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Israel Increases Secretive Nuclear 

Stockpile to 90 Warheads: Enough to 

Blow Up the Planet… 

Israel is in possession of up to 90 

nuclear warheads, which could 

represent an increase of ten since 2019, 

Swedish research institute says 

By Middle East Eye 

Global Research, June 17, 2020 

Middle East Eye 15 June 2020 

 

Israel may have increased its nuclear 

stockpile from 80 warheads in 2019 to 

90 in 2020, according to a new report 

by a leading global arms watchdog.  

The Stockholm International Peace 

Research Institute (Sipri) said in its 

annual report on Monday that 

Israel, one of the world’s nine nuclear 

powers, could be in possession of up to 

90 nuclear warheads. 

he watchdog said that the true 

number could be higher as Israel 

does not officially comment on 

its nuclear capabilities. 

“There is significant uncertainty about 

the size of Israel’s nuclear arsenal 

and its warhead capabilities,” it said. 

“Israel continues to maintain its long-

standing policy of nuclear opacity: it 

neither officially confirms nor denies 

that it possesses nuclear weapons.” 

Israel is one of only three 

countries, along with India and 

Pakistan, not to sign the 1968 non-

proliferation treaty (NPT), and is widely 

assumed to have the Middle East’s only 

atomic arsenal. 

Sipri said that it believes Israel has 

around 30 gravity bombs that can be 

delivered by F-16I aircraft, and up to 

50 warheads that can be delivered by 

land-based ballistic missiles such as the 

Jericho III – which, according to foreign 

reports, has a range of 5,500 km. 

“It is possible that some of Israel’s F-15 

aircraft may also serve a nuclear strike 

role, but this is unconfirmed,” Sipri 

said. 

The report also said that the locations of 

the storage sites for Israel’s warheads, 

“which are thought to be stored partially 

unassembled,” are also unknown. 

Declassified government documents 

from both Israel and the United States 

indicate that Israel began building a 

stockpile of nuclear weapons in the 

early 1960s, likely with the assistance 

of the US, Sipri said. 

(continued on Page 2…) 
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Some groups have estimated that Israel 

has a higher amount of warheads. In 

2015, the Washington-based Institute for 

Science and International Security said 

that Israel had produced at least 115 

nuclear warheads. 

More than 13,000 nukes worldwide 

Sipri’s latest report documented that the 

UK, China, India and Pakistan had also 

increased their nuclear arsenals in the 

last year, by between 10 and 30 

warheads each. 

Still, the watchdog noted that there were 

around 465 less nuclear 

weapons globally in 2020 when 

compared to 2019. 

“The decrease in the overall number of 

nuclear weapons in the world in 2019 

was largely due to the dismantlement of 

retired nuclear weapons by Russia and 

the USA – which together still possess 

over 90 percent of global nuclear 

weapons,” the report said. 

 

Currently, Sipri estimates that the nine 

nuclear-armed states – the United 

States, Russia, the United Kingdom, 

France, China, Pakistan, India, Israel 

and North Korea – together possessed 

an estimated 13,400 nuclear weapons. 

“Around 3,720 of the nuclear weapons 

are currently deployed with operational 

forces and nearly 1,800 of these are 

kept in a state of high operational alert,” 

the group said. 

The other 9,680 nuclear 

warheads in the world are 

believed to be undeployed. 

* 

Featured image: Israeli 

Prime Minister Benjamin 

Netanyahu delivers a 

speech on Iran’s nuclear 

programme at the defence 

ministry in Tel Aviv on 30 

April 2018 (Source: MEE) 

The original source of this 

article is Middle East Eye 

Copyright © Middle East 

Eye, Middle East Eye, 2020 

 

“Here we have to 

ask ourselves, why 

are deadly weapons 

being sold to those 

who plan to inflict 

untold suffering on 

individuals and 

society? Sadly, the 

answer, as we all 

know, is simply for 

money: money that 

is drenched in 

blood, often 

innocent blood. In 

the face of this 

shameful and 

culpable silence, it 

is our duty to 

confront the 

problem and to 

stop the arms 

trade.”   

Pope Francis, to the 

U.S. Congress,  Sept. 

24, 2015 

 

https://www.middleeasteye.net/news/israel-possesses-90-nuclear-warheads-sipri
https://www.globalresearch.ca/author/middle-east-eye
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EDITORIAL  

Recently Just Peace QLD organised a 

CANCEL RIMPAC rally at Nudgee 

Beach, Brisbane (see Activities). A few 

of us wore our blood red T-shirts 

emblazoned with a plea for NO Billion$ 

For Bomb$ Tank$ or Submarine$. 

Annette Brownlie commented ruefully 

that the message is still current – 

perhaps even more so in 2020, seven 

years after they were made. “Not much 

has changed” she said. The Australian 

Government is ramping up spending on 

weaponry in order to stay current and 

hopefully to launch us into one of the 

top ten global exporters of these killing 

and breaking machines. During the 

pandemic, military expenditure 

continued unabated via the Capability 

Acquisition and Sustainment Group of 

the Department of Defence. A mere 550 

defense personnel were deployed to 

provide support for the thousands of 

health and ancillary workers.  

The activities of Just Peace QLD were 

severely curtailed when the plague 

slithered onto our shores (see 

Activities). Many causes and actions we 

supported or organized were either 

postponed, went to Zoom or were 

cancelled altogether. I wondered to 

what extent this going to ground 

harmed progress in achieving our aims? 

It’s hard to say. 

For one thing, even long before 

COVID-19 there were multiple forces at 

work throughout the world, jostling for 

power and influence. Stabilizing 

influences such as the United Nations, 

Europe and an assortment of global 

peace treaties, were starting to come 

apart at the seams. The lust for oil; the 

drive for global economic and military 

dominance; an explosion of religious 

intolerance; and long, long histories of 

racism; combined to divert the world’s 

attention from truly heartbreaking 

insecurities arising from the plight of 70 

million refugees, poverty, poor health, 

the risk of all-out global thermonuclear 

war and the change of climate.  

After COVID-19, if there is such a 

thing, Australian society will 

undoubtedly be different. Institutions 

such as Universities, the Arts, 

Medicare, Newspapers, meaningful 

employment and many more, will 

suffer. But spending on the military is 

under no threat. Indeed one wonders 

whether those who cannot find a job will 

consider signing up with the Department 

of Defense. Goodness knows there are 

many enticing advertisements to do so, if 

only for becoming an expert in computer 

technology which is playing an ever-

increasing role in modern warfare. Such 

experience will be invaluable in 

becoming employed in any of scores of 

Australian-based companies supplying 

hardware, software and services to the 

Department. Jobs for the boys – and a 

few girls.  

So against this backdrop of unimpeded 

expansion of the military/industrial 

complex in Australia, how are we doing 

in Just Peace QLD? It’s not hard to say.  

After over 50 years of peace work I 

have found that the idea of rolling back 

the tides of militarization and illegal 

wars, may not be my priority. The 

primary aim of Just Peace QLD for 

example “is to raise public awareness 

about alternatives to war and the 

necessity of justice in achieving lasting 

peace”. That, combined with 

anthropologist Margaret Mead’s 

entreaty: “Never doubt that a small 

group of concerned citizens can change 

the world. Indeed it is the only thing that 

ever has”, is enough to slake my thirst 

for a search for peace and justice. In any 

case what Just Peace QLD is doing is the 

right thing and hopefully will save 

humanity from itself.  

Mike Henry 

Co-Convenor, Just Peace QLD 

ACTIVITIES REPORT  

Actions and Activities  

Dear friends, 

Our last report was presented in The 

Peace Issue No. 59. This took us to 

January 2020. Many of our activities for 

this year were listed in the Calendar for 

2020. We blithely continued the 

planning process – with live actions – 

until mid-March. Then the pandemic 

came down and face-to-face actions 

were converted to Zoom events where 

possible. Months of work were redacted 

from our calendar giving a black plague 

look.  

The voids were immediately filled with 

video conferencing including a plethora 

of webinars and organising meetings. I 

have organised this report under several 

headings as follows: 

COMMUNICATIONS 

Just Peace held ZOOM committee 

meetings from April 2020. 

Yearly Calendars were frantically 

updated to stay ahead of the plague.  

Our membership has steadily increased 

to 100- close to a record.  

A Discussion Group on the state of 

China/Australia relations has been 

planned.  

Anita Reed – Our resident poet, 

songwriter and U3A leader has been 

hard at work on several peace-related 

zoom discussions. These have included 

Ross Gwyther and Annette Brownlie. A 

Winter School with music/songs is 

planned for July.  

A letter of note was posted to Foreign 

Minister Marise Payne re our concern 

over the assassinations of Iranian 

military commander Qasem Soleimani 

and Iraqi militia leader Abu Mahdi al-

Muhandis. The reply came from Peter 

Heyward, assistant secretary, US and 

Canada Branch (of DFAT). In a 

nutshell, he reiterated Australia’s close 

ties with the USA, referred to Iran’s 

“problematic activities in the region” 

and that DFAT recognises America’s 

legitimate rights in the area.   

Annette Brownlie has had many 

successes in working with Steve Austin 

of 4ZZZ.  

ISSUES: 

Palestine: The Just Peace for Palestine 

Group, championed by Vikki Henry, 

continues to liaise with pro-Palestinian 

Groups in Australia and overseas. She 

attended the APAN (Australian 

Palestine Advocacy Network) 

sponsored webinar on anti-Semitism 

(June 22), suggests feature films of the 

week (palestinefilminstitute.org). The 

Politics in the Pub event planned for 

April 19
th

 - TWO DEALS OF THE 

CENTURY – was postponed, but watch 

for details.  NAKBA (the Catastrophe) 

was changed to an on line event.  

Nuclear: The Anti-Nuclear Group, 

spearheaded by Rosemarie Severin, was 

very active in spite of the lock down. 

The Group works to educate in the 

areas of uranium mining, nuclear  

(continued on Page 4…) 



 
 
 

The Peace Issue . . .  Page  No. 60  May 2020 

 

 

4 

 

(continued from Page 3…) 

energy. These are issues which a 

becoming urgent in view of the Federal 

Government’s talks of starting up 

nuclear energy plants in Australia. 

Events were held on the 11
th

 March 

commemorating the Fukushima 

disaster; Chernobyl day, 26
th

 April. 

Plans are underway for August 6
th

 (75
th

 

anniversary of Hiroshima bombing) and 

27
th

 September when atomic weapons 

were exploded on Maralinga.  

Venezuela: The crushing sanctions 

levelled against the people of this 

country by the United States were to be 

examined in the postponed Politics in 

the Pub event, TWO DEALS OF THE 

CENTURY. Watch for the new date for 

this event.  

West Papua: Several members of Just 

Peace attended the webinar on the 

appalling violence being visited upon 

the indigenous citizens of West Papua. 

Australia’s complicity in 

allowing this to continue 

decade after decade, is just 

one of many instances of 

our government supporting 

brutal regimes globally.  

War Plans: 

Just Peace strongly 

supported the IPAN-

organized rally calling for 

NO WAR ON IRAN, held 

in King George Square, 

Brisbane, after the 

assassinations (see above) 

brought the United States close to all-

out war on Iran.  

Just Peace has been instrumental in 

opposing the weapons fair known as 

LAND FORCES 2020. This was to be 

held on September 1
st
-3

rd
 in Brisbane, 

but has been postponed till 2021 due to 

the pandemic. The company in charge 

of the Exhibition has written glowingly 

of opportunities of manufacturers to 

meet defense and diplomatic personnel 

from the United States and to enjoy the 

$35 billion budgeted amount offered by 

Australia for war toys.  

A new anti-war group – the Pacific 

Peace Network – held a webinar on 

June 20
th

 describing the details of the 

upcoming biennial RIMPAC war 

games. This event was hosted by 

WORLD BEYOND WAR and IPAN. 

Speakers from Hawaii, Guam, 

Philippines and New Zealand, Australia, 

with MC’s Annette Brownlie (Just Peace 

QLD; President, IPAN) and Liz 

Remmerswaal (New Zealand/Aotearoa 

country coordinator for WORLD 

BEYOND WAR).  

RIMPAC is a creature of the Pacific Fleet 

command of the United States. The 

RIMPAC military exercises event exploits 

Pacific peoples and causes environmental 

damage and should be cancelled. Prior 

years RIMPAC has been a 3-month event 

but will be scaled down to 2 weeks 

because of COVID-19. This year around 

24 countries will participate. While China 

participated in RIMPAC in 2016, it was 

disinvited in 2018 and is not likely to be 

in the Hawaiian waters this year.   

CANCEL RIMPAC Beach Party: Just 

Peace QLD organized an event at Nudgee 

Beach, Brisbane, to send a message to 

cancel RIMPAC. Below is a photo of our 

love letter in the sand.  

Photo: Mike Henry 

Artwork: Faye Waddington 

Peace Plans: 

UNAAQ (United Nations Association of 

Australia, Queensland). Committee 

member Annette Brownlie works 

tirelessly for UNAAQ as chairperson of 

the Peace and Security sub group. Her aim 

is to provide widespread understanding of 

the crucial role of the UN in Australia.  

Youth Voice Project, on Peace Climate 

and the Land, spearheaded by JP members 

Lenora O’Connor and Ross Gwyther, has 

had to be cancelled for 2020. The months 

of work forming a team of leaders in art, 

dance, drama, video production and 

poetry will not be wasted. Much of this 

work will come to fruition in 2021.  

International Day of Peace, 21
st
 

September 2020. Plans are afoot to 

confirm the form, the guest speaker 

and associated activities. One such 

activity being considered is a Peace 

Tournament of Sport.  

UN Peacekeepers March and 

Ceremony, May 30
th

. Just Peace is a 

strong supporter of this event, which 

was cancelled in its usual form this 

year.  

Australian Independence and 

National Security 

IPAN (Independent and Peaceful 

Australia Network) is strongly 

supported by Just Peace QLD. JP 

Committee members Annette 

Brownlie and Ross Gwyther are 

President and Vice President of IPAN 

respectively. A major project now 

being conducted by IPAN is the 

“Peoples’ Inquiry into the Costs and 

Consequences of Australia’s 

involvement in US-led wars”. 

Recently (May 9
th

 to 15
th

) IPAN 

published a full page 

advertisement in the 

Saturday Paper signed by 

over 600 people under the 

heading:  Stop spending 

billions on warfare and put 

healthcare first.  

Clinton Fernandes Book 

Launch, May 29th. IPAN 

was the key enabler for 

bringing this speaking event 

to Avid Reader Bookshop – 

admittedly online. The topic 

was Australian foreign 

policy after Coronavirus: 

navigating the US-China rivalry. This 

was a great opportunity to hear from 

one of Australia's best foreign policy 

analysts. Clinton's book Island off the 

Coast of Asia was available for 

purchase at the event. MC was Vince 

Scappatura who teaches politics and 

International Relations at 

Macquarie University. He published 

'The US Lobby and Australian 

Defence Policy' in 2019. 

Spirit of Eureka Webinar and 

Rally. This is a new association for 

Just Peace QLD. SoE actively seeks 

to promote a pathway to a democratic 

and independent Australia. SoE 

draws its inspiration from the Eureka 

Stockade rebellion in 1854 which 

united more than 20 nationalities 

(continued on Page 5…) 
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under the Eureka flag. The organisation will 

hold a webinar on July 4
th

. In conjunction 

with this event Just Peace will hold a rally in 

front of the offices of News Corp Australia, 

at 11 am. The primary purpose is to 

photograph the event and share it on social 

media.  Watch for more details coming your 

way.  

Refugees and War. Just Peace QLD has a 

close association with the Refugee Action 

Collective. Our yearly Palm Sunday Rally 

(previously with a nuclear weapons focus) is 

currently concerned with the refugee issue. 

The rally in 2020 was conducted online with 

a series of speakers including the Dean of 

St. John’s Cathedral, Brisbane, Dr Peter 

Catt.  

Outreach: 

Just Peace QLD supports the work of a wide 

variety of likeminded groups across 

Australia and the world. These include 

USA-based WORLD BEYOND WAR, and 

the Nobel Peace Prize-winning 

organisations International Peace Bureau 

(IPB), the Women’s International League 

for Peace and Freedom (WILPF) and the 

International Campaign to Abolish Nuclear 

Weapons (ICAN).  Several of the members 

of Just Peace QLD are committee members 

of some of these groups.  

We are pleased and proud to support the 

work of film maker, Gil Scrine (The 

Reluctant Saviour)  

Just Peace QLD has a close relationship 

with the Australian Solidarity with Latin 

America (ASLA) network, who in turn 

support many of our actions.  

Many of our members belong to the world’s 

oldest peace organisation, the Society of 

Friends (Quakers Queensland). We regularly 

attend their vigils and cooperate on many 

projects of mutual concern.  

Conclusion 

These are the major activities that Just Peace 

QLD has been involved in over the past five 

months and plans to organise in the coming 

months. Australia has been extremely lucky 

in containing the worst outbreaks of the 

pandemic, so far. We believe that it will be 

many, many months before any sense of 

normality can return to our country. In the 

meantime we hope you keep safe and 

healthy.   

Mike Henry and Ross Gwyther 

Co-Conveners, Just Peace QLD.  

WE ARE ALL JAKARTA 

by David Swanson 

June 1st, 2020 

he war on Vietnam plays an 

infinitely larger role in history in 

the common understanding of a 

typical U.S. citizen than does what the 

U.S. government did to Indonesia in 

1965-1966. But if you read The Jakarta 

Method, the new book by Vincent 

Bevins, you will have to wonder what 

moral basis there can possibly be for 

that fact. 

During the war on Vietnam a tiny 

fraction of the casualties were members 

of the U.S. military. During the 

overthrow of Indonesia, zero percent of 

the casualties were members of the U.S. 

military. The war on Vietnam may have 

killed some 3.8 million people, not 

counting those who would die later from 

environmental poisoning or war-

induced suicide, and not counting Laos 

or Cambodia. The overthrow of 

Indonesia may have killed some 1 

million people. But let’s look a bit 

further. 

The war on Vietnam was a failure for 

the U.S. military. The overthrow in 

Indonesia was a success. The former 

changed little in the world. The latter 

was critical in destroying the non-

aligned movement of third-world 

governments, and in establishing a 

policy of quietly “disappearing” and 

torturing and slaughtering huge numbers 

of left-leaning civilians all over the 

globe. That policy was taken by U.S. 

officials from Indonesia to Latin 

America and used to establish Operation 

Condor and a wider global network of 

U.S.-led and U.S.-supported mass-

murder operations. 

The Jakarta method was used in 

Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, 

Paraguay, and Uruguay in the 1970s and 

1980s, to the tune of 60,000 to 80,000 

people murdered. The same tool was 

taken into Vietnam in 1968-1972 under 

the name Operation Phoenix (50,000 

killed), Iraq 1963 and 1978 (5,000 

killed), Mexico 1965-1982 (1,300 

killed), the Philippines 1972-1986 

(3,250 killed), Thailand 1973 (3,000 

killed), Sudan 1971 (fewer than 100 

killed), East Timor 1975-1999 (300,000 

killed), Nicaragua 1979-1989 (50,000 

killed), El Salvador 1979-1992 (75,000 

killed), Honduras 1980-1993 (200 

killed), Colombia 1985-1995 

(3,000-5,000 killed), plus some 

places where similar methods had 

been begun already, such as Taiwan 

1947 (10,000 killed), South Korea 

1948-1950 (100,000 to 200,000 

killed), Guatemala 1954-1996 

(200,000 killed), and Venezuela 

1959-1970 (500-1,500 killed). 

These are Bevins’ numbers, but 

the list is hardly exhaustive, and the 

full impact can’t be understood 

without recognizing the extent to 

which this was known around the 

world outside of the United States, 

and the degree to which this murder 

spree made the mere threat of 

further killing decisive in 

influencing governments toward 

policies that harmed their people — 

not to mention the resentment and 

blowback produced. I just 

interviewed John Perkins, author of 

Confessions of an Economic 

Hitman, on Talk Nation Radio, 

about his new book, and when I 

asked him how many coups had 

been accomplished without any 

coup being needed, simply with a 

threat, his answer was “countless.” 

