nunes, chairman of the House Intelligence Committee, who
told the Washington Post, “The big problem I see here is that you have an
American citizen who had his phone calls recorded,” or House Speaker Paul Ryan
who says that reaching out to the Russian ambassador was “entirely appropriate.”
Even Senate Majority Leader Mitch McConnell, R-Kentucky, seems oddly rational in
indicating that he will block legislation seeking to prevent Trump from rolling
back anti-Russian sanctions.
All in all, it’s the worst Democratic performance since the Washington Post
complained in 1901 that Teddy Roosevelt had “fanned the flames of negro
aspiration” by inviting Booker T. Washington to dine at the White House. What’s
the point of an opposition when it’s even more irresponsible than the party in
power?
As Phil Ochs sang about unprincipled liberals back in the 1960s:
Once I was young and impulsive

I wore every conceivable pin
Even went to the socialist meetings
Learned all the old union hymns
But I’ve grown older and wiser
And that’s why I’m turning you in
So love me, love me, love me, I’m a liberal.
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