
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

by James O’Neill 

or a country relatively remote 

from the world’s trouble spots, 

Australia throughout its short 

history since European settlement in the 

late 18
th

 century has shown a 

remarkable capacity to involve itself in 

other people’s wars.  With the possible 

exception of Japan in World War 2 

none of these wars have posed a threat 

to Australia’s national security. 

Australia provided troops on behalf of 

the British in the Crimean war at a time 

when few Australians would have been 

able to locate Crimea on a map.  

Ironically, Tony Abbott as Prime 

Minister was willing to commit troops 

to Ukraine, again over Crimea.  

Australian knowledge of historical and 

geopolitical realities in Crimea 

appeared no greater in 2014 than it did 

in the 1850s.  The major difference was 

the infinitely greater threat to 

Australia's national security if such a 

foolhardy plan had eventuated and 

Australian troops found themselves 

confronting Russian forces. 

Australian troops are also committed 

to the Boer War in South Africa, World 

Wars 1 and 2, Korea, Malaya, Vietnam, 

Afghanistan, Iraq and Syria, to name 

just the major conflicts.  All of these 

involvements had two major 

characteristics in common: at no point 

(with the possible exception of Japan 

1942-45) were Australia's borders or 

national security threatened; and each 

involvement was at the behest of a 

foreign imperial power, often on 

entirely spurious grounds.  The last four 

named conflicts above had the added 

dimension of being contrary to 

international law. 

A common justification advanced in 

support of these foreign adventures is  

 

 

 

 

 

that they constitute a form of insurance 

policy, with the deaths of tens of 

thousands of Australian servicemen and 

women being the premium that has to 

be paid. 

If we do not pay these premiums, the 

argument runs, the ‘policy’ expires and 

our ‘great and powerful friends’ the 

United Kingdom and more latterly the 

United States will not come to our aid if 

and when we are in turn attacked. 

It has never been clear just who these 

aggressors might be, despite endless 

manufactured potential foes, nor why 

Australia feels the need to base its 

foreign policy thus when scores of 

countries do not feel similarly 

threatened nor feel the need to pay such 

a price for their ‘security’. 

The capacity to have an intelligent 

debate about whether or not there are 

other, and better, options is severely 

hampered by a number of factors.  One 

of the major factors is the concentration 

of ownership of the mainstream print 

media.  The Murdoch empire controls 

70 percent of the nation’s newspapers 

and is run by an American citizen who 

does not even reside in Australia.  The 

bulk of the balance is controlled by the 

Fairfax family who at least reside in 

Australia. 

This concentration of ownership 

results in a degree of uniformity of 

opinion that Stalin would have 

recognised and appreciated.  There is a 

greater diversity of media ownership 

and opinion in modern Russia than 

there is in Australia, yet the relentless 

message in the Australian media is that 

Russia is an authoritarian state where 

dissent from an all-powerful Vladimir 

Putin is discouraged or worse. 

(continued on Page 2…) 

F 

The Peace Issue . . .  
The newsletter of 

Just Peace Queensland Inc 

PO Box 573 

Coorparoo  Qld  4151  AUSTRALIA 

Web site:   www.justpeaceqld.org  

Email:  justpeaceqld@gmail.com 

Co-convenors: 

Annette Brownlie 07 3843 1270 

 0431 597 256 

Norm Bullen 07 3848 8277 

Publication Editor:  Adrian Pollock 

 07 3366 3251 

Email: aspollock@optusnet.com.au  

Contents of this issue include: 

Just Peace Editorial    4 

Just Peace Activities    4 

IPAN Conference Report    5 

We can say “No”    6 

Sri Lankan War Crimes    7 

Global Nuclear Winter    8 

Nuclear Survival Ticket    10 

Pivot to Asia   11 

Duterte Seeks Peace   14 

Truth to Tell   16 

Moral Quicksand   17 

Liberation of Aleppo   18 

Moscow Declaration   19 

U.N. Declaration   21 

Israel: An Evil State   22 

The Begging Bowl   23 

Ukraine War Ramps Up   24 

“Ukraine on Fire”   26 

“Gaza Trip”   27 

Al Qaeda Christmas   27 

Fidel Castro   28 

Poetry   29 

Dubya, I Miss You   30 

 

 

Just Peace Meetings:  all members and 

supporters are welcome at our meetings.   

When: 2
nd

 Tuesday of each month 

Time: Start @ 07:00pm 

Where: 2
nd

 Floor, QCU Building 

 Cnr Grey & Peel Streets 

 South Brisbane 

TThhee  PPeeaaccee  IIssssuuee  ..  ..  ..  
TThhee  NNeewwsslleetttteerr  ooff  JJuusstt  PPeeaaccee  QQuueeeennssllaanndd  IInncc  

 

IIssssuuee  NNoo..  5522 DDeecceemmbbeerr  22001166 
 

http://www.justpeaceqld.org/
mailto:justpeaceqld@gmail.com
mailto:aspollock@optusnet.com.au


 
 
 

The Peace Issue . . .  Page  No. 52  December 2016 

 

 

2 

 

(continued from Page 1…) 

Such a view would be laughable if it 

were not so dangerous. 

Academia is little better.  The 

universities and the so-called ‘think 

tanks’ rely heavily on subsidies from 

their American equivalents, or from 

Australian government departments 

committed to the government’s policies.  

There is an obvious reluctance to 

criticise, for example, American foreign 

policy when such criticism endangers 

funding sources, promotions, and 

comfortable sabbaticals in the US. 

A recent example of the intellectual 

drivel that this can lead to was found in 

the recent publication of the Australian 

Strategic Policy Institute entitled ‘Why 

Russia is a Threat to the International 

Order’.  Its author, Paul Dibb, is a 

former spymaster.  It was an ill-informed 

discussion all too typical of what passes 

for foreign policy analysis.  Not only did 

it demonstrate a complete 

misunderstanding of Russian strategic 

policy, it wholly accepted and American 

centred view of the world. 

In Dibb’s world, the Americans only 

act from the best of intentions and for the 

benefit of the people unfortunate enough 

to be the object of their attentions.  Any 

analysis of the way US foreign policy is 

actually practised is air brushed from the 

reader’s attention.  The treatment of 

Ukraine is instructive in this regard. 

Dibb completely ignores the February 

2014 American organised and financed 

coup that removed the legitimate 

Yanukovich government from power.  

He ignores the military agreement that 

provided for the stationing of Russian 

troops in Crimea; that Crimea had for 

centuries been part of Russia until 

Krushchev ‘gifted’ Crimea to Ukraine in 

1954 (without consulting the Crimeans); 

the overwhelming support in two 

referenda to secede from Ukraine and 

apply to rejoin the Russian Federation; 

the discriminatory treatment of the 

largely Russian speaking population of 

the Donbass region in Eastern Ukraine; 

and the Kiev regime’s systematic 

violation of the Minsk Accords designed 

to find a peaceable solution to the 

Ukrainian conflict. 

Instead, he writes that Russia’s 

invasion and annexation of Crimea and 

its attempt through military means to 

detach the Donbass region in the eastern 

part of Ukraine have to be seen as a 

fundamental challenge to the post-war 

sanctity of Europe’s borders.” 

Such historical revisionism and 

detachment from reality is unfortunately 

not confined to Dibb.  It is all too 

common in the Australian media in all 

its forms. 

A selective view of the world, of 

which Dibb is but one example, extends 

to a sanitising of the US’s role in post 

war history.  The US has bombed, 

invaded, undermined, overthrown the 

governments of, and destroyed more 

countries and killed more people in the 

process over the past 70 years than all 

other countries in the world combined. 

Its disregard for international law, all 

the while proclaiming the importance of 

a “rules based system” is well 

documented. 

A particularly egregious but far from 

unique example, is the war in Syria in 

which Australia is also involved, even to 

the comical extent of admitting 

culpability in the “mistaken” bombing 

of Syrian government troops at Door Ez 

Zair.  

That the bombing was not a mistake 

but rather, as several commentators 

have pointed out (although never in the 

Australian media) was much more likely 

to have been a deliberate sabotaging by 

the Ash Carter Pentagon element of the 

American war machine of the Kerry-

Lavrov negotiated partial ceasefire.  

Syrian intelligence had reported 

intercepts of communications between 

the US military and the jihadist 

terrorists immediately before the 

bombing in which their respective 

actions were coordinated.  The bombing 

was followed by immediate terrorist 

attacks on Syrian army positions in the 

area and is highly unlikely to have been 

a coincidence. 

This is of course consistent with 

American policy in Syria from the 

outset.  They have sought to maintain a 

ludicrous distinction between 

“moderate” terrorists and the rest.  

Before the Russian intervention at the 

end of September 2015 they managed to 

avoid actually stopping the ISIS 

advance through large swathes of Syrian 

territory, and together with their Saudi 

and Qatari allies have trained, financed 

and armed the terrorists from the outset.  

All of which is part of a pattern of US 

support for terrorists, as long as they 

support US strategic goals. 

No such analysis appears in the 

Australian mainstream media which 

maintains an unswerving allegiance to 

only one form of analysis.  This 

dangerous group think and intolerance 

of dissent is exemplified in a recent 

article by Peter Hartcher, the senior 

political correspondent of the Fairfax 

media. 

Hartcher described what he called 

“rats, flies, mosquitoes and sparrows” 

by which he meant opponents Australia 

of a war with China. The “rats” we're 

politicians “compromised by China's 

embrace”.  The “flies” are the 

“unwitting mouthpieces for the interests 

of the Chinese regime”. The mosquitoes 

were Australian business people “so 

captivated by their financial interests 

that they demand Australia assume a 

kowtow position”.  The “sparrows” 

were Chinese students and Australia-

Chinese associations that exist 

“specifically to spread China's 

influence”.  

In Hartcher’s view all four groups 

were “pests” that needed to be 

eradicated.  To call this reversion to the 

worst elements of 1950s McCarthyism 

is probably to do the late junior Senator 

from Wisconsin a disservice. 

Were it simply a case of ignorance it 

might be simply consigned to the scrap 

heap where it richly belongs. But it is 

representative f the same mindset that 

as led Australia into o many disastrous 

foreign policy misadventures that it 

cannot be ignored.  Another reason it 

cannot be ignored is that it represents 

and affects a widely held view among 

Australian politicians. 

The demonisation of Russia in 

general and Mr Putin in particular is 

clearly evident in the reporting of the 

situation in Ukraine and Syria.  The 

ignoring of history and the inversion of 

reality is the default position.  

Everything that Russia does is a 

manifestation of its “aggression”.  Putin 

is commonly described as a “dictator” 

and the appalling Hillary Clinton even 

compared him with Hitler.  That there is 

not a shred of evidence to support the 

(continued on Page 3…) 
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(continued from Page 2…) 

many wild allegations against Mr Putin 

does not prevent their regular repetition 

in the western media. 

Similar blindness is evident with 

regard to the reporting on Syria.  

Australia is manifestly in breach of the 

United Nations Charter in its 

participation in the attacks upon the 

Syrian government and its forces.  

Foreign Minister Julie Bishop’s 

laughable defence of the presence of the 

Australian military in Syria the central 

plank of which was specifically denied 

by the Iraqi government, was 

nonetheless accepted without question 

by the Australian mainstream media. 

There is more preposterous posturing 

over the South China Sea. The much 

vaunted “freedom of navigation” 

demanded for shipping in the South 

China Sea (although no-one can point to 

a single instance of civilian maritime 

traffic being hindered in any way) is a 

concept selectively applied.  Just ask a 

Cuban, Palestinian or Yemeni if freedom 

of navigation is their recent or current 

experience of American policy. 

Australia partakes annually in a US led 

naval exercise, Operation Talisman 

Sabre that rehearses the blockading of 

the Malacca Straits a vital seaway for 

China, that along with dozens of military 

bases (including in Australia), missile 

systems surrounding China, free trade 

agreements that pointedly exclude the 

world’s largest trading nation, and many 

other aspects designed to ‘contain’ 

China, are not the activities of a 

peacefully oriented nation. 

Australia not only participates in 

clearly provocative actions.  The 2015 

Defence White Paper is clearly 

predicated on planning a war with China.  

Public statements by senior defence 

personnel, both civilian and military, 

reflect a militaristic mindset viz a viz 

China that can only be described as 

magical thinking given the military 

capacity of the PRC to obliterate 

Australia within 30 minutes of hostilities 

actually breaking out is only part of the 

problem. 

That such thinking takes place in a 

context where China, the perceived 

enemy, is also the country’s largest 

trading partner by a significant margin 

and the source of much of Australia's 

prosperity over the past 40 years reveals 

a strategic conundrum that the 

politicians have singularly failed to 

come to grips with. Worse, it is not even 

considered a matter worthy of sustained 

serious discussion. 

By its conduct both in Syria and the 

South China Sea, Australia runs the risk 

of becoming involved in a full-scale 

shooting war with both Russia and 

China. Viewed objectively, here is little 

doubt that in any such conflagration 

Russia and China enjoy significant 

military advantages.  Even that 

superiority is not to be entertained.  

Instead, Australia pursues the purchase 

of hugely expensive submarines and 

F35 fighter planes the strategic and 

military value of which is at best 

dubious and more probably, useless. 

What then is the benefit to Australia of 

constantly putting itself in a position 

where the best it could hope for would 

be collateral damage?  Reliance upon 

the US in such a situation where their 

position would be even worse is not a 

sound policy basis.  No rational human 

being would advance on a course of 

action where the detriments so 

significantly outweigh the benefits, so 

why should a nation be any different? 