The Jakarta Method makes clear 

some basic points that popular 

conceptions of history get wrong. 

The Cold War was not won, 

capitalism was not spread, the U.S. 

sphere of influence was not enlarged 

just by example or even by 

Hollywood promotion of something 

desirable, but also significantly by 

murdering masses of men, women, 

and children with dark skin in poor 

countries without getting U.S. 

troops killed which might have 

caused someone to start caring. The 

secretive, cynical CIA and alphabet 

soup of unaccountable agencies 

accomplished almost nothing over 

the years through spying and 

snooping — in fact those efforts 

were almost always 

counterproductive on their own 

terms. The tools that overthrew 

governments and imposed corporate 

policies and sucked out profits and 

raw materials and cheap labor were 

not just propaganda tools and not 

just the carrots of aid to brutal  

(continued on Page 6…) 

T 

https://dissidentvoice.org/2020/06/we-are-all-jakarta/


 
 
 

The Peace Issue . . .  Page  No. 60  May 2020 

 

From Dissident Voice https://dissidentvoice.org/2020/05/western-reaction-to-china-shows-the-bad-old-days-havent-passed/ 

6 

 

(continued from Page 5…) 

dictators, but also, perhaps first and 

foremost: the machete, the rope, the gun, the 

bomb, and the electric wire. 

The murder campaign in Indonesia did not 

have a magical origin out of nowhere, 

though it was new in its scale and in its 

success. And it did not depend on a single 

decision in the White House, though the 

transfer of power from JFK to LBJ was 

critical. The United States had been 

preparing Indonesian soldiers in the United 

States for years, and arming the Indonesian 

military for years. The U.S. took a 

peacefully minded ambassador out of 

Indonesia and put in one who had been part 

of a brutal coup in South Korea. The CIA 

had its new leader of Indonesia picked out 

well in advance, as well as long lists of 

“communists” who should be murdered. 

And so they were. Bevins notes that U.S. 

officials had already supplied similar murder 

lists in Guatemala 1954 and Iraq 1963. I 

suspect South Korea 1949-1950 may belong 

in that list as well. 

The overthrow in Indonesia protected and 

enlarged the profits of U.S. oil companies, 

mining companies, plantation owners, and 

other corporations. As the blood flowed, 

U.S. media outlets reported that backward 

Orientals were spontaneously and 

meaninglessly ending lives they didn’t much 

value (and nobody else should much value 

either). In reality the primary mover behind 

the violence and chief instigator in keeping 

it going and expanding was the U.S. 

government. The world’s third largest 

communist party was destroyed. The 

founder of the Third World movement was 

removed. And an insane right-wing anti-

communist regime was established and used 

as a model for elsewhere. 

While we now know from research by 

Erica Chenoweth that nonviolent campaigns 

against tyranny and foreign occupation have 

been far more likely to succeed and those 

successes dramatically longer lasting than 

the successes of violent campaigns, 

knowledge of this approach was impeded 

by the overthrow of Indonesia. Around the 

world, a different lesson was “learned,” 

namely that leftists in Indonesia should 

have been armed and violent. This lesson 

brought endless misery to various 

populations for decades. 

Bevins’ book is remarkably honest and 

free of U.S.-centric bias (or anti-U.S. bias 

for that matter). There is one exception, and 

it’s a predictable one: World War II. 

According to Bevins, the United States 

military fought in World War II to 

liberate prisoners from death camps, and 

won the war. The power of this 

mythology in advancing programs of 

mass killing that Bevins clearly objects 

to should not be under-estimated. The 

U.S. government before and during 

World War II refused to evacuate those 

threatened by the Nazis, declined 

repeatedly to take any diplomatic or 

military step to halt that horror, and 

never associated the war with efforts to 

save prison camp victims until after the 

war was over — a war overwhelmingly 

won by the Soviet Union. 

David Swanson is an author, activist, 

journalist, and radio host. He is director of 

WorldBeyondWar.org and campaign 

coordinator for RootsAction.org. Swanson's 

books include War Is A Lie. He blogs at 

DavidSwanson.org and War Is a Crime.org. 

He hosts Talk Nation Radio.  

This article was posted on Monday, 

June 1st, 2020 

REACTIONS TO CHINA 

Western Reaction to China Shows the 

Bad Old Days Haven’t Passed 

by James O'Neill  

May 29th, 2020 

S cartoon from 1899: Uncle 

Sam (US) demands Open Door 

access to trade with China while 

European powers plan to cut up China 

for themselves. Color lithograph by J.S. 

Pughe. This image is available from the 

United States Library of Congress‘s 

Prints and Photographs division 

under the digital ID cph.3b00548. 

One of the most tiresome clichés 

uttered by the western nations, 

including Australia, is their alleged 

commitment to the “rules based 

international order”. By this they 

generally mean a set of rules of 

supposed international authority, to 

which all developed nations are 

expected to adhere. 

Those who allegedly failed to do 

so are labelled as rogue states, or 

deviant states, and in some way a 

threat to good government and a 

peaceful world. The myth has 

always had trouble confronting the 

reality. Australia has been one of the 

most assiduous articulators of the 

myth. As recently as this week it 

was accusing China of breaching the 

said rules by China asserting its 

authority over Hong Kong. 

When one reads the mainstream 

media of all the events in Hong 

Kong what is immediately striking 

is that Hong Kong’s history seems 

to go back no further than the 1990s 

when the United Kingdom and 

China signed an agreement whereby 

the United Kingdom would release 

its rule of Hong Kong. 

Conveniently overlooked in these 

accounts is the slightest hint of real 

history. Hong Kong had been part 

of China for more than 2000 years 

until the 1860s. We will leave to 

one side what sort of history the 

United Kingdom could boast of that  

(continued on Page 7…) 
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goes back two thousand years. 

The United Kingdom acquired Hong Kong 

by conquest during the first of the two 

opium wars, another feature of British 

colonial history that the mainstream media 

glides over as though it did not exist. The 

British invaded Afghanistan three times 

during the 19th century. They were not 

bringing the dubious benefits of British 

civilisation to the Afghanis. They wanted to 

control the opium production source, then as 

now, producing the bulk of the world’s 

heroin production. 

China unsurprisingly did not appreciate 

Hong Kong being used as the entry point for 

Afghan heroin under British control. They 

fought back, but lost. Hence the ceding of 

Hong Kong to British rule. The heroin was 

therefore able to be imported freely by the 

British to the extent that by 1900 one in 

seven adult Chinese males was a heroin 

addict. 

The 1949 revolution changed the 

government of China but it was several 

decades before they began to assert their 

wish that Hong Kong be returned to the 

mainland. By 1998, when the handover 

agreement was finally signed, China was 

still not strong enough to refuse to accept 

what was a manifestly unequal bargain. 

There is no other historical precedent that I 

am aware of that land colonised by an 

imperial power and eventually returned to 

its rightful owner is done so conditionally. 

The Chinese are now accused by the 

British, the Americans, and the Australian 

governments of not complying with the 

terms of the handover. That allegation is 

made by people who have never bothered to 

read the terms of the agreement. 

Even more critically, those same 

governments are alleging that the people of 

Hong Kong are being deprived of their 

“democratic rights” to self-government. This 

was an argument that was never heard 

during the entire century plus of British rule. 

Among the various benefits that the Hong 

Kong people have enjoyed since liberation 

from British rule is that they now have the 

right to vote. That the people of Hong Kong 

had no democratic means of determining 

how and by whom they were governed 

during British rule, not even having the right 

to vote, is another inconvenient fact glided 

over by the present erstwhile defenders of 

so-called Hong Kong democracy. 

It is a fundamental principle of 

international law that countries are 

entitled to govern their own affairs. It is 

also a fundamental principle that the 

British, and particularly the Americans 

since 1945, have simply ignored the 

principle when it suited them. 

Where was the West’s “respect for 

international law” when the United 

States and its allies (including Australia) 

sanctioned, bombed, invaded, occupied 

and otherwise destroyed to a greater or 

lesser extent at least 70 countries over 

the past 70 years? The death toll from 

those illegal activities has been 

variously estimated at between 50 and 

70 million people. 

Current illustrations of that point, all 

of them involving the willing 

compliance and assistance of Australia, 

include Afghanistan (invaded 2001 and 

still there); Iraq, invaded 2003 and still 

there despite the clearly expressed view 

of the Iraqi parliament that all uninvited 

foreign troops should leave; and Syria, 

invaded in 2015 after years of 

supporting terrorist proxies in that 

country by their invaders. The United 

States currently occupies Syria’s oil 

region, stealing its oil and keeping the 

proceeds of sale. Not a word of descent 

from its Australian ally who clearly has 

a flexible definition of what the “rules 

based international order” actually 

means. 

In the case of China, Australian 

adherence to the United States line goes 

far beyond the current situation in Hong 

Kong. Australia was being the loyal 

United States proxy when it alleged that 

China was the source of the coronavirus 

currently causing economic havoc 

around the world. 

On instructions from Washington, 

Australia proposed a motion for 

international consideration that the 

origins of the virus should be 

investigated in China. Had the proposal 

being neutrally worded, for example 

suggesting an investigator of all 

countries that might have been the 

source, the proposal might not have 

been ignored as it was. 

All countries obviously include the 

United States, where a growing body of 

evidence suggests it is the real source of 

the pandemic. That, however, would not 

suit the current suicidal Australian 

campaign to attack China on various 

fronts on behalf of its American 

masters. 

Why Australia would want to 

attack such a vitally important 

nation, whose importance to the 

Australian economy extends far 

beyond being a market for 

Australian goods, defies rational 

explanation. The Chinese, 

unsurprisingly, and in my view 

completely justifiably, have begun 

to take measures in response, the 

result of which will be extraordinary 

pain to the Australian economy. 

The current pandemic should be 

seen as an opportunity for Australia 

to discard its colonial status and 

actually take decisions that enhance 

rather than hinder Australia’s vital 

interests. The history of the past 70 

years however, suggests that is a 

vain hope. 

James O'Neill is a Barrister at Law 

and geopolitical analyst. He can be 

contacted at joneill@qldbar.asn.au.  

This article was posted on Friday, 

May 29th, 2020 

“By weaponizing the discourse of 

human rights to justify the use of 

force against governments that 

resisted the Washington consensus, 

this group of well-connected liberals 

was able to stir support where the 

neocons could not. Their brand of 

interventionism appealed directly to 

the sensibility of the Democratic 

Party's metropolitan base, large 

swaths of academia, the foundation-

funded human rights NGO complex, 

and the New York Times editorial 

board. The exhibition of atrocities 

allegedly committed by adversarial 

governments, either by Western-

funded civil society groups, major 

human rights organizations or the 

mainstream press, was the military 

humanists' stock in trade, enabling 

them to mask imperial designs 

behind a patina of "genocide 

prevention." With this neat tactic, 

they effectively neutralized 

progressive antiwar elements and 

tarred those who dared to protest 

their wars as dictator apologists.”  

Max Blumenthal, The Management 

of Savagery: How America's National 

Security State Fueled the Rise of Al 

Qaeda, ISIS, and Donald Trump  

mailto:joneill@qldbar.asn.au
https://www.goodreads.com/work/quotes/69404668
https://www.goodreads.com/work/quotes/69404668
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AUSTRALIA’S COWARDICE 

Cowardice as a principle of foreign 

policy - what on earth are they 

thinking?  

By Stuart Rees 

Posted Tuesday, 26 May 2020 

n relation to Israel’s decades of 

military occupation of Palestinian 

lands, a cowardice spreading 

pandemic has infected Australian 

politicians and public servants. 

Symptoms of this epidemic are evident 

in the Australian government’s 

submission to the International Criminal 

Court (ICC) that an investigation of 

Israeli war crimes in Palestine should 

not take place.     

Before pursuing the argument that 

legal casuistry and cowardice 

characterize an Australian government’s 

attitude towards the plight of Palestinian 

people, it is important to remember that 

the cowardice pandemic has also 

affected ICC deliberations.   

ICC Deliberations and Canberra’s 

Response   

In his book I Accuse, the forensically 

brilliant US author Norman Finkelstein 

examines the ICC Chief Prosecutor’s 

refusal to investigate the killing by 

Israeli forces in May 2010 of nine 

people on the humanitarian flagship the 

Mavi Marmora, bound for Gaza. 

Finkelstein records that the eventual 

death of ten people and injuries to 

scores of others was judged by the 

Chief Prosecutor, Fatou Bensouda, as of 

not sufficient gravity to warrant an 

official investigation. Finkelstein shows 

proof beyond reasonable doubt that the 

ICC Chief Prosecutor whitewashed 

Israel.  

Pushback within the ICC then obliged 

Bensouda to reopen the investigation 

into the Mavi Marmora murders and the 

carnage in Gaza in 2014, yet take five 

years to do so. An inquiry, which 

covered Israel’s building of settlements 

and its military operation in Gaza, 

concluded that Bensouda was ‘satisfied 

that there was a reasonable basis to 

proceed.’    

At that point the Australian 

government informed the ICC that ‘on 

jurisdictional grounds Palestine is not a 

state’, therefore there should be no 

investigation of alleged war crimes in 

Palestine.  

Legal contortions over the notion 

‘jurisdiction’ must have been made in 

closed door conversations as to how to 

protect Israel, how to comply with what 

Israel and the US want. At that point a 

public servant, presumably, was instructed 

to give a shameful explanation to 

parliament.  

Appearing before Senate Estimates 

Committee, James Larsen, chief legal 

officer with the Department of Foreign 

Affairs and Trade said that ‘Israel has 

encouraged us (Australia) to make 

observations to the court regarding the 

investigation into war crimes.’  

Prior to Larsen’s appearance, the 

Australian Ambassador to the 

Netherlands, Mathew Neuhaus, is 

reported to have given Australia’s 

objections to the ICC investigation. When 

he was Ambassador in Zimbabwe, and in 

relation to the brutalities of the Mugabe 

regime, my meetings with Ambassador 

Neuhaus showed him to be a principled, 

brave, consistent defender of human 

rights. But in the context of demands from 

Israel, principle and courage are stifled by 

the usual gutless, amoral pragmatism that 

passes for Australian policy making. This 

principled man must have squirmed at the 

demands placed upon him?  

In response to Australia’s objections to 

the ICC, Bensouda, no doubt affected by 

Professor Finkelstein’s devastating 

critique, has informed Canberra, ‘There 

are no substantial reasons to believe that 

an investigation would not serve the 

interests of justice.’  

Yet the ICC’s ‘substantial reasons’ have 

been water off a duck’s back to Canberra. 

What on earth were they thinking?  

Brutality and the Obscenity of 

‘Balance’   

Let’s be clear as to the ICC’s objectives 

and what Australia is keen to prevent. The 

investigation was to unearth possible war 

crimes committed by the Israeli blockade 

of Gaza, their responsibility for the 

humanitarian catastrophe in Gaza plus the 

consequences of the 2014 Operation 

Protective Edge. That proposed 

investigation would also address possible 

atrocities committed by Hamas and by 

other Palestinian armed groups.  

The investigation would examine 

evidence that the Israeli Defence 

Forces (IDF) used internationally 

banned weapons such as Dense Inert 

Metal Explosives (DIME) which 

cause loss of limbs and wounds that 

do not respond to treatment.  The 

investigation could consider the 

possible use of the banned white 

phosphorus in the air over densely 

populated areas.  

In that 2014 invasion, over 2,200 

Palestinians were killed most of them 

civilians, including 550 children. 

Over 10,000 were injured including 

3,374 children of whom 1000 were 

left permanently disabled. Eighteen 

thousand homes in Gaza were 

destroyed. 

Sixty-seven Israeli soldiers and six 

civilians lost their lives. One Israeli 

child was killed and one home 

destroyed. 

To describe these events, the 

operative word in political and media 

circles is balance. Palestinians’ 

perspectives, often ignored, have to 

be balanced by a plethora of Israeli 

government claims. In the context of 

the Israel/Palestine conflict, balance 

conceals truths and is an obscene 

notion. When will the media and 

politicians learn? What on earth are 

they thinking?   

The Hamas government in Gaza has 

welcomed the proposed ICC 

investigation even though it would 

pursue charges that Palestinian 

civilians were used as human shields 

by Hamas and by other Palestinian 

armed forces.   

Israel has opposed the ICC. Prime 

Minister Netanyahu has given his 

usual Humpty Dumpty ‘things mean 

what I say they mean’ explanation. 

He calls the possible ICC 

investigation ‘a black day for truth 

and justice.’  

Preventing the Cowardice 

Pandemic 

Regarding Australia’s consistent, 

cowardly responses to calls from 

Israel and the US, who makes these 

policy recommendations? Were they 

ever taught about ethics and courage 

in public life, or is diplomacy reduced  

(continued on Page 9…) 

I 

https://www.onlineopinion.com.au/view.asp?article=20912


 
 
 

The Peace Issue . . .  Page  No. 60  May 2020 

 

From Dissident Voice https://dissidentvoice.org/2020/06/the-victims-of-mh17-deserve-more-than-the-shoddy-lies-perpetrated-by-

politicians-and-media/ 

9 

 

(continued from Page 8…) 

to inhuman game playing?  

In government circles, who will have 

the courage to say that cruelty towards 

Palestinians and cowardice as the 

hallmark of Australian policy to support 

Israel are wrong? Who might concede 

that refusal to unmask possible war 

crimes suggests collusion with 

indiscriminate destruction and killing?   

It looks as though a vaccine is needed 

to inject courageous anti bodies into 

political and diplomatic bloodstreams? 

Without that vaccine, Palestinians will 

continue to be betrayed and the question, 

‘what on earth are Australian politicians 

and public servants thinking?’, will have 

to be repeated.     

  

Stuart Rees is Professor Emeritus of the 

University of Sydney and Founder of the 

Sydney Peace Foundation. He is the former 

Director of the Sydney Peace Foundation 

(1998-2011) and of the Centre for Peace and 

Conflict Studies (1988-2008), and a Professor 

of Social Work (1978-2000) at the University 

of Sydney. 

 

AUSTRALIA’S COMPLICITY 

The Victims of MH17 Deserve More than 

the Shoddy Lies Perpetrated by 

Politicians and Media 

by James O'Neill 

June 7th, 2020 

he ABCs Insider program 

broadcast each Sunday morning 

is one of the ABCs most watched 

and most important programs. The three 

guests are drawn from the country’s 

mainstream media outlets. This is 

perhaps itself a limitation considering 

the broad range and frequently high 

standards of much political analysis in 

the country are non-mainstream outlets. 

The invited person subjected to 

questioning by the show’s host is almost 

invariably a politician drawn from either 

the Liberal or Labor parties. 

One would be unwise to expect much 

more than a partisan view from the 

weekly political guest. It is, however, not 

unreasonable to think that the members 

of the panel might be expected to offer a 

factual analysis, albeit tempered by the 

political stance of their employee 

newspapers. 

On the program broadcast on 7 June 

2020 both the political guest, Labor 

deputy leader Richard Miles, and one 

of the panelists, the Sydney Morning 

Herald’s David Crowe offered an 

opinion that was stunning in its 

disregard for the body of information 

that is now available on the topic of 

the comment. 

That topic was the shooting down of 

Malaysian airlines MH 17 in July 

2015 with the loss of life of 298 

passengers and crew. The Dutch lost 

the largest proportion of the 

passengers, followed by Australia with 

38 citizens and residents, then 

Malaysia and a smattering of citizens 

from a number of other countries. 

An inquiry team was immediately 

established led by the Dutch, with 

other representatives coming from 

Australia, Belgium and Ukraine. 

