Israel Set to Block Palestinian Unity
As the Palestinians seek unity between their two rival factions, Israel stands
ready to obstruct the process and thus maintain its complaint that the
Palestinians remain divided, notes ex-CIA analyst Paul R. Pillar.

By Paul R. Pillar
The latest attempt at reconciliation between the competing Palestinian parties
Fatah and Hamas has produced a preliminary agreement that Egypt brokered and was
announced earlier this month. The reasons for movement on this subject at this
time involve motivations of the Egyptians, who want to use improved relations
with authorities in the Gaza Strip to help defeat extremists who are active in
the Sinai Peninsula.
Egypt, which has taken the side of Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates
(UAE) in their dispute with Qatar, also hopes to reduce Qatari and Turkish
influence among the Palestinians.

The evolving motivations of Hamas also are

pertinent. The group has come to realize how thankless a task is the governing
of the Gaza Strip, which is beset by an Israeli semi-blockade and unrepaired
damage from Israel’s military assaults.
The preliminary agreement is little more than a joint statement of aspirations
and a timetable for resolving outstanding issues. The main substantive advance
has been Hamas’s declared willingness to turn over administration of the Strip
to the Fatah-controlled Palestinian Authority (P.A.). Laborious negotiations lie
ahead to resolve questions such as how to integrate two separate cadres of civil
servants.
Historically based ill will and mistrust also must be overcome. Palestinians,
just like other nations, have politics characterized by ideological and
generational divides, some of which can be sharp. Anyone familiar with U.S.
politics, with its considerable ill will and sharp divides, ought to find this
easy to understand.
An additional complicating factor of late is the ambition of Mohammed Dahlan, a
former Fatah security chief in Gaza who has been leveraging his friendship with
the UAE (where he has lived in exile) to re-insert himself in Palestinian
politics and whom P.A. president Mahmoud Abbas considers a rival for
power. Complete Palestinian reconciliation between Fatah and Hamas would be
uncertain even if the matter were left entirely to the Palestinians themselves.
Israel’s Obstruction

But reconciliation will not be left to the Palestinians themselves, just as it
has not been left to them in the past. Israel has actively and repeatedly
thwarted reconciliation. In addition to everything Israel has done to undermine
the authority and credibility of the P.A. and to sustain dire extremism-breeding
conditions in Gaza, it has taken more direct action to derail previous efforts
at reconciliation whenever they showed any promise of success. Israel has
employed one of its favorite ways of punishing the P.A., withholding taxes that
it is supposed to pass on to the P.A., to pressure the P.A. into dropping
previous efforts to reconcile with Hamas.
For the right-wing government of Israel, derailing intra-Palestinian
reconciliation helps to sustain the theme that Israel “doesn’t have a
negotiating partner for peace.” If that government really wanted such a partner,
then it would be supporting rather than derailing steps toward developing a
unified Palestinian leadership that could speak most credibly for all
Palestinians and to negotiate on their behalf.
But the government of Benjamin Netanyahu doesn’t want such a partner. It instead
wants rationales for indefinitely kicking the prospect of meaningful peace
negotiations into the future, while Israel’s colonization project cements its
hold on the West Bank. The “no negotiating partner” meme has become sufficiently
entrenched in Israeli public perceptions to make the government’s strategy
politically sustainable.
For now, Netanyahu’s government appears to have concluded that there are enough
obstacles in the way of full Fatah-Hamas reconciliation that active derailment
measures such as use of the tax weapon can be kept in reserve. Meanwhile, Israel
is voicing old familiar demands (along with some new ones), which are highly
unlikely to be met, as preconditions for negotiating with any unified
Palestinian leadership that results from reconciliation.
One of those demands is an explicit Hamas recognition of Israel. This has always
been an odd demand in that recognition of states is something that comes from
other states, not from parties or movements. And if parties and movements were
to be considered part of the recognition business, why shouldn’t recognition be
reciprocal? Where is the Israeli declaration affirming a right to exist for
Hamas?
In any event, the leadership of Hamas has long made it evident that it aspires
to political power in a Palestinian state that would live side-by-side, and in
an indefinite truce, with Israel. Earlier this year Hamas issued a new political
statement making clear that it accepts a Palestinian state limited to the 1967
boundaries.

Repeating Old Arguments
The Israeli government likes to point to more extreme hortatory language in
Hamas’s earlier charter, but this is really no different from charter-related
matters that everyone went through a quarter century ago with the Palestinian
Liberation Organization, which had a similar-sounding charter. As the Oslo
process in the 1990s demonstrated, such hortatory documents are no barrier when
there is a will to negotiate on both sides. Besides, if we are to worry about
charters, then there is at least as much of a problem with the charter of
Netanyahu’s Likud party, which categorically rules out any right to exist for
any Palestinian state, no matter who leads it.
Israel also demands that Hamas completely disarm. This is coming from a
government that has used its far superior military might to inflict highly
asymmetric damage in repeated assaults on the Gaza Strip. In the last such
foray, Operation Protective Edge in 2014, more than 2,200 Palestinians were
killed, two-thirds of whom were civilians, against 73 Israeli deaths, all but
six of whom were soldiers.
Of course Hamas is not going to disarm unilaterally in response to Israeli
demands, and certainly not in the absence of any reciprocal pledge by Israel to
forswear violence against Palestinians. If it did, it would lose further support
from citizens of Gaza, who see the rubble from Protective Edge still surrounding
them. And it is not as if Hamas is now using what military means it has to
inflict harm on Israel.
As David Makovsky of the Washington Institute for Near East Policy notes,
“Israeli officials admit that Hamas has not fired a shot against their country
since the 2014 war.”
The Trump administration’s two-faced posture toward all this is reflected in the
headlines in the print editions of the New York Times and Washington Post, on
the same day and reporting on the same Egyptian-mediated preliminary agreement
between Fatah and Hamas. “Seeing Opening for Wider Peace, U.S. Aids Palestinian
Talks” reads the Times. The Post’s headline is “U.S., Israel balk at Palestinian
reconciliation, insisting Hamas must disarm”.
The U.S. policy that flummoxed the headline-writers is ostensibly one of working
toward a resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict but in fact is one of
signing on to the Netanyahu government’s postures, except for the mildest bit of
tut-tutting over that government’s accelerated construction of Israeli
settlements in occupied territory. As with Israel’s policy, the U.S. policy
supposedly bemoans weakness and division on the Palestinian side but in practice
sustains it. And also as with Israel’s policy, the longer-term outcome is not

the deal of the century but instead an indefinite kicking of the peace can down
the road.
Makovsky aptly observes that “the United States will not be putting forward any
peace plans or engaging in high-stakes Middle East diplomacy until the Gaza
situation is clarified.” And as long as Israel stands ready to throw sand in the
gears of Palestinian reconciliation, the Gaza situation will never be clarified.
Makovsky further accurately observes that “no publicly discernable progress has
emerged” from the talks Trump’s envoys have had this year in Jerusalem and
Ramallah, and that Trump made no mention of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in
his speech last month at the United Nations General Assembly.
Expect Israel to start throwing sand if the reconciliation gears acquire some
momentum. Expect also that the Trump administration will acquiesce in Israel’s
actions.
Paul R. Pillar, in his 28 years at the Central Intelligence Agency, rose to be
one of the agency’s top analysts. He is author most recently of Why America
Misunderstands the World. (This article first appeared as a blog post at The
National Interest’s Web site. Reprinted with author’s permission.)

Trump Follows Well-Worn Mideast Trail
Despite the chaotic appearance of President Trump’s Mideast policies, they
actually represent a troubling consistency in U.S. subservience to Israel and
Saudi Arabia, as ex-CIA official Graham E. Fuller explains.

By Graham E. Fuller
Washington media, think tanks, various commentators and now Sen. John McCain
continue hammering on an old theme — that the U.S. has “no policy towards the
Middle East.” This is fake analysis. In fact the U.S. very much does have a
long-standing policy towards the Middle East. It’s just the wrong one.
What, then, is U.S. policy in the Middle East — under Trump, Obama, Bush and
Clinton (and even earlier)? When all the rhetoric has been stripped away, we can
identity quite clear, precise, and fairly consistent major strategic policy
positions.
–First, Washington accedes to almost anything that Israel wants. This is an
untouchable posture, a third rail, beyond any debate or discussion lest we anger

the powerful Zionist lobby of the American Israel Public Affairs Committee
(AIPAC) and end up being labeled “anti-Semitic.”
The New York Times does not even allow us to know that In Israel itself these
issues are indeed seriously debated — but never in the U.S. Small tactical
issues aside, there is zero American discussion about whether the far-right
government of Israel should be the lode-star of U.S. policy-making in the Middle
East.
–Second, we oppose all Iranian actions and seek to weaken that state. Not
surprisingly this reflects a key Israeli position on the Middle East as well.
Admittedly the U.S. has its own grudges against Iran going back a long way,
while the Iranians bear grudges against the U.S. going back well before that.
–Oppose almost anything that Russia does in the Middle East and routinely seek
to weaken the Russian position in the region.
–Destroy armed radical jihadi groups anywhere — unilaterally or via proxy.
–Support Saudi Arabia on nearly all issues. Never mind that the Saudi state is
responsible for the export of the most radical, dangerous and ugly
interpretations of Islam anywhere and is the prime promoter of extremist
Islamist ideas across the Muslim world.
-=Maintain a U.S. military presence (and as many U.S. military bases as
possible) across the Middle East and Eurasia.
–Maximize U.S. arms sales across the region for profit and influence. (There is
of course a lot of competition here from the U.K., Russia, France, China, and
Israel.)
–Support any regime in the Middle East — regardless of how authoritarian or
reactionary it may be — as long as it supports these U.S. goals and policies in
the region.
–“Protect the free flow of oil.” Yet that free flow of Middle East oil has
almost never been threatened and its chief consumers — China, Japan, Korea —
should bear whatever burden that might be. But the U.S. wants to bear that
“burden” to justify permanent U.S. military forces in the Gulf.
But what about “American values” that are often invoked as goals — such as
support for democracy and human rights? Yes, these values are worthy, but they
receive support in practice only as long as they do not conflict with the
paramount hierarchy of the main goals stated above. And they usually do conflict
with those goals.

Far from a “lack of Middle East policy,” all this sounds to me like a very clear
set of U.S. policy positions. Washington has consistently followed them for long
decades. They largely represent a solid “Washington consensus” that varies only
slightly as the think-tankers of one party or the other rotate in and out of
government.
Trump in Line
Donald Trump has typically upset the apple cart somewhat on all of this — mostly
in matters of style in his spontaneous policy lurchings of the moment. But
Official Washington is pretty good in keeping the range of foreign policy
choices fairly narrowly focused within these parameters. Indeed, some might say
that this policy mix is just about right. Yet these U.S. aspirations have fairly
consistently failed.
The most prominent U.S. policy failures are familiar and proceed from the goals.
–If unquestioning support to Israel is the top priority, Washington has not
failed here. But Israel remains about as truculent as ever in maintaining its
own priority of extending territorial control and creeping takeover of all
Palestinian lands and people. Washington has not been able to protect Israel
from itself; Israel has never been more of an international pariah than now in
the eyes of most of the world, including large numbers of Jews.
Actually it would serve American interests to officially abandon the absurd
theater of the

“peace process” which has always served as Israeli cover for

ever greater annexation of Palestinian land. Instead the U.S. should let the
international community assume the major voice, yes, including the United
Nations, in holding Israel to international norms.
By now the “two-state solution” is unreachable; the issue is how to manage the
very difficult and painful transition to an inevitable “one-state solution” for
Palestinians and Israelis — in a democratic and binational secular state.
–Russia is today stronger and more important in the Middle East than since
Soviet days. Moscow has been outplaying the U.S. in nearly every respect of the
policy game since 9/11. U.S. influence meanwhile has declined in both relative
and absolute terms. Yet Washington’s determination to maintain its own absolute
primacy across the world firmly excludes any significant Russian role in global
issues.
However, if Washington can bring itself to abandon the zero-sum game mindset and
work towards a win-win approach with Moscow, it will find much to cooperate with
Russia about. As it stands, persistent confrontational policies guarantee
unending rivalry, a never-ending self-fulfilling prophesy.