With its crumbling infrastructure, 

endless wars that it regularly loses, a 

corrupt money-dominated political 

culture, technologically inferior 

weaponry and enormous burgeoning 

debt, the US is hardly a model protector.  

To believe otherwise is simply 

delusional. 

As the US based Russian blogger 

Dimitry Orlov has recently pointed out, 

Russia’s international conduct is 

governed by three basic principles: 

using military force as a reactive 

security measure; scrupulous adherence 

to international law; and seeing military 

action as being in the service of 

diplomacy. 

That clearly does not accord with the 

relentless misinformation Australians 

are constantly fed but to confuse 

propaganda with reality is a dangerous 

basis upon which to formulate foreign 

policy. 

China is also choosing a radically 

different path in its international 

relations.  The One Belt, One Road, or 

New Silk Road initiatives, associated as 

they are with a range of other 

developments, the significance of 

which most Australians barely grasp, 

has the capacity to transform the 

world’s financial, economic and 

geopolitical structures in a remarkably 

short time. 

The choice for Australia is stark.  

Does it persist in aligning itself with 

what the late Malcolm Fraser accurately 

called a ‘dangerous ally’?  Or does it 

recognise that the world upon which its 

comfortable and dangerous illusions are 

based is rapidly changing and adjust its 

alliances accordingly. 

At the moment Australia has the 

luxury of choice, but it is an 

opportunity that will vanish very 

quickly. Unfortunately, the lesson of 

history is that Australia will again make 

the wrong choice. 

James O’Neill is a Barrister at Law.  

He may be contacted at 

joneill@qldbar.asn.au 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Any forces that would impose their 

will on other nations will certainly 

face defeat. 

~General Vo Nguyen Giap 

(Vietnam) 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Distorted history boasts of bellicose 

glory . . . and seduces the souls of 

boys to seek mystical bliss in 

bloodshed and in battles. 

~Alfred Adler 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

The voice of protest...is never more 

needed than when the clamor of fife 

and drum...is bidding all men...obey 

in silence the tyrannous word of 

command. 

~Charles Eliot Norton 
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EDITORIAL: ELECTIONS  

If I was to pick out one issue that 

epitomised the global situation in 2016, 

it would be the increasing disconnect 

between the propaganda that passes for 

mainstream media information and the, 

to me, more-believable information 

available from the alternative media. 

Just this week we have seen the 

expulsion of Russian diplomats from 

the US over what is stated to be 

Russian interference in the recent US 

presidential elections. Despite what 

appears to be a leak from inside the 

Democratic Party itself, and the lack of 

evidence produced by the CIA, the 

Obama administration seems intent on 

raising the temperature in its relations 

to Russia – a continuation of its 

belligerent and aggressive approach to 

anything involving Russia. 

Perhaps it is just the dying days of an 

administration that has proven itself to 

be either too weak to oppose the 

neoconservatives in the US 

government, or perhaps it is a 

conscious foreign policy perspective 

that has betrayed its original promise. 

The Obama administration has shown 

itself to be one of the more war-

mongering administrations we’ve seen 

since Nixon – and even Nixon 

achieved some good policy outcomes 

(e.g., the opening to Mao’s China). 

Obama will be remembered as a failure 

and a fraud. 

The mainstream media – particularly 

the major US papers (New York Times 

and Washington Post) – have become 

mouthpieces for the US government. In 

light of Cold War rhetoric that was 

used to belittle the Soviet press as 

being mouthpieces for the government, 

is rather ironic that these so-called free 

media sources are increasingly acting 

as if they were agents of the 

government in their unquestioning 

campaign against Russia and other 

countries that defy the imperial power. 

There is probably greater effective 

freedom of the press in Russia than 

there is in the US today. 

And, of course, the media in Australia 

parrots the same line as its bedfellows 

in the US. This is no less than what we 

have come to expect. But the problem 

is world-wide. I was a subscriber to the 

Guardian Weekly for over 40 years, 

but I recently cancelled my subscription 

as I could no longer support a supposedly 

liberal left paper that wrote increasing 

drivel about Russia, Syria and other 

conflict issues.  

Of course, there are some causes for hope 

– Jeremy Corbyn in the UK being a stand-

out example – but in the absence of a 

strong, united and attractive Left, the field 

seems to be open for a resurgence of the 

nationalist Right. Clearly such 

developments do not auger well for issues 

such as immigration, but how such 

developments will play out in respect of 

attitudes to US and Western imperialism 

remains to be seen. Populist policies such 

as protectionism would not auger well for 

neoliberal capitalism and its handyman 

(the armaments and war production 

industry). 

It is worth finishing with a quote by Fidel 

Castro, a leader we could do with now 

given the parlous state of national 

leadership in the world today: 

“Russia and China know the world’s 

problems much better than the US 

because they were obliged to endure the 

terrible wars imposed on them by 

fascism’s blind egoism. I have no doubt 

that they, given their historical traditions 

and revolutionary experience, will make 

the greatest effort to avoid war and 

contribute to the peaceful development of 

Venezuela, Latin America, Asia and 

Africa,” a 2015 letter to Venezuelan 

leader Nicholas Maduro.  

Adrian Pollock 

JUST PEACE ACTIVITIES 

At the end of a year where much has 

changed at home and internationally with 

a strengthening of far right forces, Just 

Peace and other progressive organisations 

have done our best to highlight the 

dangerous times and present alternatives. 

Following the very busy times in April 

reported on in the last newsletter, with a 

focus on military spending and refugees 

our activity was as follows: 

St Marys in Exile Homily in May. 

Annette delivered a homily focused on the 

word Peace and reflecting  on Henry 

Reynolds latest book Unnecessary Wars. 

The motivation for Just Peace and IPAN’s 

activity was addressed with a series of 

slides put together by member Enda 

Bracken and poetry from Anita Reed. 

United Nations Association Australia 

Just Peace supported and participated in 

the UNAA Q International Peace 

Keepers Day with a march to Anzac 

Square 

Meetings were held to organise the 

upcoming International Day of Peace 

IPAN 

Most of Just Peace role in IPAN 

through the year was centred on 

organising the national conference and 

protests at Pine Gap and Alice Springs. 

Qld was well represented at the 

conference which attracted over 140 

people from across Australia. See 

report on Page 5. 

The IPAN AGM was held in Alice 

Springs with a decision to incorporate. 

The new national coordinating 

committee is represented by two 

representatives from each state. Qld is 

represented by Annette Brownlie (Just 

Peace) and Janine Quine (Sandgate 

Year for Peace). There are now over 35 

organisations affiliated to IPAN.  The 

committee will hold a strategy planning 

meeting in February 2017 recognising 

the need for reflection and forward 

planning if the peace movement is to be 

an effective advocate for a new 

direction, away from subservient 

support for endless wars, towards just 

peaceful domestic and foreign policies. 

Just Peace for Palestine 

Vikki Henry has coordinated activity 

and represented Just Peace at the 

Australian Palestine Advocacy Network 

(APAN) AGM. The focus is on action 

around BDS (Boycott Divestment and 

Sanctions). Just Peace 4 Palestine held 

petition and information stalls in the 

city over numerous months. Sadly one 

of our loved members Margot Salom 

passed away in October- See eulogy on 

Page5. 

International Day of Peace Brisbane 

Peace Lecture 

This year Debbie Kilroy (OA) from 

Sisters Inside delivered a powerful 

lecture on Human Rights. 

Debbie focused on the injustices of 

Aboriginal incarceration with statistics 

and human stories demonstrating the 

urgent need for reform.   

(continued on Page 5…) 
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(continued from Page 4…) 

The Combined Unions Choir and singer 

Leah Cotterell provided musical support. 

Just Peace AGM November 13
th

 

New committee members Maureen 

Todhunter, Rosemary Lynch, Rosemary 

Severin and Daryl McAndrew were 

welcomed. Co-convenor Norm Bullen 

retired and was presented with a life 

membership and gratitude for his long 

contribution to Just Peace.  Ross 

Gwyther now shares the convening role 

with Annette Brownlie. Vikki and Mike 

Henry, Margid Bryn-Burns, Anita Reed 

and Beth Gordon as treasurer continue to 

contribute their time and energy on the 

committee. 

The key-note speaker Vince Scappatura 

spoke on the Australian American 

Dialogue group. Fascinating insight into 

how Australian individuals are nurtured 

into support for US conservative 

ideology. 

U3A lecture on Monday 21/11/2016 

Over 100 people attended a talk given by 

Ross Gwyther on Australian foreign 

policies at the Cleveland U3A. Thanks to 

Norma Forrest for organising. 

December monthly meeting was 

addressed by Willy Bach on the Secret 

war in Laos. This was the subject of a 

master’s degree that Willy had just 

completed.  A really interesting outline 

of the history and preparations of what 

we know as the Vietnam War going back 

into the 1950’s.  

A big thankyou to all our members 

who have renewed their membership 

and made donations without which we 

would not be able to continue the 

work of Just Peace. 

Annette Brownlie 

IPAN CONFERENCE REPORT 

OCTOBER 2016 

The Independent and Peaceful Australia 

Network (IPAN) 3
rd

 national conference 

was recently held  in Alice Springs to 

mark the 50
th

 anniversary of an 

agreement allowing the USA to build 

and operate the Joint Defence Facility 

Pine Gap. 

Pine Gap, 20 kms southeast of Alice 

Springs, was established in 1968 in 

conditions of great secrecy. Local people 

at the time were told it was a space 

research facility.  

In fact it is a facility dedicated to spying 

and warfare. It now consists of around 

20 radomes working as satellite 

receiving stations. 

Every branch of the US military as well 

as the National Reconnaissance Office, 

National Security Agency and the CIA 

are stationed at Pine Gap. It employs 

over 1,000 US and Australian personnel.  

Pine Gap is one of the largest and most 

important United States war fighting 

and intelligence bases in the world. 

Pine Gap's original and still most 

important function is to serve as the 

ground control station for US satellites 

which cover a strategically important 

third of the globe, encompassing China, 

southern Russia and the Middle East oil 

fields. 

US satellites transmitting through Pine 

Gap monitor missile launches and 

military, economic, political and 

domestic telephone, microwave and 

VHF radio communications from allies 

and enemies alike. They provide 

photographic surveillance of terrain, 

buildings, troop movements, the results 

of bombing raids, etc. The satellites can 

also intercept radar emanations, 

allowing mapping of air defences, anti-

ballistic missile radars and early-

warning radars.  

Pine Gap was established in the hysteria 

of the cold war and was part of the 

United States nuclear war fighting 

strategy. With the end of the cold war 

the United States did not downgrade 

Pine Gap. Instead it intensified its use of 

the base, adding more and more 

functions as the years went on. 

IPAN is an umbrella organisation 

consisting of a diverse range of people, 

organisations, Unions including the 

ETU, and communities who have a 

shared vision for a peaceful, just and 

independent future for Australia.  

The three day event opened with a 

public forum, Secrets at the Centre, 

attended by nearly 200 people, which 

featured a number of notable speakers.  

Professor Richard Tanter, a Senior 

Research Associate at the Nautilus 

Institute and Honorary Professor in the 

School of Political and Social Sciences 

at the University of Melbourne.  Dr Lisa 

Natividad from Guam spoke about the 

impact of US marines, navy and air 

force occupation of their very small 

Island nation. Professor Kozuzu Abe 

from Japan spoke of the struggles in 

Okinawa since WW2 and their 

continued resistance to ongoing 

construction of US air force facilities, 

and Australian Green’s Deputy Leader, 

Senator Scott Ludlam spoke on how 

important it is for all citizenry to be 

actively engaged in our communities 

aiming to build a more secure just and 

independent Australia. 

Over 140 people attended IPAN’s one 

day conference on Saturday.  

Participants came from across Australia 

and included a significant number of 

local people wanting to know more 

about Pine Gap. Themes discussed 

included: The security threat of having 

US bases in Pine Gap, Darwin and the 

Asia Pacific. The conference also 

discussed the costs of the military 

alliance to Australia's working people; 

and practical alternatives that ensure the 

protection of peace, security, working 

people's livelihood and national 

sovereignty. 

Local Aboriginal Elder Auntie Pat 

Ansell-Dodd’s spoke of her people’s 

story in relation to dispossession.  

There never was and still hasn’t been 

any consultation or agreement with the 

Arrernte people of Central Australia to 

allow the Pine Gap facility to operate. 

Following the conference IPAN 

organised a peaceful protest involving a 

cavalcade of cars to the gates of Pine 

Gap on Sunday 2
nd

 October. The 

protesters were met at the gate and 

heavily fenced entrance to Pine Gap, by 

30 uniformed police plus two police on 

horses. The protesters had already been 

“frisked” by police some hundred 

metres down the road from the 

entrance. 

IPAN recommends that instead of a 

military alliance, including hosting Pine 

Gap, Australia needs an independent 

and non-aligned foreign policy and 

friendly and mutually beneficial 

relations with all countries. Militarising 

Australia and delivering unfaltering 

support for US aggression and threats 

against other countries cannot ensure 

security for Australians. 