There were three surprises in this 

contingent. The Dutch and Australians 

were not unexpected as having lost a 

significant number of their citizens. 

The inclusion of Belgium was 

puzzling and perhaps, in the light of 

subsequent events, only explicable in 

their role as the host of the NATO 

military alliance. 

The second surprise was the 

inclusion of Ukraine. Although the 

tragedy occurred over Ukrainian 

territory it was clearly not an accident 

but the result of unfriendly criminal 

activity by a party or parties then 

unknown. Ukraine was at the very 

least a possible culprit. 

The third surprise was the exclusion 

of Malaysia which as the owner and 

operator of the flight would normally 

be an automatic inclusion in any 

inquiry. Their exclusion was 

unexplained at the time. It was only 

later that it emerged that the four 

investigating countries had reached an 

agreement between themselves, the 

details of which have never been fully 

disclosed. 

What is known however, is that part 

of the agreement provided that no 

statement on the investigation would 

be released without the unanimous 

agreement of all four members. To 

describe this as astonishing would be 

an understatement. It was one of the 

early clues that the investigation 

would not be an impartial investigation, 

but would in effect follow a political 

agenda. This has indeed proven to be the 

case. 

What was also unknown at the time, but 

revealed relatively recently by the 

Malaysians, was that they had sent a team 

to the Ukraine immediately. Thanks to 

the assistance of Ukrainian rebels then 

(and now) engaged in a bitter war with 

the Kiev government, the plane’s black 

boxes had been retrieved. The rebels 

handed those over to the Malaysians who 

returned to Malaysia where they were 

examined before being in turn given to 

the British for further analysis. 

It was with this information that the 

Malaysians then negotiated their entry 

into the inquiry team in late 2015. It was 

one of the features of this case that the 

Malaysian viewpoint has been almost 

entirely absent from the Dutch and 

Australian reporting of the case. 

It did not take long for the Dutch, 

Australians and Ukrainians to blame 

Russia for the tragedy despite the fact, 

then and now, of anyone being able to 

offer even a remotely plausible reason for 

Russia to have shot down the civilian 

airliner of a friendly country. The 

improbability was compounded by the 

fact that the tragedy occurred over 

Ukrainian territory. 

The implausibility of this version of 

events was enhanced when a British 

organisation known as Bellingcat 

published what they claimed to be 

pictures of a Russian missile firing 

weapon system returning to Russia from 

the area where the alleged missile had 

been fired from. 

It is one of the telling features of this 

case that later evidence was disclosed, 

but not reported in the Australian media, 

that there were no Russian weapons 

capable of firing a BUK missile (the 

alleged weapon used) in the vicinity of 

the area it would have to be in to have 

fired the allegedly fatal missile. Neither 

for that matter was there any Ukrainian 

BUK missile facility within range, 

although the Ukrainians certainly 

possessed such missiles, a left over from 

the days when it was a part of the old 

Soviet Union and used Russian supplied 

weapons. 

(continued on Page 10…) 
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The other relevant point about the shoot 

down was the claim by then United 

States secretary of state John Kerry that 

United States satellites overhead at the 

time (observing what was a war zone) 

had seen exactly what had happened. 

There is no reason to doubt Mr Kerry’s 

claim. It is also likely that the Russians 

had overhead satellites, for exactly the 

same reason. 

The important point, however, is that 

the United States has never produced 

that evidence to the Dutch led inquiry or 

anybody else. Given that such photos 

would in all probability be conclusive of 

the argument, their nonproduction leads 

to an irresistible inference. They do not 

support the Dutch-Ukrainian version. It 

is a safe assumption that if they did, we 

would have been inundated with those 

pictures, ad nauseam, ever since. 

What the Russians and the Ukrainian 

rebels have said all along was that the 

plane was brought down by the actions 

of two Ukrainian jet fighters observed by 

independent eye witnesses at the time. 

The presence of multiple bullet holes in 

the plane’s recovered fuselage further 

confirms this interpretation of how MH 

17 came to its tragic end. 

There is no obvious reason as to why 

the Ukrainians would shoot down a 

civilian airliner. The first of the three 

most likely possibilities are that it was a 

genuine accident, but if that was the case 

why not admit it, plead accident and pay 

appropriate compensation. 

The second possibility is that it was a 

case of mistaken identity. It is known 

that a plane carrying Russia’s President 

Putin was in the general vicinity at that 

time, returning from an official trip to 

South America. Putin’s official plane 

carries very similar markings to 

Malaysian airlines. 

The third possibility, which frankly is 

rather horrible to contemplate, is that it 

was a deliberate attempt to frame Russia, 

the major supporter of the Ukrainian 

rebel groups (overwhelmingly Russian 

speaking). It should not be forgotten also 

that the former Russian territory of 

Crimea (gifted to Ukraine by 

Khrushchev in Soviet days) had voted 

overwhelmingly to return to Russia.  

This had outraged the Ukrainian 

government who had vowed to retake 

Crimea by force. The United States 

also had plans to take over the Russian 

naval base on Crimea, thereby 

depriving Russia of a vital warm water 

port. 

All of these facts make the rather 

ludicrous threat by then Australian 

prime minister Abbott of military 

action in support of Ukraine’s attempt 

to force Crimea back within its fold all 

the more ridiculous. More 

importantly, it makes the allegations 

of Messrs Marles and Crowe 

completely unsupportable. Australian 

government policy towards Ukraine, 

then as now, completely ignores the 

fact that it is a neo-fascist regime that 

came to power by violently 

overthrowing the legitimate Ukrainian 

government. 

Both men ought to have known 

better. Indeed, it is probable both do 

know better but because Australia is a 

loyal supporter of the West’s official 

anti-Russian line, have gone along 

with helping perpetrate a manifest 

fiction, unsupported by the five years 

of evidence that have been 

accumulated in the interim. The 

Moscow based Australian journalist 

Jphn Helmer is one of the very few to 

have consistently followed this Dutch 

led travesty and disclosed the evidence 

as it has emerged. 

That the Australian mainstream 

media have chosen to ignore that 

evidence, to actively conceal the 

investigative role played by Australian 

forces in the early stages, and to 

perpetuate a gross falsehood does 

neither Mr Marles nor Mr Crowe or 

any organisation they represent any 

credit at all. 

The families of the victims of this 

tragedy do not need the perpetuation 

of shoddy lies for geopolitical 

purposes. Messrs Marles and Crowe 

do neither themselves, their country, 

nor the organisations they represent 

any credit by helping to perpetuate a 

shameful lie. 

James O'Neill is a Barrister at Law 

and geopolitical analyst. He can be 

contacted at joneill@qldbar.asn.au. 

This article was posted on Sunday, 

June 7th, 2020 

AUSTRALIA’S SYCOPHANCY 

A star-spangled spanner in the works: 

how US secrecy controls Australian 

weapons 

By Brian Toohey 

May 25, 2020  

he loss of Australian sovereignty 

within the American alliance is 

rarely raised amid the current 

alarm about whether the US is a reliable 

ally. Successive prime ministers have 

given the US a de facto veto over 

whether Australia can use its own 

weapons systems to defend itself.  

 

Australia's newest warplane, the F-35 Joint 

Strike Fighter ... Israel is the only country 

allowed even a partial role in repairing its 

electronic systems. Credit:Joe Armao 

At the same time, they have allowed 

Australian forces to become so tightly 

integrated into the Pentagon’s that it 

presumes Australia will automatically 

participate in a horrendous new American 

war, even when it’s an illegal act of 

aggression like the invasion of Iraq. 

The erosion of our national sovereignty 

has not occurred suddenly. A 

Parliamentary Library research paper 

warned back in 2001 that American 

restrictions meant Australia could only 

use its advanced weapons for a short time 

before they became inoperable. Since 

then, Australia has become more reliant 

on complex weapons systems whose 

sensitive components have to be sent 

back to America for maintenance and 

repairs. Perversely, American secrecy 

(continued on Page 11…) 
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prevents Australian personnel from 

learning how to perform these tasks. 

The US also denies Australia access 

to the computer source code essential 

to operate key electronic components 

in its ships, planes, missiles, sensors 

and so on. Israel is the only country 

allowed even a partial role in repairing 

the electronic systems at the heart of 

the troubled-plagued F-35 fighter 

planes Australia is also acquiring. 

Although there is nothing new about 

the possibility the US won’t always 

come riding to Australia’s rescue, 

President Donald Trump’s erratic 

behaviour has sparked a growing 

awareness that nothing is guaranteed. 

Even more conventional US 

presidents will act in what they see as 

their own political interest and some 

version of the national interest rather 

than always committing American 

blood and treasure to defend 

Australia. Many otherwise hard-

headed Australian politicians and 

commentators reject this reality, 

despite the lessons of history. 

In 1963, Bob Menzies’ coalition 

government was keen to commit 

Australian forces to a cross-border 

war against Indonesia in Borneo. 

Menzies wanted an assurance from 

then US president John F. Kennedy 

that the ANZUS treaty meant the US 

would supply troops to support 

Australian forces. Archival records 

show Kennedy told Menzies that the 

American people had “forgotten” 

about ANZUS and no troops would be 

supplied. 

In 1999, John Howard wanted 

president Bill Clinton to provide “boots 

on the ground” to help an Australian-

led force quell violence sponsored by 

Indonesia in East Timor. Clinton 

refused. 

Drawing on these lessons, an official 

National Security Update in 2007 

stated it was the Howard government’s 

policy that we must be the “sole 

guarantor of our own security” and that 

it was "not healthy for a country to 

become dependent on another for its 

basic defence”. Although the defence 

minister Brendan Nelson wrote a 

supportive introduction to the update, 

no subsequent government has attempted 

to implement this policy. 

A policy of greater self-reliance requires 

full access to all relevant computer source 

code. Resources would need to be 

devoted to beefing up Australia’s 

electronics industry to allow the defence 

forces to operate far more independently 

than presently. But this doesn’t mean all 

defence equipment has to be built in 

Australia – that would be prohibitively 

costly. Funds could be freed up by greater 

use of relatively low-cost drones and by 

scrapping mega projects such as the 

ludicrously expensive French/Australian 

submarine relying on US electronics. 

When eventually delivered sometime 

after 2035, the submarine will almost 

certainly be a financial and military 

disaster. 

Meanwhile, there is no need to 

overreact to China's imposition of an 80 

per cent tariff on imported Australian 

barley. China began action in the World 

Trade Organisation in 2018 against 

Australia’s alleged dumping of barley. 

The University of Adelaide's Simon 

Lacey points out that currently 

Australia has anti-dumping action under 

way or proposed against Chinese wind 

(continued on Page 12…) 



 
 
 

The Peace Issue . . .  Page  No. 60  May 2020 

 

From Pearls and Irritations https://johnmenadue.com/the-anti-chinese-bias-of-media-commentators-on-china/ 

12 

 

(continued from Page 11…) 

towers, glass, electric cables, chemicals, 

herbicides, A4 copy paper and 

aluminium products, as well as steel. 

China has now pointedly switched to 

buying more barley from the US to meet 

Trump’s demand that it imports a lot 

more from America. 

Brian Toohey is a columnist and author. His 

latest book is Secret: The making of 

Australia's security state. 

AUSTRALIA’S BIAS 

The anti-Chinese bias of media 

commentators on China 

By Paul Malone 

13 May 2020  

How is it that commentators on China 

get away with outlandish statements that 

don’t pass the most minimum scrutiny? 

ake for example Dr Clive 

Hamilton’s statement 

 commenting on tensions with 

China and broadcast on SBS TV on May 

5 that: “The United States is not going to 

unilaterally undertake some sort of 

military action, but Beijing may well do 

that.” 

Why the SBS editorial team did not 

throw this statement into the dustbin as 

the mumbling of an ignorant buffoon, 

beggars belief. 

Clive apparently has forgotten that it 

was the United States that invaded Iraq, 

based on a lie and in total disregard of 

the United Nations?  He is apparently 

unaware of the US airstrikes on Syria in 

April 2018, again with no international 

approval and based on what has now 

been exposed as false claims of a Syrian 

Government sarin attack. 

Since the end of the Cold War in 1991 

the United States has used its armed 

forces abroad 160 times, according to the 

US Congressional Research Service.   

Had Clive forgotten Afghanistan and 

equally importantly Vietnam where lies 

like those he now peddles that China 

threatened South East Asia, cost over a 

million lives? 

In trotting out his nonsense, is Clive 

aiming to repeat that exercise and 

perhaps set a new record death toll in a 

war with China? 

And what of Clive’s second statement 

on SBS that “China has been very 

aggressive in some of its stances in 

recent times, putting pressure on Taiwan 

and ramming boats from Vietnam in the 

South China Sea”? 

He should take note that Chinese 

aircraft carriers are not sailing off the 

coast of Florida and around the 

Bahamas.  It is the United States that 

has warships sailing off the coast of 

China. This action has cost lives, such 

as in the 2017 collision between the 

USS Fitzgerald and a Philippine-flagged 

merchant vessel, the ACX Crystal, 

where seven US sailors died south of 

Tokyo Bay in the East China Sea. 

Australians will also well remember the 

June 1969 tragedy when the USS Frank 

E Evans crossed the bow of the aircraft 

carrier Melbourne during a training 

exercise in the South China Sea. 

Seventy four US sailors lost their lives. 

Before calling again on Clive to 

comment on China, SBS should ensure 

that he takes a course in modern history 

at a recognised university. 

But SBS is not alone in choosing 

ignorant anti-Chinese commentators to 

speak on China/Australia or US/China 

relations. 

The ABC tends to find US/China 

“experts” who push a US perspective, or 

Australian commentators whose starting 

position is critical of, or hostile to, 

China. Such commentators can be found 

at a number of “think-tanks” such as the 

Australian Strategic Policy Institute 

(ASPI) or the Sydney Institute.  They 

have a long history of pushing US 

propaganda, not an independent 

Australian position. 

The choice of these commentators is 

not due to a deliberately conscious bias. 

 More likely the ABC sees itself as 

being unbiased by avoiding people who 

might be seen as pro-China.  It could 

have the head of the Australia-China 

Relations Institute, former Labor 

Foreign Affairs Minister Bob Carr, as a 

commentator and it occasionally does. 

 But he can be smeared as a “pawn” of 

the Chinese in a way that Australians 

who push pro-US government views are 

never painted. Similarly if an Australian 

of Chinese origin argues a pro-China 

case, this can be regarded as due to 

pressure applied by the Chinese 

government, or a fear that their family 

back in China might be persecuted by 

the government.  Chinese Australians 

are thus denied the right to present a 

pro-Chinese positon in the same way as 

an Australian with Irish ancestry can 

express a pro-Irish position or a person 

of Greek origins can be pro-Greece. 

There are a host of people who have 

independent views who could provide 

varied commentary.  The Independent 

and Peaceful Australia Network has a 

host of people who could be called 

upon for comment, but rarely are.  But 

then they would be seen as biased in 

favour of peace.  Unlike ASPI they 

don’t have US arms manufacturers 

backing them and guaranteeing their 

independence. 

And if IPAN is too pacifist, media 

outlets could choose to have someone 

like Brian Toohey or Pearls and 

Irritations contributor Dr Paul Perversi 

to present an independent view on 

Australia/China relations. 

Paul Malone is a journalist and author 

with over 30 years of experience having 

worked for the Sydney Morning Herald, The 

Age, The Australian Financial  Review and 

the Canberra Times, where he was Political 

Correspondent for five years and wrote a 

weekly column until late 2017. His latest 

book Kill the Major – The true story of the 

most successful Allied guerrilla war in 

Borneo will be released in July 
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AUSTRALIA’S SUBSERVIENCE 

Why are Australian forces still in Iraq? 

By Alison Broinowski 

January 10, 2020 — 11.22am 

mmediately after the United States' 

drone assassination of Iran's visiting 

senior general Qassem Soleimani, 

the Iraqi Parliament voted to expel all 

foreign forces. This includes some 5000 

Americans along with more than 300 

Australians. 

If President Trump gave his allies any 

forewarning of this act of war against 

both Iraq and Iran, neither Britain, 

France, Canada, nor Australia have 

admitted it. Even his own general in Iraq 

didn't know, for he had just written to the 

host government anticipating withdrawal 

of US troops. The poor man must now 

be sending a letter about the dispatch of 

thousands more. 

HMAS Toowoomba during her 2018 

deployment.Credit:Royal Australian Navy 

War is clearly the last thing the Morrison 

government needs, beset by a national 

bushfire disaster in which it has been 

forced to mobilise the Australian 

Defence Force and its reserves. The 

government's budget surplus is already 

blown. 

We have a window of opportunity to 

do as Canada has done, and suspend 

military operations in Iraq. The 

government should keep Australia out of 

a proxy war between the US and Iran in 

Iraq, and refuse to commit to an illegal 

war of aggression against Iran. 

The despatch of HMAS Toowoomba to 

safeguard the Strait of Hormuz was 

announced with fanfare in August. It was 

apparently a routine deployment, and it 

had not sailed on its way before the 

current crisis. So much for its urgent 

contribution to security in the Strait of 

Hormuz. 

But it is set to leave this week. Should 

it still be deployed? The situation has 

deteriorated markedly since that 

commitment was made and coalition 

military assets and personnel are at 

much greater risk of Iranian reprisals, 

including in transit. Australia – which 

has no reason to become involved in 

conflict with Iran – could delay or call 

off the departure of Toowoomba, 

pointing to the need to clarify strategy 

and rules of engagement. 

Yet, as always, our government will 

do what the Americans want. It will 

presumably keep the Australian Defence 

Force in Iraq, including special forces, 

in defiance of Iraq's Parliament – until 

the US, not Iraq, says they can leave. Or 

until Trump can make up his mind. It 

was he, as a presidential candidate, who 

promised an 

end to useless 

wars the US 

couldn't win. 

To say he 

and the US are 

unreliable 

allies, as 

Malcolm 

Fraser did in 

2014, is a 

diplomatic 

understatement

. Our 

unquestioning collaboration with them 

is increasingly making Australia an 

international pariah. 

We have been given no decent 

explanation as to why Australian forces 

remain in Iraq, at great taxpayer 

expense, after 17 years. Last November 

the Commander of Iraq's School of 

Infantry Non-Commissioned Officer II 

(SINCOII) announced that Iraq was 

taking "full responsibility" for training 

its own army brigades, yet the remnants 

of the ADF's Task Group Taji, now in 

its fifth year, continued on to provide 

"mentoring, institutional advice and 

guidance." 

Australian surveillance and refuelling 

planes are still based in the Gulf – 

presumably to service US, Israeli and 

Saudi Arabian jets in Syria, as well as 

further RAAF missions in Iraq. But, 

again, we have no details about what 

purpose these ADF resources are 

serving in our name, and at our 

significant expense. 

The war on terror that began in 2001 

is the longest in Australia's history and 

the latest in a long list of foreign 

conflicts in which we have joined the 

Americans, without much success. The 

current crisis threatens to morph into 

yet another one, which the Trump 

administration appears to want for its 

own purposes. It promises to be equally 

disastrous. 

Australia has no interests requiring 

military intervention in the Strait of 

Hormuz, Iran, or Iraq, where IS has all 

but collapsed. Former Army chief Peter 

Leahy argues that Australia's priorities 

should be far closer to home. He 

warned last year before the current 

crisis that the Hormuz deployment 

poses a "severe chance" of mission 

creep. 

If we deploy the frigate and leave our 

troops in Iraq, any further confrontation 

instigated by either the US or Iran could 

easily end up involving Australia in yet 

another conflict with a country which 

does not threaten us. These 

deployments require urgent 

reconsideration in the new 

circumstances. 

The government should state in 

Parliament what its intentions are for 

our troops in Iraq and for our naval 

mission in the Strait. Such information 

should not continue to be withheld from 

the Australian public. 

The Prime Minister should make clear 

to President Trump that Australia, 

which respects international law, will 

not join any illegal war against Iran – 

and that we do not regard the current 

situation as having anything to do with 

the "war on terror". 