–Contrary to stated U.S. policy goals, Iran has emerged the massive winner from
nearly all U.S. policies in the region over two decades. Yet Turkey and Iran
represent the only two serious, developed, advanced, stable states in the
region, with broadly developed economies, serious “soft power,” and a flexible
policies that have gained the respect of most Middle Eastern peoples, even if
not of their governments.
Yes, Erdogan’s Turkey is at the moment a loose cannon; but Turkish political
institutions will certainly survive him even as the clock is ticking on his
power grip. Iran’s elections are more real than virtually any other Muslim state
in the area. It may be convenient for some to lay virtually all U.S. troubles in
the region at Iran’s door, but such analysis upon serious examination is quite
deliberately skewed.
–U.S. policies and actions against radical and violent Islamist movements in the
Muslim world represent a serious task. Sadly, it is the ongoing U.S. military
actions themselves that help explain much of the continued existence and growth
of radical movements, starting with major U.S. military support to Islamist
mujahedeen in Afghanistan against the Soviet Union in the 1980s. Later the U.S.
destruction of state and societal structures in Iraq, Afghanistan, Libya,
Somalia, to some extent even in Syria and Yemen, have further stirred up anger
and radical jihadism.
Another Way?
What can be done? Withdrawal of U.S. boots on the ground and the chain of
military bases across the region and into Asia would represent a start, but only
a start, in allowing the region to calm down. The region must work out its own
problems and not be the object of incessant self-serving U.S. helicopter
interventions.
Yes, ISIS is a target deserving of destruction, and U.S. policies have been a
bit wiser in at least allowing many international forces to play a role in that
campaign. But radicalism invariably emerges from radical conditions. There are
few military solutions to radical social, political, economic and identity
problems. And autocratic rulers will always greet a U.S. presence that helps
maintain them in power.
Saudi policies that view Iran as the source of all Middle Eastern problems are
erroneous and self-serving, and ignore the real roots of the region’s problems:
unceasing war (primarily launched by the U.S.), vast human and economic
dislocations, self-serving monarchs and presidents for life, and the absence of
any voice by the people over the way they are ruled.

The militarization of U.S. foreign policy everywhere is ill-designed to solve
regional problems that call for diplomacy and close cooperation with all
regional powers — not their exclusion. Yet these U.S. policies increasingly
resemble the late days of the Roman Empire as it found itself up to its neck in
barbarians.
Most of the world would welcome shifts in U.S. policies away from the heavy
focus on the military option. One reason the U.S. has been losing respect, clout
and influence in the region is due to this failing military focus.
The rest of the world is now simply trying to work around U.S. fixations. Donald
Trump is exacerbating the problem but he is in many ways the logical culmination
of decades of failed American policies. Even a kinder gentler Trump cannot solve
systemic U.S. foreign policy failures that are now deeply institutionalized.
So repeating the mantra that the U.S. lacks a Middle East policy serves only to
conceal the problem. The U.S. very much does have a clear policy. It’s just been
dead wrong.
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
[This article originally appeared at
http://grahamefuller.com/washington-does-have-a-clear-me-policy-its-just-the-wro
ng-one/ ]

Blaming the Afghan War Failure on —
Russia
Exclusive: Another part of the U.S. mainstream media’s rash of Russia-bashing is
to claim that Moscow is arming Afghanistan’s Taliban, but again the evidence
doesn’t match the accusations, writes Jonathan Marshall.

By Jonathan Marshall
News flash: The United States is supplying spiffy new Humvees and Ford Ranger
pickup trucks to the Taliban, who brazenly parade their troops in those vehicles
“without fear of being targeted by Afghan or Coalition forces,” according to a
senior fellow at the neoconservative Foundation for Defense of Democracies.
As Bill Poggio observed in the foundation’s Long War Journal, “The Taliban

displayed their military power in the contested district of Bakwa in a newly
released video titled From the Fronts of Farah. The video which was released on
the Taliban’s propaganda website, Voice of Jihad, ‘is dedicated to . . .
showcasing the strength, control and advances of the Mujahideen of Islamic
Emirate,’ according to an accompanying statement.”
Poggio concluded, more reasonably than I suggest in my opening sentence, that
the trucks displayed in the Taliban video were “captured from Afghan Army and
police units,” not ordered directly by the Afghan insurgents out of a Pentagon
catalog.
But U.S. officials have not shown the same good sense in their continued, but
unsupported, denunciations of Russia for supplying the Taliban with assault
rifles and other small arms.
I demolished that canard in a May 29 article. I pointed out that, contrary to a
raft of news stories based on Pentagon leaks about Russian backstabbing, the
director of the U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency admitted in a Senate hearing,
“I have not seen real physical evidence of weapons or money being transferred”
by Russia to the Taliban.
The chairman of NATO’s military committee restated that conclusion in almost the
same words just a few days ago. He told reporters in Washington, “I don’t have
and I haven’t seen any hard evidence on the delivery of weapons from the
Russians to the Taliban.”
Despite such authoritative denials, leading U.S. national security reporters —
and government officials — have been keeping the story alive, as it fits the
larger Washington narrative about Russia’s threat to U.S. security and Western
values.
In late August, following President Trump’s address to the nation committing to
a long-term battle in Afghanistan, Andrea Mitchell of NBC asked Secretary of
State Rex Tillerson, “why didn’t the President mention Russia’s rearming of the
Taliban, which General [John] Nicholson has been talking about very openly? He
seemed to be letting Russia off the hook in his speech.”
(Nicholson, the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan, has long complained of
Russia’s “malign influence” in Afghanistan, and said in April that he was “not
refuting” claims of Russian help to the Taliban.)
In response, Secretary Tillerson also chose not to refute such claims. “To the
extent Russia is supplying arms to the Taliban, that is a violation, obviously,
of international norms and it’s a violation of UN Security Council norms,” he
said. “We certainly would object to that and call Russia’s attention to that.”

Russia vigorously denies doing any such thing. Of course it may be lying —
providing arms to bog down the United States in war, or to curry favor with the
Taliban as it racks up military gains across the country.
Dated Weapons
But many of the Russian weapons in the hands of the Taliban date back to
Russia’s own misadventure in Afghanistan in the 1980s, according to one small
arms expert interviewed by an editor at The Atlantic. Other weapons in Taliban
hands are Chinese or Pakistani knock-offs.
“Russian-made weapons of those calibers can be obtained in many places,” said
Thomas Ruttig, co-director of the Afghanistan Analysts Network.
As I documented previously, Moscow has been shipping assault weapons and
providing flight training to Afghan government forces, not the Taliban. The
insurgents don’t need to buy their weapons from abroad when they can simply take
them from the Afghan army or police. “It’s simple and cheaper,” one Taliban
commander told an American reporter.
As a result, U.S. taxpayers are going to great expense to arm the very people
who are killing U.S. soldiers and their allies in Afghanistan.
The Taliban don’t just use those captured Humvees and trucks for show. In a
stunning operation in mid-October, insurgents drove explosives-laden vehicles
“captured from security forces” into an Afghan Army base in the southern
province of Kandahar, killing most of its 60 members and leaving only two
unhurt.
A day or two earlier, Taliban forces used the same tactic in two southeastern
provinces, killing more than 40 police officers by detonating explosives in
“Humvees paid for by the United States military,” according to the New York
Times.
After 16 years of failed war in Afghanistan, U.S. officials may find it
convenient to look for scapegoats like Russia. But the fault, with apologies to
the Bard, is not in Moscow but in ourselves.
Jonathan Marshall’s previous articles on Afghanistan include “Alleged RussiaTaliban Arms Link Disputed,”

“The Goal of ‘Not Losing’ in Afghanistan,”

“Afghanistan: President Obama’s Vietnam,” and “Why Washington’s War on Drugs in
Afghanistan Isn’t Working.”

Democrats, Class and Russia-gate Magic
Stunned by the defection of working-class whites, many Democrats respond by
calling these Trump voters “stupid” and hoping that Russia-gate will be the
“deus ex machina” to restore Democratic power, as poet Phil Rockstroh explains.

By Phil Rockstroh
Recently, Democratic Party elites have purged progressives from positions of
power within the Party; have been exposed in creating and promulgating, and
swallowing whole the dodgy Russian Dossier subterfuge; and have gone roundheeled for war criminal and torturer-in-chief George Bush the Lesser — yet
Democratic partisans and lesser-of-two-evils, fainting-couch jockeys still
retail in the fiction that the Democrats present a viable alternative to their
more crass Republican doppelgängers.
It must take hours of dedicated practice to become such virtuosos of selfdeception.
Desperate liberals have convinced themselves that the risible, Russiagate fool’s
mythos will provide a deus ex machina miracle to rid the (sham) republic from
the likes of boxy-suit-clad, two-legged toxic waste dump who ascended to the
presidency due to the Democratic Party gaming their primary and nomination
process for a candidate who performed the seemingly impossible — to wit,
preventing the craven Trump from defeating himself.
The best thing Republicans have going for them is, the Democrats themselves,
from their corrupt-to-their-reeking core leadership class down to their
willfully and belligerently obtuse rank-and-file. In particular, professional
and political-class liberals’ refusal even to acknowledge the grim plight of the
besieged U.S. working class, and when they deign to notice their economic
lessers, at all, they, as a rule, evince an aura of condescension and scorn.
Apropos, I recall a piece published in the New York Times after Trump’s “pussy
grabbing” palaver came to light, late in the 2016 presidential campaign. Quoting
from the article, headlined: “Inside Trump Tower, an Increasingly Upset and
Alone Donald Trump,” published Oct 9, 2016:
“But the real source of comfort to Mr. Trump seemed to be the small band of
supporters waving Trump signs on the Fifth Avenue sidewalk outside the building.
His fans clashed with people walking by, including a woman who told a female
Trump supporter that she should go back to her ‘trailer.’”

It is a given that Trump’s misogynist remarks displayed the very emblem of
mouth-breather inanity. Yet the demeaning jibe bandied by the passing
pedestrian, who I’m certain would self-identify as “progressive” in her
politics, was emblematic of liberal classism. When was the last time you
witnessed an affluent liberal expressing umbrage in regard to their caste’s
proclivity for class-based shaming?
The supercilious mindset is the result of an insularity borne of privilege.
Moreover, when do liberals ever converse, one on one, with members of the
laboring class, unless, of course, the situation involves the de facto
master/servant relationship involved in a service industry exchange?
On a personal basis, liberals with whom I used to clash when I was a resident of
Manhattan, almost to a person, were completely removed from and, worse, utterly
incurious, about the lives of the working class. When traveling around my native
South, for example, when visiting my wife’s family in the rural South Carolina
Low Country, I found the people there far more receptive to a socialist critique
of the capitalist order than that of liberals. Why? Unlike upscale liberals, the
working class, on a day-by-day basis, endure perpetual humiliation under
depraved capitalism.
Why do liberals refuse to acknowledge class-based deprivation as a defining
factor in the angst and animus of the laboring class?
In short, an honest reckoning would cause Liberalcrats to acknowledge classism
is, as is the case with sexism and racism, hurtful, destructive, and flat-out
reprehensible. Moreover, an acknowledgement would call them to account for their
own privilege thus revealing the imperative to make amends and provide
restitution for their complicity in the oppression inflicted on the less
fortunate by capitalism, the system that is the source of liberal affluence and
the progenitor of their snobbery.
A Buffer for the Rich
The Liberal Class have, on an historical basis, acted as the buffer zone between
leftist, minority, and laboring-class aspirations and the capitalist over-class
— i.e., the bestower of liberacrat privilege. As the man limned in lyric, “same
as it ever was.” Thus we come upon a reason for the mistrust held by people
languishing on the boot-on-the-neck side of the capitalist class divide for
economically privileged liberals.
Moreover, when was a last time you noticed a laboring class person parroting
that the meany-pants Russian Bear ate poor, little Hillary’s homework fool’s
mythos? The Cold War 2.0 tall tale that avers:

“Putin has penetrated the precious bodily fluids of the U.S. electoral system,”
as a Brigadier General Jack D. Ripper of the Liberal Class might rant, thereby
coming off like a liberal version of Alex Jones reading the minutes of a John
Birch Society meeting, circa 1955, on communist infiltration of the Ladies’
Auxiliary Bingo Club, due to reports of an inordinate number of winners wearing
red poodle skirts.
In short, there is a howling, class chasm between the cultural criteria that
separates affluent liberals from the struggling laboring class. How could sneaky
Vladi and his fake news-wielding squads of internet Cossacks be responsible for
the neoliberal economy, comprised of low wage, no benefits, no future mcjobs,
that plague the working life of the latter? Thus the Russiagate storyline holds
little resonance for downscale working people.
The rise of rightist demagogues and their angst-ridden, resentment-reeking
followers, both on an historical and present day basis, can be traced to a
primary source: the loss of hope and the daily doses of humiliation inflicted on
the working class by capitalist economic despotism. In the hollow regions of the
psyche where hope has been banished, rage rises and fills the aching void.
Adding to the host of miseries, an odious aspect of the capitalist greedscape
imparts, in both an overt and subliminal basis, the insidious message: The
psychical injuries inflicted by the economic order are caused by personal
failings. If internalized, concomitant feelings of shame will torment the mind
of the sufferer — feelings freighted with intense self-reproach that tend to
manifest themselves in a host of pathologies, e.g., intense anxiety and severe
depression.
Hence, the dark art of shame displacement, in the form of racist and xenophobic
tropes, can and will be retailed by demagogues. Don’t blame the capitalist
Plundering Class, they exhort, instead blame immigrants and minorities (who, in
reality, are also victims of capitalism’s inherent depravities) for your dismal
prospects. Build an unscalable border wall, deport the interlopers en masse, put
an end to the practice of “reverse racism” (of which, polls reveal the majority
of white people, in utter defiance of reality, believe is widespread) then
America’s greatness will be restored and the usurped futures of hard-working,
true Americans will be seized back from

undeserving hordes of interlopers.

A deft demagogue’s tropes of blame shifting can serve to dissipate feelings of
aloneness and mitigate the miasmic shame attendant to capitalist economic
despotism, a phenomenon that liberals, and history confirms the tragic fact,
ignore at the peril of all concerned.
Russia-gate to the Rescue

And what is the Democrats plan? From all appearances, a full spectrum deployment
of … more of the same.
Thus we arrive at the question: How can they display such a yawning disconnect
from reality? And we shamble into the tawdry reality: The Democratic Party elite
and their cynical operatives possess the sum total of nada desire to be
connected with anyone other than their economic elite benefactors — withal, the
only constituency to whom they possess any degree of fealty.
Thus Democratic partisans cling to the salvation fantasy that an act of deus ex
machina will soon be at hand. But how many times now has Trump’s trajectory
toward impeachment been assured by some new revelation … yet nothing substantive
comes of the vaporous evidence?
Present-day Democrats bring to mind the image of a sad, aged prom queen, passed
over by time, possessed by magical-thinking-borne fantasies involving the
appearance of an imaginary gentleman suitor whose arrival will restore her faded
glory.
The crackbrained fantasies shield Democratic partisans from being buffeted by
the reckoning: They are affiliated with the go-to Party of Wall Street and of
neoliberal and militarist imperium.
It comes down to this: Almost everyone, at this point, sees through Trump’s
popinjay ways. Barack Obama, aka former President Citigroup von Drone, was a far
more effective con man. How so? Liberals had the Wall Street bagman and
multicultural imperialist Obama’s back. At present, after his two terms, he is
luxuriating in the cash-redolent embrace of his High Dollar benefactors, as all
the while, bedecked in their broken tiara and torn prom dress regalia,
Democratic Party loyalist pine away for another sweet lie-proffering, political
Lothario to replace the likes of Obama’s charming vapidity.
“I don’t want realism. I want magic” — Blanche DuBois, from Tennessee William
stage play, “A Streetcar Named Desire.”
What a cringe-inducing sight it is. One almost could be moved to pity in regard
to Democrats’ Blanche DuBois theatrics. But, of course, gentle, vulnerable
Blanche never acted as an apologist for drone murder nor blamed Russian meddling
for her troubled plight.
Unlike impoverished Blanche, blown and buffeted by circumstance into the seedy
precincts of (un-gentrified) New Orleans’ French Quarter, it is difficult to
work up any degree of sympathy for contemporary Democrats, enclosed as they are
in their insular, bristling, psychical citadels, from where they unloose volleys
of supercilious scorn upon those who remain unmoved by their partisan casuistry

and are rankled by the condescension they direct at those who are not graced
with their privileged status.
Phil Rockstroh is a poet, lyricist and philosopher bard living, now, in Munich,
Germany. He may be contacted: philrockstroh.scribe@gmail.com and at FaceBook:
http://www.facebook.com/phil.rockstroh

Sorting Out the Russia Mess
Exclusive: The U.S. mainstream media finally has its “smoking gun” on Russiagate — incriminating information from a junior Trump campaign adviser — but a
closer look reveals serious problems with the “evidence,” writes Robert Parry.

By Robert Parry
Russia-gate special prosecutor Robert Mueller has turned up the heat on
President Trump with the indictment of Trump’s former campaign manager for
unrelated financial crimes and the disclosure of a guilty plea from a low-level
foreign policy adviser for lying to the FBI.
While longtime Republican fixer Paul Manafort, who helped guide Trump’s campaign
to the GOP nomination in summer 2016, was the big name in the news on Monday,
the mainstream media focused more on court documents related to George
Papadopoulos, a 30-year-old campaign aide who claims to have heard about Russia
possessing Hillary Clinton’s emails before they became public on the Internet,
mostly via WikiLeaks.
While that would seem to bolster the Russia-gate narrative – that Russian
intelligence “hacked” Democratic emails and President Vladimir Putin ordered the
emails be made public to undermine Clinton’s campaign – the evidentiary thread
that runs through Papadopoulos’s account remains tenuous.
That’s in part because his credibility has already been undermined by his guilty
plea for lying to the FBI and by the fact that he now has a motive to provide
something the prosecutors might want in exchange for leniency. Plus, there is
the hearsay and contested quality of Papadopoulos’s supposed information, some
of which already has turned out to be false.
According to the court documents, Papadopoulos got to know a professor of
international relations who claimed to have “substantial connections with
Russian government officials,” with the professor identified in press reports as

Joseph Mifsud, a little-known academic associated with the University of
Stirling in Scotland.
The first contact supposedly occurred in mid-March 2016 in Italy, with a second
meeting in London on March 24 when the professor purportedly introduced
Papadopoulos to a Russian woman whom the young campaign aide believed to be
Putin’s niece, an assertion that Mueller’s investigators determined wasn’t true.
Trump, who then was under pressure for not having a foreign policy team,
included Papadopoulos as part of a list drawn up to fill that gap, and
Papadopoulos participated in a campaign meeting on March 31 in Washington at
which he suggested a meeting between Trump and Putin, a prospect that other
senior aides reportedly slapped down.
The ‘Email’ Breakfast
But Papadopoulos continued his outreach to Russia, according to the court
documents, which depict the most explosive meeting as an April 26 breakfast in
London with the professor (Mifsud) supposedly saying he had been in Moscow and
“learned that the Russians had obtained ‘dirt’ on then-candidate Clinton” and
possessed “thousands of emails.” Mainstream press accounts concluded that Mifsud
must have been referring to the later-released emails.
However, Mifsud told The Washington Post in an email last August that he had
“absolutely no contact with the Russian government” and described his ties to
Russia as strictly in academic fields.
In an interview with the U.K. Daily Telegraph after Monday’s disclosures, Mifsud
acknowledged meeting with Papadopoulos but disputed the contents of the
conversations as cited in the court papers. Specifically, he denied knowing
anything about emails containing “dirt” on Clinton and called the claim that he
introduced Papadopoulos to a “female Russian national” as a “laughingstock.”
According to the Telegraph interview, Mifsud said he tried to put Papadopoulos
in touch with experts on the European Union and introduced him to the director
of a Russian think tank, the Russian International Affairs Council.
It was the latter contact that the court papers presumably referred to in saying
that on May 4, the Russian contact with ties to the foreign ministry wrote to
Papadopoulos and Mifsud, reporting that ministry officials were “open for
cooperation,” a message that Papadopoulos forwarded to a senior campaign
official, asking whether the contacts were “something we want to move forward
with.”
However, even an article in The New York Times, which has aggressively pushed

the Russia-gate “scandal” from the beginning, noted the evidentiary holes that
followed from that point.
The Times’ Scott Shane wrote: “A crucial detail is still missing: Whether and
when Mr. Papadopoulos told senior Trump campaign officials about Russia’s
possession of hacked emails. And it appears that the young aide’s quest for a
deeper connection with Russian officials, while he aggressively pursued it, led
nowhere.”
Shane added, “the court documents describe in detail how Mr. Papadopoulos
continued to report to senior campaign officials on his efforts to arrange
meetings with Russian officials, … the documents do not say explicitly whether,
and to whom, he passed on his most explosive discovery – that the Russians had
what they considered compromising emails on Mr. Trump’s opponent.
“J.D. Gordon, a former Pentagon official who worked for the Trump campaign as a
national security adviser and helped arrange the March 31 foreign policy
meeting, said he had known nothing about Mr. Papadopoulos’ discovery that Russia
had obtained Democratic emails or of his prolonged pursuit of meetings with
Russians.”
Reasons to Doubt
If prosecutor Mueller had direct evidence that Papadopoulos had informed the
Trump campaign about the Clinton emails, you would assume that the proof would
have been included in Monday’s disclosures. Further, since Papadopoulos was
flooding the campaign with news about his Russian outreach, you might have
expected that he would say something about how helpful the Russians had been in
publicizing the Democratic emails.
The absence of supporting evidence that Papadopoulos conveyed his hot news on
the emails to campaign officials and Mifsud’s insistence that he knew nothing
about the emails would normally raise serious questions about Papadopoulos’s
credibility on this most crucial point.
At least for now, those gaps represent major holes in the storyline. But
Official Washington has been so desperate for “proof” about the alleged Russian
“election meddling” for so long, that professional skepticism has been unwelcome
in most media outlets.
There is also another side of the story that rarely gets mentioned in the U.S.
mainstream media: that WikiLeaks founder Julian Assange has repeatedly denied
that he received the two batches of purloined Democratic emails – one about the
Democratic National Committee and one about Clinton’s campaign chairman John
Podesta – from the Russians. While it is surely possible that the Russians might

have used cutouts to pass on the emails, Assange and associates have suggested
that at least the DNC emails came from a disgruntled insider.
Also, former U.S. intelligence experts have questioned whether at least one
batch of disclosed emails could have come from an overseas “hack” because the
rapid download speed is more typical of copying files locally onto a memory
stick or thumb drive.
What I was told by an intelligence source several months ago was that Russian
intelligence did engage in hacking efforts to uncover sensitive information,
much as U.S. and other nations’ intelligence services do, and that Democratic
targets were included in the Russian effort.
But the source said the more perplexing question was whether the Kremlin then
ordered release of the data, something that Russian intelligence is usually
loath to do and something that in this case would have risked retaliation from
the expected winner of the 2016 election, Hillary Clinton.
But such questions and doubts are clearly not welcome in the U.S. mainstream
media, most of which has embraced Mueller’s acceptance of Papadopoulos’s story
as the long-awaited “smoking gun” of Russia-gate.
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).