For more information contact an IPAN 

representative on 

ipan.australia@gmail.com 

 

http://http/www.theage.com.au/technology/technology-news/desert-secrets-20130720-2qb5c.html
http://http/www.theage.com.au/technology/technology-news/desert-secrets-20130720-2qb5c.html
mailto:ipan.australia@gmail.com
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WE CAN SAY “NO” TO THE 

AMERICANS 

Posted on 13 December 2016  

Australia at the crossroads of time and 

imagination  

Can Australia rise to the challenge of a 

rapidly transforming world or is it bound 

to the myths of a bygone age? 

ustralia’s sense of place from the 

earliest days of European 

settlement can be crudely but not 

inaccurately said to have rested on five 

myths: 

 that Australia’s ‘whiteness’ was 

crucial to its identity and attachment 

to Western (i.e. British) traditions 

and values; 

 that with a small population and a 

vast territory to defend, our security 

ultimately depended on protection 

by the imperial power; 

 that such protection required 

Australia to demonstrate loyalty to 

the protector; 

 that the main threats to our security 

originated in Asia, where unfamiliar 

civilisations and huge populations 

could not but look with envy upon 

our economic prosperity; and 

 that loyalty to the imperial protector 

and an effective response to external 

threats required a policy of forward 

defence, that is, a willingness to 

fight ‘sooner rather than later’ and 

‘there rather than here’. 

Though the decline of the British Empire 

was widely viewed at the time with 

dismay and alarm, the rise of the United 

States as the preeminent world power 

afforded much needed reassurance. The 

transition to dependence on US military 

protection was consummated with the 

signing of the ANZUS treaty in 1951. 

Though not entirely painless, the alliance 

would over time help to entrench all five 

myths with only minor adjustments 

along the way, of which the only 

significant one was the abandonment of 

‘white Australia’ as the basis of our 

immigration policy. 

Sixty-five years later, the balance sheet 

of the alliance is most striking for the 

negligible benefits it has brought 

Australia and the heavy costs it has 

imposed on our diplomacy, security, 

budgets, and importantly on the values 

we supposedly cherish, not least our 

commitment to civil liberties at home 

and human rights abroad. Perhaps the 

most damaging effect has been to 

strengthen the addiction to empire and 

the consequent failure to reconcile our 

history and geography. 

These cumulative costs are now 

compounded by a profoundly altered 

international landscape. For some time 

now, the economic, diplomatic and 

organisational dominance of the United 

States has been in steady decline. So has 

its moral stature and the utility of 

military power, the one asset where it 

still enjoys outright superiority. From 

Vietnam to Syria, the record is clear: 

great power military intervention has 

achieved few, if any, of its objectives, 

while the costs have been severe and 

enduring. Support for US doctrines, 

strategies and expeditions has distracted 

Australian governments from the 

important and demanding task of 

cementing relations with Asia, 

especially with China, and served to 

stunt our political discourse, diplomatic 

capital and bureaucratic skill and 

competence. 

All of this at a time when we need to 

join like-minded countries to address a 

series of regional and global challenges 

of unprecedented magnitude. The long 

list includes climate change, the re-

emerging threat posed by nuclear 

weapons, continuing fragility of the 

international financial system, highly 

destabilising inequalities of wealth and 

income within and between countries, 

the devastating impact of foreign 

military interventions in the Middle 

East, Africa and West Asia, the 

poisonous relationship between Islam 

and the West, the souring of great power 

relations and the massive displacement 

of peoples fleeing war and persecution. 

In the search for viable solutions 

military alliances have proved more of a 

hindrance than a help. 

So, what might be a more promising 

direction for Australia? Formal 

abrogation of ANZUS is neither a 

priority nor politically feasible. A more 

constructive two-pronged approach 

suggests itself. The first prong involves 

cutting current military and intelligence 

links which inhibit peaceful settlement 

of disputes, not least in relation to the 

South China Sea, removing the US 

military presence from Australian soil, 

ending all overseas military 

deployments which are not explicitly 

authorised by the UN Security Council, 

and shifting the authority to commit 

Australian military forces overseas 

from the executive to the Australian 

parliament. 

The second prong requires Australia 

to determine the policy positions it 

needs to adopt on the most pressing 

transnational challenges to security as 

well as the most useful relationships 

and forums through which these 

positions can be collectively advanced, 

regionally and globally. A high priority 

in this context is the comprehensive 

renewal of multilateral institutions, 

notably the UN Security Council, the 

G20, and the Asia-Pacific security 

architecture. All of this needs a 

culturally sensitive and consultative 

approach aimed at developing effective 

diplomatic coalitions of the willing, in 

which national governments closely 

coordinate their efforts with those of 

civil society and international 

institutions. 

Australia will no doubt wish to 

consult with the United States on a 

range of issues, but consultation does 

not mean approval. Australia’s policies 

must ultimately reflect its own 

perspectives and priorities. Where the 

positions of the two countries differ, as 

friends they have to agree to disagree. 

The relationship with the United States 

will remain an important one for 

Australia, but its form and content 

should be set not so much by the 

interests of their respective political and 

security establishments as by the needs 

and aspirations of the two societies and 

the international community as a whole. 

Joseph Camilleri is Emeritus 

Professor, La Trobe University. 
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SRI LANKAN WAR CRIMES 

By Bruce Haigh 

Posted Friday, 14 October 2016 

ccording to successive Sri 

Lankan governments the only 

war crimes committed during the 

civil war, waged from July 1983 – May 

2009, were those perpetrated by the 

Tamils; aggressive denial has defined 

their response. 

There have been strong and sustained 

calls from the international community 

for crimes amounting to genocide to be 

investigated by an international tribunal, 

preferably the UN. To counter the 

aggressive propaganda of Sinhala 

nationalists, the calls for international 

action included the inclusion of war 

crimes committed by the Tamil Tigers. 

The government in Australia goes along 

with this in order to bolster the illegal 

policy of turning back asylum seekers 

arriving by boat. Returning asylum 

seekers and refugees to a place of danger 

is known as refoulement. The principal 

of non-refoulement is the cornerstone of 

asylum and international refugee law. 

Turning back boats makes Australia 

directly complicit in the crime of 

genocide. 

Australia has done nothing to support 

calls for an international commission of 

inquiry even though the Sri Lankan 

Government continues to persecute 

Tamils. 

The alienation of the minority Tamil 

population from the majority Sinhalese 

was a long process reaching a turning 

point in 1956 when the Sinhala language 

was determined to be the official 

language. The screws were tightened on 

Tamils by restricting their access to 

education, jobs in the public sector and 

professional bodies, with discrimination 

eventually resulting in state sanctioned 

pogrom against Tamils in 1983. 

Many Tamils fled Colombo and the 

south for the north. The notion of a 

separate state was born as the means of 

surviving Sinhalese chauvinism. A 

military force was established to protect 

these aims; having forced the Tamils to 

this point the SLG then expressed 

surprise and anger that its soldiers and 

civilians should be attacked. 

Hit and run tactics and suicide 

bombings eventually evolved into a full 

scale civil war ending in 2009 with the 

massacre of 80,000 Tamil civilians and 

fighters known as the Tamil Tigers. 

The present government continues to 

received support and assistance from 

Australia. An AFP contingent is posted 

to the Australian High Commission in 

Colombo to assist the local police and 

navy stop boats. There are allegations 

that the AFP contingent is aware that 

Tamils returned illegally from 

Australian custody have been tortured in 

detention. 

Australia supplied patrol boats to the 

Sri Lankan navy for the express purpose 

of turning back boats, despite it 

becoming public knowledge that the 

President's brother, installed as minister 

for defence, was involved in the chain 

of people smuggling. On a visit to Sri 

Lanka in 2013, Tony Abbott, as Prime 

Minister, said that under certain 

circumstances torture could be justified, 

which was and remains an extraordinary 

statement. 

The Sri Lankan Prime Minister, Ranil 

Wickremesinghe, accused Abbott of 

doing a deal with the former President, 

Mahinda Rajapaksa. He said the 

agreement was that Rajapaksa would 

stop the boats if Abbott remained silent 

about human rights abuse in Sri Lanka. 

He said the close relationship between 

the corrupt Rajapaksa and Abbott was a 

mystery to Sri Lankans. 

At the request of the SLG, ASIO kept 

over 50 former Tamil Tigers in 

indefinite detention, even though they 

were found to have been refugees. 

As Foreign Minister, Bob Carr, 

referred to Tamil asylum seekers as 

economic migrants, despite all evidence 

to the contrary. His successor, Julie 

Bishop, has done the same. Australian 

governments have adopted the fiction 

that the minority Tamils were the 

aggressors in the civil war. Their 

position is that Sinhalese won the war, 

peace has been restored and the Tamils 

must accept it and get on with life; 

which consists of a military occupation 

of the north, confiscation of their land, 

desecration of their cemeteries, rape of 

the women and marginalisation from 

economic activity; all against a 

background of bribery, cruelty and 

corruption. 

That is not the finding of the Peoples' 

Tribunal on Sri Lanka which met in 

Bremen from 7-10 December, 2013. It 

found that, "On the strength of the 

evidence presented, the Tribunal 

reached the consensus ruling that the 

state of Sri Lanka is guilty of the crime 

of genocide against Eelam Tamils 

(Tamils from the north and east) and 

that the consequences of the genocide 

continue to the present day with 

ongoing acts of genocide against Eelam 

Tamils." 

The Tribunal determined that the 

following acts were committed by the 

government of Sri Lanka: killing 

members of the group; causing serious 

bodily or mental harm to members of 

the group and acting with the specific  

(continued on Page 8…) 
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intent of destruction of a protected 

group. It also found that there was 

continuity of genocide through 

ongoing acts of genocide and that the 

state deliberately inflicted on the 

group conditions of life calculated to 

bring about its physical destruction in 

whole or in part. 

The new government of President 

Maithripala Sirisena undertook in 

2015 to allow an internationally 

supervised investigation into the 

massacre which took place at the end 

of the civil war. This undertaking 

followed a UN Human rights 

Council resolution on 24 September 

2015 calling for such an 

investigation. 

However responding to growing 

pressure from within Sri Lanka, 

Sirisena has pulled back from 

implementing the decision. Visiting 

Sri Lanka in March 2016, the UN 

Human rights Commissioner, Zeid 

Ra 'ad al Hussein said it was 

important the investigation took 

place, so that Sri Lanka could learn 

from its past mistakes. Australia has 

done nothing to encourage Sri Lanka 

to comply. 

In the light of ongoing allegations 

of torture in Sri Lanka, Hussein 

renewed his criticism of Australia for 

turning back boats with asylum 

seekers. The Director of Freedom 

from Torture, Sonya Sceats, said in 

2016 her organisation had received 

eight allegations of torture in Sri 

Lanka in the past year. She said a 

culture of torture was deeply 

entrenched in the Sri Lankan police 

and military. 

Meanwhile in August 2016 

Immigration Minister Peter Dutton 

returned asylum seekers to Sri Lanka 

who had been attempting to reach 

Australia by boat. Australia has not 

pressed Sri Lanka to comply with the 

UN resolution. 

Bruce Haigh is a political commentator 

and retired diplomat who served in 

Pakistan and Afghanistan in 1972-73 and 

1986-88, and in South Africa from 1976-

1979 

© The National Forum and contributors 1999-2016. All 

rights reserved. 

 

A GLOBAL NUCLEAR WINTER: 

AVOIDING THE UNTHINKABLE 

India and Pakistan: As Donald Trump 

ascends to the White House, he's wading 

into the most dangerous conflict on the 

globe. 

By Conn Hallinan, December 8, 2016.  

Indian and Pakistani border guards shake hands at a 
village border crossing. (Photo: Koshy Koshy / 

Flickr) 

resident-elect Donald Trump’s off 

the cuff, chaotic approach to 

foreign policy had at least one 

thing going for it, even though it was 

more the feel of a blind pig rooting for 

acorns than a thought-out international 

initiative. In speaking with Pakistani 

Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif, the New 

York Times reported, Trump said he 

wanted “to address and find solutions” to 

Pakistan’s problems. 

And what big problems they are. 

Whether Trump understands exactly 

how dangerous the current tensions 

between Pakistan and India are, or if 

anything will come from the November 

30 exchange between the two leaders, is 

anyone’s guess. But it’s more than the 

Obama administration has done over the 

past eight years, in spite of the outgoing 

president’s 2008 election promise to 

address the on-going crisis in Kashmir. 

Right now that troubled land is the 

single most dangerous spot on the globe. 

War, Famine, and Radiation 

India and Pakistan have fought three wars 

over the disputed province in the past six 

decades and came within a hair’s breadth 

of a nuclear exchange in 1999. Both 

countries are on a crash program to 

produce nuclear weapons, and between 

them they have enough explosive power 

to not only kill more than 20 million of 

their own people, but also to devastate 

the world’s ozone layer and throw the 

Northern Hemisphere into a nuclear 

winter — with a catastrophic impact on 

agriculture worldwide. 

According to studies done at Rutgers, 

the University of Colorado-Boulder, and 

the University of California-Los Angeles, 

if both countries detonated 100 

Hiroshima-sized bombs, it would 

generate between 1 and 5 million tons of 

smoke. Within 10 days, that would drive 

temperatures in the Northern Hemisphere 

down to levels too cold for wheat 

production in much of Canada and 

Russia. The resulting 10 percent drop in 

rainfall — especially in Asian locales that 

rely monsoons — would exhaust 

worldwide food supplies, leading to the 

starvation of up to 100 million or more 

people. 

Aside from the food crisis, a nuclear 

war in South Asia would destroy between 

25 to 70 percent of the Northern 

Hemisphere’s ozone layer, resulting in a 

massive increase in dangerous 

ultraviolent radiation. 

Cold Start, Hot War 

Lest anyone think that the chances of 

such a war are slight, consider two recent 

developments. 

One, a decision by Pakistan to deploy 

low-yield tactical or battlefield nuclear  

(continued on Page 9…) 
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weapons and to give permission for local 

commanders to decide when to use them. 

In an interview with the German 

newspaper Deutsche Welle, Gregory 

Koblentz of the Council on Foreign 

Relations warned that if a “commander 

of a forward-deployed nuclear armed 

unit finds himself in a ‘use it or lose it’ 

situation and about to be overrun, he 

might decided to launch his weapons.” 