The US always needs a coalition for 

war: if its allies refuse to join, war may 

be avoided. 

 

Dr Alison Broinowski is an author and 

former Australian diplomat. She is vice-

president of Australians for War 

Powers Reform. 
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AUSTRALIA’S CORRUPTION 

Brothers-in-Arms: the high-rotation 

revolving door between the Australian 

government and arms merchants 

by Michelle Fahy  

Mar 11, 2020  

 

 disturbing number of 

Australia’s military personnel, 

senior defence and intelligence 

officials and politicians leave their 

public service jobs and walk through the 

‘revolving door’ into roles with 

weapons-making and security-related 

corporations. Nowhere is government 

and industry more fused than in defence. 

The majority of transitions between 

politics and the Australian defence sector 

pass unremarked, with only an 

occasional high profile name making 

media headlines. It is a career pathway 

which has been normalised. This despite 

the sensitive nature of defence and the 

astronomical size of the nation’s defence 

spending. 

A recent example is the 21 February 

2020 appointment to the Thales 

Australia board of one of the nation’s 

most senior intelligence chiefs, former 

ASIO boss Duncan Lewis, which barely 

rated a mention. Nine newspapers were 

an exception in noting the appointment, 

but there were no hard questions asked 

and no analysis by Nine as to the 

implications of this swift move into the 

private sector by such a powerful well-

connected person: a move into an 

industry over which Lewis until recently 

had had oversight. 

Upon his appointment to the Thales 

board, Lewis had only been out of ASIO 

for five months, having spent five years 

as its Director-General. ASIO was his 

final public sector role in a long career 

that also spanned the military, the 

departments of the prime minister and 

cabinet and defence, as well as 

diplomatic roles. 

Thales is the 

world’s 10th largest 

weapons-making 

corporation; a 

French 

multinational that 

also encompasses 

cybersecurity and 

space projects. It 

also owns 35 per 

cent of Naval 

Group, the lead 

contractor of the 

$80 billion Future 

Submarines project. 

Thales Australia is a multi-billion-dollar 

contractor to the Australian government. 

When respected senior leaders such as 

Lewis leave public service for the 

weapons industry, they take with them 

extensive contacts, deep institutional 

knowledge, and rare and privileged 

access to the highest levels of 

government. Their presence in the 

private sector serves to affirm and 

entrench the influence of the weapons 

industry on government decision-

making. The public interest risks 

becoming conflated with corporate 

interests. 

In addition to these issues, the well-

trodden path from public service into 

such industry appointments raises the 

troubling possibility that some senior 

decision-makers on defence and 

national security matters, with an eye on 

possible future board appointments or 

consulting roles (whether consciously or 

not), might favour a certain proposal 

over another, or become hesitant to 

make decisions that could displease 

corporate interests. How would the 

public they serve ever know? 

A notable example in this context is 

Christopher Pyne, who was found to 

have engaged in discussions with EY 

while still in office as defence minister 

and a member of the cabinet, and 

subsequently accepted a consulting role 

with EY Defence just nine days after 

leaving politics. 

Should such appointments into 

directly-related private weapons-

making corporations, or industry-

associated consulting or lobbying firms, 

be permitted for the most senior of our 

defence and intelligence chiefs and 

government ministers, especially so 

soon after they vacate powerful 

positions in which they have had 

oversight of this industry? Given the 

tens of billions of dollars of annual 

public expenditure in this sector and the 

fact that the decision-makers involved 

carry the weighty responsibility of 

national security on their shoulders, this 

is not an issue that ought to be reliant 

on the personal integrity settings of the 

individuals concerned. 

Christopher Pyne and Duncan Lewis 

are not, of course, the only examples. 

Nor are we implying that their decisions 

were influenced by their future career 

prospects. These are simply two recent 

examples of a much broader issue we 

have commenced investigating. 

Our launch of the military industry 

revolving doors investigative project 

has already brought to light the 

surprising extent of this phenomenon in 

this industry. Indeed, from the current 

Defence Minister Linda Reynolds, 

formerly with the military and also with 

Raytheon; to the previous Chief of the 

Defence Force Mark Binskin, now in a 

role with BAE Systems; to the current 

nine-member board of Lockheed Martin 

Australia which includes two former 

military chiefs, a former defence 

secretary and chief of staff to a prime 

minister, and a former cabinet 

minister… our investigations show that 

the revolving door into and out of this 

industry is almost constantly in motion. 

 

Michelle Fahy is the Contributing Editor - 

Revolving Doors. Michelle has had a long 

career in writing and research. For the last 

10 years, she has been involved in research 

and campaigning for various organisations 

seeking to reduce warfare and militarism. 

An abiding interest has been the prevention 

of corruption via increased transparency and 

accountability. She is currently researching 

the links between current and former 

politicians, public servants and military 

personnel, and weapons-making 

corporations. You can contact Michelle by 

email: mfahyresearch@gmail.com and 

Twitter @FahyMichelle. 
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PNG’S COURAGE 

The Pacific Leadership & Governance 

Precinct 

By Richard Stone 

Adelaide, June 2020 

he announcement, by a leading 

member of the PNG government, 

to order a review of the 

agreement to upgrade the Lombrum 

Naval Base on Manus Island for major 

US-led regional operations was a victory 

for common-sense. 

The PNG government had no wish to 

see their country drawn into US-led 

hostilities with China. 

Subsequent developments inside the 

PNG political system have also revealed 

how US-led diplomacy regarded the 

threat to their hegemonic positions, and 

how influence was brought to bear to 

deal with the problem arising. 

On Thursday 11 June PNG Foreign 

Minister Patrick Pruaitch announced his 

government's intention to review the 

decision taken by the previous 

government of Prime Minister Peter 

O'Neill and his Australia counterpart 

Malcolm Turnbull in 2018 to upgrade the 

Lombrum naval base on Manus Island. 

The strategically-placed naval facility 

and its deep-water port had been ear-

marked for major US-led regional 

military operations including the South 

China Seas. It is placed close to the 155 

degrees east dissecting line, from the 

northern Kuril Islands and the eastern 

coast of Australia, a major consideration 

in Island Chain Theory now re-used by 

the Pentagon from the previous Cold 

War. The review was ordered on the 

basis the PNG Department of Foreign 

Affairs had never been consulted over 

the deal, which had been solely confined 

to the Defence Department. (1) 

Other recent considerations have also 

included the failure of Australian 

Defence Force contracts for the upgrade 

not honouring local companies with 

tenders.    

The development was viewed in a dim 

light in Canberra with media coverage in 

mainstream Australian outlets seizing on 

the PNG government decision the 

following day, with criticism it had 

placed 'the centrepiece of the Prime 

Minister's Pacific step-up … in jeopardy 

… and … it's frankly a little 

disappointing we have not been able to 

make faster progress'. (2) 

Australian and US-led diplomacy 

toward Melanesia has tended to be based 

upon numerous aid programs with 

widespread dual-use defence and security 

considerations. The Pacific Leadership 

and Governance Precinct (PLGP), funded 

from Canberra to the tune of $100 

million, has provided aid-workers with 

access to the corridors of Power in Port 

Moresby and other provincial capitals 

with programs designed to ensure 

'enduring partnership' which included 

'values and ethics-based leadership with 

transparent and strong governance'. (3) 

There were also other less well publicised 

factors to be considered with the 

programs: the Precinct provided Canberra 

with the opportunity of providing PNG 

governments with the type of advice 

Australia wanted to give, which was not 

necessarily what PNG governments 

necessarily wanted to hear on occasions. 

The Australian position toward the 

South Pacific can be seen as heavily 

paternalistic. Moves to upgrade the 

Lombrum naval facilities coincided with a 

major statement from incoming Prime 

Minister Scott Morrison, who, speaking at 

the Lavarack Barracks in Queensland 

about the new Pacific focus, stated 'this is 

our patch. This is our party of the world'. 
(4) 

Australia, historically, had always 

regarded PNG and the neighbouring 

Solomon Islands and Vanuatu as strategic 

buffers in a front-line position to repel any 

threat to sovereignty from threats from the 

north. In recent times, however, the three 

Melanesian countries have developed 

stronger diplomatic links with China, 

raising fears in Canberra. The planned 

Lombrum upgrade, for example, took 

place following fears China was planning 

a military facility in Vanuatu. 

Australia has also had to contend with a 

new coming-of-age of a rising political 

group of younger politicians not directly 

associated with the older counterparts 

who tended to be compliant with 

Canberra, and not ask too many questions. 

The Australian colonial administration 

was responsible for foisting an economic 

model upon PNG which was heavily 

weighted in favour of Australian-based 

mining companies which exploited the 

vast mineral resources of the country, 

following independence in the mid-1970s. 

The subsequent neo-colonial 

relations did little to benefit PNG; 

most citizens have continued to live in 

poverty decades after independence 

while shareholders of the mining 

companies have received huge 

dividends. 

In more recent times, however, PNG 

governments have tended to be more 

astute than their forefathers. 

Australian diplomats, likewise, have 

also had to contend with younger 

PNG politicians who are not hesitant 

about challenging the motives and 

ambiguities of US-led military 

planners. Criticism of the Lombrum 

upgrade, for example, recently made 

by Manus Island Governor Charlie 

Benjamin, stated in a totally 

unambiguous manner that the deal 

'would make Manus look like Japan's 

Okinawa prefecture – a US military 

base for containment of China'. (5) 

Within 24 hours of Patrick Pruaitch 

announcing the official review of the 

Lombrum naval agreement influence, 

however, was brought to bear from up 

yonder; Chief Justice Sir Gibbs Salika 

suspended the Foreign Minister from 

office. PNG is a prominent member of 

the British Commonwealth with a 

parliamentary and judicial system 

based upon Westminster. In strict 

keeping with Yes, Minister-type 

protocol, the move were officially 

announced as the outcome of legal 

considerations concerning long-

standing allegations of misconduct 

from a decade or more ago. (6) No 

reference was provided about the 

timing of the legal decision in light of 

developments only a day earlier. 

A subsequent official media release 

then raised the question of whether 

the intended review 'would still go 

ahead'. (7) No definite answer was 

forthcoming. The PLGP would appear 

to have served its stated purpose, 

ensuring the Lombrum base project 

would go ahead, as initially planned 

without further problems. It was 

subsequently noted in official media 

releases the PLGP 'program's 

graduates have made positive and 

lasting impacts in their respective 

organisations'. (8) They certainly 

serve their teachers and advisers well. 

(continued on Page 16…) 
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Meanwhile, subsequent media coverage 

from inside PNG about the 

developments have been curiously 

muted, as if subject to high-level 

censorship. 

Richard Stone is an Australian 

journalist. EMAIL: 

richard.stone83512685@gmail.com.au  
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JAPAN’S COURAGE AT LAST 

Why Japan Cancelled Installation of 

American Missiles in Its Territory. US 

Military Presence Threatens Japan’s 

Security 

By Lucas Leiroz de Almeida 

Global Research, June 18, 2020 

Since 1945, when the United States 

bombed the cities of Hiroshima and 

Nagasaki with nuclear weapons, Japan 

has entered an era of total submission to 

Washington, demilitarizing and 

abdicating its own real sovereignty. 

Tokyo came under the umbrella of 

American military protection. For a long 

time, defense and security were not 

priority issues for the Japanese 

government, which relied on cooperation 

with the United States as a way of 

dealing with all its international 

problems and regional tensions. 

Likewise, in the last few decades, the US 

has achieved a status of global 

hegemony and has become the current 

world police, which allowed the 

American government to act freely on 

their military affairs in any of their 

allied countries on all continents. 

s part of this great cooperation 

between Japan and the US, 

recently, both countries started a 

new project, consisting of the acquisition 

of the American missile systems Aegis 

Ashore and their installation on a 

Japanese platform. The aim of the 

project was to strengthen Japanese 

defense to face the tensions with North 

Korea and China. The project was 

approved by the Japanese government in 

December 2017 and forecasts were that 

by 2023 the systems would be fully 

operational in Japan, at the disposal of 

its armed forces. However, the 

development of the project was not so 

simple. 

The installation of the missiles 

required complex work. The project 

intended to cover the entire Japanese 

territory under the Aegis Ashore 

systems, maintaining terrestrial 

protection for the entire country, in aid 

with the SM-3 System missiles, which 

provide naval security on board of 

several Japanese destroyers. The 

number of American troops in Japan 

increased significantly with the project, 

raising an atmosphere of concern on the 

part of Moscow, which, knowing 

Washington’s hostile policy towards 

Russia, came to see Japan as a potential 

regional threat. In addition, the project 

costs were estimated at more than 2 

billion dollars. 

High prices, the intensification of US 

military presence of Japanese soil, 

slowness in the development of the 

project and the increase of regional 

tensions – instead of more security – 

were factors that contributed to a 

marked decision by the Japanese 

government which chose to cancel the 

cooperation. According to the Japanese 

defense minister, Taro Kono, the project 

would be irrational with so many costs 

and with so much waiting time. Kono 

pointed out: “Due to considerations of 

cost and timing, we have stopped the 

process of introducing the Aegis Ashore 

system (…) For the time being, Japan 

will continue to counter (missile threats) 

with Aegis-equipped ships.” In the same 

vein, Toshimitsu Motegi, Japan’s 

foreign affairs minister, stressed the 

strategic and rational character of the 

decision and stated that it does not 

imply other military cooperation 

projects with the United States. These 

are his words: “My opinion is that this 

decision will not influence various 

forms of cooperation with the United 

States, a bell that we will maintain a 

strict cooperation with and will 

continue to enhance the allied 

capacities of response and dissuasion”. 

It is understandable that members of 

the Japanese government try to reduce 

the causes of the project’s cancellation, 

claiming that it is only a “rational 

calculation” of time and money, but 

obviously, it is not just that. In fact, 

Japan realized that currently there is 

nothing strategic about filling its 

territory with hundreds of American 

soldiers and submitting the country 

even more to Washington’s might, 

hoping, in return, for “protection” 

against its regional rivals. With the 

increase of the American presence in 

Japan, regional rivalries will increase 

and, consequently, the country’s 

security will be more threatened, not 

guaranteed. 

On the other hand, it is noteworthy 

how the decrease in American power is 

already being noticed in all parts of the 

world. Not only does Japan no longer 

trust the blind protection of Americans, 

it can also unilaterally halt the program 

and decide the direction of its defense 

projects – something that would have 

been unthinkable a few decades ago, 

where Washington’s imposing 

relationship with Tokyo was much 

clearer and more violent. 

In fact, as American dominance 

gradually crumbles, its main allies are 

step by step moving away. Currently, 

we can see Europe becoming 

increasingly critical of NATO, 

Germany opting for alternative defense 

strategies instead of aligning 

completely with Washington as well as 

many other signs that, currently, 

American influence on global 

governance is diminishing. The 

cancellation of the Aegis Ashore 

project is the proof that it is not 

currently the United States that 

unilaterally decides where to deploy its 

missiles. 

This article was originally published on 

InfoBrics. 

Lucas Leiroz is a research fellow in 

international law at the Federal 

University of Rio de Janeiro. 

The original source of this article is 

Global Research 

Copyright © Lucas Leiroz de Almeida, 

Global Research, 2020 
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US &ISRAEL: CRIMINAL STATES 

Israel and the US step up efforts to 

intimidate the Hague war crimes court 

ICC’s chief prosecutor is threatening to 

investigate two states – the US and 

Israel – whose actions have been 

particularly damaging to international 

law in the modern era. 

By Jonathan Cook 

June 11, 2020 "Information Clearing 

House" -   

n the near-two decades since the 

International Criminal Court was set 

up to try the worst violations of 

international human rights law, it has 

faced harsh criticism for its highly 

selective approach to the question of 

who should be put on trial. 

Created in 2002, the court, it was 

imagined, would act as a deterrent 

against the erosion of an international 

order designed to prevent a repetition of 

the atrocities of the Second World War. 

Such hopes did not survive long. 

The court, which sits in The Hague in 

the Netherlands, almost immediately 

faced a difficult test: whether it dared to 

confront the world’s leading superpower, 

the United States, as it launched a “war 

on terror”. 

The ICC’s prosecutors refused to grasp 

the nettle posed by the US invasions of 

Afghanistan and Iraq. Instead, they 

chose the easiest targets: for too long, it 

looked as though war crimes were only 

ever committed by Africans. 

Now, the ICC’s chief prosecutor, Fatou 

Bensouda, looks poised finally to give 

the court some teeth. She is threatening 

to investigate two states – the US and 

Israel – whose actions have been 

particularly damaging to international 

law in the modern era. 

The court is considering examining 

widespread human rights abuses 

perpetrated by US soldiers in 

Afghanistan, and crimes committed by 

Israeli soldiers in the occupied 

Palestinian territories, especially Gaza, 

as well as the officials responsible for 

Israel’s illegal settlement programme. 

An investigation of both is critically 

important: the US has crafted for itself a 

role as global policeman, while Israel’s 

flagrant violations of international law 

have been ongoing for more than half 

a century. 

The US is the most powerful 

offender, and Israel the most 

persistent. 

Both states have long dreaded this 

moment – the reason they refused to 

ratify the Rome Statute that 

established the ICC. 

Last week Mike Pompeo, the US 

Secretary of State, stepped up US 

attacks on the court, saying its 

administration was “determined to 

prevent having Americans and our 

friends and allies in Israel and 

elsewhere hauled in by this corrupt 

ICC”. 

A large, bipartisan majority of US 

Senators sent a letter to Pompeo last 

month urging him to ensure “vigorous 

support” for Israel against the Hague 

court. 

Israel and the US have each tried to 

claim an exemption from international 

law on the grounds that they did not 

sign up to the court. 

But this only underscores the 

problem. International law is there to 

protect the weak from abuses 

committed by the strong. The victim 

from the bully. 

A criminal suspect does not get to 

decide whether their victim can make 

a complaint, or whether the legal 

system should investigate. The same 

must apply in international law if it is 

to have any meaningful application. 

Even under Bensouda, the process 

has dragged out interminably. It has 

taken years for her office to conduct a 

preliminary investigation and to 

determine, as she did in late April, that 

Palestine falls under the ICC’s 

jurisdiction because it qualifies as a 

state. 

The delay made little sense, given 

that the State of Palestine is 

recognised by the United Nations, and 

it was able to ratify the Rome Statute 

five years ago. 

The Israeli argument is that Palestine 

lacks the normal features of a 

sovereign state. However, as the 

Israeli human rights group B’Tselem 

recently noted, this is precisely 

because Israel has occupied the 

Palestinians’ territory and illegally 

transferred settlers onto their land. 

Israel is claiming an exemption by 

citing the very crimes that need 

investigating. 

Bensouda has asked the court’s judges 

to rule on her view that the ICC’s 

jurisdiction extends to Palestine. It is not 

clear how soon they will issue a verdict. 

Pompeo’s threats last week – he said 

the US will soon make clear how it will 

retaliate – are intended to intimidate the 

court. 

Bensouda has warned that her office is 

being subjected to “misinformation and 

smear campaigns”. In January, Israeli 

Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu 

accused the court of being “antisemitic”. 

In the past, Washington has denied 

Bensouda a travel visa, and threatened to 

confiscate her and the ICC judges’ assets 

and put them on trial. The US has also 

vowed to use force to liberate any 

Americans put in the dock. 

There are indications the judges may 

now be searching for a bolt hole. They 

have asked Israel and the Palestinian 

Authority to respond urgently to 

questions about whether the temporary 

Oslo accords, signed more than 25 years 

ago, are still legally binding. 

Israel has argued that the lack of 

resolution to the Oslo process precludes 

the Palestinians from claiming statehood. 

That would leave Israel, not the ICC, 

with jurisdiction over the territories. 

On Monday Bensouda was reported to 

have given her view that the Oslo accords 

should have no bearing on whether an 

investigation proceeds. 