How America Spreads Global Chaos
The U.S. government may pretend to respect a “rules-based” global order, but the
only rule Washington seems to follow is “might makes right” — and the CIA has
long served as a chief instigator and enforcer, writes Nicolas J.S. Davies.

By Nicolas J.S. Davies
As the recent PBS documentary on the American War in Vietnam acknowledged, few
American officials ever believed that the United States could win the war,
neither those advising Johnson as he committed hundreds of thousands of U.S.
troops, nor those advising Nixon as he escalated a brutal aerial bombardment
that had already killed millions of people.
As conversations tape-recorded in the White House reveal, and as other writers

have documented, the reasons for wading into the Big Muddy, as Pete Seeger
satirized it, and then pushing on regardless, all came down to “credibility”:
the domestic political credibility of the politicians involved and America’s
international credibility as a military power.
Once the CIA went to work in Vietnam to undermine the 1954 Geneva Accords and
the planned reunification of North and South through a free and fair election in
1956, the die was cast. The CIA’s support for the repressive Diem regime and its
successors ensured an ever-escalating war, as the South rose in rebellion,
supported by the North. No U.S. president could extricate the U.S. from Vietnam
without exposing the limits of what U.S. military force could achieve, betraying
widely held national myths and the powerful interests that sustained and
profited from them.
The critical “lesson of Vietnam” was summed up by Richard Barnet in his 1972
book Roots of War.

“At the very moment that the number one nation has perfected

the science of killing,” Barnet wrote, “It has become an impractical means of
political domination.”
Losing the war in Vietnam was a heavy blow to the CIA and the U.S. Military
Industrial Complex, and it added insult to injury for every American who had
lost comrades or loved ones in Vietnam, but it ushered in more than a decade of
relative peace for America and the world. If the purpose of the U.S. military is
to protect the U.S. from the danger of war, as our leaders so often claim, the
“Vietnam syndrome,” or the reluctance to be drawn into new wars, kept the peace
and undoubtedly saved countless lives.
Even the senior officer corps of the U.S. military saw it that way, since many
of them had survived the horrors of Vietnam as junior officers. The CIA could
still wreak havoc in Latin America and elsewhere, but the full destructive force
of the U.S. military was not unleashed again until the invasion of Panama in
1989 and the First Gulf War in 1991.
Half a century after Vietnam, we have tragically come full circle. With the
CIA’s politicized intelligence running wild in Washington and its covert
operations spreading violence and chaos across every continent, President Trump
faces the same pressures to maintain his own and his country’s credibility as
Johnson and Nixon did. His predictable response has been to escalate ongoing
wars in Syria, Iraq, Afghanistan, Yemen, Somalia and West Africa, and to
threaten new ones against North Korea, Iran and Venezuela.
Trump is facing these questions, not just in one country, Vietnam, but in dozens
of countries across the world, and the interests perpetuating and fueling this
cycle of crisis and war have only become more entrenched over time, as President

Eisenhower warned that they would, despite the end of the Cold War and, until
now, the lack of any actual military threat to the United States.
Ironically but predictably, the U.S.’s aggressive and illegal war policy has
finally provoked a real military threat to the U.S., albeit one that has emerged
only in response to U.S. war plans. As I explained in a recent article, North
Korea’s discovery in 2016 of a U.S. plan to assassinate its president, Kim Jong
Un, and launch a Second Korean War has triggered a crash program to develop
long-range ballistic missiles that could give North Korea a viable nuclear
deterrent and prevent a U.S. attack. But the North Koreans will not feel safe
from attack until their leaders and ours are sure that their missiles can
deliver a nuclear strike against the U.S. mainland.
The CIA’s Pretexts for War
U.S. Air Force Colonel Fletcher Prouty was the chief of special operations for
the Joint Chiefs of Staff from 1955 to 1964, managing the global military
support system for the CIA in Vietnam and around the world. Fletcher Prouty’s
book, The Secret Team: The CIA and its Allies in Control of the United States
and the World, was suppressed when it was first published in 1973. Thousands of
copies disappeared from bookstores and libraries, and a mysterious Army Colonel
bought the entire shipment of 3,500 copies the publisher sent to Australia. But
Prouty’s book was republished in 2011, and it is a timely account of the role of
the CIA in U.S. policy.
Prouty surprisingly described the role of the CIA as a response by powerful
people and interests to the abolition of the U.S. Department of War and the
creation of the Department of Defense in 1947. Once the role of the U.S.
military was redefined as one of defense, in line with the United Nations
Charter’s prohibition against the threat or use of military force in 1945 and
similar moves by other military powers, it would require some kind of crisis or
threat to justify using military force in the future, both legally and
politically. The main purpose of the CIA, as Prouty saw it, is to create such
pretexts for war.
The CIA is a hybrid of an intelligence service that gathers and analyzes foreign
intelligence and a clandestine service that conducts covert operations. Both
functions are essential to creating pretexts for war, and that is what they have
done for 70 years.
Prouty described how the CIA infiltrated the U.S. military, the State
Department, the National Security Council and other government institutions,
covertly placing its officers in critical positions to ensure that its plans
are approved and that it has access to whatever forces, weapons,

equipment, ammunition and other resources it needs to carry them out.
Many retired intelligence officers, such as Ray McGovern and the members of
Veteran Intelligence Professionals for Sanity (VIPS), saw the merging of
clandestine operations with intelligence analysis in one agency as corrupting
the objective analysis they tried to provide to policymakers. They formed VIPS
in 2003 in response to the fabrication of politicized intelligence that provided
false pretexts for the U.S. to invade and destroy Iraq.
CIA in Syria and Africa
But Fletcher Prouty was even more disturbed by the way that the CIA
uses clandestine operations to trigger coups, wars and chaos. The civil and
proxy war in Syria is a perfect example of what Prouty meant. In late 2011,
after destroying Libya and aiding in the torture-murder of Muammar Gaddafi, the
CIA and its allies began flying fighters and weapons from Libya to Turkey and
infiltrating them into Syria. Then, working with Saudi Arabia, Qatar, Turkey,
Croatia and other allies, this operation poured thousands of tons of weapons
across Syria’s borders to ignite and fuel a full-scale civil war.
Once these covert operations were under way, they ran wild until they had
unleashed a savage Al Qaeda affiliate in Syria (Jabhat al-Nusra, now rebranded
as Jabhat Fateh al-Sham), spawned the even more savage “Islamic State,”
triggered the heaviest and probably the deadliest U.S. bombing campaign since
Vietnam and drawn Russia, Iran, Turkey, Israel, Jordan, Hezbollah, Kurdish
militias and almost every state or armed group in the Middle East into the chaos
of Syria’s civil war.
Meanwhile, as Al Qaeda and Islamic State have expanded their operations across
Africa, the U.N. has published a report titled Journey to Extremism in Africa:
Drivers, Incentives and the Tipping Point for Recruitment, based on 500
interviews with African militants. This study has found that the kind of special
operations and training missions the CIA and AFRICOM are conducting and
supporting in Africa are in fact the critical “tipping point” that drives
Africans to join militant groups like Al Qaeda, Al-Shabab and Boko Haram.
The report found that government action, such as the killing or detention of
friends or family, was the “tipping point” that drove 71 percent of African
militants interviewed to join armed groups, and that this was a more important
factor than religious ideology.
The conclusions of Journey to Extremism in Africa confirm the findings of other
similar studies. The Center for Civilians in Conflict interviewed 250 civilians
who joined armed groups in Bosnia, Somalia, Gaza and Libya for its 2015 study,

The People’s Perspectives: Civilian Involvement in Armed Conflict. The study
found that the most common motivation for civilians to join armed groups was
simply to protect themselves or their families.
The role of U.S. “counterterrorism” operations in fueling armed resistance and
terrorism, and the absence of any plan to reduce the asymmetric violence
unleashed by the “global war on terror,” would be no surprise to Fletcher
Prouty. As he explained, such clandestine operations always take on a life of
their own that is unrelated, and often counter-productive, to any rational U.S.
policy objective.
“The more intimate one becomes with this activity,” Prouty wrote, “The more one
begins to realize that such operations are rarely, if ever, initiated from an
intent to become involved in pursuit of some national objective in the first
place.”
The U.S. justifies the deployment of 6,000 U.S. special forces and military
trainers to 53 of the 54 countries in Africa as a response to terrorism. But the
U.N.’s Journey to Extremism in Africa study makes it clear that the U.S.
militarization of Africa is in fact the “tipping point” that is driving Africans
across the continent to join armed resistance groups in the first place.
This is a textbook CIA operation on the same model as Vietnam in the late 1950s
and early 60s. The CIA uses U.S. special forces and training missions to launch
covert and proxy military operations that drive local populations into armed
resistance groups, and then uses the presence of those armed resistance groups
to justify ever-escalating U.S. military involvement. This is Vietnam redux on a
continental scale.
Taking on China
What seems to really be driving the CIA’s militarization of U.S. policy
in Africa is China’s growing influence on the continent. As Steve Bannon put it
in an interview with the Economist in August, “Let’s go screw up One Belt One
Road.”
China is already too big and powerful for the U.S. to apply what is known as the
Ledeen doctrine named for neoconservative theorist and intelligence operative
Michael Ledeen who suggested that every 10 years or so, the United States “pick
up some small crappy little country and throw it against the wall, just to show
we mean business.”
China is too powerful and armed with nuclear weapons. So, in this case, the
CIA’s job would be to spread violence and chaos to disrupt Chinese trade and
investment, and to make African governments increasingly dependent on U.S.

military aid to fight the militant groups spawned and endlessly regenerated by
U.S.-led “counterterrorism” operations.
Neither Ledeen nor Bannon pretend that such policies are designed to build more
prosperous or viable societies in the Middle East or Africa, let alone to
benefit their people. They both know very well what Richard Barnet already
understood 45 years ago, that America’s unprecedented investment in weapons, war
and CIA covert operations are only good for one thing: to kill people and
destroy infrastructure, reducing cities to rubble, societies to chaos and the
desperate survivors to poverty and displacement.
As long as the CIA and the U.S. military keep plunging the scapegoats for our
failed policies into economic crisis, violence and chaos, the United States and
the United Kingdom can remain the safe havens of the world’s wealth, islands of
privilege and excess amidst the storms they unleash on others.
But if that is the only “significant national objective” driving these policies,
it is surely about time for the 99 percent of Americans who reap no benefit from
these murderous schemes to stop the CIA and its allies before they completely
wreck the already damaged and fragile world in which we all must live, Americans
and foreigners alike.
Douglas Valentine has probably studied the CIA in more depth than any other
American journalist, beginning with his book on The Phoenix Program in
Vietnam. He has written a new book titled The CIA as Organized Crime: How
Illegal Operations Corrupt America and the World, in which he brings Fletcher
Prouty’s analysis right up to the present day, describing the CIA’s role in our
current wars and the many ways it infiltrates, manipulates and controls U.S.
policy.
The Three Scapegoats
In Trump’s speech to the U.N. General Assembly, he named North Korea, Iran and
Venezuela as his prime targets for destabilization, economic warfare and,
ultimately, the overthrow of their governments, whether by coup d’etat or the
mass destruction of their civilian population and infrastructure. But Trump’s
choice of scapegoats for America’s failures was obviously not based on a
rational reassessment of foreign policy priorities by the new administration. It
was only a tired rehashing of the CIA’s unfinished business with two-thirds of
Bush’s “axis of evil” and Bush White House official Elliott Abrams’ failed 2002
coup in Caracas, now laced with explicit and illegal threats of aggression.
How Trump and the CIA plan to sacrifice their three scapegoats for America’s
failures remains to be seen. This is not 2001, when the world stood silent at