Pakistan’s current defense minister, 

Muhammad Asif, told Geo TV, “If 

anyone steps on our soil and if anyone’s 

designs are a threat to our security, we 

will not hesitate to use those [nuclear] 

weapons for our defense.” 

Every few years the Pentagon “war 

games” a clash between Pakistan and 

India over Kashmir. Every game ends in 

a nuclear war. 

The second dangerous development is 

the “Cold Start” strategy by India that 

would send Indian troops across the 

border to a depth of 30 kilometers in the 

advent of a terrorist attack like the 1999 

Kargill incident in Kashmir, the 2001 

terrorist attack on the Indian parliament, 

or the 2008 attack on Mumbai that killed 

166 people. 

Since the Indian army is more than 

twice the size of Pakistan’s, there would 

be little that Pakistanis could do to stop 

such an invasion other than using 

battlefield nukes. India would then be 

faced with either accepting defeat or 

responding. 

India doesn’t currently have any 

tactical nukes, only high yield strategic 

weapons — many aimed at China — 

whose primary value is to destroy cities. 

Hence a decision by a Pakistani 

commander to use a tactical warhead 

would almost surely lead to a strategic 

response by India, setting off a full-scale 

nuclear exchange and the nightmare that 

would follow in its wake. 

A Regional Arms Race 

With so much at stake, why is no one but 

a Twitter-addicted foreign policy 

apprentice saying anything? What 

happened to President Obama’s follow 

through to his 2008 statement that the 

tensions over Kashmir “won’t be easy” 

to solve, but that doing so “is 

important”? 

A strategy of pulling India into an 

alliance against China was dreamed up 

during the administration of George W. 

Bush, but it was Obama’s “Asia Pivot” 

that signed and sealed the deal. With it 

went a quid pro quo: If India would 

abandon its traditional neutrality, the 

Americans would turn a blind eye to 

Kashmir. 

As a sweetener, the U.S. agreed to 

bypass the global nuclear Non-

Proliferation Treaty and allow India to 

buy uranium on the world market, 

something New Delhi had been banned 

from doing since it detonated a nuclear 

bomb in 1974 using fuel it had cribbed 

from U.S.-supplied nuclear reactors. In 

any case, because neither India nor 

Pakistan is a party to the treaty, both 

should be barred from buying uranium. 

In India’s case, the U.S. has waived that 

restriction. 

The so-called 1-2-3 Agreement 

requires India to use any nuclear fuel it 

purchases in its civilian reactors, but 

frees it up to use its meager domestic 

supplies on its nuclear weapons 

program. India has since built two 

enormous nuclear production sites at 

Challakere and near Mysore, where, 

rumor has it, it is producing a hydrogen 

bomb. Both sites are off limits to 

international inspectors. 

In 2008, when the Obama 

administration indicated it was 

interested in pursuing the 1-2-3 

Agreement, then Pakistani Foreign 

minister Khurshid Kusuni warned that 

the deal would undermine the Non-

Proliferation Treaty and lead to a 

nuclear arms race in Asia. That is 

exactly what has come to pass. The only 

countries currently adding to their 

nuclear arsenals are Pakistan, India, 

China, and North Korea. 

While Pakistan is still frozen out of 

buying uranium on the world market, it 

has sufficient domestic supplies to fuel 

an accelerated program to raise its 

warhead production. Pakistan is 

estimated to have between 110 and 130 

warheads already, and it’s projected to 

have developed 200 by 2020, surpassing 

the United Kingdom. 

India has between 110 and 120 

nuclear weapons. Both countries have 

short, medium, and long-range missiles, 

submarine ballistic missiles, and cruise 

missiles, plus nuclear-capable aircraft 

that can target each other’s major urban 

areas. 

A New Uprising in Kashmir 

One problem in the current crisis is that 

both countries are essentially talking 

past one another. 

Pakistan does have legitimate security 

concerns. It has fought and lost three 

wars with India over Kashmir since 

1947, and it’s deeply paranoid about the 

size of the Indian army. 

But India has been the victim of 

several major terrorist attacks that have 

Pakistan’s fingerprints all over them. 

The 1999 Kargill invasion lasted a 

month and killed hundreds of soldiers 

on both sides. Reportedly the Pakistanis 

were considering arming their missiles 

with nuclear warheads until the Clinton 

administration convinced them to stand 

down. 

Pakistan’s military has long denied 

that it has any control over terrorist 

organizations based in Pakistan, but 

virtually all intelligence agencies agree 

that, with the exception of the country’s 

home-grown Taliban, that is not the 

case. The Pakistani army certainly 

knew about a recent attack on an Indian 

army base in Kashmir that killed 19 

soldiers. 

In the past, India responded to such 

attacks with quiet counterattacks of its 

own, but this time around the right-

wing nationalist government of 

Narendra Modi announced that the 

Indian military had crossed the border 

and killed more than 30 militants. It 

was the first time that India publicly 

acknowledged a cross-border assault. 

Meanwhile the Indian press has 

whipped up a nationalist fervor that has 

seen sports events between the two 

countries cancelled and a ban on using 

Pakistani actors in Indian films. The 

Pakistani press has been no less 

jingoistic. 

In the meantime, the situation in 

Kashmir has gone from bad to worse. 

Early in the summer Indian security 

forces killed Burhan Wani, a popular 

leader of the Kashmir independence 

movement. Since then the province has 

essentially been paralyzed, with schools 

closed and massive demonstrations.  

(continued on Page 10…) 
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Thousands of residents have been 

arrested, close to 100 killed, and 

hundreds of demonstrators wounded and 

blinded by the widespread use of 

birdshot by Indian security forces. 

Indian rule in Kashmir has been 

singularly brutal. Between 50,000 and 

80,000 people have died over the past six 

decades, and thousands of others have 

been “disappeared” by security forces. 

While in the past the Pakistani army 

aided the infiltration of terrorist groups 

to attack the Indian army, this time 

around the uprising is homegrown. 

Kashmiris are simply tired of military 

rule and a law which gives Indian 

security forces essentially carte blanche 

to terrorize the population. 

Called the Special Powers Act — 

modeled after a British provision to 

suppress of Catholics in Northern Ireland 

and mirroring practices widely used by 

the Israelis in the Occupied Territories 

— the law allows Indian authorities to 

arrest and imprison people without 

charge and gives immunity to Indian 

security forces. 

Avenues to Peace 

As complex as the situation in Kashmir 

is, there are avenues to resolve it. A good 

start would be to suspend the Special 

Powers Act and send the Indian Army 

back to the barracks. 

The crisis in Kashmir began when the 

Hindu ruler of the mostly Muslim region 

opted to join India when the countries 

were divided in 1947. At the time, the 

residents were promised that a UN-

sponsored referendum would allow 

residents to choose India, Pakistan, or 

independence. That referendum has 

never been held. 

Certainly the current situation cannot 

continue. Kashmir has almost 12 million 

people, and no army or security force — 

even one as large as India’s — can 

maintain a permanent occupation if the 

residents don’t want it. Instead of 

resorting to force, India should ratchet 

down its security forces and negotiate 

with Kashmiris for an interim increase in 

local autonomy. 

But in the long run, the Kashmiris 

should have their referendum — and 

both India and Pakistan will have to 

accept the results. 

What the world cannot afford is for 

the current tensions to spiral down into a 

military confrontation that could easily 

get out of hand. The U.S., through its 

aid to Pakistan — $860 million this year 

— has some leverage, but it cannot play 

a role if its ultimate goal is an alliance to 

contain China, a close ally of Pakistan. 

Neither country would survive a 

nuclear war, and neither country should 

be spending its money on an arms race. 

Almost 30 percent of Indians live below 

the poverty line, as do 22 percent of 

Pakistanis. The $51 billion Indian 

defense budget and the $7 billion 

Pakistan spends could be put to far 

better use. 

Conn Hallinan can be read at 

dispatchesfromtheedge.wordpress.com 

and middleempireseries.wordpress.com. 

NORTH KOREA’S NUCLEAR 

TICKET TO SURVIVAL 

Washington is starting to change its 

mind about why North Korea has 

developed nuclear weapons. 

By Edward Hunt, October 31, 2016.  

 
North Korea leader Kim Jong Un. 

n recent months, a number of U.S. 

officials have begun to reassess 

their understanding of why the 

North Korean government wants 

nuclear weapons. Rather than repeating 

the standard claim that the North 

Korean government is taking extreme 

measures to intimidate its enemies into 

making concessions, some officials have 

begun to suggest that the North Korean 

government desires nuclear weapons for 

defensive purposes. 

After the North Korean government 

conducted its fifth underground nuclear 

test on September 9, 2016, former U.S. 

official Victor Cha presented the new 

line of thinking. “This is not a cry for 

negotiations,” Cha told The New York 

Times. “This is very clearly a serious 

effort at amassing real nuclear 

capabilities that they can use to deter 

the U.S. and others.” 

A few days later, Cha shared the same 

logic with a subcommittee of the House 

Foreign Affairs Committee. “Testing 

was once interpreted by pundits to be 

an attention-getting effort for dialogue 

with the United States,” but “it would 

be irresponsible today to adhere to such 

an interpretation,” Cha stated. In 

today’s world, “North Korea is 

executing a strategy designed to 

demonstrate a survivable nuclear 

deterrent before the next U.S. 

administration comes into office.” In 

short, Cha insisted that the North 

Korean government sought to acquire 

nuclear weapons for the purpose of 

deterring its enemies. 

Threat or No Threat?  

Of course, not everyone in 

Washington agrees with such thinking. 

Although Cha and other strategic 

analysts have proposed that the North 

Korean government is rationally 

pursuing a nuclear deterrent to defend 

itself against the United States, high-

level officials in Washington insist that 

nothing could be further from the truth. 

Notably, Secretary of State John 

Kerry has refuted the idea that the 

North Korean government needs to take 

defensive measures. For “any person of 

common sense,” the answer to the 

question of whether the North Korean 

government has to defend itself against 

the United States is “no,” Kerry 

announced on October 19, 2016. 

“Everybody knows that.” 

After making his point, Kerry then 

insisted that the United States posed no 

threat to North Korea because the U.S. 

government has made no recent efforts 

to destroy the country. “The United 

States has had the power to wipe out 

North Korea for years – for years,” 

Kerry noted. “And if indeed that was 

our goal, we wouldn’t be sitting around 

waiting while they’re getting additional 

nuclear weapons.” 

Certainly, U.S. officials have not 

recently attempted to wipe out North 

Korea. Although the United States had 

once destroyed most of North Korea 

during the Korean War, when it spent 

three years carpet-bombing the country 

and destroying most North Korean 

(continued on Page 11…) 

I 

http://fpif.org/north-koreas-nuclear-ticket-survival/
http://dispatchesfromtheedge.wordpress.com/
http://middleempireseries.wordpress.com/


 
 
 

The Peace Issue . . .  Page  No. 52  December 2016 

 

From The James Petras Website http://petras.lahaine.org/?p=2108 

11 

 

(continued from Page 10…) 

cities, U.S. officials have not resorted 

to comparable tactics in the country 

since the armistice ended the fighting 

in 1953. 

At the same time, U.S. officials have 

continued to take other actions to 

pressure, marginalize, and isolate 

North Korea. For starters, U.S. officials 

have worked with their allies to impose 

restrictive sanctions on the country. 

Certainly, “we’re always looking at 

ways we can continue to apply 

pressure,” State Department 

Spokesperson Mark C. Toner 

acknowledged during a press briefing 

on July 19, 2016. In fact, “the 

sanctions are pretty severe right now.” 

Two months later, White House 

official Ben Rhodes made a similar 

point, only providing more emphasis. 

“So we’ve passed now through the 

U.N. Security Council the strongest 

sanctions ever on North Korea,” 

Rhodes stated. The sanctions are 

“having an impact” and “putting a 

tighter squeeze on North Korea.” 

To put an even tighter squeeze on 

North Korea, U.S. officials have also 

made it clear that they are ready to take 

more direct action. Taking advantage 

of their extraordinary military power in 

the region, including the 28,500 U.S. 

soldiers that are stationed in South 

Korea, U.S. officials have continually 

reminded the North Korean 

government that they are ready to 

resume the Korean War at a moment’s 

notice. 

On the day that the North Korean 

government conducted its fifth 

underground nuclear test, Secretary of 

Defense Ashton Carter made the point 

by stating that “U.S. forces on the 

Korean Peninsula are always ready, 

and this is true every single day, to 

fight tonight.” 

A few days later, U.S. officials then 

sent an even more powerful signal of 

their preparedness, flying two nuclear-

capable B-1B bombers over South 

Korea in a display of military power. 

As U.S. General Vincent K. Brooks 

explained at the time, U.S. officials 

wanted to demonstrate their 

commitment to using their “full range 

of military capabilities,” such as 

nuclear weapons. 

Expect Serious Consequences  

By applying constant pressure to 

North Korea, U.S. officials have sent 

another powerful message to the North 

Korean government. Although officials 

in Washington may deny that they are 

threatening North Korea, they have 

made it clear that the North Korean 

government can expect to face serious 

consequences for continuing to defy the 

United States with its nuclear weapons 

program. 

“What I can tell you is our policy, 

with respect to North Korea’s 

provocations and the resolve of the 

United States and the international 

community to try to put adequate 

pressure on them to change their 

behavior, has not changed and remains 

the same,” State Department 

Spokesperson John Kirby confirmed on 

October 25, 2016. 