Mahmoud Abbas, the Palestinian 

president, told the ICC last week that the 

PA considers itself exempt from its Oslo 

obligations, given that Israel has 

announced imminent plans to annex 

swaths of Palestinian territory in the West 

Bank. 

Annexation was given a green light 

under President Trump’s “peace plan” 

unveiled earlier in the year. 

Bensouda’s term as prosecutor finishes 

next year. Israel may hope to continue 

stonewalling until she is gone. Elyakim 

Rubinstein, a former Israeli Supreme  

(continued on Page 18…) 
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Court judge, called last month for a 

campaign to ensure that her successor is 

more sympathetic to Israel. 

But if Bensouda does get the go-ahead, 

Netanyahu and an array of former 

generals, including his Defence Minister 

Benny Gantz, would likely be 

summoned for questioning. If they 

refuse, an international arrest warrant 

could be issued, theoretically 

enforceable in the 123 countries that 

ratified the court. 

Neither Israel nor the US is willing to 

let things reach that point. 

They have recruited major allies to the 

fight, including Australia, Canada, Brazil 

and several European states. Germany, 

the court’s second largest donor, has 

threatened to revoke its contributions if 

the ICC proceeds. 

Maurice Hirsch, a former legal adviser 

to the Israeli army, wrote a column last 

month in Israel Hayom, a newspaper 

widely seen as Netanyahu’s mouthpiece, 

accusing Bensouda of being a “hapless 

pawn of Palestinian terrorists”. 

He suggested that other states threaten 

to pull their contributions, deny ICC 

staff the travel visas necessary for their 

investigations and even quit the court. 

That would destroy any possibility of 

enforcing international law – an outcome 

that would delight both Israel and the 

US. 

It would render ICC little more than a 

dead letter, just as Israel, backed by the 

US, prepares to press ahead with the 

West Bank’s annexation. 

A version of this article first appeared in 

the National, Abu Dhabi. 

 

Jonathan Cook won the Martha 

Gellhorn Special Prize for Journalism. 

His books include “Israel and the Clash 

of Civilisations: Iraq, Iran and the Plan 

to Remake the Middle East” (Pluto 

Press) and “Disappearing Palestine: 

Israel’s Experiments in Human Despair” 

(Zed Books). His website is 

www.jonathan-cook.net. 

 

 

 

 

REALITY UNDER ATTACK 

Missiles, Lies and Assassinations 

by Kenn Orphan  

January 15, 2020  

 

Photograph by Nathaniel St. Clair 

“In war, truth is the first casualty.” 

– Aeschylus 

“Propaganda is to a democracy what the 

bludgeon is to a totalitarian state.” 

– Noam Chomsky, Media Control: The 

Spectacular Achievements of 

Propaganda 

“We are governed, our minds are 

molded, our tastes formed, our ideas 

suggested, largely by men we have 

never heard of.” 

– Edward Bernays, Propaganda 

ince President Trump’s 

assassination of Iranian General 

Qasam Soleimani in Iraq, I’ve 

seen some well-meaning people sharing 

a video entitled “My 2 cents on current 

events” on social media. It is by Iranian-

American Saghar Erica Kasraie. In the 

video Kasraie states she is a “human 

rights activist” and proclaims that 

Iranians are celebrating the 

assassination of Soleimani. She then 

goes on to thank President Trump for 

this illegal and brazen act of war. I 

couldn’t help but be reminded of 

another “viral video” that was circulated 

by Venezuelan-American comedian 

Joanna Hausmann when the US was 

targeting Venezuela for a coup against 

Maduro last year. She also praised the 

American led actions against the 

country, albeit in a manner more 

appealing to her progressive audience. 

Then it was revealed that Hausmann 

wasn’t just a “justice seeking” 

Venezuelan of the diaspora. Her father 

was the former Venezuelan Minister of 

Planning and former Head of the 

Presidential Office of Coordination and 

Planning when that country was a 

rightwing dictatorship. Her family was 

clearly a part of the ruling class 

establishment before a socialist 

government was legally elected by the 

Venezuelan people. So this should 

serve as a caution when we hear anyone 

parroting the US State Department and 

thanking American presidents for 

taking unilateral military actions. 

What is not being said about Kasraie 

is that she is a conservative Christian 

evangelical who has been involved in 

rightwing politics in Washington DC 

for years. She worked for the Institute 

of World Politics, a neo- conservative 

think tank which prides itself on 

holding the private library of former 

CIA director William Casey, and touts 

the notorious, fascist supporting 

Sebastian Gorka as being one of its 

faculty. To be sure, Kasraie is much 

less a human rights activist, and more 

an asset of the US State Department 

and the CIA; and shares much in 

common with rightwing Venezuelan-

Americans and Cuban-Americans who 

have aligned with the most hawkish 

figures in the American Empire likely 

because they lost their privileged status 

in their former countries. 

Without a doubt, the Iranian 

theocracy has a long history of brutal 

repression. Crackdowns on dissidents 

and protesters have been reprehensible, 

and its persecution of women and other 

minorities should be condemned. But it 

was the US that started this nightmare 

when the CIA orchestrated a coup 

against the democratically elected 

president, Mohammed Mosaddegh, and 

installed the brutal regime of the Shah 

in 1953. Mosaddegh’s “crime” was 

attempting to bring a fair share of Iran’s 

petroleum profits to the people of Iran, 

rather than most of it going to wealthy 

American and British oil companies. 

When the Iranian people ousted the 

Shah a theocracy sadly took its place, 

but since then the country has been 

under a ruthless assault, led by the US, 

for decades. It is surrounded by dozens 

of American military bases and has 

endured crippling sanctions which have 

devastated working people and the poor 

throughout the country. The latest 

sanctions have virtually ground the 

economy to a halt. With all this in mind 

(continued on Page 19…) 
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it should be clear that this assassination was 

merely the culmination of an ongoing war 

against Iran. A war whose casualties we may 

never be able to fathom. 

To be sure, Soleimani was a beloved figure 

by many in Iran because he was seen as 

winning many victories against ISIS. Whether 

or not this is a misguided belief is not 

germane. If Iran assassinated Dick Cheney or 

Donald Rumsfeld, both of them war criminals 

by any definition of the term, the American 

people, especially conservative Americans, 

would be outraged. But since the US is an 

empire, it enjoys total immunity. It even 

refuses to allow its own military personnel to 

face charges for war crimes at the Hague. And 

the sad reality is that the actions of the US 

have only emboldened reactionary forces 

within the Iranian government itself. It is a 

blow to real democracy movements and 

human rights activists in the country. Add to 

this Trump’s unhinged threats against sites of 

cultural importance to Iranian society, and it 

becomes clear that the US has lost any gains it 

supposedly may have made toward solidarity 

with the Iranian people. 

Since the latest escalation of tensions, 

disinformation about Iran is clearly being 

ramped up. With the past as a guide, we can 

anticipate the American mainstream media 

parroting State Department talking points and 

demonizing anyone who dissents as a 

“supporter of terrorists.” But when the 

American Empire wages war under the guise 

of “human rights” the hypocrisy is staggering. 

After all, its closest allies in the region 

commit gross human rights abuses, whether it 

be the murderous medieval kingdom of Saudi 

Arabia which funds jihadist militants and 

madrassas, beheads men for homosexuality 

and women accused of witchcraft, and is 

leading a genocidal war against Yemen. Or 

the apartheid government of Israel that has 

blockaded Gaza in what amounts to an open 

air prison, demolishes Palestinian homes in 

the West Bank in favor of illegal settlements, 

or imprisons children as young as 8 years old. 

Or the military junta in Egypt that has 

criminalized free speech and mercilessly 

persecutes journalists and political dissidents. 

The hypocrisy in relation to their own 

crimes is equally breathtaking. The 

propaganda machine wants us to forget how 

the US military was going to “liberate” the 

women of Afghanistan. But twenty years later 

the Taliban is still a major force in the 

country, and hundreds of thousands of people 

have been killed, maimed and displaced by 

the invasion and entrenched 

occupation. They want us to forget 

that they bombed Libya, a nation that 

once had the highest standard of living 

in Africa, into the Stone Age because 

of the “evil” Gaddafi. Now that 

country is in ruins and hosts a modern 

day slave trade that has largely fueled 

the refugee crisis in the region. They 

want us to forget how that after the US 

“liberated” Iraq from Saddam 

Hussein, the US committed war 

crimes in Abu Ghraib, Fallujah and 

elsewhere, and the country was 

plunged into intractable poverty where 

corruption and crime are rampant, and 

the public has suffered from constant 

attacks from ISIS and other militant 

groups. And now, with the apparent, 

unintentional and horrific downing of 

the Ukraine International Airlines 

flight that killed 176 people by Iranian 

forces, they want us to forget that the 

US shot down an Iranian passenger jet 

in 1988 killing 290 people, and never 

apologized for that act of 

reprehensible cruelty. 

Viral videos, like the one made by 

Kasraie, serve the propaganda 

machine of Washington by making it 

appear to ordinary Americans that the 

Iranian people welcome a US military 

attack or even invasion. They are 

designed to cloak American 

belligerence in platitudes about human 

rights. But any grievances that the 

Iranian people may have with their 

government will never be solved by 

US military interventions, they will 

only worsen them. Indeed, there are 

countless examples of the US military 

using humanitarian or social justice 

issues to hide the true motivation for 

all American forays: hegemonic 

domination on behalf of the interests 

of capital. As recent exposes about 

Cambridge Analytica have revealed, 

this machine of disinformation and 

obfuscation is slick and 

technologically advanced, with social 

media being the new frontier to be 

exploited. And this is a dangerous ruse 

that might well precede yet another 

needless bloodbath. 

 

Kenn Orphan is an artist, sociologist, 

radical nature lover and weary, but 

committed activist. He can be reached 

at kennorphan.com.  

SANCTIONS ON CUBA 

Trump Hammers Cuba While Cuba 

Cures the Sick 

By Medea Benjamin  

June 16, 2020 "Information 

Clearing House" –  

 team of 85 Cuban doctors 

and nurses arrived in Peru 

on June 3 to help the 

Andean nation tackle the 

coronavirus pandemic. That same 

day, Secretary of State Mike 

Pompeo announced another 

tightening of the sanctions screws. 

This time he targeted seven Cuban 

entities, including Fincimex, one of 

the principal financial institutions 

handling remittances to the country. 

Also targeted was Marriott 

International, which was ordered to 

cease operations in Cuba, and other 

companies in the tourism sector, an 

industry that constitutes 10 percent 

of Cuba’s GDP and has been 

devastated globally by the 

pandemic. 

It seems that the more Cuba helps 

the world, the more it gets 

hammered by the Trump 

administration. While Cuba has 

endured a U.S. embargo for nearly 

60 years, Trump has revved up the 

stakes with a “maximum pressure” 

strategy that includes more than 90 

economic measures placed against 

the nation since January 2019. 

Josefina Vidal, Cuba’s ambassador 

to Canada, called the measures 

“unprecedented in their level of 

aggression and scope” and designed 

to “deprive the country of income 

for the development of the 

economy.” Since its inception, the 

embargo has cost Cuba well over 

$130 billion dollars, according to a 

2018 estimate. In 2018-2019 alone, 

the economic impact was $4 billion, 

a figure that does not include the 

impact of a June 2019 Trump 

administration travel ban aimed at 

harming the tourist industry. 

While the embargo is supposed to 

have humanitarian exemptions, the 

health sector has not been spared. 

Cuba is known worldwide for its 

universal public healthcare system, 

(continued on Page 20…) 
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but the embargo has led to shortages of 

medicines and medical supplies, 

particularly for patients with AIDS and 

cancer. Doctors at Cuba’s National 

Institute of Oncology have had to 

amputate the lower limbs of children 

with cancer because the American 

companies that have a monopoly on the 

technology can’t sell it to Cuba. In the 

midst of the pandemic, the U.S. blocked 

a donation of facemasks and COVID-19 

diagnostic kits from Chinese billionaire 

Jack Ma. 

Not content to sabotage Cuba’s 

domestic health sector, the Trump 

administration has been attacking Cuba’s 

international medical assistance, from 

the teams fighting coronavirus today to 

those who have travelled all over the 

world since the 1960’s providing 

services to underserved communities in 

164 countries. The U.S. goal is to cut the 

island’s income now that the provision 

of these services has surpassed tourism 

as Cuba’s number one source of revenue. 

Labeling these volunteer medical teams 

“victims of human trafficking” because 

part of their salaries goes to pay for 

Cuba’s healthcare system, the Trump 

administration convinced Ecuador, 

Bolivia and Brazil to end their 

cooperation agreements with Cuban 

doctors. Pompeo then applauded the 

leaders of these countries for refusing “to 

turn a blind eye” to Cuba’s alleged 

abuses. The triumphalism was short 

lived: a month after that quote, the 

Bolsonaro government in Brazil begged 

Cuba to resend its doctors amid the 

pandemic. U.S. allies all over the world, 

including in Qatar, Kuwait, South 

Africa, Italy, Honduras and Peru have 

gratefully accepted this Cuban aid. So 

great is the admiration for Cuban doctors 

that a global campaign has sprung up to 

award them the Nobel Peace Prize. 

The Trump administration is not just 

libelling doctors, but the whole country.  

In May, the State Department named 

Cuba as one of five countries “not 

cooperating fully” in U.S. 

counterterrorism efforts. The main 

pretext was the nation’s hosting of 

members of Colombia’s National 

Liberation Army (ELN). Yet even the 

State Department’s own press release 

notes that ELN members are in Cuba as 

a result of “peace negotiation protocols.” 

Cuban Foreign Minister Bruno 

Rodríguez called the charges dishonest 

and “facilitated by the ungrateful 

attitude of the Colombian government” 

that broke off talks with the ELN in 

2019. It should also be noted that 

Ecuador was the original host of the 

ELN-Colombia talks, but Cuba was 

asked to step in after the Moreno 

government abdicated its 

responsibilities in 2018. 

The classification of Cuba as “not 

cooperating” with counterterrorism 

could lead to Cuba being placed on the 

U.S. State Sponsors of Terrorism list, 

which carries tougher penalties. This 

idea was floated by a senior Trump 

administration official to Reuters last 

month. Cuba had been on this list from 

1982 to 2015, despite that fact that, 

according to former State Department 

official Jason Blazakis, “it was legally 

determined that Cuba was not actively 

engaged in violence that could be 

defined as terrorism under any credible 

definition of the word.” 

Of course, the United States is in no 

position to claim that other countries do 

not cooperate in counterterrorism. For 

years, the U.S. harbored Luis Posada 

Carriles, mastermind of the bombing of 

a Cuban civilian airplane in 1976 that 

killed 73 people. More recently, the 

U.S. has yet to even comment on the 

April 30 attack on the Cuban Embassy 

in Washington D.C., when a man fired 

on the building with an automatic rifle. 

While there are certainly right-wing 

ideologues like Secretary Pompeo and 

Senator Rubio orchestrating Trump’s 

maximum pressure campaign, for 

Trump himself, Cuba is all about the 

U.S. elections. His hard line against the 

tiny island nation may have helped 

swing the Florida gubernatorial 

campaign during the midterm elections, 

yet it’s not clear that this will serve him 

well in a presidential year. According to 

conventional wisdom and polls, younger 

Cuban-Americans – who like most 

young people, don’t tend to vote in 

midterms – are increasingly skeptical of 

the U.S. embargo, and overall, Cuba 

isn’t the overriding issue for Cuban-

Americans. Trump won the Cuban-

American vote in 2016, but Hillary 

Clinton took between 41 and 47% 

percent of that electorate, significantly 

higher than any Democrat in decades. 

As an electoral strategy, these are 

signs that Trump’s aggression towards 

Cuba may not pay off. Of course, the 

strategy might not be just about votes 

but also about financing and ensuring 

that the Cuban-American political 

machinery is firmly behind Trump. 

The strategy has certainly not paid off 

when it comes to achieving the goal of 

regime change. The Trump 

administration is arguably farther from 

achieving regime change in Cuba now 

than the U.S. has ever been in over 60 

years of intervention. During Trump’s 

tenure, Cuba calmly transitioned from 

the presidency of Raul Castro to that of 

Miguel Díaz-Canel. In 2019, Cuban 

voters overwhelmingly ratified a new 

constitution. These aren’t signs of a 

country on the brink of collapse. 

All Trump has achieved is making life 

more difficult for the island’s 11 

million inhabitants, who, like people all 

over the world, have been battered by 

the economic impact from coronavirus. 

Tourism has collapsed. Income from 

remittances has tanked (both because of 

new U.S. restrictions and less income in 

the hands of the Cuban diaspora). 

Venezuela, once a major benefactor, is 

mired in its own crisis. But Cuba’s 

economy, which was forecast to 

contract by 3.7% before the pandemic 

hit, has been through worse, 

particularly during the 1991 to 2000 

economic crisis known as the “special 

period” after the collapse of the Soviet 

Union. 

A change in the White House would 

bring some relief, although Joe Biden 

has staked a rather ambivalent position, 

saying he would restore relations as 

President Obama did, but adding that he 

was open to using sanctions as 

punishment for Cuba’s support to the 

Venezuelan government. 

It’s clear that from now until 

November, and perhaps for four more 

years, the Trump administration will 

pummel its island neighbor. Cuba will 

continue to seek global condemnation 

on the blockade (the 2019 UN vote was 

187 against vs 3 in favor—the U.S., 

Brazil and Israel) and continue to show 

what a good neighbor looks like. It 

responded to these latest provocations 

in the way that only Cuba does: with  

(continued on Page 21…) 
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more global solidarity, sending Covid-19 

healing brigades to Guinea and Kuwait a 

day after the June 3 round of sanctions. 

A total of 26 countries now have Cuban 

medical personnel caring for their sick. 

That is the kind of goodwill that money 

just can’t buy and it greatly presents a 

stark contrast to the Trump 

administration’s shameful behavior 

during the pandemic. Back in March, as 

Cuban doctors arrived in Italy, former 

Ecuadorian President Rafael Correa 

tweeted: “One day we will tell our 

children that, after decades of movies 

and propaganda, at the moment of truth, 

when humanity needed help at a time 

when the great powers were in hiding, 

Cuban doctors began to arrive, without 

asking anything in return.” 

Medea Benjamin is cofounder of the 

peace group CodePink. Her latest book 

is Kingdom of the Unjust: Behind the 

U.S.-Saudi Connection (OR Books, 

September 2016). 

TURKEY’S GAMBIT IN LIBYA 

Turkey’s Big Bet Has Put Libya in 

Center of a Global Power Struggle 

by M. K. Bhadrakumar  

June 15, 2020  

 

Drawing by Nathaniel St. Clair 

he series of debilitating military 

setbacks that Libya’s renegade 

general Khalifa Haftar suffered 

in recent months have spurred 

diplomatic activities over the conflict in 

the country. But the war is far from over. 

Haftar’s dream of capturing Tripoli 

from the internationally recognized 

Government of National Accord (GNA) 

led by Prime Minister Fayez al-Sarraj 

has been dashed. Haftar’s Libyan 

National Army (LNA) has retreated from 

several cities northwest of Tripoli, near 

the border with Tunisia, as well as the al-

Watiya airbase, a strategic asset 

southwest of the capital. 

A comeback by Haftar can only take 

place in the fullness of time and that too, 

if his mentors—France, Egypt, United 

Arab Emirates (UAE), Saudi Arabia and 

Russia—repose confidence in him still. 

Haftar seems to have overreached, and 

the present setback dents his credibility. 

Egypt reacted swiftly by getting 

Haftar and Aguila Saleh Issa, the head 

of the Tobruk-based House of 

Representatives—the third protagonist 

in the Libyan strife—over to Cairo for a 

patch-up, following which, on June 6, 

Egyptian President Abdel-Fattah al-Sisi 

announced a grandiose roadmap called 

the Cairo Declaration to end the Libyan 

conflict. 