the U.S. bombardment and invasion of Afghanistan after September 11th. It is
more like 2003, when the U.S. destruction of Iraq split the Atlantic alliance
and alienated most of the world. It is certainly not 2011, after Obama’s global
charm offensive had rebuilt U.S. alliances and provided cover for French
President Sarkozy, British Prime Minister Cameron, Secretary of State Hillary
Clinton and the Arab royals to destroy Libya, once ranked by the U.N. as the
most developed country in Africa, now mired in intractable chaos.
In 2017, a U.S. attack on any one of Trump’s scapegoats would isolate the United
States from many of its allies and undermine its standing in the world in farreaching ways that might be more permanent and harder to repair than the
invasion and destruction of Iraq.
In Venezuela, the CIA and the right-wing opposition are following the same
strategy that President Nixon ordered the CIA to inflict on Chile, to “make the
economy scream” in preparation for the 1973 coup. But the solid victory of
Venezuela’s ruling Socialist Party in recent nationwide gubernatorial elections,
despite a long and deep economic crisis, reveals little public support for the
CIA’s puppets in Venezuela.
The CIA has successfully discredited the Venezuelan government through economic
warfare, increasingly violent right-wing street protests and a global propaganda
campaign. But the CIA has stupidly hitched its wagon to an extreme right-wing,
upper-class opposition that has no credibility with most of the Venezuelan
public, who still turn out for the Socialists at the polls. A CIA coup or U.S.
military intervention would meet fierce public resistance and damage U.S.
relations all over Latin America.
Boxing In North Korea
A U.S. aerial bombardment or “preemptive strike” on North Korea could quickly
escalate into a war between the U.S. and China, which has reiterated its
commitment to North Korea’s defense if North Korea is attacked. We do not know
exactly what was in the U.S. war plan discovered by North Korea, so neither can
we know how North Korea and China could respond if the U.S. pressed ahead with
it.
Most analysts have long concluded that any U.S. attack on North Korea would be
met with a North Korean artillery and missile barrage that would inflict
unacceptable civilian casualties on Seoul, a metropolitan area of 26 million
people, three times the population of New York City. Seoul is only 35 miles from
the frontier with North Korea, placing it within range of a huge array of North
Korean weapons. What was already a no-win calculus is now compounded by the
possibility that North Korea could respond with nuclear weapons, turning any

prospect of a U.S. attack into an even worse nightmare.
U.S. mismanagement of its relations with North Korea should be an object lesson
for its relations with Iran, graphically demonstrating the advantages of
diplomacy, talks and agreements over threats of war. Under the Agreed Framework
signed in 1994, North Korea stopped work on two much larger nuclear reactors
than the small experimental one operating at Yongbyong since 1986, which only
produces 6 kg of plutonium per year, enough for one nuclear bomb.
The lesson of Bush’s Iraq invasion in 2003 after Saddam Hussein had complied
with demands that he destroy Iraq’s stockpiles of chemical weapons and shut down
a nascent nuclear program was not lost on North Korea. Not only did the invasion
lay waste to large sections of Iraq with hundreds of thousands of dead but
Hussein himself was hunted down and condemned to death by hanging.
Still, after North Korea tested its first nuclear weapon in 2006, even its small
experimental reactor was shut down as a result of the “Six Party Talks” in 2007,
all the fuel rods were removed and placed under supervision of the International
Atomic Energy Agency, and the cooling tower of the reactor was demolished in
2008.
But then, as relations deteriorated, North Korea conducted a second nuclear
weapon test and again began reprocessing spent fuel rods to recover plutonium
for use in nuclear weapons.
North Korea has now conducted six nuclear weapons tests. The explosions in the
first five tests increased gradually up to 15-25 kilotons, about the yield of
the bombs the U.S. dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, but estimates for the
yield of the 2017 test range from 110 to 250 kilotons, comparable to a small
hydrogen bomb.
The even greater danger in a new war in Korea is that the U.S. could unleash
part of its arsenal of 4,000 more powerful weapons (100 to 1,200 kilotons),
which could kill millions of people and devastate and poison the region, or even
the world, for years to come.
The U.S. willingness to scrap the Agreed Framework in 2003, the breakdown of the
Six Party Talks in 2009 and the U.S. refusal to acknowledge that its own
military actions and threats create legitimate defense concerns for North Korea
have driven the North Koreans into a corner from which they see a credible
nuclear deterrent as their only chance to avoid mass destruction.
China has proposed a reasonable framework for diplomacy to address the concerns
of both sides, but the U.S. insists on maintaining its propaganda narratives
that all the fault lies with North Korea and that it has some kind of “military

solution” to the crisis.
This may be the most dangerous idea we have heard from U.S. policymakers since
the end of the Cold War, but it is the logical culmination of a systematic
normalization of deviant and illegal U.S. war-making that has already cost
millions of lives in Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria, Libya, Somalia, Yemen and
Pakistan. As historian Gabriel Kolko wrote in Century of War in 1994, “options
and decisions that are intrinsically dangerous and irrational become not merely
plausible but the only form of reasoning about war and diplomacy that is
possible in official circles.”
Demonizing Iran
The idea that Iran has ever had a nuclear weapons program is seriously contested
by the IAEA, which has examined every allegation presented by the CIA and other
Western “intelligence” agencies as well as Israel. Former IAEA Director General
Mohamed ElBaradei revealed many details of this wild goose chase in his 2011
memoir, Age of Deception: Nuclear Diplomacy in Treacherous Times.
When the CIA and its partners reluctantly acknowledged the IAEA’s conclusions in
a 2007 National Intelligence Estimate (NIE), ElBaradei issued a press release
confirming that, “the agency has no concrete evidence of an ongoing nuclear
weapons program or undeclared nuclear facilities in Iran.”
Since 2007, the IAEA has resolved all its outstanding concerns with Iran. It has
verified that dual-use technologies that Iran imported before 2003 were in fact
used for other purposes, and it has exposed the mysterious “laptop documents”
that appeared to show Iranian plans for a nuclear weapon as forgeries. Gareth
Porter thoroughly explored all these questions and allegations and the history
of mistrust that fueled them in his 2014 book, Manufactured Crisis: the Untold
Story of the Iran Nuclear Scare, which I highly recommend.
But, in the parallel Bizarro world of U.S. politics, hopelessly poisoned by the
CIA’s endless disinformation campaigns, Hillary Clinton could repeatedly take
false credit for disarming Iran during her presidential campaign, and neither
Bernie Sanders, Donald Trump nor any corporate media interviewer dared to
challenge her claims.
“When President Obama took office, Iran was racing toward a nuclear bomb,”
Clinton fantasized in a prominent foreign policy speech on June 2, 2016,
claiming that her brutal sanctions policy “brought Iran to the table.”
In fact, as Trita Parsi documented in his 2012 book, A Single Roll of the Dice:
Obama’s Diplomacy With Iran, the Iranians were ready, not just to “come to the
table,” but to sign a comprehensive agreement based on a U.S. proposal brokered

by Turkey and Brazil in 2010. But, in a classic case of “tail wags dog,” the
U.S. then rejected its own proposal because it would have undercut support for
tighter sanctions in the U.N. Security Council. In other words, Clinton’s
sanctions policy did not “bring Iran to the table”, but prevented the U.S. from
coming to the table itself.
As a senior State Department official told Trita Parsi, the real problem with
U.S. diplomacy with Iran when Clinton was at the State Department was that the
U.S. would not take “Yes” for an answer. Trump’s ham-fisted decertification of
Iran’s compliance with the JCPOA is right out of Clinton’s playbook, and it
demonstrates that the CIA is still determined to use Iran as a scapegoat for
America’s failures in the Middle East.
The spurious claim that Iran is the world’s greatest sponsor of terrorism is
another CIA canard reinforced by endless repetition. It is true that Iran
supports and supplies weapons to Hezbollah and Hamas, which are both listed as
terrorist organizations by the U.S. government. But they are mainly defensive
resistance groups that defend Lebanon and Gaza respectively against invasions
and attacks by Israel.
Shifting attention away from Al Qaeda, Islamic State, the Libyan Islamic
Fighting Group and other groups that actually commit terrorist crimes around the
world might just seem like a case of the CIA “taking its eyes off the ball,” if
it wasn’t so transparently timed to frame Iran with new accusations now that the
manufactured crisis of the nuclear scare has run its course.
What the Future Holds
Barack Obama’s most consequential international achievement may have been the
triumph of symbolism over substance behind which he expanded and escalated the
so-called “war on terror,” with a vast expansion of covert operations and proxy
wars that eventually triggered the heaviest U.S. aerial bombardments since
Vietnam in Iraq and Syria.
Obama’s charm offensive invigorated old and new military alliances with the
U.K., France and the Arab monarchies, and he quietly ran up the most expensive
military budget of any president since World War Two.
But Obama’s expansion of the “war on terror” under cover of his deceptive global
public relations campaign created many more problems than it solved, and Trump
and his advisers are woefully ill-equipped to solve any of them. Trump’s
expressed desire to place America first and to resist foreign entanglements is
hopelessly at odds with his aggressive, bullying approach to every foreign
policy problem.

If the U.S. could threaten and fight its way to a resolution of any of its
international problems, it would have done so already. That is exactly what it
has been trying to do since the 1990s, behind both the swagger and bluster of
Bush and Trump and the deceptive charm of Clinton and Obama: a “good cop – bad
cop” routine that should no longer fool anyone anywhere.
But as Lyndon Johnson found as he waded deeper and deeper into the Big Muddy in
Vietnam, lying to the public about unwinnable wars does not make them any more
winnable. It just gets more people killed and makes it harder and harder to ever
tell the public the truth.
In unwinnable wars based on lies, the “credibility” problem only gets more
complicated, as new lies require new scapegoats and convoluted narratives to
explain away graveyards filled by old lies. Obama’s cynical global charm
offensive bought the “war on terror” another eight years, but that only allowed
the CIA to drag the U.S. into more trouble and spread its chaos to more places
around the world.
Meanwhile, Russian President Putin is winning hearts and minds in capitals
around the world by calling for a recommitment to the rule of international law,
which prohibits the threat or use of military force except in self-defense.
Every new U.S. threat or act of aggression will only make Putin’s case more
persuasive, not least to important U.S. allies like South Korea, Germany and
other members of the European Union, whose complicity in U.S. aggression has
until now helped to give it a false veneer of political legitimacy.
Throughout history, serial aggression has nearly always provoked increasingly
united opposition, as peace-loving countries and people have reluctantly
summoned the courage to stand up to an aggressor. France under Napoleon and
Hitler’s Germany also regarded themselves as exceptional, and in their own ways
they were. But in the end, their belief in their exceptionalism led them
on to defeat and destruction.
Americans had better hope that we are not so exceptional, and that the world
will find a diplomatic rather than a military “solution” to its American
problem. Our chances of survival would improve a great deal if American
officials and politicians would finally start to act like something other than
putty in the hands of the CIA.
Nicolas J. S. Davies is the author of Blood On Our Hands: the American Invasion
and Destruction of Iraq.
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Grading the 44th President: a Report Card on Barack Obama’s First Term as a
Progressive Leader.

The Deep State’s JFK Triumph Over Trump
Exclusive: Fifty-four years after President Kennedy’s assassination, the CIA and
FBI demanded more time to decide what secrets to keep hiding – and a chastened
President Trump bowed to their power, observes ex-CIA analyst Ray McGovern.