Even so, some officials are now 

providing another way of understanding 

the situation. On the same day that 

Kirby made his statement, Director of 

National Intelligence James Clapper 

indicated that the United States has 

ultimately left the North Korean 

government with no serious alternatives. 

“I think the notion of getting the North 

Koreans to denuclearize is probably a 

lost cause,” Clapper stated. “They are 

not going to do that. That is their ticket 

to survival.” Indeed, Clapper indicated 

that the North Korean government 

would find it necessary to maintain a 

powerful nuclear arsenal in order to 

deter the constant threats it faces from 

the United States. 

“And I got a good taste of that when I 

was there, about how the world looks 

from their vantage,” Clapper added. 

“And they are under siege and they are 

very paranoid.” 

In short, a number of U.S. officials are 

now beginning to come to terms with 

one of the main reasons why the North 

Korean government is making such a 

major effort to acquire nuclear weapons. 

These officials are starting to believe 

that the North Korean government is 

working to build an arsenal of nuclear 

weapons to create a powerful deterrent 

against the United States. 

Edward Hunt writes about war and empire. 

He has a PhD in American Studies from the 

College of William & Mary. 

WASHINGTON’S ‘PIVOT TO ASIA’: 

A DEBACLE UNFOLDING 

IN FOCUS, 31 October 2016  

Prof. James Petras  

In 2012 President Obama, Secretary of 

State Hillary Clinton and Defense 

Secretary Ashton Carter launched a new 

chapter in their quest for global 

dominance: a realignment of policies 

designed to shift priorities from the 

Middle East to Asia. 

ubbed the ‘Pivot to Asia’, it 

suggested that the US would 

concentrate its economic, 

military and diplomatic resources toward 

strengthening its dominant position and 

undercutting China’s rising influence in 

the region. 

The ‘pivot to Asia’ did not shift 

existing resources from the Middle East, 

it added military commitments to the 

region, while provoking more conflicts 

with Russia and China. 

The “pivot to Asia” meant that the US 

was extending and deepening its regional 

military alliances in order to confront and 

encircle Russia and China. The goal 

would be to cripple their economies and 

foster social unrest leading to political 

instability and regime change. 

The US onslaught for greater empire 

depended on the cooperation of proxies 

and allies to accomplish its strategic 

goals. 

The so-called ‘pivot to Asia’ had a two-

pronged approach, based on an economic 

trading pact and various military treaty 

agreements. The entire US strategy of 

retaining global supremacy depended on 

securing and enhancing its control over 

its regional allies and proxies. Failure of 

the Obama regime to retain Washington’s 

vassal states would accelerate its decline 

and encourage more desperate political 

maneuvers. 

Strategic Military Posturing 

Without a doubt, every military decision 

and action made by the Obama 

Administration with regard to the Asia-

Pacific Region has had only one purpose 

– to weaken China’s defense capabilities, 

undermine its economy and force Beijing 

to submit to Washington’s domination. 

In pursuit of military supremacy, 

Washington has installed an advanced 

(continued on Page 12…) 
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missile system in South Korea, increased 

its air and maritime armada and expanded 

its provocative activities along China’s 

coastline and its vital maritime trade 

routes. Washington has embarked on a 

military base expansion campaign in 

Australia, Japan and the Philippines. 

This explains why Washington pressured 

its client regime in Manila under the 

former President ‘Nonoy’ Aquino, Jr., to 

bring its territorial dispute with China over 

the Spratly Islands before a relatively 

obscure tribunal in Holland. The European 

ruling, unsurprisingly in favor of Manila, 

would provide the US with a ‘legal’ cover 

for its planned aggression against China in 

the South China Sea. The Spratly and 

Paracel Islands are mostly barren coral 

islands and shoals located within the 

world’s busiest shipping trade routes, 

explaining China’s (both Beijing and 

Taipei) refusal to recognize the ‘Court of 

Special Arbitration’. 

Strategic Economic Intervention: The 

Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) 

The US authored and promoted Trans-

Pacific Partnership (TTP) is a trade and 

investment agreement covering 12 Pacific 

countries designed to ensure US regional 

dominance while deliberately cutting out 

China. The TPP was to be the linchpin of 

US efforts to promote profits for overseas 

US multi-nationals by undercutting the 

rules for domestic producers, labor laws 

for workers and environmental regulations 

for consumers. As a result of its unpopular 

domestic provisions, which had alienated 

US workers and consumers, the electorate 

forced both Presidential candidates to 

withdraw their support for the TPP – what 

one scribbler for the Financial Times 

denounced as “the dangers of popular 

democracy”. The Washington empire 

builders envisioned the TPP as a tool for 

dictating and enforcing their ‘rules’ on a 

captive Asia-Pacific trading system. From 

the perspective of US big business, the 

TPP was the instrument of choice for 

retaining supremacy in Asia by excluding 

China. 

The Eclipse of Washington’s “Asian 

Century” 

For over seventy years the US has 

dominated Asia, ravaging the continent 

with two major wars in Korea and Indo-

China with millions of casualties, and 

multiple counter-insurgency interventions 

in Indonesia, Thailand, Malaysia, the 

Philippines, Timor, Myanmar, Pakistan 

and Afghanistan. The strategic goal has 

been to expand its military and political 

power, exploit the economies and 

resources and encircle China and North 

Korea. 

Under the Obama-Clinton-Kerry 

Regime, the imperial structures in Asia 

are coming apart. 

Washington’s anti-China TPP is 

collapsing and has been replaced by the 

Chinese sponsored Regional 

Comprehensive Economic Partnership 

(RCEP) with over fifty member 

countries worldwide, including the ten 

nations of the Association of Southeast 

Asian Nations (ASAEN), plus Australia, 

India, South Korea and New Zealand. 

Of course, China is funding most of the 

partnership and, to no one’s surprise, 

Washington has not been invited to 

join… 

As a result of the highly favorable 

terms in the RCEP, each and every 

current and former US ally and colony 

has been signing on, shifting trade 

allegiances to China, and effectively 

changing the configuration of power. 

Already Cambodia, Laos, Thailand 

and Indonesia have formalized growing 

economic ties with China. The debacle 

of the TPP has just accelerated the shift 

toward China’s new trade pact (RCEP). 

The US is left to rely on its ‘loyalist 

four’, a stagnant Japan, Australia, South 

Korea and its impoverished former 

colony, Philippines, to bolster its quest 

to militarily encircle China. 

The Dangers of ‘Popular Democracy’: 

President Duterte’s Pivot to China and 

the End of US Supremacy in SE Asia 

For over a century (since the invasion of 

the Philippines in 1896), especially 

since the end of WWII, when the US 

asserted its primacy in Asia, 

Washington has used the strategic 

Philippine Archipelago as a trampoline 

for controlling Southeast Asia. Control 

of the Philippines is fundamental to US 

Imperialism: Washington’s strategic 

superiority depends on its access to sea, 

air, communications and ground bases 

and operations located in the Philippines 

and a compliant Philippine ruling class.. 

The centerpiece of US strategy to 

encircle and tighten control over 

China’s maritime routes to and from the 

world-economy is the massive build-

up of US military installations in the 

Philippines. 

The US self-styled “pivot to Asia” 

involves locating five military bases 

directed at dominating the South 

China Sea. The Pentagon expanded its 

access to four strategic air and one 

military base through the ‘Enhanced 

Defense Cooperation Agreement’ 

signed by the Philippine President 

Aquino in 2014 but held up by the 

Philippine Courts until April 2016. 

These include: 

 Antonio Bautista Airbase on the 

island of Palawan, located near 

the contested Spratly Islands in 

the South China Sea. 

 Basa Airbase 40 miles northwest 

of the Philippines capital of 

Manila, overlooking the South 

China Sea. 

 Lumbia Airbase located in the 

port of Cagayan de Oro, 

Mindanao, a huge US facility 

under construction. 

 Mactan – Benito Ebuen airbase 

located on Mactan Island off the 

coast of Cebu in the central 

Philippines. 

 Fort Magsaysay located in Nueva 

Ecija, on Luzon, the Philippine 

Army’s Central Training and 

command center, its largest 

military installation which will 

serve the US as the training and 

indoctrination base for the 

Philippine army. 

Pentagon planners had envisioned 

targeting Chinese shipping and air 

bases in the South China Sea from its 

new bases on western shores of the 

Philippines. This essentially threatens 

the stability of the entire region, 

especially the vital Chinese trade 

routes to the global economy. 

Washington has been intensifying 

its intervention in the South China 

Sea relying on decrees issued by its 

previous proxy President Benigno 

(Noynoy) Aquino, III (2010-2016). 

These, however, were not ratified by 

the Congress and had been challenged 

by the Philippine Supreme Court. 

Washington’s entire “pivot to Asia” 

(continued on Page 13…) 
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has centered its vast military build-up on 

its access to the Philippines. This access is 

now at risk. Newly elected President 

Rodrigo Duterte, who succeeded Aquino 

in June 2016, is pursuing an independent 

foreign policy, with the aim of 

transforming the impoverished Philippines 

from a subservient US military colony to 

opening large-scale, long-term economic 

trade and development ties with China and 

other regional economic powers. Duterte 

has openly challenged the US policy of 

using the Philippines to encircle and 

provoke China. 

The Philippine “pivot to China” quickly 

advanced from colorful rhetoric to a major 

trade and investment meeting of President 

Duterte and a huge delegation of 

Philippine business leaders with his 

Chinese counterparts in Beijing in late 

October 2016. During his first 3 months in 

office Duterte blasted Washington for 

meddling in his ongoing campaign against 

drug lords and dealers. Obama’s so-called 

‘concerns for human rights’ in the anti-

drug campaign were answered with 

counter-charges that the US had 

accommodated notorious narco-politician-

oligarchs to further its military base 

expansion program. President Duterte’s 

war on drugs expanded well beyond the 

alleged US narco-elite alliance when he 

proposed two strategic changes: 

 he promised to end the US-Philippine 

sea patrols of disputed waters 

designed to provoke Beijing in the 

South China Sea; and 

 President Duterte announced he 

would end military exercises with 

Washington, especially in Mindanao, 

because they threatened China and 

undermined Philippine sovereignty. 

President Duterte, in pursuit of his 

independent nationalist-agenda, has moved 

rapidly and decisively to strengthen the 

Philippines ‘pivot’ toward China, which in 

the context of Southeast Asia is really 

‘normalizing’ trade and investment 

relations with his giant neighbor. During 

the third week of October (2016) President 

Duterte, his political team and 250 

business leaders met with China’s leaders 

to discuss multi-billion-dollar investment 

projects and trade agreements, as well as 

closer diplomatic relations. The initial 

results, which promise to expand even 

more, are over $13 billion dollars in trade 

and critical infrastructure projects. As 

the Philippine’s pivot to China 

advances, the quid pro quo will lead to 

a profound change in the politics and 

militarization of Southeast Asian. 

Without total US control over the 

Philippines, Washington’s strategic 

arc of encirclement against China is 

broken. 

According to a recent ruling by the 

Philippine Supreme Court, the 

controversial US military base 

agreement (Enhanced Defense 

Cooperation Agreement) imposed by 

the former President Aquino by fiat 

without congressional ratification can 

be terminated by the new President by 

executive order. This ruling punches 

some major holes in what the 

Pentagon had considered its ‘ironclad’ 

stranglehold on the strategic 

Philippine bases. 

The Duterte government has 

repeatedly announced its 

administration’s commitment to a 

program of economic modernization 

and social reconstruction for 

Philippine society. That agenda can 

only be advanced through changes that 

include multi-billion dollar 

infrastructure investments, loans and 

technical cooperation from China, 

whereas remaining a backward US 

military colony will not only threaten 

their Asian economic partners, but 

will condemn the Philippines to yet 

another generation of stagnation and 

corruption. Unique in Southeast Asia, 

the Philippines has long been mired in 

underdevelopment, forcing half of its 

qualified workforce to seek contract 

servitude abroad, while at home the 

society has become victims of drug 

and human trafficking gangs linked to 

the oligarchs. 

Conclusion 

Washington’s ‘pivot to Asia’, 

enshrined in its effort to corral the 

Asian countries into its anti-China 

crusade is not going as the Obama-

Clinton-Kerry team had envisioned. It 

is proving to be a major foreign policy 

debacle for the outgoing and 

(presumably) incoming US 

presidential administrations. 

Democratic Party candidate Hillary 

Clinton has been forced to denounce 

the Transpacific Trade Partnership 

(TPP), one of her own pet projects 

when she was Secretary of State. The 

Pentagon’s military base strategy stuck 

in a 1980’s time-warped vision of 

Southeast Asia is on the verge of 

imploding. The Philippines, its former 

colony and vassal state, is finally 

turning away from its total subservience 

to US military dictates and toward 

greater independence and stronger 

regional ties to China and the rest of 

Asia. Southeast Asia and the South 

China Sea are no longer part of a grand 

chessboard subject to Pentagon moves 

for domination. 

In desperation, Washington may 

decide to resort to a military power 

grab- a coup in the Philippines, backed 

by a coalition of Manila-based 

oligarchs, narco-bosses and generals. 

The problem with a precipitate move to 

‘regime change’ is that Rodrigo Duterte 

is immensely popular with the 

Philippine electorate – precisely for the 

reasons that the Washington elite and 

Manila oligarchs despise him. The 

mayor of Manila, Joseph Estrada, 

himself a former victim of a 

Washington-instigated regime change, 

has stated that any US backed coup will 

face a million-member mass opposition 

and the bulk of the nationalist middle 

and powerful Chinese-oriented business 

class. A failed coup, like the disastrous 

coup in Venezuela in 2002 against 

Hugo Chavez could radicalize Duterte’s 

policy well beyond his staunchly 

nationalist agenda and further isolate 

the US. 