The Cairo Declaration envisages a 

ceasefire starting June 8 (which didn’t 

happen) followed by “disbanding 

militias, handing over their arms, 

pulling out foreign forces, electing a 

ruling presidential council representing 

all Libyans and drafting of a 

constitutional declaration to regulate 

elections for later stages.” 

Sisi’s Cairo Declaration has been 

welcomed by the Gulf states and Russia, 

while the GNA backed by Turkey 

remains disinterested and hopes to make 

some more territorial gains so as to be 

able to negotiate from a position of 

strength. The GNA and Turkey 

estimate—rightly so—that any respite at 

this point will be utilized by Haftar and 

his backers to recoup and plan anew to 

return to the battlefield to make another 

bid to rule Libya. 

In immediate terms, the bone of 

contention is the port city of Sirte and 

the al-Jufra airbase in the central region. 

Sirte is adjacent to the so-called “oil 

crescent” comprising Libya’s key oil 

terminals, and the GNA and Turkey 

intend to gain control over them. 

As for al-Jufra airbase, the GNA and 

Turkey fear that Russia, which has a 

presence there, must be preempted from 

consolidating by bringing in 

reinforcements of mercenaries. 

In tactical terms, the GNA and Turkey 

calculate that if the military pressure 

continues on Haftar, it will weaken him 

further, making it easier to eliminate 

him from the Libyan chessboard 

forever, depriving his backers of a 

surrogate figure. 

For the first time after the latest phase 

of the conflict unfolded, Russian 

President Vladimir Putin engaged his 

Turkish counterpart President Recep 

Tayyip Erdogan in a phone 

conversation on June 10. The Kremlin 

readout said: 

“During their in-depth discussion of 

the developments in Libya, they 

expressed their concerns over the 

continued large-scale armed clashes in 

the country… Vladimir Putin noted that 

it was important to adhere to a ceasefire 

as soon as possible and to resume the 

intra-Libyan dialogue based on the 

decisions of the Berlin International 

Conference on January 19, 2020, and 

approved by UN Security Council 

Resolution 2510, as well as other 

initiatives aimed at a political and 

diplomatic settlement of the conflict.” 

Interestingly, Ankara refrained from 

issuing any customary press release 

regarding the conversation. Turkish 

media merely reported, citing 

presidential sources in Ankara, that the 

two leaders “discussed tensions in 

Libya and Syria’s Idlib province.” 

Evidently, Turkey didn’t want to 

commit to a ceasefire yet. 

Prior to engaging with Erdogan, Putin 

had also held discussions with Egyptian 

President Sisi and German Chancellor 

Angela Merkel (who had called him) to 

take a coordinated stance on the Cairo 

Declaration as a basis for UN-

sponsored intra-Libyan talks. 

If Moscow’s intention was to hustle 

Erdogan, it hasn’t worked. Erdogan is 

hanging tough. It remains to be seen 

whether Erdogan would give up his 

military campaign to capture Sirte and 

the al-Jufra airbase when Haftar’s 

forces are demoralized and his mentors 

are still groping for a way forward. On 

the other hand, Russia is unlikely to 

give up the base easily and will bring in 

mercenaries to counter the GNA 

offensive. 

According to reports, Russia recently 

transferred over a dozen fighter jets to 

al-Jufra. Turkey anticipates that Russia 

has plans to turn al-Jufra into a military 

base. The specter of Russia establishing 

a military base in Libya also haunts the 

U.S. and NATO. On June 10, Turkish  

(continued on Page 22…) 
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Foreign Minister Mevlut Cavusoglu 

spoke with NATO Secretary-General 

Jens Stoltenberg regarding Libya as 

well as general security issues. 

There is a congruence between 

Ankara, Brussels and Washington that 

any moves to establish a Russian 

military base in Libya must be 

preempted, as that would foreclose 

NATO’s planned intervention in Libya 

and future expansion plans in Africa, 

apart from weakening the alliance’s 

dominance of the Mediterranean while 

Russia strengthens its presence in the 

eastern Mediterranean and challenges 

Turkey’s historical preeminence in the 

region. 

Indeed, a big contingent of Turkish 

forces and large quantities of weapons 

and aircraft have been transported 

audaciously across the Mediterranean 

along sea lanes and air space that are 

closely monitored by NATO, European 

Union and the United States. Yet, there 

has not been a single instance of 

interception—although there is a UN 

embargo on arms supplies to Libya. 

Following a phone conversation with 

U.S. President Donald Trump on June 8 

in which Libya was the main topic of 

discussion, Erdogan claimed that a 

“new era can begin” in Turkish-

American relations. He added, “We had 

reached some consensus in the 

conversation… They [U.S.] are also 

curious about the developments in 

Libya. He [Trump] has confirmed the 

developments and that we [Turkey] are 

successful in Libya.” 

Erdogan stressed, “Now the goal is to 

take Sirte completely, including the 

surroundings of Sirte. These are the 

regions where oil wells are located. It 

will be much more comfortable as soon 

as they are handled.” Clearly, Erdogan 

calculates that Turkey’s success in 

Libya holds the potential to shape its 

relations with the United States. 

Erdogan is all pumped up. As a top 

Saudi establishment commentator, 

Abdulrahman Al-Rashed, wrote on June 

9, “In a move of a kind not seen since 

the fall of the Ottoman Empire 100 

years ago, Turkey crossed the 

Mediterranean.” 

But Trump has since sprung a surprise 

by voicing support for a ceasefire. 

Washington is apprehensive over reports 

that Egypt may send its forces into Libya 

to stem the tide of the Turkish 

intervention. Besides, Turkey’s 

belligerence has prompted Greece, its 

perennial rival, to enter the fray, which 

puts two NATO countries at 

loggerheads. 

No doubt, the Gulf states and Egypt 

remain stakeholders in Libya. The GNA 

is an offshoot of the Muslim 

Brotherhood, and there is hardly any 

scope for compromise. Although the 

GNA’s territorial control has doubled, it 

still controls only less than one-fifth of 

Libya, while LNA remains in possession 

of something like 60 percent of the 

country, including the oil fields. 

Of course, if the Turkish forces seize 

Sirte and Benghazi, that would 

phenomenally change the rules of the 

game in Libya and throughout the region. 

But it is a bit early to speak of that. 

M.K. Bhadrakumar is a former Indian 

diplomat.  

NATO EXPANSION 

NATO’s colonization of Ukraine under 

guise of partnership 

By Scott Ritter 

June 15, 2020 "Information Clearing 

House" –  

ATO has extended yet another in 

a long line of “incentives” 

designed to tease Ukraine with 

the prospects of joining the transatlantic 

alliance, while stopping short of actual 

membership.  

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

(NATO) has designated Ukraine as an 

“Enhanced Opportunity Partner,” 

making it one of six nations (the others 

being Georgia, Sweden, Finland, 

Australia and Jordan) rewarded for their 

significant contributions to NATO 

operations and alliance objectives by 

having the opportunity for increased 

dialogue and cooperation with the 

alliance. 

A main objective of this enhanced 

interaction is for NATO and Ukraine to 

develop operational capabilities and 

interoperability through military 

exercises which will enable Ukrainian 

military personnel to gain practical 

hands-on experience in operating with 

NATO partners. 

Seen in this light, the “Enhanced 

Opportunity Partner” status is an 

extension of the “Partnership 

Interoperability Initiative” designed to 

maintain the military interoperability 

between NATO and Ukraine, 

developed after more than a decade of 

involvement by Ukraine in the NATO-

led International Security Assistance 

Force in Afghanistan. Thus Kiev keeps 

open the door for the possibility of 

military cooperation in any future 

NATO operational commitment, 

ensuring that Ukrainian military forces 

would be able to fight side by side with 

NATO if called upon to do so. 

The designation of “Enhanced 

Opportunity Partner” is the latest 

example of NATO outreach to Ukraine, 

which fosters the possibility of full 

membership, something that the 

Ukrainian Parliament called its strategic 

foreign and security policy objective 

back in 2017. The current president, 

Volodymyr Zelensky, has likewise 

expressed his desire to put engagement 

with NATO at the top of his policy 

priorities. 

The dream of Ukraine becoming a 

member of NATO dates back three 

decades. Dialogue and cooperation 

between NATO and Ukraine began in 

October 1991, on the eve of the 

collapse of the Soviet Union, when a 

newly independent Ukraine joined the 

North Atlantic Cooperation Council 

(NACC). NACC was envisioned as a 

forum for dialogue and cooperation 

between NATO and the non-Russian 

members of the former Warsaw Pact. 

Then came the “Partnership for 

Peace” program in 1994, giving 

Ukraine the opportunity to develop 

closer ties with the alliance. 

In July 1997 Ukraine and NATO 

signed the “Charter on a Distinctive 

Partnership,” which established a 

NATO-Ukraine Commission intended 

to further political dialogue and 

cooperation “at all appropriate levels.” 

In November 2002 Ukraine signed an 

“Individual Partnership Plan” with 

NATO outlining a program of 

assistance and practical support 

designed to facilitate Ukraine’s 

membership in the alliance, and 

followed that up in 2005 with the so- 

(continued on Page 23…) 
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called “Intensive Dialogue” related to 

Ukraine’s NATO aspirations. 

In 2008 NATO declared that Ukraine 

could become a full member when it 

was ready to join and could meet the 

criteria for membership, but refused 

Ukraine’s request to enter into a formal 

Membership Action Plan. The lack of 

popular support within Ukraine for 

NATO membership, combined with a 

change in government that saw Viktor 

Yanukovych take the helm as 

President, prompted Ukraine to back 

away from its previous plans to join 

NATO. 

This all changed in 2014 when, in the 

aftermath of the Euromaidan unrest 

Yanakovych was driven out of office, 

eventually replaced by Petro 

Poroshenko, who found himself facing 

off against a militant minority in the 

Donbas and the Russian government in 

the Crimea. The outbreak of fighting in 

eastern Ukraine since 2014 prompted 

Poroshenko to renew Ukraine’s call to 

be brought in as a full-fledged NATO 

member, something the transatlantic 

alliance has to date failed to act on. 

There is a saying that if something 

looks like a duck, walks like a duck 

and quacks like a duck, then it must be 

a duck. Given its lengthy history of 

political and military interaction with 

NATO, including a decade-long 

military deployment in Afghanistan, 

Ukraine has achieved a level of 

interoperability with NATO that 

exceeds that of some actual members. 

US and NATO military personnel are 

on the ground in Ukraine conducting 

training, while Ukrainian forces are 

deployed in support of several ongoing 

NATO military commitments, 

including Iraq and Kosovo. Ukraine 

looks like NATO, talks like NATO, 

acts like NATO – but it is not NATO. 

Nor will it ever be. 

The critical question to be asked is 

precisely what kind of relationship 

NATO envisions having with Ukraine. 

While the status of “enhanced 

opportunity partner” implies a way 

toward eventual NATO membership, 

the reality is that there is no 

discernable path that would bring 

Ukraine to this objective. The rampant 

political corruption in the country 

today is disqualifying under any 

circumstances, and the dispute with 

Hungary over Ukraine curbing minority 

rights represents a death knell in a 

consensus-driven organization like 

NATO. 

But the real dealbreaker is the ongoing 

standoff between Kiev and Moscow over 

Crimea. There is virtually no scenario that 

has Russia leaving it voluntarily or by 

force. The prospects of enabling Ukraine 

to resolve the conflict by force of arms 

simply by invoking Article 5 of the UN 

Charter is not something NATO either 

seeks or desires. 

Which leaves one wondering at 

NATO’s true objective in continuing to 

string Ukraine along. The answer lies in 

the composition of the six nations that 

have been granted “enhanced opportunity 

partner” status. Four of them – Ukraine, 

Georgia, Sweden and Finland – directly 

face off against Russia on a broad front 

stretching from the Arctic to the Black 

Sea. Jordan’s interests intersect with 

Moscow’s in Syria. Australia provides 

NATO with an opening for expanding its 

reach into the Pacific, an objective 

recently outlined by NATO Secretary 

General, Jens Stoltenberg. 

NATO aspires to be a political 

organization, but in reality it is nothing 

more than a military alliance with 

geopolitical ambition. Its effectiveness 

rests in its ability to project military 

power, and in order to do this effectively, 

the military organizations involved must 

possess a high level of interoperability 

across a wide spectrum of areas, including 

command and control, logistics and 

equipment. 

By extending the status of “enhanced 

opportunity partner” to Ukraine and the 

other five nations, NATO is expanding its 

military capabilities without taking on the 

risks associated with expanding its 

membership; Ukrainian troops can be 

sacrificed in some far-off land void of any 

real national security interest to the 

Ukrainian people, and yet NATO will 

never mobilize under Article 5 to come to 

Kiev’s aid on its own soil. In many ways, 

the relationship mirrors that of a colonial 

master to its subjects, demanding much 

while delivering little. At the end of the 

day, the status of “enhanced opportunity 

partner” is little more than that of a 

glorified minion who trades its own flesh 

and blood for the false promise of 

opportunity that will never materialize. 

Scott Ritter is a former US Marine Corps 

intelligence officer. He served in the Soviet 

Union as an inspector implementing the INF 

Treaty, in General Schwarzkopf’s staff 

during the Gulf War, and from 1991-1998 

as a UN weapons inspector. Follow him on 

Twitter @RealScottRitter - "Source" -   

ARMS CONTROL 

Editorial: Trump is trashing arms 

control treaties and making the world 

more dangerous  

Russian President Vladimir Putin and 

U.S. President Trump meet at the G-20 

Summit in Hamburg, Germany, in 

2017. 

(Evan Vucci / Associated Press) 

By The Times Editorial Board  

June 11, 2020 

ince 1947, the Bulletin of the 

Atomic Scientists has maintained 

a so-called Doomsday Clock 

designed to indicate how close the 

world was to a catastrophe caused by 

nuclear war or, more recently, other 

causes such as climate change. 

In January, the group moved the clock 

to 100 seconds to midnight, the direst 

setting yet. Among other reasons for the 

change, the group blamed world leaders 

who “denigrate and discard the most 

effective methods for addressing 

complex threats — international 

agreements with strong verification 

regimes — in favor of their own narrow 

interests and domestic political gain.” 

The Doomsday Clock is a symbol to 

be taken seriously, not literally. But its 

custodians are right to sound the alarm 

about leaders who seek to undermine 

arms control agreements. One of them 

is the current president of the United 

States. 

First, Donald Trump repudiated the 

international agreement that made it 

harder for Iran to develop nuclear 

weapons. Then, claiming that Russia 

was cheating, he disavowed the 1987 

Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces 

Treaty signed by President Reagan and 

Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev. 

Finally, last month Trump said he was 

pulling the United States out of the 

Open Skies Treaty signed in 1992.  

(continued on Page 24…) 
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Under that agreement, 34 nations allow 

each other’s reconnaissance aircraft to 

fly over their territory to monitor 

possible troop movements and missile 

installations. In announcing that it would 

withdraw from the treaty, the Trump 

administration cited both Russian 

restrictions on where U.S. planes could 

fly in that country and financial costs 

associated with replacing surveillance 

aircraft. 

The administration’s announcement 

jolted America’s European allies, who 

rely on information from the surveillance 

flights to keep track of Russian military 

exercises on NATO’s eastern flank. 

Retired Air Force Gen. Michael Hayden, 

the former director of both the Central 

Intelligence Agency and the National 

Security Agency, said Trump’s decision 

to withdraw from the Open Skies Treaty 

was “insane.” 

Trump indicated that he could change 

his mind about withdrawing from the 

Open Skies Treaty if Russia complied 

fully with the agreement. But by 

announcing that the U.S. would 

withdraw — rather than challenging 

Russian restrictions before a commission 

established to implement the treaty — he 

gave Russia no incentive to modify its 

behavior. If Trump goes through with 

the withdrawal, the U.S. and its allies 

will be denied valuable information 

about Russian intentions. 

As a result of Trump’s actions, there 

remains only one significant arms 

control treaty binding the U.S. and 

Russia, the 2010 New START Treaty, 

which places limits on intercontinental 

ballistic missiles, nuclear warheads, 

missile launchers and nuclear-armed 

bombers. It will expire in February 

unless the two nations agree to extend it 

for up to five years.  

Russia has said it is willing to extend 

the pact unconditionally; the Trump 

administration has declined to make that 

commitment, with U.S. arms control 

negotiator Marshall Billingslea calling 

the treaty “the wrong framework for the 

future.” Instead, the administration has 

said it would try to negotiate an 

agreement to replace New START.  

But the administration is insisting that 

a new version of the START treaty also 

include China, which has a much smaller 

nuclear arsenal than Russia and the 

United States. Beijing has indicated 

that it has no interest in taking part in 

arms control negotiations with the 

other countries. 

In the past, Trump has said that the 

arms race between the U.S. and Russia 

was “getting out of control” even as he 

has pressed to create a Space Force, 

develop new supersonic missiles and 

resume nuclear weapons tests. And his 

aversion to arms control treaties with 

Russia might also seem hard to 

reconcile with his general policy of 

courting Putin — manifested most 

recently in his suggestion that Russia 

might be invited to the Group of 7 

summit in Washington, D.C., later this 

year (along with India, Australia and 

South Korea). But Russia may 

actually welcome U.S. withdrawal 

from arms control agreements that 

constrain it as well as the United 

States. 

Arms control agreements aren’t a 

panacea, and the ultimate goal should 

be to eliminate nuclear weapons, not 

just reduce their numbers. That is 

because, even with limits on 

stockpilesand weapons development 

more drastic than now exist, the 

possibility of a nuclear war would 

remain. Still, arms control agreements 

are worth pursuing and preserving — 

especially if they involve rigorous 

inspection — because they make it 

less likely that leaders will be tempted 

to use nuclear weapons. 

Trump seems oblivious to that 

reality. On the other hand, former 

Vice President Joe Biden, Trump’s 

likely Democratic opponent, has 

promised to pursue an extension of the 

New START treaty and to have the 

U.S. join the Iran nuclear agreement if 

Iran returned to full compliance with 

its terms. It looks as if a re-

commitment to nuclear arms control 

by the U.S. will require the election of 

a new president. 

 

THAADs IN SOUTH KOREA 

Is the THAAD Missile Crisis in South 

Korea Escalating?   

by K.J. Noh  

May 31st, 2020 

Why are thousands of South Korean Riot 

Police Bashing Anti-THAAD Protestors? 

 

Illustration: Shen Lan/GT 

ccording to South Korea’s 

Yonhap News Agency, on May 

28th, 2020,  “The Ministry of 

National Defense and the USFK (United 

States Forces in Korea) engaged in a 

transportation operation in the middle of 

the night to bring equipment to the 

Seongju THAAD [missile defense] 

system in Gyeong sang buk do 

[Province]. The Ministry of National 

Defense said that it supported the land 

transportation operation by the USFK 

from the night of the 28th to the morning 

of the 29th.  The work was said to have 

ended at 6 am.” 

This stealth operation in the middle of 

the night was nevertheless challenged by 

the residents of the area.  3700 South 

Korean riot police had to be deployed as 

a phalanx to cordon off the roads to 

enable the operation and to prevent 

obstruction of the transport.  Several 

residents were reported to have been 

injured during the clash between local 

residents and the police. 

Routine Operation?  Not likely. 

Although the South Korean government 

has been taking pains to characterize this 

as a “routine” maintenance/replacement 

operation–like an oil change for a WMD-

related missile system– what is striking 

and surprising about this recent action is 

that it is the first land transport operation 

for THAAD since September 2017 (when 

the remaining 4 out of 6 missile batteries 

were installed, also against mass 

protest).   Since then, the USFK and 

Blackwater operators of the THAAD 

system have been like the French foreign  

(continued on Page 25…) 
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legion at Dien Bien Phu—completely 

besieged on top of a hill, with all 

supplies airlifted in, and operating troops 

leaving or entering only by helicopter.  

This is due to the constant protest and 

surveillance of the base by anti-THAAD 

protestors encamped all around it. 