By Ray McGovern
It was summer 1963 when a senior official of CIA’s operations directorate
treated our Junior Officer Trainee (JOT) class to an unbridled rant against
President John F. Kennedy. He accused JFK, among other things, of rank cowardice
in refusing to send U.S. armed forces to bail out Cuban rebels pinned down
during the CIA-launched invasion at the Bay of Pigs, blowing the chance to drive
Cuba’s Communist leader Fidel Castro from power.
It seemed beyond odd that a CIA official would voice such scathing criticism of
a sitting President at a training course for those selected to be CIA’s future
leaders. I remember thinking to myself, “This guy is unhinged; he would kill
Kennedy, given the chance.”
Our special guest lecturer looked a lot like E. Howard Hunt, but more than a
half-century later, I cannot be sure it was he. Our notes from such
training/indoctrination were classified and kept under lock and key.
At the end of our JOT orientation, we budding Agency leaders had to make a basic
choice between joining the directorate for substantive analysis or the
operations directorate where case officers run spies and organize regime changes
(in those days, we just called the process overthrowing governments).
I chose the analysis directorate and, once ensconced in the brand new
headquarters building in Langley, Virginia, I found it strange that subway-style
turnstiles prevented analysts from going to the “operations side of the house,”
and vice versa. Truth be told, we were never one happy family.
I cannot speak for my fellow analysts in the early 1960s, but it never entered
my mind that operatives on the other side of the turnstiles might be capable of
assassinating a President – the very President whose challenge to do something
for our country had brought many of us to Washington in the first place. But,
barring the emergence of a courageous whistleblower-patriot like Daniel
Ellsberg, Chelsea Manning or Edward Snowden, I do not expect to live long enough
to learn precisely who orchestrated and carried out the assassination of JFK.
And yet, in a sense, those particulars seem less important than two main lessons

learned: (1) If a President can face down intense domestic pressure from the
power elite and turn toward peace with perceived foreign enemies, then anything
is possible. The darkness of Kennedy’s murder should not obscure the light of
that basic truth; and (2) There is ample evidence pointing to a state execution
of a President willing to take huge risks for peace. While no post-Kennedy
president can ignore that harsh reality, it remains possible that a future
President with the vision and courage of JFK might beat the odds – particularly
as the American Empire disintegrates and domestic discontent grows.
I do hope to be around next April after the 180-day extension for release of the
remaining JFK documents. But – absent a gutsy whistleblower – I wouldn’t be
surprised to see in April, a Washington Post banner headline much like the one
that appeared Saturday: “JFK files: The promise of revelations derailed by CIA,
FBI.”
The New Delay Is the Story
You might have thought that almost 54 years after Kennedy was murdered in the
streets of Dallas – and after knowing for a quarter century the supposedly final
deadline for releasing the JFK files – the CIA and FBI would not have needed a
six-month extension to decide what secrets that they still must hide.
Journalist Caitlin Johnstone hits the nail on the head in pointing out that the
biggest revelation from last week’s limited release of the JFK files is “the
fact that the FBI and CIA still desperately need to keep secrets about something
that happened 54 years ago.”
What was released on Oct. 26, was a tiny fraction of what had remained
undisclosed in the National Archives. To find out why, one needs to have some
appreciation of a 70-year-old American political tradition that might be called
“fear of the spooks.”
That the CIA and FBI are still choosing what we should be allowed to see
concerning who murdered John Kennedy may seem unusual, but there is hoary
precedent for it.

After JFK’s assassination on Nov. 22, 1963, the well-

connected Allen Dulles, whom Kennedy had fired as CIA director after the Bay of
Pigs fiasco, got himself appointed to the Warren Commission and took the lead in
shaping the investigation of JFK’s murder.
By becoming de facto head of the Commission, Dulles was perfectly placed to
protect himself and his associates, if any commissioners or investigators were
tempted to question whether Dulles and the CIA played any role in killing
Kennedy. When a few independent-minded journalists did succumb to that
temptation, they were immediately branded – you guessed it – “conspiracy

theorists.”
And so, the big question remains: Did Allen Dulles and other “cloak-and-dagger”
CIA operatives have a hand in John Kennedy’s assassination and subsequent coverup? In my view and the view of many more knowledgeable investigators, the best
dissection of the evidence on the murder appears in James Douglass’s 2008 book,
JFK and the Unspeakable: Why He Died and Why It Matters.
After updating and arraying the abundant evidence, and conducting still more
interviews, Douglass concludes that the answer to the big question is
Yes. Reading Douglass’s book today may help explain why so many records are
still withheld from release, even in redacted form, and why, indeed, we may
never see them in their entirety.
Truman: CIA a Frankenstein?
When Kennedy was assassinated, it must have occurred to former President Harry
Truman, as it did to many others, that the disgraced Allen Dulles and his
associates might have conspired to get rid of a President they felt was soft on
Communism – and dismissive of the Deep State of that time. Not to mention their
vengeful desire to retaliate for Kennedy’s response to the Bay of Pigs
fiasco. (Firing Allen Dulles and other CIA paragons of the Deep State for that
fiasco simply was not done.)
Exactly one month after John Kennedy was killed, the Washington Post published
an op-ed by Harry Truman titled “Limit CIA Role to Intelligence.” The first
sentence read, “I think it has become necessary to take another look at the
purpose and operations of our Central Intelligence Agency.”
Strangely, the op-ed appeared only in the Post’s early edition on Dec. 22,
1963. It was excised from that day’s later editions and, despite being authored
by the President who was responsible for setting up the CIA in 1947, the alltoo-relevant op-ed was ignored in all other major media.
Truman clearly believed that the spy agency had lurched off in what Truman
thought were troubling directions. He began his op-ed by underscoring “the
original reason why I thought it necessary to organize this Agency … and what I
expected it to do.” It would be “charged with the collection of all intelligence
reports from every available source, and to have those reports reach me as
President without Department ‘treatment’ or interpretations.”
Truman then moved quickly to one of the main things clearly bothering him. He
wrote “the most important thing was to guard against the chance of intelligence
being used to influence or to lead the President into unwise decisions.”

It was not difficult to see this as a reference to how one of the agency’s early
directors, Allen Dulles, tried to trick President Kennedy into sending U.S.
forces to rescue the group of invaders who had landed on the beach at the Bay of
Pigs in April 1961 with no chance of success, absent the speedy commitment of
U.S. air and ground support. The planned mouse-trapping of the then-novice
President Kennedy had been underpinned by a rosy “analysis” showing how this
pin-prick on the beach would lead to a popular uprising against Fidel Castro.
Wallowing in the Bay of Pigs
Arch-Establishment figure Allen Dulles was offended when young President
Kennedy, on entering office, had the temerity to question the CIA’s Bay of Pigs
plans, which had been set in motion under President Dwight Eisenhower. When
Kennedy made it clear he would not approve the use of U.S. combat forces, Dulles
set out, with supreme confidence, to give the President no choice except to send
U.S. troops to the rescue.
Coffee-stained notes handwritten by Allen Dulles were discovered after his death
and reported by historian Lucien S. Vandenbroucke. In his notes, Dulles
explained that, “when the chips were down,” Kennedy would be forced by “the
realities of the situation” to give whatever military support was necessary
“rather than permit the enterprise to fail.”
The “enterprise” which Dulles said could not fail was, of course, the overthrow
of Fidel Castro. After mounting several failed operations to assassinate Castro,
this time Dulles meant to get his man, with little or no attention to how
Castro’s patrons in Moscow might react eventually. (The next year, the Soviets
agreed to install nuclear missiles in Cuba as a deterrent to future U.S.
aggression, leading to the Cuban Missile Crisis).
In 1961, the reckless Joint Chiefs of Staff, whom then-Deputy Secretary of State
George Ball later described as a “sewer of deceit,” relished any chance to
confront the Soviet Union and give it, at least, a black eye. (One can still
smell the odor from that sewer in many of the documents released last week.)
But Kennedy stuck to his guns, so to speak. A few months after the abortive
invasion of Cuba — and his refusal to send the U.S. military to the rescue —
Kennedy fired Dulles and his co-conspirators and told a friend that he wanted to
“splinter the CIA into a thousand pieces and scatter it into the winds.”
Clearly, the outrage was mutual.
When JFK and the Unspeakable: Why He Died and Why It Matters came out, the
mainstream media had an allergic reaction and gave it almost no reviews. It is a
safe bet, though, that Barack Obama was given a copy and that this might account

in some degree for his continual deference – timorousness even – toward the CIA.
Could fear of the Deep State be largely why President Obama felt he had to leave
the Cheney/Bush-anointed CIA torturers, kidnappers and black-prison wardens in
place, instructing his first CIA chief, Leon Panetta, to become, in effect, the
agency’s lawyer rather than take charge? Is this why Obama felt he could not
fire his clumsily devious Director of National Intelligence James Clapper, who
had to apologize to Congress for giving “clearly erroneous” testimony under oath
in March 2013? Does Obama’s fear account for his allowing then-National Security
Agency Director Keith Alexander and counterparts in the FBI to continue to
mislead the American people, even though the documents released by Edward
Snowden showed them – as well as Clapper – to be lying about the government’s
surveillance activities?
Is this why Obama fought tooth and nail to protect CIA Director John Brennan by
trying to thwart publication of the comprehensive Senate Intelligence Committee
investigation of CIA torture, which was based on original Agency cables, emails,
and headquarters memos? [See here and here.]
The Deep State Today
Many Americans cling to a comforting conviction that the Deep State is a
fiction, at least in a “democracy” like the United States. References to the
enduring powers of the security agencies and other key bureaucracies have been
essentially banned by the mainstream media, which many other suspicious
Americans have come to see as just one more appendage of the Deep State.
But occasionally the reality of how power works pokes through in some unguarded
remark by a Washington insider, someone like Sen. Chuck Schumer, D-New York, the
Senate Minority Leader with 36 years of experience in Congress. As Senate
Minority Leader, he also is an ex officio member of the Senate Intelligence
Committee, which is supposed to oversee the intelligence agencies.
During a Jan. 3, 2017 interview with MSNBC’S Rachel Maddow, Schumer told Maddow
nonchalantly about the dangers awaiting President-elect Donald Trump if he kept
on “taking on the intelligence community.” She and Schumer were discussing
Trump’s sharp tweeting regarding U.S. intelligence and evidence of “Russian
hacking” (which both Schumer and Maddow treat as flat fact).
Schumer said: “Let me tell you, you take on the intelligence community, they
have six ways from Sunday at getting back at you.

So even for a practical,

supposedly hard-nosed businessman, he’s being really dumb to do this.”
Three days after that interview, President Obama’s intelligence chiefs released
a nearly evidence-free “assessment” claiming that the Kremlin engaged in a

covert operation to put Trump into office, fueling a “scandal” that has hobbled
Trump’s presidency. On Monday, Russia-gate special prosecutor Robert Mueller
indicted Trump’s one-time campaign manager Paul Manafort on unrelated money
laundering, tax and foreign lobbying charges, apparently in the hope that
Manafort will provide incriminating evidence against Trump.
So, President Trump has been in office long enough to have learned how the game
is played and the “six ways from Sunday” that the intelligence community has for
“getting back at you.” He appears to be as intimidated as was President Obama.
Trump’s awkward acquiescence in the Deep State’s last-minute foot-dragging
regarding release of the JFK files is simply the most recent sign that he, too,
is under the thumb of what the Soviets used to call “the organs of state
security.”
Ray McGovern works with the ecumenical Church of the Saviour in inner-city
Washington.
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The Political Organization Men
Many working-class Americans voted for Donald Trump believing he would address
their needs, not those of rich Republicans. But all pols, it seems, end up
conforming to their political group’s priorities, as Lawrence Davidson explains.