James Petras is a Bartle Professor 

(Emeritus) of Sociology at Binghamton 

University, New York. He is the author of 

more than 62 books published in 29 

languages, and over 600 articles in 

professional journals. He has a long history 

of commitment to social justice, working in 

particular with the Brazilian Landless 

Workers Movement for 11 years. In 1973-

76 he was a member of the Bertrand Russell 

Tribunal on Repression in Latin America. 

He writes a monthly column for the 

Mexican newspaper, La Jornada, and 

previously, for the Spanish daily, El Mundo. 
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PHILIPPINES’ DUTERTE SEEKS 

PEACE 

Published on Saturday, November 26, 

2016 by Consortium News 

Filipino President Duterte oversaw a 

brutal anti-drug campaign but is now 

seeking peace with leftist revolutionaries 

and rejecting U.S. pressure for more 

counterinsurgency warfare 

By Marjorie Cohn 

 
Philippine President Rodrigo Duterte. (Photo: 

rodrigo-duterte.com) 

n April 2016, Rodrigo Duterte won 

the Philippine presidential election 

by a landslide, with more than 6 

million votes. He openly declared that he 

was the nation’s first Left president, 

calling himself a socialist but not a 

communist. So far, his regime has been 

controversial, to put it mildly. 

The U.S. press has focused on 

Duterte’s vicious war on drugs that 

 claimed upwards of 2,000 lives and led 

to the incarceration of tens of thousands 

of people. His decision to allow former 

Filipino dictator Ferdinand Marcos’s 

burial in the National Cemetery of the 

Heroes also has drawn the ire of those 

who recall Marcos’s brutal two-decade 

regime that killed more than 3,000, 

tortured tens of thousands, and stole $10 

billion from the Philippines. 

But, significantly, Duterte is engaging 

with revolutionary forces in the peace 

process that aims to end 47 years of 

armed struggle against the repressive 

Filipino government. And Duterte has 

taken actions that, for the first time, 

challenge the longstanding military and 

economic power of the United States in 

the Philippines. 

Peace Process With Opposition 

Since 1969, a civil war has been raging 

in the Philippines. The roots of the 

armed conflict can be traced to the 

colonial and neocolonial domination of 

the Philippines by the Spanish, then U.S. 

imperialism, feudal exploitation by big 

landlords and capitalist interests, as well 

as widespread bureaucratic corruption. 

After Duterte’s election, he cited peace 

as a top priority of his administration, 

vowing to engage in peace negotiations 

with the National Democratic Front of 

the Philippines (NDFP). 

According to JustPeacePH, an 

international platform that supports the 

Philippine peace process and takes its 

name from its Internet site, 

“justpeace.ph,” “The daily, systematic 

and systemic injustice experienced by 

the people drive them to desire and seek 

fundamental changes in society through 

various means. But because the forces 

against fundamental social change use 

all means including the instruments and 

violence of the state to defend the status 

quo, many Filipinos over many 

generations have embraced armed 

struggle to overthrow the ruling 

system.” 

The NDFP “is the alliance of 

progressive forces seeking to bring 

about fundamental change in the 

existing social system in the Philippines 

through armed revolution,” 

JustPeacePH states in its Primer on Just 

and Lasting Peace in the Philippines. 

The NDFP alliance includes trade 

unions, peasants, youth, women, 

national minorities, teachers, health 

workers, religious clergy, the 

Communist Party of the Philippines 

(CPP), and the New People’s Army. 

Duterte’s Peace Initiative 

Two rounds of peace negotiations have 

already occurred since Duterte took 

office, with a third scheduled for 

January 2017 in Oslo, Norway. 

In May, Duterte declared he would 

release all political prisoners, which 

number more than 400, through a 

presidential declaration of amnesty, 

provided both houses of congress 

approve. Nineteen NDFP consultants, 

who have been involved in the 

revolutionary movement for years, have 

already been released. 

Duterte offered four cabinet positions 

to the CPP, but they declined, stating 

there must first be a comprehensive 

peace agreement. The CPP, however, 

recommended a veteran peasant leader 

who was appointed Secretary of 

Agrarian Reform and a veteran 

academic activist leader who was 

named secretary of social welfare and 

development. 

“These are major appointments,” Luis 

Jalandoni, NDFP’s Senior Adviser on 

the Peace Negotiating Panel, told me at 

a recent conference of the International 

Association of Democratic Lawyers in 

Lisbon, Portugal. 

NDFP has a people’s army and organs 

of political power with mass 

organizations in 71 out of the 81 

provinces in the country, Jalandoni 

said. He noted that landlessness and 

poverty afflict the 100 million people in 

the Philippines. 

“The NDFP insists on addressing the 

roots of the armed conflict in order to 

achieve a just and lasting peace,” 

Jalandoni said. 

The demands in the peace talks are: 

Release of all political prisoners; Land 

reform for the peasantry (70% of the 

population); National industrialization 

to develop the economy using available 

human and natural resources; Protect 

the environment and ancestral lands of 

the indigenous peoples; and Philippine 

national sovereignty and abrogation of 

all unequal treaties with the United 

States. 

Challenging U.S. Power 

U.S. domination and interference in the 

Philippines date back to 1898, when the 

United States annexed the Philippines. 

The U.S. continued to exercise colonial 

rule over the country until 1946, when 

the Philippines gained its independence 

although the United States retained 

many military installations there and 

the Filipino economy maintained its 

dependence on the U.S. 

With U.S. assistance, Marcos ruled 

the Philippines with an iron fist from 

1965 through 1986, under martial law 

from 1972 to 1981. In 2002, the Gloria 

Macapagal-Arroyo government 

developed Oplan Bantay Laya, a 

counterinsurgency program modeled on 

U.S. strategies. After 9/11, the Bush 

administration gave Arroyo $100 

million to fund that campaign in the 

Philippines. The government of 

Benigno Aquino III continued the 

program in 2011 under the name Oplan 

Bayanihan. 

(continued on Page 15…) 
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Oplan Bayanihan led to large numbers of 

extrajudicial killings, forced 

disappearances, torture and cruel 

treatment. Many civilians, including 

children, have been killed. Philippine 

military and paramilitary death squads 

murdered hundreds of members of 

progressive organizations. Communities 

and leaders opposed to large-scale and 

invasive mining have been targeted. 

Even ordinary people with no political 

affiliation have not escaped the 

government’s reign of terror. 

From 2001 to 2010, the U.S. 

government provided more than $507 in 

military assistance to the Philippine 

government, facilitating tremendous 

repression. 

Between 2010 and 2015, the Philippine 

police, military and paramilitary forces 

perpetrated extrajudicial killings, forced 

disappearances, torture, illegal arrests 

and forced evacuation, many to enable 

extraction by mining companies. 

The 2014 Enhanced Defense 

Cooperation Agreement, which President 

Barack Obama negotiated with Duterte’s 

predecessor, gave U.S. troops the right to 

prolonged deployment in the Philippines. 

The agreement is widely seen in the 

Philippines as a threat to the country’s 

sovereignty. 

 
In September 2016, Duterte declared, “I 

am not a fan of the Americans … 

Filipinos should be first before 

everybody else.” He added, “In our 

relations to the world, the Philippines 

will pursue an independent foreign 

policy. I repeat: The Philippines will 

pursue an independent foreign policy.” 

The United States has not apologized 

for all the atrocities it committed against 

the Filipino people, Duterte said. 

Responding to U.S. criticism of the 

Philippines for its human rights 

violations, he stated, “Why are you 

Americans killing the black people there, 

shooting them down when they are 

already on the ground.” 

Duterte promised to end joint military 

maneuvers with U.S. forces and expel 

the hundreds of U.S. troops currently 

stationed in the Philippines. He also 

expressed his intention to end bilateral 

agreements concluded by his 

predecessor with the United States and 

reverse permission for the United 

States’ use of five Philippine military 

bases. 

“I will break up with America,” 

Duterte said. “I would rather go to 

Russia and to China.” He vowed to 

rescind joint patrols with U.S. and 

Filipino forces against Chinese 

expansion in the disputed South China 

Sea. Indeed, Duterte recently traveled to 

China and secured valuable fishing 

rights for Filipinos in the South China 

Sea. 

Hope for Peace Prospects 

In an unprecedented development, both 

the government and the opposition 

declared unilateral ceasefires in August. 

But there are still problems with the 

government’s ceasefire, says Jalandoni, 

as Duterte doesn’t have full control of 

the military. The military and 

paramilitary forces, which are protected 

by the military, have engaged in several 

violations that imperil the ceasefire, he 

said. 

“There is high optimism that the peace 

talks will prosper under the presidency 

of Duterte,” according to JustPeacePH. 

“Unlike past presidents who harbor 

strong anti-communist bias, Duterte 

seems capable of rethinking the 

government’s peace strategy since he 

claims to be a socialist.” 

Opposition forces are not uncritical of 

the excesses in Duterte’s war on drugs. 

The CPP declared the campaign is 

becoming anti-people and anti-

democratic. Due process must be 

respected, human rights must be upheld; 

the drug users and small drug dealers, 

who come from poverty, require 

rehabilitation and care, the CPP 

maintains. 

“Understandably, Duterte’s war on 

drugs and other crimes is given more 

coverage by the global media,” 

JustPeacePH wrote in its primer. “But 

Duterte’s aim to establish a lasting 

peace in the provinces deserves even 

more attention as this strikes at the root 

causes of the problem of illegal drugs 

and related crimes.” 

Jalandoni said, “Duterte is not a saint 

but he stands for an independent foreign 

policy. His stand against the United 

States is respected and has received a 

lot of support.” 

The NDFP, Jalandoni noted, says that 

“if there are threats against Duterte by 

U.S. imperialism, the Left will be a 

reliable ally to him,” adding, “He is the 

first president to stand up to the United 

States.” 

© 2016 Consortium News 
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Jihadist Rebels Massacre over 100 

Hostages before Leaving East 

Aleppo. Unreported. Western 

Mainstream Media Totally Silent 

By Leith Fadel 

Global Research, December 25, 2016 

Al-Masdar News, 23 December 2016 

Over 100 hostages from the Syrian 

Arab Army, mostly young men between 

the ages of 18-25, were summarily 

executed by the jihadist rebels prior to 

their departure from the Sukkari and 

Bustan Al-Qasr districts of east Aleppo. 

“These massacred soldiers were 

comprised of men that were captured by 

the jihadist rebels over a four year span 

in the Aleppo Governorate; they were 

unable to smuggle their hostages from 

the Sukkari School, so they chose to 

execute them instead,” the SAA officer 

added. 

Some reports indicate that a large 

number of the executed soldiers were 

beheaded before the jihadist rebels left; 

this could not be verified by Al-Masdar. 

The Syrian Arab Army’s High 

Command demanded the release of 

these soldiers before the jihadists 

departed from east Aleppo; however, 

the latter denied having any hostages. 
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THERE IS MORE THAN ONE 

TRUTH TO TELL 

The Awful Story of Aleppo 

By Robert Fisk 

December 14, 2016 "Information 

Clearing House" - "The Independent" 

estern politicians, “experts” 

and journalists are going to 

have to reboot their stories 

over the next few days now that Bashar 

al-Assad’s army has retaken control of 

eastern Aleppo. We’re going to find out 

if the 250,000 civilians “trapped” in the 

city were indeed that numerous. We’re 

going to hear far more about why they 

were not able to leave when the Syrian 

government and Russian air force staged 

their ferocious bombardment of the 

eastern part of the city.  

And we’re going to learn a lot more 

about the “rebels” whom we in the West 

– the US, Britain and our head-chopping 

mates in the Gulf – have been 

supporting. 

They did, after all, include al-Qaeda 

(alias Jabhat al-Nusra, alias Jabhat Fateh 

al-Sham), the “folk” – as George W 

Bush called them – who committed the 

crimes against humanity in New York, 

Washington and Pennsylvania on 11 

September 2001. Remember the War on 

Terror? Remember the “pure evil” of al-

Qaeda. Remember all the warnings from 

our beloved security services in the UK 

about how al-Qaeda can still strike terror 

in London? 

Not when the rebels, including al-

Qaeda, were bravely defending east 

Aleppo, we didn’t – because a powerful 

tale of heroism, democracy and suffering 

was being woven for us, a narrative of 

good guys versus bad guys as explosive 

and dishonest as “weapons of mass 

destruction”. 

Back in the days of Saddam Hussein – 

when a few of us argued that the illegal 

invasion of Iraq would lead to 

catastrophe and untold suffering, and 

that Tony Blair and George Bush were 

taking us down the path to perdition – it 

was incumbent upon us, always, to 

profess our repugnance of Saddam and 

his regime. We had to remind readers, 

constantly, that Saddam was one of the 

Triple Pillars of the Axis of Evil.  

So here goes the usual mantra again, 

which we must repeat ad nauseam to 

avoid the usual hate mail and abuse that 

will today be cast at anyone veering 

away from the approved and deeply 

flawed version of the Syrian tragedy.  

Yes, Bashar al-Assad has brutally 

destroyed vast tracts of his cities in his 

battle against those who wish to 

overthrow his regime. Yes, that regime 

has a multitude of sins to its name: 

torture, executions, secret prisons, the 

killing of civilians, and – if we include 

the Syrian militia thugs under nominal 

control of the regime – a frightening 

version of ethnic cleansing.  