That this risky, costly, high manpower 

ground transport operation was 

undertaken signifies several things: 

1) It’s not a routine “replacement”–it’s 

possibly a significant upgrade in 

systems, arsenal, or firepower: a one-

time operation. 

2) The claim by officials is that the 

operation was to “replace older missiles, 

a power generator, electronic devices”, 

and that “the new missiles are of the 

same type that the U.S. Forces Korea 

(UFSK) currently operates. As the 

mission was to replace expired ones, the 

number of updated ones is exactly the 

same as those to be taken out of the 

base,” 

This claim is hardly credible.  It 

stretches credibility that the lifespan of a 

1.3 billion dollar missile system is only 3 

years, or that unused missiles “wear out” 

like cheap fashion or “expire” like bad 

yogurt.  Even a well-maintained urn of 

Kimchi can last longer than that.  (The 

poster boy for the built-in-obsolescence 

racket known as Microsoft only forces 

replacement of its systems every 5-10 

years). 

3) There has been no clear South 

Korean Ministry of Defense declaration 

or accounting to South Korea’s National 

Assembly on what was transported in or 

“replaced”–at least 4 trucks were 

covered up with black shrouds–most 

likely new missile batteries, launch units, 

possibly radar modules. Is it a 

complete soup-to-nuts THAAD system?  

This is unclear.  However, it definitely 

not like the brake pad change or cat-6 

cable switch-out to replace “worn out” 

parts at the “end of their operating cycle” 

as is claimed by the government. 

4) Nothing has been taken out (yet), so 

whatever this is at this point, it’s unlikely 

to be a simple “replacement”, but an 

augmentation or increase in equipment, 

systems, armaments, firepower. 

5) The government also claims it was 

“to improve living conditions of troops 

at the base”.  It’s unclear how one would 

improve living conditions on a site that 

has access to an elite country club on 

top of a hill with sweeping views 

surrounded by lush nature.   Perhaps 

they need a golf course?  (see below) 

6) The official also said “the operation 

has nothing to do with the U.S. move to 

improve its seven THAAD batteries in 

the region, including the one in 

Seongju.” Never believe something until 

it’s been officially denied, especially if 

the denial seems unnecessary or 

responds to a concern that has yet to be 

raised. 

The withdrawal of the US from the 

ABM treaty–which subsequently 

allowed the development and 

deployment of THAAD at seven sites 

around the world, including Korea, and 

the 2019 disavowal of the INF treaty–

permitting the emplacement of nuclear 

cruise missiles around China’s 

periphery are all ominous, threatening 

maneuvers that increase US firepower 

“overmatch” against China , and thus 

increase the risk of war. 

As US-China relations were 

degrading, and frictions escalating, in 

mid February of this year, there was talk 

of “upgrading” the missile launchers 

and radar at the Seongju THAAD site–

separating out components for more 

flexible firepower, as well as increasing 

the number of missiles.  That discussion 

was tabled, but the stealth–and 

misconduct–employed in the initial 

THAAD development and deployment 

in 2016-17, combined with the odd 

denial that this is currently happening 

should lead people to suspect that this 

may be actually happening. 

In fact, in light of those plans, this is 

an ominous maneuver in terms of all the 

other military buildup and maneuvers 

going on in the South China Sea, along 

the Taiwan strait, and elsewhere. 

Unsurprisingly, China has officially 

condemned this maneuver.  

This maneuver by the US also forces 

Moon into unwanted foreign relations 

friction with China after his party’s 

landslide legislative victory, at a time 

when the Trump administration is 

escalating on all fronts against China. 

 

 

Fearful Assymetry: How THAAD 

Came to Korea 

Although the US has wartime 

operational control of South Korean 

forces—nearly 5 million troops, and 

massive firepower arrayed in Korea, 

Okinawa, and Japan.  Despite this 

massive force projection platform, it is 

effectively in a stalemate with North 

Korea and China in East Asia and along 

the peninsula, due to the rough strategic 

parity of the forces deployed—and it 

has always sought to find a way to 

redress this state of affairs. 

The THAAD—Terminal (Theater) 

High Altitude Area Defense system–a 

high tech anti-ballistic missile defense 

system built by Lockheed Martin and 

Raytheon–is an integral 

component/weapons platform of the 

Pivot to Asia, the US plan to encircle 

and contain China. 

The US has wanted to place a 

THAAD system in Korea since at least 

2013, and possibly since the declaration 

of the Pivot in 2011, as part of the 

military and geostrategic design of its 

encirclement:  THAAD destabilizes the 

existing balance of power in the region 

because it creates the possibility of 

neutralizing Chinese nuclear deterrence, 

i.e. China’s nuclear shield, and 

potentially enables a cost-free nuclear 

first strike by the US. While it’s sold as 

an anti-missile system against North 

Korean missile threats, everyone knows 

that it’s targeted against China, in 

particular the AN/TPY X-band radar, 

which renders China’s inland interior–

up to 3000 km inland–transparent to US 

surveillance and attacks.  It also renders 

early warning of any Chinese missile 

launches.  Because of this, the Chinese 

consider THAAD to be a threat that 

cannot be tolerated, and has to be 

removed. 

The system itself was initially placed 

in South Korea, under highly secretive 

and controversial circumstances, during 

the transitional period during the ouster 

of Park Geun Hye regime in 2016-

2017.  Despite massive opposition of 

the Korean people-to THAAD system–

it was announced, and then forcefully 

deployed: this was Park’s final ugly 

insult to the Koreans and her last 

sycophantic act of fealty to the US, a  

(continued on Page 26…) 
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troubled legacy that Koreans are still 

struggling with. 

Deceitful Deployment: Melons, 

Missiles, and Country Clubs 

Park’s administration played 4 years of 

footsie under the table with the US: the 

US and South Korean governments 

assured  both Korea citizens and China 

that ”no decisions about deployment had 

been made”,  and only exploratory 

discussion was happening. This was 

despite strong signals from the US to 

South Korea that THAAD deployment 

was non-negotiable.  This “strategic 

ambiguity” turned out to be a ploy: a 

canard to calm down the raging Korean 

opposition to THAAD, and to avoid 

alienating Beijing.  During this time, the 

administration had been secretly 

scouting out locations for placement and 

negotiating specifics of emplacement.  

Eventually, an artillery site adjacent to a 

melon farming area in Seong Ju County 

in the southern part of the country was 

found, and the deployment was initiated. 

However, the opposition to 

the deployment—massive, popular, and 

religious–was so overwhelming that the 

government relented, and looked around 

to find a different—and more 

defendable– site.  They quickly took 

over the Lotte Sky Hill Seongju Country 

Club, an exclusive private golf course 

belonging to the Lotte Conglomerate not 

far from the original artillery site.  This 

site was chosen because of its isolated, 

elevated terrain, and because the 

installation could happen immediately 

without “massive civil engineering work 

and infrastructure installation”.  This is a 

typical example of the incestuous nature 

of SK corporate-government-military 

nexus, and also speaks to the hurried, 

urgent, covert nature of the installation. 

South Koreans, especially those living in 

the region had been massively opposed 

to the THAAD system for several 

reasons: 

 They understood that this would 

draw South Korean into a deadly 

arms race with China, and that 

Seong Ju (its THAAD missile 

batteries) and environs, as well as 

other parts of South Korea would 

become targets and collateral 

damage in any shooting war. 

 The lack of consultation and 

procedural democracy around the 

deployment rankled even the most 

stolidly conservative of Koreans. 

 The loss of land (in a small, highly 

populated country with scarce 

arable land), and the fear of 

families and crops being irradiated 

by high-energy X-band radar were 

serious concerns to farmers and 

activists. 

 Last but not least, US military bases 

tend to create massive social 

problems around them: prostitution, 

rape, gender-and-race-based 

violence, the degradation of civic 

and social life. The down-to-earth 

farmers of the region were not 

down for this. 

In the period after THAAD deployment 

was suddenly announced, protests 

against the US-aligned Park Geun Hye 

government crested into the millions: 

over a period of months, throughout the 

dead of winter, over a quarter of the 

country’s population came out to protest 

her corrupt government.  Park’s 

popularity ratings dropped to 4%–below 

the confidence interval of the poll—

before completely flatlining.  Years of 

neoliberal violence, labor abuse, 

colonial sycophancy, capitulation to US 

and Japan imperial designs, depraved 

indifference to human life, and 

unending corruption finally exploded 

into months of street protest. Park was 

eventually impeached, arrested, and 

imprisoned, and a caretaker Prime 

Minister was put into place. During this 

transitional period under the caretaker 

government, when the government was 

functioning on life support, the US bum-

rushed the placement of the missiles—

again during the dead of night—onto 

this golf course/country club in the 

South.  This action illegally bypassed 

the South Korean requirement of 

parliamentary review and approval.  It 

had been timed to occur before the 

election of a new South Korea president, 

to establish facts on the ground that 

would be hard to reverse with any 

subsequent administration. 

On May of 2017, progressive 

president Moon Jae In, was elected to 

the South Korean presidency. President 

Moon had campaigned, among other 

things, on suspension of the THAAD 

deployment, contingent on further 

evaluation and environmental review. 

 However, not long after he took office, 

even more missiles were installed by 

the military leadership without notifying 

him, indicative of whom the South 

Korean military was really reporting 

to. This has been a thorn in his side 

since. President Moon, too, was 

pressured to increase THAAD 

deployment, and during the North 

Korea-US missile standoff in 

September of 2017, he relented to 

further temporary deployment. 

The system is operated by the 

Combined Task Force Defender Unit, 

part of Delta-2, 2nd Air Defense 

Artillery Regiment of the US Forces 

Korea, with an assist from 

thecontractors of the mercenary 

company Blackwater.  What was 

originally a temporary, contingent 

deployment has clearly been converted 

into a permanent, enduring, and 

profitable assignment for some. 

How to Solve the THAAD issue: A 

Modest Proposal 

There is one long-shot solution to the 

THAAD debacle that does not involve 

war, insurrection, or destabilization. 

Objectively, golf courses are an 

abomination–a waste of productive land 

and water for the exclusive and non-

productive use of a miniscule elite.  

However, President Trump is very keen 

on charging the Koreans for the costs 

and the operation of the THAAD 

(which the Koreans have so far 

resisted). This has resulted in 

considerable antagonism, as has the 

entire “cost-sharing” agreement: the US 

wants a 500% increase in the current 

protection racket payment of $1 

Billion/year that South Korea pays for 

the privilege of having its country 

occupied with US forces. 

The Koreans could offer to pay off 

the THAAD costs, and then ask for full 

possession of the THAAD missiles, 

which are currently under the control of 

the US. 

Once the Korean government takes 

possession of them, they can disarm 

them and place them as massive 

public sculptures in a peace museum or 

public park as a sculptural examples of  

(continued on Page 27…) 
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imperial phallic-narcissistic extremism. 

Of course, the US won’t go for this 

immediately.  The only way to make this 

happen is if the Koreans could offer the  

current THAAD site—what used to be 

the Lotte Skyhill Country Club and Golf 

Course—previously a magnificent, 

beautiful, ultra-luxurious 18 hole golf 

course and country club with exquisite, 

sweeping views–lofted 2200 ft above 

the surroundings–as an inducement to 

President Trump.  It would require some 

clean up and renewed landscaping, as 

military deployments tend to turn even 

pristine environments into a mélange of 

bachelor cave and toxic trash dump, but 

that could be arranged, and should be 

included in the offer.  After all, the only 

worse use of land than a golf course is a 

military base. 

After the missiles are removed, the site 

cleaned up and landscaped, President 

Trump can then reopen the course for 

golf, creating a “marvelous, beautiful” 

private club, and play golf there, which it 

seems, is the only thing he loves more 

than firing missiles and tormenting 

women. 

The US Empire gets a hefty check; the 

Trump Empire gets its 20th golf course–

the Trump Skyhill Country Club and 

Golf Course, to add to the portfolio of 

“top notch, magnificent, prestigious” 

golf courses, and South Korea, North 

Korea, China, and North East Asia gain 

peace in the region. 

Something for everyone. I think it’s a 

worthy trade off. 

***** 

K.J. Noh is a long time activist, writer, 

and teacher. He is a member of Veterans 

for Peace and works on global justice 

issues. He can be reached at: 

k.j.noh48@gmail.com. Read other 

articles by K.J.. 

This article was posted on Sunday, May 

31st, 2020 

 

RETURN OF STAR WARS 

U.S. Abandons Open Skies for New Age 

Space Weapons 

by Prabir Purkayastha  

June 4, 2020  

Photograph Source: The White House – 

Public Domain 

ith the U.S. deciding to walk 

out of the Open Skies 

agreement, the U.S. is 

signaling to the world that it intends to 

return to days of Pax Americana that 

existed post-World War II, when it was 

the sole possessor of nuclear weapons. It 

has already walked out of the Anti-

Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty in 2002 

under George W. Bush, and the 

Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces 

(INF) Treaty under Trump. The only 

nuclear arms control treaty that still 

remains in place is the New Strategic 

Arms Reduction Treaty (START), 

which provides a rough limit and parity 

on the U.S. and Russia’s nuclear 

arsenals. Its days also seem to be 

numbered, as it expires on February 5, 

2021, leaving very little time for any 

serious discussion. 

The Trump administration is now 

considering a resumption of nuclear 

tests, which would be in violation of the 

Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban 

Treaty, or CTBT. Is this yet another 

treaty destined for the waste paper 

basket? This is apart from other nuclear 

restraint treaties that the U.S. signed 

with other states such as North Korea 

and Iran, and subsequently tore up 

unilaterally, prompting the view that the 

U.S. is no longer capable of upholding 

treaties. 

Marshall Billingslea, who is the U.S. 

official arms control negotiator, has 

talked about how the U.S. intends to 

spend Russia and China “into oblivion,” 

as it had done with the Soviet Union 

earlier. Obviously, as an arms control 

negotiator, he is a fitting successor to 

John Bolton, whose chief claim to fame 

is wielding a hammer to smash all arms 

control agreements. 

The U.S. is also 

weaponizing space, 

and has a new Space 

Command. Last year, 

Trump, speaking in 

the Pentagon, said, 

“a space-based 

missile defense 

layer… [is] going to 

be a very, very big 

part of our defense 

and, obviously, of 

our offense.” 

The U.S. continues to pour its money 

into military technology and its political 

energy into defense strategies against 

what it perceives as threats to its global 

hegemony from China and Russia—

even during a pandemic. The U.S. has 

modeled for the rest of the world that 

the politics of security lie in terms of 

arms, no matter that funds are 

desperately needed for public health. 

So what is the Open Skies agreement? 

The treaty permits all its 35 

signatories—the U.S., Russia and other 

NATO allies—to fly over each other’s 

territories. Effectively, it allows official 

military reconnaissance flights. 

So why does the U.S. want to exit a 

treaty that makes it possible to launch 

surveillance flights over Russia? This is 

a question that even military experts are 

hard put to answer. One reason given is 

that the U.S. has complete imaging 

capabilities over Russia using its 

satellites, and does not need old-

fashioned aircraft-based methods. 

Therefore, the U.S. is denying Russia 

overflights over its territory in the belief 

that Russia will not be able to match the 

U.S. space-based surveillance 

capabilities. And if it tries to match the 

U.S., it is back to the Billingslea-Trump 

game; the U.S. will win the new 

weapons war, or else move to an 

economic war. But war it is either way. 

The U.S. also has a second target  

(continued on Page 28…)  
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motivating it to walk out of the Open 

Skies agreement. European countries are 

very much a part of this agreement, just 

not the U.S. The U.S. did not even talk 

to its NATO allies before making the 

decision to abandon this agreement. The 

U.S. wants to deny any strategic 

independence to its NATO allies. If the 

Open Skies agreement now fails, as 

Russia has no incentive to offer other 

NATO countries overflights when it has 

none over the U.S., other NATO allies 

will be even more dependent on the U.S. 

for information. This is a strike as much 

against its own NATO allies as against 

Russia. 

During the initial negotiations on the 

New START, Trump and Billingslea are 

talking about bringing in China in order 

to limit its nuclear arsenal as well. This 

was also one of the arguments given 

when the U.S. abandoned the INF 

Treaty. 

Consider the respective nuclear 

arsenals of countries. Currently, the 

United States and Russia have more than 

6,000 total nuclear warheads each, while 

China has about 300, according to the 

Arms Control Association’s factsheet. 

So any agreement that brings in China 

can only increase its voluntary limit and 

not reduce it! Just for the record, France 

also has 300, with the UK at 200, and 

India and Pakistan around 150 each. 

Israel has about 100, and the Democratic 

People’s Republic of Korea (North 

Korea) has about 30. 

In summary, the U.S. believes that 

since the ’90s, it has been and continues 

to be the sole global hegemon. Any arms 

control treaty hinders the exercise of its 

military might. It recognizes that it can 

no longer control the global economy, 

where China is already in the process of 

overtaking the U.S., give or take a 

decade or two. A trade agreement that 

follows the rules, even if the rules were 

put in place in the ’90s by the U.S. and 

its allies in the World Trade 

Organization (WTO), no longer helps the 

U.S. Faced with competition not only 

from China, but a range of other 

countries, the U.S. has fallen back on its 

military power as its key “bargaining” 

strategy: Agree to what it says or else. 

And if any country tries to match the 

U.S. militarily, the U.S. will bankrupt 

them as it did with the Soviet Union. 

Historians Richard Lebow and Janice 

Stein have pointed out that the collapse 

of the Soviet Union was not due to its 

military competition with the U.S. Its 

defense budget did not increase in 

Reagan’s Star Wars years. Neither is 

Russia willing to surrender to the United 

States. Russia’s President Vladimir 

Putin has made it clear that Russia will 

not accept that the U.S. can become the 

global overlord as it did during the 

Yeltsin years, and dictate to it and other 

countries. 

The U.S. change in tack with respect 

to China is part of what is now being 

called a hybrid war—military threats 

coupled with economic actions—to 

inflict enough damage that China is 

forced to sue for peace, accepting its 

subordinate status. 

That is why China and Russia have 

come together. China’s economic 

strength and Russia’s military 

capabilities provide formidable 

opposition to U.S. dominance. Russia’s 

technological strength in missiles, 

submarines, and radar has always been 

cutting-edge. The S-400 defense shields 

with radar arrays and defensive missiles 

are still the best in the world, and that is 

the reason why even U.S. allies such as 

Turkey and Saudi Arabia are procuring 

them. China is likely already the world 

leader in quantum communications and 

is set to overtake the U.S. in artificial 

intelligence within the next five years. 

So when it comes to competition, China 

and Russia are not as far behind as the 

U.S. seems to believe. And the U.S. 

policies in the last 30 years have 

cemented Russia-China ties at a much 

deeper level than in the past. 

What options, then, do Russia and 

China have? Russia and China do 

not plan to copy the U.S. strategy of 

global dominance, or engage in the 

game of one-upmanship the U.S. is 

playing. For Russia and China, the 

ability to inflict sufficient damage 

on the U.S. is deterrence enough. So 

they are not going to make the 

mistake of matching the U.S. 

military spending dollar for dollar. 

Putin’s strategy is to develop 

weapons that can inflict maximum 

damage at a minimum cost—in 

other words, develop a strategy for 

asymmetric war. This is the reason 

behind the six new Russian weapons 

that Putin unveiled last year: from 

hypersonic weapons to a new 

generation of ballistic missiles. 

The difference between the two 

approaches is their strategic visions. For 

the U.S., it is spelled out in its various 

strategic documents: it needs to 

militarily dominate every region in the 

world. Any country that challenges the 

U.S., even in controlling its coastal 

waters, is a revisionist power. This 

requires not strategic parity but 

overwhelming superiority, or force 

projection in any global theater. In 

today’s day and age, this is well beyond 

any country’s military reach. 