By Lawrence Davidson
In 1956, William H. Whyte published a book entitled The Organization Man about
America’s societal changes in the post-World War II economy. Basing his findings
on a large number of interviews with CEOs of major American corporations, Whyte
concluded that, within the context of modern organizational structure, American
“rugged individualism” had given way to a “collectivist ethic.” Economic success
and individual recognition were now pursued within an institutional structure –
that is, by “serving the organization.”
Whyte’s book was widely read and praised, yet his thesis was not as novel as it
seemed. “Rugged individualism,” to the extent that it existed, was (and is) the
exception for human behavior and not the rule. We have evolved to be grouporiented animals and not lone wolves. This means that the vast majority of us

(and certainly not just Americans) live our lives according to established
cultural conventions. These operate on many levels – not just national
patriotism or the customs of family life.
What Whyte ran across was the sub-culture of the workplace as followed by those
who set themselves upon a “career path” within a specific organization. The
stereotypical examples are those, to quote Whyte, “who have left home
spiritually as well as physically, to take the vows of organization life. [They
adopt an ethic that] rationalizes the organization’s demand for fealty and gives
those who offer it wholeheartedly a sense of dedication.”
Today, some private-sector organizations have moved away from the most extreme
demands of such conformity, but some other career lines have not, two examples
being the military and career party politics.
For insight in this we can turn to the sociologist C. Wright Mills, whose famous
book The Power Elite was published the same year as Whyte’s The Organization
Man. Mills’s work narrows the world’s ruling bureaucracies to government,
military and top economic corporations. Those who make their careers within
these entities, especially the military and the government, are ideologically
conditioned to identify their well-being with the specific goals of their chosen
organizations. That means they must bind themselves not only to the goals, but
also to the ethics of their workplace.
Those who balk are eventually punished and cast out of the organizations. Those
who guide these organizations, and essentially decide how rules and ethics will
be interpreted and applied, are Mills’s “power elite.”
How this works out in the military is pretty obvious. There is a long tradition
of dedication to duty. At the core of this dedication is a rigid following of
orders given by superiors. This tradition is upheld even if it is suspected that
one’s superior is incompetent.
It may come as a surprise to the reader that party politics as practiced by many
of the Western democracies is quite similar. The “power elites” who reside at
the top of the so-called greasy pole, holding positions as the head of ruling
and contesting parties, are likely to demand the same sort of obedience to
orders as any military officer.
The Organization Man or Woman in Politics
Running for and holding office in countries like the United States and Canada
often requires one to “take the vows of organization life.” Does this support
democracy or erode it? Here is one prescient answer: the way we have structured
our party politics has given us “an appalling political system which is a step-

by-step denial of democracy and a solid foundation for a ‘soft’ dictatorship.”
Those are the words of the late Rafe Mair, a Canadian politician, broadcaster,
author and a good friend of this writer. Rafe spent years in Canadian politics,
particularly in his home province of British Columbia, and his experience led
him to the conclusion expressed above. How does this translate into practice?
Rafe explained it this way: “In a parliamentary [or other form of
representative] democracy the voter transfers his rights to his member of
parliament [congressperson, senator or state legislator] to exercise on his
behalf – the trouble is, by running for his political party the [elected person,
in turn, is led to] assign your [the voter’s] rights to the [party] leader for
his exclusive use!”
There is no law that makes the elected official do this. However, the
inducements to do so are very powerful.
Leaders of political parties can control their organizations in dictatorial
fashion. They have power to reward or punish their party’s cohorts in a fashion
that can make or break careers. For instance, they control the dispersal of
party funds from monies for elections right down to one’s office budget; they
determine whether a candidate will have to face a primary challenge; they make
all committee assignments; they can promote and demote within the party ranks.
As Rafe Mair observed, the possibilities for both reward and punishment are
almost endless. In this way elected officials become bound to the diktats of
their party’s leaders. They cannot normally vote their conscience or reliably
represent their constituency unless doing so coincides with the desires of their
party’s leadership.
Democracy in Danger
What is described here is a ubiquitous system problem. To one extent or another,
this problem of centralization of power within organizations, particularly those
that demand loyalty from their members, is commonplace – whether they are
political organizations or not.
This being the case, there should be no surprise that many Western democracies
are suffering from this system problem. Nor is it surprising that correcting the
problem is very difficult, if for no other reason than those who control the
corrupted system must be willing to participate in its reform.
What is surprising is that while many citizens sense a problem, few really
understand what is going on and where it can lead. Rafe put it this way: “though
the way the system fails is simplicity indeed, I daresay scarcely one in 100

voters understands that the consequences are fatal to anything but a charade of
democracy.”
Why is this so? It might be that beyond the classic town hall meeting, the
distance between the average citizen and government bureaucracy is too great to
hold the former’s interest. In normal times, apathy, and a sense of
powerlessness, seems to be the default response to anything that does not impact
our daily lives.
Nonetheless, increasing unresponsiveness on the part of government and a growing
awareness of official corruption and mismanagement can lead to widespread
citizen unease and frustration. At some point the voters may start looking for
alternative politicians who claim to know what the problems are and how to fix
them.
Usually such claims are themselves no more than campaign hot air. However, in
their ignorance, voters may well respond to such hot air, and the result can be
a jump from the proverbial frying pan into the fire. U.S. voters seem to have
taken just such a leap when they elected Donald Trump president.
Rafe Mair sounded the warning about this system problem and its ability to erode
our democracies. He is gone now, but we and the problem he identified remain.
Can we deal effectively with it? It is possible, but it will require overcoming
mass apathy and ignorance and avoiding the deceptive messages of irrational
leaders. I am not sure that history is on our side.
Lawrence Davidson is a history professor at West Chester University in
Pennsylvania. He is the author of Foreign Policy Inc.: Privatizing America’s
National Interest; America’s Palestine: Popular and Official Perceptions from
Balfour to Israeli Statehood; and Islamic Fundamentalism. He blogs at
www.tothepointanalyses.com.

The Democratic Money Behind Russia-gate
As Russia-gate continues to buffet the Trump administration, we now know that
the “scandal” started with Democrats funding the original dubious allegations of
Russian interference, notes Joe Lauria.

By Joe Lauria
The two sources that originated the allegations claiming that Russia meddled in

the 2016 election — without providing convincing evidence — were both paid
for by the Democratic National Committee, and in one instance also by the
Clinton campaign: the Steele dossier and the CrowdStrike analysis of the DNC
servers. Think about that for a minute.
We have long known that the DNC did not allow the FBI to examine its computer
server for clues about who may have hacked it – or even if it was hacked – and
instead turned to CrowdStrike, a private company co-founded by a virulently
anti-Putin Russian. Within a day, CrowdStrike blamed Russia on dubious evidence.
And, it has now been disclosed that the Clinton campaign and the DNC paid for
opposition research memos written by former British MI6 intelligence agent
Christopher Steele using hearsay accusations from anonymous Russian sources to
claim that the Russian government was blackmailing and bribing Donald Trump in a
scheme that presupposed that Russian President Vladimir Putin foresaw Trump’s
presidency years ago when no one else did.
Since then, the U.S. intelligence community has struggled to corroborate
Steele’s allegations, but those suspicions still colored the thinking of
President Obama’s intelligence chiefs who, according to Director of National
Intelligence James Clapper, “hand-picked” the analysts who produced the Jan. 6
“assessment” claiming that Russia interfered in the U.S. election.
In other words, possibly all of the Russia-gate allegations, which have been
taken on faith by Democratic partisans and members of the anti-Trump Resistance,
trace back to claims paid for or generated by Democrats.
If for a moment one could remove the sometimes justified hatred that many people
feel toward Trump, it would be impossible to avoid the impression that the
scandal may have been cooked up by the DNC and the Clinton camp in league with
Obama’s intelligence chiefs to serve political and geopolitical aims.
Absent new evidence based on forensic or documentary proof, we could be looking
at a partisan concoction devised in the midst of a bitter general election
campaign, a manufactured “scandal” that also has fueled a dangerous New Cold War
against Russia; a case of a dirty political “oppo” serving American ruling
interests in reestablishing the dominance over Russia that they enjoyed in the
1990s, as well as feeding the voracious budgetary appetite of the MilitaryIndustrial Complex.
Though lacking independent evidence of the core Russia-gate allegations, the
“scandal” continues to expand into wild exaggerations about the impact of a tiny
number of social media pages suspected of having links to Russia but that
apparently carried very few specific campaign messages. (Some pages reportedly

were devoted to photos of puppies.)
‘Cash for Trash’
Based on what is now known, Wall Street buccaneer Paul Singer paid for GPS
Fusion, a Washington-based research firm, to do opposition research on Trump
during the Republican primaries, but dropped the effort in May 2016 when it
became clear Trump would be the GOP nominee. GPS Fusion has strongly denied that
it hired Steele for this work or that the research had anything to do with
Russia.
Then, in April 2016 the DNC and the Clinton campaign paid its Washington lawyer
Marc Elias to hire Fusion GPS to unearth dirt connecting Trump to Russia. This
was three months before the DNC blamed Russia for hacking its computers and
supposedly giving its stolen emails to WikiLeaks to help Trump win the election.
“The Clinton campaign and the Democratic National Committee retained Fusion
GPS to research any possible connections between Mr. Trump, his businesses, his
campaign team and Russia, court filings revealed this week,” The New York Times
reported on Friday night.
So, linking Trump to Moscow as a way to bring Russia into the election story was
the Democrats’ aim from the start.
Fusion GPS then hired ex-MI6 intelligence agent Steele, it says for the first
time, to dig up that dirt in Russia for the Democrats. Steele produced classic
opposition research, not an intelligence assessment or conclusion, although it
was written in a style and formatted to look like one.
It’s important to realize that Steele was no longer working for an official
intelligence agency, which would have imposed strict standards on his work and
possibly disciplined him for injecting false information into the government’s
decision-making. Instead, he was working for a political party and a
presidential candidate looking for dirt that would hurt their opponent, what the
Clintons used to call “cash for trash” when they were the targets.
Had Steele been doing legitimate intelligence work for his government, he would
have taken a far different approach. Intelligence professionals are not supposed
to just give their bosses what their bosses want to hear. So, Steele would have
verified his information. And it would have gone through a process of further
verification by other intelligence analysts in his and perhaps other
intelligence agencies. For instance, in the U.S., a National Intelligence
Estimate requires vetting by all 17 intelligence agencies and incorporates
dissenting opinions.

Instead Steele was producing a piece of purely political research and had
different motivations. The first might well have been money, as he was being
paid specifically for this project, not as part of his work on a government
salary presumably serving all of society. Secondly, to continue being paid for
each subsequent memo that he produced he would have been incentivized to please
his clients or at least give them enough so they would come back for more.
Dubious Stuff
Opposition research is about getting dirt to be used in a mud-slinging political
campaign, in which wild charges against candidates are the norm. This “oppo” is
full of unvetted rumor and innuendo with enough facts mixed in to make it seem
credible. There was so much dubious stuff in Steele’s memos that the FBI was
unable to confirm its most salacious allegations and apparently refuted several
key points.
Perhaps more significantly, the corporate news media, which was largely partial
to Clinton, did not report the fantastic allegations after people close to the
Clinton campaign began circulating the lurid stories before the election with
the hope that the material would pop up in the news. To their credit,
established media outlets recognized this as ammunition against a political
opponent, not a serious document.
Despite this circumspection, the Steele dossier was shared with the FBI at some
point in the summer of 2016 and apparently became the basis for the FBI to seek
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act warrants against members of Trump’s
campaign. More alarmingly, it may have formed the basis for much of the Jan. 6
intelligence “assessment” by those “hand-picked” analysts from three U.S.
intelligence agencies – the CIA, the FBI and the NSA – not all 17 agencies that
Hillary Clinton continues to insist were involved. (Obama’s intelligence chiefs,
DNI Clapper and CIA Director John Brennan, publicly admitted that only three
agencies took part and The New York Times printed a correction saying so.)
If in fact the Steele memos were a primary basis for the Russia collusion
allegations against Trump, then there may be no credible evidence at all. It
could be that because the three agencies knew the dossier was dodgy that there
was no substantive proof in the Jan. 6 “assessment.” Even so, a summary of the
Steele allegations were included in a secret appendix that then-FBI Director
James Comey described to then-President-elect Trump just two weeks before his
inauguration.
Five days later, after the fact of Comey’s briefing was leaked to the press, the
Steele dossier was published in full by the sensationalist website BuzzFeed
behind the excuse that the allegations’ inclusion in the classified annex of a