Yes, we should fear for the lives of the 

courageous doctors of eastern Aleppo 

and the people for whom they have been 

caring. Anyone who saw the footage of 

the young man taken out of the line of 

refugees fleeing Aleppo last week by 

the regime’s intelligence men should 

fear for all those who have not been 

permitted to cross the government lines. 

And let’s remember how the UN grimly 

reported it had been told of 82 civilians 

“massacred” in their homes in the last 

24 hours. 

But it’s time to tell the other truth: that 

many of the “rebels” whom we in the 

West have been supporting – and which 

our preposterous Prime Minister 

Theresa May indirectly blessed when 

she grovelled to the Gulf head-choppers 

last week – are among the cruellest and 

most ruthless of fighters in the Middle 

East. And while we have been tut-

tutting at the frightfulness of Isis during 

the siege of Mosul (an event all too 

similar to Aleppo, although you 

wouldn’t think so from reading our 

narrative of the story), we have been 

willfully ignoring the behaviour of the 

rebels of Aleppo. 

Only a few weeks ago, I interviewed 

one of the very first Muslim families to 

flee eastern Aleppo during a ceasefire. 

The father had just been told that his 

brother was to be executed by the rebels 

because he crossed the frontline with his 

wife and son. He condemned the rebels 

for closing the schools and putting 

weapons close to hospitals. And he was 

no pro-regime stooge; he even admired 

Isis for their good behaviour in the early 

days of the siege. 

Around the same time, Syrian soldiers 

were privately expressing their belief to 

me that the Americans would allow Isis 

to leave Mosul to again attack the 

regime in Syria. An American general 

had actually expressed his fear that 

Iraqi Shiite militiamen might prevent 

Isis from fleeing across the Iraqi border 

to Syria. 

Well, so it came to pass. In three vast 

columns of suicide trucks and 

thousands of armed supporters, Isis has 

just swarmed across the desert from 

Mosul in Iraq, and from Raqqa and Deir 

ez-Zour in eastern Syria to seize the 

beautiful city of Palmyra all over 

again.  

It is highly instructive to look at our 

reporting of these two parallel events. 

Almost every headline today speaks of 

the “fall” of Aleppo to the Syrian army 

– when in any other circumstances, we 

would have surely said that the army 

had “recaptured” it from the “rebels” – 

while Isis was reported to have 

“recaptured” Palmyra when (given their 

own murderous behaviour) we should 

surely have announced that the Roman 

city had “fallen” once more under their 

grotesque rule.  

Words matter. These are the men – 

our “chaps”, I suppose, if we keep to 

the current jihadi narrative – who after 

their first occupation of the city last 

year beheaded the 82-year-old scholar 

who tried to protect the Roman 

treasures and then placed his spectacles 

back on his decapitated head. 

By their own admission, the Russians 

flew 64 bombing sorties against the Isis 

attackers outside Palmyra. But given 

the huge columns of dust thrown up by 

the Isis convoys, why didn’t the 

American air force join in the 

bombardment of their greatest enemy? 

But no: for some reason, the US 

satellites and drones and intelligence 

just didn’t spot them – any more than 

they did when Isis drove identical 

convoys of suicide trucks to seize 

Palmyra when they first took the city in 

May 2015. 

There’s no doubting what a setback 

Palmyra represents for both the Syrian 

army and the Russians – however 

symbolic rather than military. Syrian 

officers told me in Palmyra earlier this 

year that Isis would never be allowed to 

return. There was a Russian military 

base in the city. Russian aircraft flew 

(continued on Page 17…) 
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overhead. A Russian orchestra had just 

played in the Roman ruins to celebrate 

Palmyra’s liberation. 

So what happened? Most likely is that 

the Syrian military simply didn’t have 

the manpower to defend Palmyra while 

closing in on eastern Aleppo.  

They will have to take Palmyra back – 

quickly. But for Bashar al-Assad, the end 

of the Aleppo siege means that Isis, al-

Nusra, al-Qaeda and all the other Salafist 

groups and their allies can no longer 

claim a base, or create a capital, in the 

long line of great cities that form the 

spine of Syria: Damascus, Homs, Hama 

and Aleppo. 

Back to Aleppo. The familiar and now 

tired political-journalistic narrative is in 

need of refreshing. The evidence has 

been clear for some days. After months 

of condemning the iniquities of the 

Syrian regime while obscuring the 

identity and brutality of its opponents in 

Aleppo, the human rights organisations – 

sniffing defeat for the rebels – began 

only a few days ago to spread their 

criticism to include the defenders of 

eastern Aleppo.  

Take the UN High Commissioner for 

Human Rights. After last week running 

through its usual – and perfectly 

understandable – fears for the civilian 

population of eastern Aleppo and their 

medical workers, and for civilians 

subject to government reprisals and for 

“hundreds of men” who may have gone 

missing after crossing the frontlines, the 

UN suddenly expressed other concerns.  

“During the last two weeks, Fatah al-

Sham Front [in other words, al-Qaeda] 

and the Abu Amara Battalion are alleged 

to have abducted and killed an unknown 

number of civilians who requested the 

armed groups to leave their 

neighbourhoods, to spare the lives of 

civilians...,” it stated. 

“We have also received reports that 

between 30 November and 1 December, 

armed opposition groups fired on 

civilians attempting to leave.” 

Furthermore, “indiscriminate attacks” 

had been conducted on heavily civilian 

areas of government-held western as 

well as ‘rebel’ eastern Aleppo. 

I suspect we shall be hearing more of 

this in the coming days. Next month, we 

shall also be reading a frightening new 

book, Merchants of Men, by Italian 

journalist Loretta Napoleoni, on the 

funding of the war in Syria. She 

catalogues kidnapping-for-cash by both 

government and rebel forces in Syria, 

but also has harsh words for our own 

profession of journalism.  

Reporters who were kidnapped by 

armed groups in eastern Syria, she 

writes, “fell victim to a sort of 

Hemingway syndrome: war 

correspondents supporting the 

insurgency trust the rebels and place 

their lives in their hands because they 

are in league with them.” But, “the 

insurgency is just a variation of criminal 

jihadism, a modern phenomenon that 

has only one loyalty: money.” 

Is this too harsh on my profession? 

Are we really “in league” with the 

rebels? 

Certainly our political masters are – 

and for the same reason as the rebels 

kidnap their victims: money. Hence the 

disgrace of Brexit May and her 

buffoonerie of ministers who last week 

prostrated themselves to the Sunni 

autocrats who fund the jihadis of Syria 

in the hope of winning billions of 

pounds in post-Brexit arms sales to the 

Gulf.  

In a few hours, the British parliament 

is to debate the plight of the doctors, 

nurses, wounded children and civilians 

of Aleppo and other areas of Syria. The 

grotesque behaviour of the UK 

Government has ensured that neither the 

Syrians nor the Russians will pay the 

slightest attention to our pitiful wails. 

That, too, must become part of the story. 

MORAL QUICKSAND 

Samantha Power’s Temper Tantrum 

by John Wight  

December 16, 2016  

hat stood out most during the 

verbal broadside unleashed 

by Washington’s 

ambassador to the United Nations, 

Samantha Power, at her Iranian, Syrian 

and Russian counterparts over the 

fighting in Aleppo, was her ability to do 

so with a straight face. It was testament 

to the ability of US exceptionalism to 

keep its proponents cocooned from 

reality. 

“Aleppo will join the ranks of those 

events in world history that define 

modern evil, that stain our conscience 

decades later. Halabja, Rwanda, 

Srebrenica, and, now, Aleppo,” Power 

said, from the vantage point of a moral 

high ground resting on foundations of 

quicksand. 

Rather conveniently, the US 

Ambassador neglected to add Korea, 

Vietnam, Iraq, or Libya to her list, 

countries ravaged and destroyed in 

service to US and Western imperialism. 

Or how about Gaza and Yemen, where 

Israel and Saudi Arabia, Washington’s 

closest Middle East, have engaged in 

the mass slaughter of civilians? Yes, 

there was no mention of that either by 

Ms Power. 

When it comes to Aleppo’s suffering, 

the scenes of celebration by thousands 

of its citizens over their liberation 

refutes the attempt by Power and others 

in the West to paint the Syrian Arab 

Army, made up of soldiers from every 

sector of the country’s religious, ethnic, 

and cultural mosaic, as a latter day 

Waffen SS, an army of occupation 

executing women and children at 

random. At the same time, of course, 

Salafi-jihadist groups such as the Nusra 

Front (now Jabhat Fatah al-Sham) and 

Jaysh al Islam have been painted as the 

modern day equivalent of the French 

resistance or Partisans. 

It has been preposterous to behold, 

part of an intense campaign of 

demonization motivated not by any 

concern for human rights or civilians, 

as maintained, but over the fact that 

Washington and the West’s objective of 

regime change in Damascus has been 

denied. 

The narrative being spun that civilians 

are being executed in east Aleppo has 

been disputed by the sight of thousands 

of those very civilians seeking 

sanctuary in government held west 

Aleppo throughout the fighting. Many 

of those civilians have reported people 

being shot at by armed groups for 

daring to try to leave. Ultimately, the 

reports widely carried in the Western 

media of atrocities being committed by 

pro-government forces remain 

unverified. There have been no Western 

journalists in east Aleppo throughout  

(continued on Page 18…) 
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the conflict, for the simple reason that 

none dare set foot in that part of the city, 

knowing full well that they would likely 

be kidnapped and/or murdered in the 

event. 

No one with a heart could deny the 

scale of human suffering that has taken 

place in Syria, with Aleppo its most 

grievous recent example. This brutal 

conflict, as it enters its sixth year, is one 

that involves the armed forces of a 

secular government of a pluralist 

country, along with its allies, pitted 

against an Islamic Khmer Rouge in 

various guises, backed by the Saudis, 

Qataris, Kuwaitis, and Western 

governments that have throughout this 

war played a game of good jihadists 

versus bad jihadists. 

Clearly, the sheer number of people 

who have perished and suffered is so 

shocking it is hard to comprehend. This 

number includes upwards of 60,000 

Syrian troops, as revealed by the UK’s 

Middle East correspondent, Robert Fisk, 

back in August. Fisk, along with his 

colleague at the UK Independent 

newspaper, Patrick Cockburn, has long 

enjoyed an estimable reputation as one 

of the world’s foremost Western 

reporters working out of the region. Yet 

now both he and Cockburn find 

themselves being widely calumniated as 

pro-Assad stooges by the ‘victory to the 

revolution’ mob that habituates much of 

the left in the West. 

The point that needs to be made is that 

no serious person could deny that many 

thousands more civilians would have 

perished in the event Nusra and other 

such groups managed to succeed in 

taking control of Aleppo, rather than 

pro-government forces. 

Meanwhile, placing Aleppo in its 

proper context leads us to the irrefutable 

role of Washington in prolonging the 

suffering of a country whose only crime 

is that it was deemed next in line for 

regime change, but which unlike those 

that have gone before – Iraq and Libya – 

has proved strong enough to withstand it. 

For those in doubt, Washington’s 

objective of destabilizing Syria dates 

back to at least 2006, evidenced in the 

classified memo, made public by 

WikiLeaks, that was sent from the US 

embassy in Damascus to Washington in 

December of that year. It contains an 

analysis of the Assad government, its 

strengths and weaknesses, and how it 

might be undermined. What should be 

borne in mind is that there is a direct 

correlation between this long term US 

strategy when it comes to Syria, and the 

disinformation that has been rolled out 

in response to the fact that Syrian 

forces, supported by its Russian, 

Iranian, and Lebanese allies, are 

winning the conflict. 

This is not to allege that there was not 

a movement for reform in Syria back in 

2011, inspired by an Arab Spring that 

had swept across the region demanding 

democratic and political change. And 

this is not to suggest that the Syrians 

who supported this movement did not 

have any legitimate grievances with 

their government. But there is a marked 

difference between reform and ruin, and 

it is the latter course upon which this 

movement embarked when it was taken 

over by Salafi-jihadists intent on the 

mass slaughter and extermination of the 

country’s minorities. 

Samantha Power knows all this, of 

course; she knows it but chooses to 

ignore it, favoring instead moral tirades 

of the sort she unleashed at the UN 

against those who are fighting to save 

yet another Arab country from the fate 

of the sectarian abyss fashioned in 

Riyadh and supported by Washington as 

a lesser evil when compared to a secular 

Arab state that refuses to kowtow to its 

writ. 

In the last analysis, being lectured to 

by a representative of Washington on 

human rights violations and war crimes 

is like being told to sit up straight by the 

Hunchback of Notre Dame. 

John Wight is the author of a politically 

incorrect and irreverent Hollywood memoir 

– Dreams That Die – published by Zero 

Books. He’s also written five novels. You 

can follow him on Twitter at @JohnWight1  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THE LIBERATION OF ALEPPO 

A Regional Turning Point. Setback for 

US-Led Aggression 

By Prof. Tim Anderson 

Global Research, December 21, 2016 

In late 2016, at the cost of many young 

lives, Syrian forces took back the 

eastern part of the city of Aleppo, 

occupied by NATO and Saudi backed 

terrorists for more than four years. 

he liberation of Aleppo, Syria’s 

second city and an ancient 

marvel, represents the most 

serious setback for the 15-year long 

Washington-led aggression on the 

entire region. An effective 

recolonisation of the region has 

stretched from Afghanistan to Libya, 

under a range of false pretexts. 

Invasions and proxy wars have been 

backed by economic sanctions and wild 

propaganda. 

But this great war of aggression – 

called the creation of ‘New Middle 

East’ by former US President George 

W. Bush – has hit a rock in Syria. The 

massive proxy armies bought and 

equipped by Washington and its 

regional allies the Saudis, Turkey, 

Qatar and Israel, have been beaten back 

by a powerful regional alliance which 

supports the Syrian nation. 