The world is entering perhaps the 

most dangerous period it ever has, not 

just because of climate change and the 

COVID-19 pandemic. The nuclear arms 

race is taking place with the U.S. belief 

that it is winnable. Abandoning all arms 

control agreements with one excuse or 

the other is not simply the aberration of 

a Trump or a Bush, but very much a 

part of U.S. exceptionalism. 

The future of all nations is either 

surrender to the rule of the hegemon, or 

allow a global nuclear arms race. This 

is Trump’s vision, enunciated by his 

arms control negotiator. It has 

consequences for all of us. Why then, 

are all other countries silent? This is 

why there is an urgent need for the 

global peace movement to revive. 

People everywhere have to fight for 

peace. It is not just Russia or China or 

the United States at risk, but the whole 

of humanity. 

This article was produced in partnership by 

Newsclick and Globetrotter, a project of the 

Independent Media Institute. 

https://www.newsclick.in/
https://independentmediainstitute.org/globetrotter/
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POETRY  

THE COST OF WAR 

THE WASTE OF WAR  
 

As part of GDAMS (Global Days Against Military Spending) 

I'd like to report that the Brisbane u3a Peace Studies Group that 

I lead, studied the cost of war and the things that money could 

be much better spent on, in our zoom session on 7 May.   

Many  people are very surprised when they hear for the first 

time the amount of money spent on war throughout the world in 

one year.  I was so shocked when I read it for the first time that 

I wrote a poem called THE WASTE OF WAR.   

 

This is the poem.  

 

THE WASTE OF WAR 

  

It's the waste of war, the waste of war,  

the incredible, terrible waste .........of war. 

  

It's the billions of dollars for missiles and guns,  

money to make sure the war will still run.  

It's the EFFORT expended by generals and men  

urged by the will of the powerful again.   

It's some leaders and media don't tell the whole story,  

just rhetoric that our side has right and the glory,  

ignoring the suffering, the starving, the weak,  

the babies and children and youth at their peak.  

 

It's the buildings made rubble, lives laid waste by hate,  

by greed and for power - someone's choice, not fate.  

It's the lives that are ruined forever by war,  

lost limbs and lost souls, nightmares evermore.   

It's the refugees who were forced by war  

to leave their homes where they lived before. 

Now deprived of comfort, opportunities,  

only hopelessness for millions of these.   

It;s the waste of war.   

 

WHAT IF they used all this energy and cash 

to make the world better instead of this clash  

of ruin, destruction and negative things,  

but used to shape futures from which HOPE will spring.   

Not the waste of war, stop all war,  

with peace and hope forever more.         

 

(C)  Anita Reed 2014       

 

ARTISTRY  

USAF Paints Fighter Jet Russian Color Scheme to Prepare 

for Dogfights 

By Zero Hedge 

Global Research, June 18, 2020 

A General Dynamics F-16 Fighting Falcon at Hill Air 

Force Base, located in northern Utah, recently had an 

exterior makeover paint scheme that mimics the 

Russian Sukhoi Su-57 stealth fighter, reported Defense 

Blog. 

The 576th Aircraft Maintenance Squadron painted the 

fighter jet a “ghost” paint scheme at the request of the 64th 

Aggressor Squadron at Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada, that 

is responsible for holding Red Flag exercises, an aerial 

combat training drill held several times a year by the Air 

Force to prepare pilots for aerial combat. 

 

The new paint scheme suggests American pilots will soon 

simulate dogfighting drills with mock Russian stealth jets. 

“The paint scheme is intended to replicate an adversary’s 

fighter jet. The United States, allied, and partner-nation 

aircrews routinely train against accurate and realistic 

threats including aircraft painted to replicate those pilots 

might see in aerial combat,” Defense Blog said. 

Already, US and Russian warplanes have intercepted one 

another — indicating tensions are building. 

“The paint shop at Nellis did one of these planes last year 

and asked us to paint this one,” said Jim Gill 576th AMXS 

production flight chief. “They sent us pictures and gave us 

the pattern, but there were no instructions. We had to put it 

together ourselves.” 

Photos emerged on a Turkish website last year of a 

McDonnell Douglas F/A-18 Hornet belonging to Fighter 

Squadron Composite Twelve (VFC-12), a US Navy 

Reserve fighter squadron based in Virginia Beach, sporting 

the same Russian Su-57 color scheme. 

Tensions are rising between the US and Russia, the Air 

Force painting fighter jets similar to Russian ones 

suggests pilots are being trained to identify and engage 

enemy fifth-generation fighters ahead of the next conflict. 

* 

(continued on Page 32…) 

https://www.globalresearch.ca/usaf-paints-fighter-jet-russian-color-scheme-prepare-dogfights/5716339
https://www.globalresearch.ca/author/tyler-durden


 
 
 

The Peace Issue . . .  Page  No. 60  May 2020 

 

From Sydney Morning Herald https://www.smh.com.au/opinion/shelleys-antiwar-poetry-wasnt-bulletproof-but-it-was-a-handy-weapon-

20151126-gl8iic.html 

30 

 

PERCY BYSSHE SHELLEY 

Shelley's anti-war poetry wasn't 

bulletproof but it was a handy weapon 

A protest against war by Shelley recently 

resurfaced. What the poet would have 

given for a blog as a conduit for protest. 

By Warwick McFadyen 

November 26, 2015 — 4.37pm 

t was 1811, and a student at Oxford 

University was incensed at the 

jailing of a journalist, Peter 

Finnerty, for libel, and at England's 

militarism. He decided to put his anger 

down on paper. He called it a Poetical 

Essay on the Existing State of Things. It 

led to his being expelled and the work 

was then lost for 195 years. It became 

known in 2006 that a collector had a 

copy but did not care to share it with the 

world. Until now. The Bodleian Library 

has announced that it now owns the 

essay.  

The angry student was Percy Bysshe 

Shelley. He was 18. The poem began: 

"Destruction marks theee! o'er the 

blood-stain'd heath 

Is faintly borne the stifled wai of death; 

Millions to fight compell'd, to fight or die 

In mangled heaps on War's red altar 

lie." 

 

The poetry of protest has been radically 

reimagined since Percy Bysshe Shelley 

penned his Poetical Essay on the Existing 

State of Things, in 1811.Credit:Culture Club 

Finnerty was found guilty in the Court of 

the King's Bench of libelling Lord 

Castlereagh, who as Chief Secretary for 

Ireland had been instrumental in 

smashing the rebellion of 1798. Finnerty 

publicised that Castlereagh had in his 

position, in effect, sanctioned the torture 

and oppression of the Irish. He had 

witness accounts of atrocities. No matter, 

he was jailed for 18 months. 

Shelley would follow up his Poetical 

Essay seven years later with The Masque 

of Anarchy, written in the wake of the 

Peterloo massacre of the same year. In 

Manchester, tens of thousands of people 

gathered to call for parliamentary 

change, but as is the way with these 

things the army was called in, the 

calvary charged, and more than a dozen 

protesters died and hundreds were 

injured. Shelley castigates the 

authorities while advocating non-violent 

resistance and the necessity of people to 

pursue freedom.  

Shelley was not, of course, the first 

writer in history to rail against war, 

oppression and man's inhumanity 

against man. Herodotus, 2500 years ago, 

has King Croesus of Lydia say: "No one 

is fool enough to choose war instead of 

peace – in peace sons bury fathers, but 

in war fathers bury sons." There have 

been so many fools since. Arising out of 

the fools' catastrophic, violent errands, 

has been a voice singular and pluralistic 

through to the Iraq War in 2003, when 

globally writers and poets united in 

grievance. 

A poem will never stop a bullet or a 

lance but it might start a reaction. It 

might give voice to many through a 

calling of a common feeling. Alone, you 

are not alone. For every war, there is the 

anti-war, and through the ages and the 

conflicts there have been dissenting 

views. Sculpting art from death and 

destruction is not heroic – saving a life 

against impossible odds is heroic – but it 

is the essence of being human. It is a 

defence, of sorts. 

The First World War is the exemplar. 

The soldier writers lived a duality of 

spirit: destroy and create. Bear witness. 

Edward Thomas, Siegfried Sassoon, 

Wilfred Owen, Rupert Brooke, Ivor 

Gurney, Isaac Rosenberg, Robert 

Graves, Erich Maria Remarque and 

Ernst Junger, among many others, did 

so. This was a blooming of literature in 

fields of death. There has been none like 

it since. From World War II, two classic 

novels emerged, Slaughterhouse-Five 

(Kurt Vonnegut) and Catch-22 (Joseph 

Heller), and the poems of Keith 

Douglas.  

After the world wars, the words 

slipped off the page; the protagonists in 

war became, in effect, the protesters 

outside war. The Vietnam War was the 

first melding of protest declamation and 

music affirmation. Voices of dissent 

had a conduit for condemnation.  

Technology now, in effect, has given 

the universe to the voices of protest. Of 

course, access all areas doesn't translate 

to quality all times. What it does mean, 

however, is that silence is a much 

harder weapon to employ. The one 

constancy now is that the existing state 

of things is forever changing. 

What Shelley would have given for a 

blog or Twitter feed. 
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BOOK REVIEW  

Crucial Reading For A Turbulent Time 

A review of Dan Kovalik's book No 

More War: How the West Violates 

International Law by Using 

‘Humanitarian’ Intervention to Advance 

Economic and Strategic Interests 

by John Rachel  

May 24th, 2020 

 

n an era where a man like  Julian 

Assange can be mercilessly 

persecuted for just doing honest 

journalism, it takes a great deal of 

courage to expose the lies and misdeeds 

of America’s imperial ambitions. Yet 

they must be exposed and condemned 

for exactly what they have been and 

continue to be.  No More War: How the 

West Violates International Law by 

Using ‘Humanitarian’ Intervention to 

Advance Economic and Strategic 

Interests is a book that goes the extra 

mile in doing just that. 

As with all of his excellent books, Dan 

Kovalik has packed this readable and 

well-researched work with an abundance 

of invaluable information and insight 

into the imperial war machine, the 

imperial diplomatic and PR juggernaut, 

the extensive predatory machinations 

reducing the rest of the world to rubble 

so that America’s corporations and its 

ravenous banking system can subjugate 

and exploit their population and extract 

their material wealth. 

We citizens, under the spell of the 

Western propaganda machine, slog 

through the malaise of censored news, 

disinformation and deceptions with our 

eyes wide shut, preferring to avoid at all 

costs acknowledging the nefarious role 

our “exceptional” nation plays in 

perpetrating some of the most sordid 

war crimes in history, thereby 

propagating unfathomable misery across 

the planet. 

Though we might prefer to immerse 

ourselves in the bliss of this willful 

ignorance, as the folks who fund such 

misadventures with our tax dollars, and 

who implicitly support it by raising no 

serious objections, much less mounting 

actual resistance, we are ourselves 

responsible. We are culpable. We share 

the guilt of those actively engineering 

and promoting this tsunami of death and 

destruction, a reign of terror inflicted on 

any nation who would dare stand in our 

path of full-spectrum dominance and 

self-serving plunder. 

How is it “we the people” are rendered 

so indifferent to these acts of 

aggression? 

Not an excuse, but an incriminating 

explanation, provides the required 

insight: We are told — and gullibly 

believe — that somehow this orgy of 

violence, the bloodbaths and rubble 

which result from our military 

interventions, are in pursuit of a better 

world, one where democracy and 

freedom and justice for all reigns 

supreme. That it is the U.S.’s 

responsibility to stand up for and protect 

the citizens of other nations who are 

being deprived of the rights and 

privileges due to all of us as humans. 

But as Kovalik proves beyond any 

doubt, for seven decades our wars of 

aggression and fostering regime change 

around the globe have had nothing to do 

with the tragically laughable “cover 

story” that the U.S. is spreading 

democracy and protecting human rights, 

but rather are the direct, predictable, and 

inevitable product of America’s 

obsessive fixation on world conquest 

and unchallengeable global domination. 

No More War covers a lot of ground, 

looking in detail at Congo, Rwanda, 

Uganda, Afghanistan, Syria, Libya, 

Bolivia, Venezuela, Cuba, Nicaragua, 

the NATO aggression against former 

Yugoslavia, the Vietnam War.  We see: 

1) how disruptive and 

counterproductive U.S. meddling in 

such countries is; 

2) how such interference in the affairs 

of sovereign nations contravenes both 

currently accepted norms and 

international law; 

3) how this abuse of military prowess 

is rapidly overextending U.S. projection 

of power; 

4) how it is making America a pariah 

in the world community; and, 

5) how this will ultimately result in a 

major confrontation with countries like 

Russia and China, two nuclear-armed 

nations which genuinely have assumed 

the higher moral ground in the world of 

geopolitics. 

Dan Kovalik also eloquently exposes 

the profound hypocrisy of the U.S. 

claiming to be standing up for human 

and political rights in other countries, as 

it ignores and violates within its own 

borders many of those same rights for 

its own citizens. 

No More War is a powerful, 

informative book. While the well-

crafted prose reads comfortably, 

conferring it with NYT best seller 

potential, its erudition demands that it 

be taken seriously. This invaluable 

volume begs to be used as a textbook 

for university peace study courses. For 

we can’t very well chart the right 

course without fully understanding 

where we’ve gone wrong . . . so very 

very wrong. 

John Rachel has a B. A. in Philosophy, 

has traveled extensively, is a songwriter, 

music producer, neo-Marxist, and a bipolar 

humanist. He has written eight novels and 

three political non-fiction books. His most 

recent polemic is "The Peace Dividend: The 

Most Controversial Proposal in the History 

of the World." His political articles have 

appeared at many alternative media outlets. 

He is now somewhat rooted in a small 

traditional farming village in Japan near 

Osaka, where he proudly tends his small but 

promising vegetable garden. "Scribo ergo 

sum."  

This article was posted on Sunday, May 

24th, 2020 
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ANOTHER “BOOK” REVIEW?  

It’s Trump vs. Bolton, and I’m Rooting 

for a Meteor 

By William Rivers Pitt 

June 18, 2020 "Information Clearing 

House" –  

 thought it was over in September 

2019, when Donald Trump and his 

third national security adviser, the 

execrable John Bolton, got into a 

“You’re Fired/I Quit!” fight on the front 

page of all the papers. “Maybe he’s 

really gone now,” I thought wistfully of 

Bolton, the war-humping 

neoconservative ghoul who has haunted 

U.S. foreign policy in one form or 

another since the Reagan administration, 

lo these 40 long years. 

No such luck. Now he has a book 

poised for release that is allegedly filled 

with all the scurrilous details on the 

Ukraine debacle that he should have 

shared under oath before Rep. Adam 

Schiff’s impeachment hearings. He 

didn’t, Trump was acquitted, and now 

the president has filed suit to upend 

Bolton’s publication party. 

Of course, Trump is proceeding in 

perfect Trumpian style. Block the book’s 

release outright? Nah, go for the loot 

instead. “The lawsuit filed on Tuesday 

gestured at blocking publication, but it 

seemed more squarely focused on 

seizing Mr. Bolton’s profits,” reports 

The New York Times. “Filed against Mr. 

Bolton — not Simon & Schuster — it 

asked for the court to take control of the 

money he made from the book.” 

As I said: Perfect. 

Trump brought Bolton on in the first 

place for a variety of reasons, not the 

least of which was to show Fox News 

that he was a foreign policy tough guy. 

Bolton has made a career out of 

promoting the killing of people in wars 

and other profitable enterprises — 

though he did avoid his own opportunity 

to see war first-hand in Vietnam (a 

conflict he of course supported) because 

he “had no desire to die in a Southeast 

Asian rice paddy.” 

The friction began almost immediately, 

though for a time it seemed Bolton 

would get the war with Iran he has 

yearned for since before the Iran-Contra 

scandal, another lethal endeavor with his 

fingerprints on it. Soon enough, 

however, it became clear to Bolton that 

Trump was unwilling to turn Tehran and 

Pyongyang into smoldering craters. The 

falling out between them was as 

inevitable as the tide, and Bolton took 

his notoriously copious notes and 

retreated into (alas) temporary 

obscurity. 

Bolton, like male pattern baldness, is 

incredibly difficult to be rid of. He 

didn’t have an active hand in the foreign 

policy of the Obama administration, but 

he was there all the same. His Project 

for a New American Century (PNAC) 

agenda, fully adopted by George W. 

Bush and Dick Cheney, turned the 

smoldering kindling of the Middle East 

into a pillar of fire that rained soot on 

Obama from the day he took office to 

the day he left. Bolton wasn’t there, but 

yeah, he was there, and the dead piled 

up like cordwood. 

Before Obama, there was Bush and 

WMD in Iraq, and Bolton’s tireless 

efforts to manipulate and obfuscate the 

weapons data so he could get the region-

wide war he and his PNAC buddies had 

always wanted. It was in this context 

that perhaps the most notorious Bolton 

story, until recently unreported in 

English, unfolded. 

In his charge toward war in Iraq, 

Bolton sought to clear the field of those 

who could credibly dispute his baseless 

WMD claims. One such was José 

Bustani, a Brazilian diplomat who was 

head of the Organization for the 

Prohibition of Chemical Weapons 

(OPCW), a 145-nation body dedicated 

to thwarting the acquisition and spread 

of such deadly weapons. Bustani was 

widely respected, and had just been 

unanimously re-elected to his post when 

Bolton came calling. 

Bustani was not buying what the Bush 

administration was peddling on Iraq, so 

Bolton arrived at OPCW headquarters in 

The Hague in March 2002 with a 

pointed message. According to a 

detailed report by The Intercept, Bolton 

told Bustani, “Cheney wants you out. 

We can’t accept your management style. 

You have 24 hours to leave the 

organization, and if you don’t comply 

with this decision by Washington, we 

have ways to retaliate against you. We 

know where your kids live. You have 

two sons in New York.” 

So, yeah, let’s all line up to buy a 

book written by that guy. Few thought 

anyone would come along to give the 

rampant bloodlust of Henry Kissinger a 

run for its money, but here we are. In 

the U.S., war criminals write books, go 

on television and never see the inside of 

a courtroom. Bolton continues the 

vicious tradition. 

In April of 2005, former State 

Department intelligence chief Carl Ford 

told the Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee that Bolton was “a 

quintessential kiss-up, kick-down kind 

of guy. He’s got a bigger kick, and it 

gets bigger and stronger the further 

down the bureaucracy he’s kicking. 

And he stands out. I don’t have any 

other example to give you of someone 

who acts this way.” 

That about sums it up. Now, Bolton 

wants to kick Trump while he’s down, 

and Trump is kicking back by trying to 

grab Bolton’s money. Two of the worst 

people ever to foul the skin of the Earth 

are at each other’s throats, and all I 

want for Christmas is a meteor to make 

it stop. 

There is a line credited to Sun Tzu 

that reads, “If you wait by the river long 

enough, the bodies of your enemies will 

float by.” 

I’m still waiting. 

William Rivers Pitt is a senior editor and 

lead columnist at Truthout. He is also a New 

York Times and internationally bestselling 

author of three books: War on Iraq: What 

Team Bush Doesn’t Want You to Know, The 

Greatest Sedition Is Silence and House of Ill 

Repute: Reflections on War, Lies, and 

America’s Ravaged Reputation. His fourth 

book, The Mass Destruction of Iraq: Why It 

Is Happening, and Who Is Responsible, co-

written with Dahr Jamail, is available now 

on Amazon. He lives and works in New 

Hampshire. - - "Source" - 
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Or telephone Beth on 3398 6844 (H) 
 

Or email Beth (see Just Peace web site for contact address) 

First they came for the Communists 

but I was not a Communist –  

so I said nothing. 

Then they came for the Social Democrats 

but I was not a Social Democrat –  

so I did nothing. 

Then they came for the trade unionists 

but I was not a trade unionist. 

And then they came for the Jews 

but I was not a Jew –  

so I did little. 

Then when they came for me 

there was no one left 

who could speak out for me. 
 

Pastor Martin Neimoller, 1937 
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