U.S. intelligence report justified the dossier’s publication regardless of
doubts about its accuracy.
Russian Fingerprints
The other source of blame about Russian meddling came from the private company
CrowdStrike because the DNC blocked the FBI from examining its server after a
suspected hack. Within a day, CrowdStrike claimed to find Russian “fingerprints”
in the metadata of a DNC opposition research document, which had been revealed
by an Internet site called DCLeaks, showing Cyrillic letters and the name of the
first Soviet intelligence chief. That supposedly implicated Russia.
CrowdStrike also claimed that the alleged Russian intelligence operation was
extremely sophisticated and skilled in concealing its external penetration of
the server. But CrowdStrike’s conclusion about Russian “fingerprints” resulted
from clues that would have been left behind by extremely sloppy hackers or
inserted intentionally to implicate the Russians.
CrowdStrike’s credibility was further undermined when Voice of America reported
on March 23, 2017, that the same software the company says it used to blame
Russia for the hack wrongly concluded that Moscow also had hacked Ukrainian
government howitzers on the battlefield in eastern Ukraine.
“An influential British think tank and Ukraine’s military are disputing a report
that the U.S. cyber-security firm CrowdStrike has used to buttress its claims of
Russian hacking in the presidential election,” VOA reported. Dimitri
Alperovitch, a CrowdStrike co-founder, is also a senior fellow at the antiRussian Atlantic Council think tank in Washington.
More speculation about the alleged election hack was raised with WikiLeaks’
Vault 7 release, which revealed that the CIA is not beyond covering up its own
hacks by leaving clues implicating others. Plus, there’s the fact that WikiLeaks
founder Julian Assange has declared again and again that WikiLeaks did not get
the Democratic emails from the Russians. Buttressing Assange’s denials of a
Russian role, WikiLeaks associate Craig Murray, a former British ambassador to
Uzbekistan, said he met a person connected to the leak during a trip to
Washington last year.
And, William Binney, maybe the best mathematician to ever work at the National
Security Agency, and former CIA analyst Ray McGovern have published a technical
analysis of one set of Democratic email metadata showing that a transatlantic
“hack” would have been impossible and that the evidence points to a likely leak
by a disgruntled Democratic insider. Binney has further stated that if it were a
“hack,” the NSA would have been able to detect it and make the evidence known.

Fueling Neo-McCarthyism
Despite these doubts, which the U.S. mainstream media has largely ignored,
Russia-gate has grown into something much more than an election story. It has
unleashed a neo-McCarthyite attack on Americans who are accused of being dupes
of Russia if they dare question the evidence of the Kremlin’s guilt.
Just weeks after last November’s election, The Washington Post published a
front-page story touting a blacklist from an anonymous group, called PropOrNot,
that alleged that 200 news sites, including Consortiumnews.com and other leading
independent news sources, were either willful Russian propagandists or “useful
idiots.”
Last week, a new list emerged with the names of over 2,000 people, mostly
Westerners, who have appeared on RT, the Russian government-financed Englishlanguage news channel. The list was part of a report entitled, “The Kremlin’s
Platform for ‘Useful Idiots’ in the West,” put out by an outfit called European
Values, with a long list of European funders.
Included on the list of “useful idiots” absurdly are CIA-friendly Washington
Post columnist David Ignatius; David Brock, Hillary Clinton’s opposition
research chief; and U.N. Secretary General Antonio Guterres.
The report stated: “Many people in Europe and the US, including politicians and
other persons of influence, continue to exhibit troubling naïveté about RT’s
political agenda, buying into the network’s marketing ploy that it is simply an
outlet for independent voices marginalised by the mainstream Western press.
These ‘useful idiots’ remain oblivious to RT’s intentions and boost its
legitimacy by granting interviews on its shows and newscasts.”
The intent of these lists is clear: to shut down dissenting voices who question
Western foreign policy and who are usually excluded from Western corporate
media. RT is often willing to provide a platform for a wider range of
viewpoints, both from the left and right. American ruling interests fend off
critical viewpoints by first suppressing them in corporate media and now
condemning them as propaganda when they emerge on RT.
Geopolitical Risks
More ominously, the anti-Russia mania has increased chances of direct conflict
between the two nuclear superpowers. The Russia-bashing rhetoric not only served
the Clinton campaign, though ultimately to ill effect, but it has pushed a
longstanding U.S.-led geopolitical agenda to regain control over Russia, an
advantage that the U.S. enjoyed during the Yeltsin years in the 1990s.

After the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, Wall Street rushed in behind
Boris Yeltsin and Russian oligarchs to asset strip virtually the entire country,
impoverishing the population. Amid widespread accounts of this grotesque
corruption, Washington intervened in Russian politics to help get Yeltsin reelected in 1996. The political rise of Vladimir Putin after Yeltsin resigned on
New Year’s Eve 1999 reversed this course, restoring Russian sovereignty over its
economy and politics.
That inflamed Hillary Clinton and other American hawks whose desire was to
install another Yeltsin-like figure and resume U.S. exploitation of Russia’s
vast natural and financial resources. To advance that cause, U.S. presidents
have supported the eastward expansion of NATO and have deployed 30,000 troops on
Russia’s border.
In 2014, the Obama administration helped orchestrate a coup that toppled the
elected government of Ukraine and installed a fiercely anti-Russian regime. The
U.S. also undertook the risky policy of aiding jihadists to overthrow a secular
Russian ally in Syria. The consequences have brought the world closer to nuclear
annihilation than at any time since the Cuban missile crisis in 1962.
In this context, the Democratic Party-led Russia-gate offensive was intended not
only to explain away Clinton’s defeat but to stop Trump — possibly via
impeachment or by inflicting severe political damage — because he had talked,
insincerely it is turning out, about detente with Russia. That did not fit in
well with the plan at all.
Joe Lauria is a veteran foreign-affairs journalist. He has written for the
Boston Globe, the Sunday Times of London and the Wall Street Journal among other
newspapers. He is the author of How I Lost By Hillary Clinton published by OR
Books in June 2017. He can be reached at joelauria@gmail.com and followed on
Twitter at @unjoe.

Guardians of the Magnitsky Myth
Exclusive: In pursuit of Russia-gate, the U.S. mainstream media embraces any
attack on Russia and works to ensure that Americans don’t hear the other side of
the story, as with the Magnitsky myth, reports Robert Parry.

By Robert Parry
As Russia-gate becomes the go-to excuse to marginalize and suppress independent

and dissident media in the United States, a warning of what the future holds is
the blacklisting of a documentary that debunks the so-called Magnitsky case.
The emerging outlines of the broader suppression are now apparent in moves by
major technology companies – under intense political pressure – to unleash
algorithms that will hunt down what major media outlets and mainstream “factcheckers” (with their own checkered histories of getting facts wrong) deem to be
“false” and then stigmatize that information with pop-up “warnings” or simply
make finding it difficult for readers using major search engines.
For those who believe in a meaningful democracy, those tactics may be troubling
enough, but the Magnitsky case, an opening shot in the New Cold War with Russia,
has demonstrated how aggressively the Western powers-that-be behave toward even
well-reported investigative projects that unearth inconvenient truth.
Throughout the U.S. and Europe, there has been determined effort to prevent the
American and European publics from seeing this detailed documentary that
dissects the fraudulent claims at the heart of the Magnitsky story.
The documentary – “The Magnitsky Act: Behind the Scenes” – was produced by
filmmaker Andrei Nekrasov, who is known as a fierce critic of Russian President
Vladimir Putin but who in this instance found the West’s widely accepted, antiRussian Magnitsky storyline to be a lie.
However, instead of welcoming Nekrasov’s discoveries as an important part of the
debate over the West’s policies toward Russia, the European Parliament pulled
the plug on a premiere in Brussels and – except for a one-time showing at the
Newseum in Washington – very few Americans have been allowed to see the
documentary.
Instead, we’re fed a steady diet of the frothy myth whipped up by hedge-fund
investor William Browder and sold to the U.S. and European governments as the
basis for sanctioning Russian officials. For years now, Browder has been given a
free hand to spin his dog-ate-my-homework explanation about how some of his
firms got involved a $230 million tax fraud in Russia.
Browder insists that some “corrupt” Russian police officers stole his companies’
corporate seals and masterminded a convoluted conspiracy. But why anyone would
trust a hedge-fund operator who got rich exploiting Russia’s loose business
standards is hard to comprehend.
The answer is that Browder has used his money and political influence to scare
off and silence anyone who dares point to the glaring contradictions and logical
gaps in his elaborate confection.

So, the hedge-fund guy who renounced his U.S. citizenship in favor of a British
passport gets the royal treatment whenever he runs to Congress. His narrative
just fits so neatly into the demonization of Russia and the frenzy over stopping
“Russian propaganda and disinformation” by whatever means necessary.
This summer, Browder testified before the Senate Judiciary Committee and argued
that people involved in arranging the one-time showing of Nekrasov’s documentary
should be prosecuted for violating the Foreign Agent Registration Act (FARA),
which carries a five-year prison term.
Meanwhile, the U.S. mainstream media helps reinforce Browder’s dubious tale by
smearing anyone who dares question it as a “Moscow stooge” or a “useful idiot.”
Magnitsky and Russia-gate
The Magnitsky controversy now has merged with the Russia-gate affair because
Russian lawyer Natalia Veselnitskaya, who traveled to America to challenge
Browder’s account, arranged a meeting with Donald Trump Jr. and other Trump
campaign advisers in June 2016 to present this other side of the story.
Though nothing apparently came from that meeting, The New York Times, which
always treats Browder’s account as flat fact, led its Saturday editions with a
breathless story entitled, “A Kremlin Link to a Memo Taken to Trump Tower,”
citing similarities between Veselnitskaya’s memo on the Magnitsky case and an
account prepared by “one of Russia’s most powerful officials, the prosecutor
general Yuri Y. Chaika.” Cue the spooky music as the Times challenges
Veselnitskaya’s honesty.
Yet, the Times article bows to Browder as the ultimate truth-teller, including
repetition of his assertion that Sergei Magnitsky was a whistleblowing “tax
lawyer,” rather than one of Browder’s accountants implicated in the tax fraud.
While Magnitsky’s profession may seem like a small detail, it gets to the heart
of the mainstream media’s acceptance of Browder’s depiction of Magnitsky – as a
crusading lawyer who died of medical neglect in a Russian prison – despite
overwhelming evidence that Magnitsky was really a clever accountant caught up in
the scheme.
The “lawyer” falsehood – so eagerly swallowed by the Times and other mainstream
outlets – also bears on Browder’s overall credibility: If he is lying about
Magnitsky’s profession, why should anyone believe his other self-serving claims?
As investigative reporter Lucy Komisar noted in a recent article on the case,
Browder offered a different description when he testified under oath in a New
York court deposition in a related federal civil case.

In that adversarial setting, when Browder was asked if Magnitsky had a law
degree, Browder said, “I’m not aware that he did.” When asked if Magnitsky had
gone to law school, Browder answered: “No.”
Yet, the Times and the rest of the mainstream media accept that Magnitsky was a
“lawyer,” all the better to mislead the American public regarding his alleged
role as a whistleblower.
The rest of Browder’s story stretches credulity even more as he offers a
convoluted explanation of how he wasn’t responsible for bogus claims made by his
companies to fraudulently sneak away with $230 million in refunded taxes.
Rather than show any skepticism toward this smarmy hedge-fund operator and his
claims of victimhood, the U.S. Congress and mainstream media just take him at
his word because, of course, his story fits the ever-present “Russia bad”
narrative.
Plus, these influential people have repeated the falsehoods so often and
suppressed contrary evidence with such arrogance that they apparently feel that
they get to define reality, which – in many ways – is what they want to do in
the future by exploiting the Russia-gate hysteria to restore their undisputed
role as the “gatekeepers” on “approved” information.
Which is why Americans and Europeans should demand the right to see the Nekrasov
documentary and make their own judgments, possibly with Browder given a chance
after the show to rebut the overwhelming evidence of his deceptions.
Instead, Browder has used his wealth and connections to make sure that almost no
one gets to see the deconstruction of his fable. And The New York Times is okay
with that.
[For details on the Nekrasov documentary, see Consortiumnews.com’s “A
Blacklisted Film and the New Cold War.”]
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).