The endgame in Aleppo involves a 

handful of foreign agents – US, Saudi, 

Israeli and others – said to remain with 

the last al Qaeda groups in a tiny part of 

what was once their stronghold. The US 

in particular is keen to secure their 

release, because their presence is 

further evidence of the foreign 

command of what was claimed to be a 

‘civil war’. 

After a storm of western government 

and media misinformation (claims of 

massacres, mass executions and 

‘civilians targeted’) over the evacuation 

of around 100,000 civilians and many 

thousands of terrorists, the UN Security 

Council authorised some ‘independent 

observers’ to monitor the process. 

However most of that evacuation is 

now over. Resettlement and 

reconstruction is already underway, and 

army reserves have been called up to 

defend the city. 

(continued on Page 19…) 
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Syrian, Iranian, Russian and independent 

reporters (including Maytham al Ashkar, 

Shadi Halwi, Asser Khatab, Khaled 

Alkhateb, Ali Musawi, Lizzie Phelan, 

Murad Gazdiev, Vanessa Beeley, Eva 

Bartlett and the late Mohsen Khazaei) 

have already told us quite a lot. What 

they said bore little resemblance to the 

western apocalyptic stories. For 

example, outgoing UN Secretary 

General Ban Ki-Moon, a close ally of 

Washington, claimed in his last press 

conference that ‘Aleppo is now a 

synonym for hell’. Those claims were 

based on stories from NATO’s desperate 

jihadists. 

Reporters on the ground told a 

different story. As Syrian forces smashed 

the al Qaeda lines, the trapped civilians 

streamed out. They published video of 

long lines of people leaving east Aleppo 

and finding relief, food and shelter with 

the Syrian Arab Army. Tired and 

relieved, they told their stories to anyone 

who cared to listen. Russia and Iran gave 

many tonnes of food, clothing, blanket 

and shelter aid. By contrast, western 

countries generally gave nothing and the 

terror groups rejected all aid from the 

Syrian alliance. 

Civilians were prohibited from leaving 

the al Qaeda enclave, many were shot 

dead when they tried to do so. The 

armed gangs had food reserves but kept 

it for their fighters. Arms factories 

including toxic chemicals were found 

and were being made safe. Some of the 

armed men were taken into custody, but 

most were shipped out to Idlib, where 

Damascus has been concentrating the 

foreign-backed fighters. 

When the hell canons fell silent, and no 

more home-made gas cylinder mortars 

landed in the heart of the city, there was 

elation and dancing in the streets, shown 

widely on social media. The US State 

Department spokesman claimed he had 

not seen this. 

Al Qaeda in Aleppo was crushed. All 

the anti-Syrian government armed 

groups in Aleppo were either the 

‘official’ al Qaeda in Syria (Jabhat al 

Nusra aka Jaysh Fateh al Sham) or 

deeply embedded associates. When the 

US pretended to suppress Jabhat al 

Nusra in 2012 and 2016, all the ‘Free 

Syrian Army’ groups protested, saying 

‘we are all Jabhat al Nusra’. One might 

have thought that the US Government – 

which once claimed to be engaged in a 

global war against terrorism, in the 

name of 3,000 people murdered in New 

York back in September 2001 – would 

be as elated as those on the streets of 

Aleppo. They were not. 

Much of the western media, reflecting 

their governments, solemnly reported 

on ‘the fall of Aleppo’. The Syrian 

victory over the al Qaeda groups was a 

great tragedy, they said. On the other 

hand, the near simultaneous recapture 

of Syria’s ancient city of Palmyra, by 

the eastern al Qaeda group ISIS, was 

reported differently. That city was said 

to have been ‘retaken’. 

All this underlines what should have 

been an obvious point, admitted by 

many US officials, that every single 

armed group in Syria (whether 

‘moderate’ or ‘extremist’) has been 

armed and financed by the US and its 

allies, in an attempt to overthrow the 

Syrian Government. All the talk about 

‘moderate rebels’, a ‘brutal regime’ and 

a ‘civil war’ just tries to hide this. 

The final evacuations of Aleppo – 

which included an exchange of 

civilians besieged for 20 months in the 

Idlib towns of Faoua and Kafraya for 

remaining NATO-jihadists in eastern 

Aleppo – were organised between 

Russia and Turkey. There was some 

serious sabotage of these agreements, 

but the understandings have so far 

stayed on track. Now Iran is engaged 

with Russia and Turkey, in three way 

talks. Practical matters are being 

discussed. 

It is notable that the Obama 

administration is playing no direct 

constructive role in the endgame over 

Aleppo. Its ‘regime change’ proxy war 

on Syria is failing and, in its place, the 

incoming Washington regime promises 

a new approach. More importantly, a 

new regional alliance has formed to 

reject any new aggression from the 

colonial powers. 

Many things have changed during the 

war on Syria. The Syrian alliance has 

beaten back powerful NATO-GCC 

forces. The Muslim Brotherhood and 

its patrons in Egypt, Qatar and Turkey 

have received another beating. Egypt 

and Iraq now support Syria. The Saudis 

have joined with Israel against Iran and 

Syria. Russia has built stronger bonds 

with Syria and Iran. The Arab League, 

having backed the destruction of two 

Arab states, seems all but dead. Will the 

new, enhanced ‘Axis of Resistance’ 

take its place? 

Copyright © Prof. Tim Anderson, Global 

Research, 2016 

MOSCOW DECLARATION 

Russia, Turkey and Iran Join Together 

to End Syria’s Tragedy 

By Andrei Akulov 

Global Research, December 22, 2016 

 

December 20 will go down in history as 

a memorable day to turn the tide of 

Syria’s conflict. Russia, Turkey and 

Iran adopted a declaration on the 

immediate steps to promote the 

settlement of the Syria’s crisis. 

he three countries agreed to take 

on the role of guarantors to 

facilitate the process preserving 

the territorial integrity of Syria and 

spreading the cessation of hostilities to 

all parts of the country. Other states are 

welcome to join. The declaration is just 

a start, the efforts by the three parties 

will continue. The document was signed 

by the three countries’ foreign and 

defense chiefs at the December 20 

meeting in Moscow. 

Russia, Iran and Turkey will fight 

together Islamic State, Jabhat al-Nusra 

(Jabhat Fatah al-Sham) and other 

extremist groups. The parties are ready 

to mediate a deal between the Syrian 

government and opposition. They 

considered the proposal of Russian 

President to convene a meeting between 

the Syrian regime and opposition 

groups in the Kazakh capital of Astana, 

taking the crisis management process 

into their hands to achieve real results – 

something international efforts in other 

formats have failed to do. 

(continued on Page 20…) 

 

T 

http://www.globalresearch.ca/moscow-declaration-russia-turkey-and-iran-join-together-to-end-syrias-tragedy/5564133
http://www.globalresearch.ca/author/tim-anderson


 
 
 

The Peace Issue . . .  Page  No. 52  December 2016 

 

 

20 

 

(continued from Page 19…) 

Kazakhstan President Nursultan 

Nazarbayev discussed the possibility of a 

meeting between the Syrian conflicting 

parties in Astana with the presidents of 

Russia and Turkey on December 17. It 

mirrors the understanding that a political 

solution can only be worked out in 

cooperation with the Syrian government. 

President Bashar al-Assad has 

consolidated his power despite US calls 

for him «to go». 

Russia. Iran and Turkey are the leading 

pertinent actors who can really influence 

the events on the ground in Syria. The 

effort is undertaken after the hopes to 

reach an agreement with the US and the 

coalition it leads have been dashed. No 

result has been so far reached within the 

framework of UN-brokered International 

Syria Support Group. 

The tripartite talks were held after 

Aleppo had been retaken from the 

militants to change the situation in the 

war-torn country. Russia, Iran and 

Turkey were parties to a ceasefire 

agreement there. The truce allowed to 

evacuate tens of thousands of civilians 

and the militants who have agreed to 

stop fighting and be transferred 

elsewhere. This successful initiative 

provides an impetus to enlarging the 

effort to other parts of Syria. 

Russia and Turkey said the 

assassination of Moscow’s ambassador 

to Ankara, Andrei Karlov, will not affect 

their relationship as both countries face 

the common threat. During the 

December 20 meeting, Russian Foreign 

Minister Sergey Lavrov said the tragedy 

would «make all of us fight terrorism 

more decisively». 

A team of Russian investigators has 

been sent to Turkey for taking part in a 

joint investigation into the shooting. The 

top Russian diplomat said his meeting 

with the Turkish counterpart, Mevlut 

Cavusoglu,, was now «all the more 

relevant.» Dmitry Peskov, Russian 

president’s spokesman, said the 

assassination would not harm the 

negotiation process in any way. «The 

answer to the murder of the Russian 

ambassador to Turkey must be 

strengthening the fight against terror», 

said Russian President Vladimir Putin. 

The three parties joining together on 

Syria indicates a major shift in the 

balance of power with the US 

influence further declining. The US-

led coalition has failed to make any 

significant gains during «strategic» 

offensives in Mosul and Raqqa 

against the background of quick and 

spectacular success of Russia-

supported forces retaking Aleppo. 

The Aleppo victory greatly 

diminishes the US status as power 

broker. 

The joint declaration reflects the 

progress achieved by Russia in 

developing cooperation with Ankara 

and Tehran. For instance, Turkey, a 

NATO member, is in talks with 

Russia regarding the purchase of 

advanced S-400 long-range air 

defense missile systems. The 

parties are studying the prospects for 

boosting military cooperation in all 

areas, including procurement deals 

in electronic systems, ammunitions 

and missile technology. The related 

issues were discussed during the 

visit of General Hulusi Akar, the 

head of the Turkish armed forces’ 

General Staff, to Moscow on 

November 1. 

Turkey and Russia would look to 

establish a joint military, 

intelligence, and diplomatic 

mechanism. According to Turkish 

Defense Minister Fikri Isik, Turkey 

will do everything needed for 

cooperation with Russia on Syria. 

He said «a new page has opened» in 

the history of defense cooperation 

with Russia. The Turkish defense 

chief also underscored that his 

county «will develop close relations 

with Russia in the defense area 

based on its interests and this will 

not be a step against NATO or any 

other country», 

Russia and Turkey are on the way 

to implement the ambitious Turkish 

Stream gas project. 

The progress is made against the 

background of worsening ties 

between Turkey and the US and its 

NATO allies. Ankara has been 

angered by what it sees as lukewarm 

condemnation by its Western allies 

of the abortive July 15-16 coup. 

President Recep Tayyip 

Erdogan said in November that he 

was disillusioned with the US 

policies in his interview with CBS 

60 Minutes. Turkey’s officials have 

complained about NATO’s unwillingness 

to cooperate with Turkey. 

Ankara is mulling the possibility of 

joining the Shanghai Cooperation 

Organization (SCO), or Shanghai Pact. 

Turkey is a major Eurasian power. Its 

integration into the Eurasian system is a 

logical step to make. 

The relations between Russia and Iran 

have grown warmer since the Joint 

Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), 

or the Iran nuclear deal, became effective. 

President Vladimir Putin visited Iran last 

November – his first visit after 2007. There 

are lucrative economic projects on the 

bilateral agenda. 

The two countries regularly discuss 

military planning for Syria, where Iran has 

provided ground forces that work with 

local allies while Russia provides air 

power. Russian warplanes have used 

Iranian airfields to strike terrorist targets in 

Syria. The militaries hold join exercises. 

Russia has delivered modern S-300 air 

defense systems to Iran. 

The foreign ministers of Turkey and 

Iran have recently pledged greater 

cooperation on resolving Syria’s crisis, 

vowing to keep the dialogue open despite 

their differences. Iranian Foreign Minister 

Mohammad Javad Zarif said that Iran 

was «ready to work and cooperate» with 

Turkey and Russia on the issue of Syria, 

adding that it welcomed «the new 

cooperation that has started» between 

Moscow and Ankara. 

The significance of the declaration signed 

in Moscow on December 20 is hard to 

overestimate. This is an international effort 

undertaken by the states that have forces on 

the ground to really influence the situation 

in Syria. With Aleppo retaken and the 

future policies coordinated, peace appears 

to have a chance in the war-torn and long-

suffered country. This is a great 

opportunity not to be missed. 

The original source of this article is Strategic 

Culture Foundation 

Copyright © Andrei Akulov, Strategic Culture 

Foundation, 2016 

 

 

 

 

 

“We have the lowest student-teacher ratio 

and spend five times as much on schools 

than war - the opposite of what the United 

States does. [explaining why Cuba has the 

highest literacy in the world]”  

Fidel Castro 
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UN DECLARATION 

Drama in the UN Security Council: 

Israel’s Illegal Settlements 

by Binoy Kampmark  

December 24th, 2016 

The United States has been sending a 

message that the settlements must stop 

privately and publicly for nearly five 

decades. 

— Samantha Power, US Ambassador to 

the UN 

hristians following the 

Gregorian calendar are getting 

busy to celebrate Christmas, but 

the business of diplomacy continued in 

the United Nations. In the Security 

Council, anticipation about a particular 

resolution was greater than usual.  

On Friday, interest was piqued by what 

the Obama administration’s 

representative, Samantha Power, would 

do about a particular resolution that had 

riled Israeli politicians, US president-

elect Donald Trump, and various 

members of the US Congress.  

Resolution 2334, as worded, demanded 

that Israel “immediately and completely 

cease all settlement activities in the 

occupied Palestinian territory, including 

East Jerusalem” claiming that the 

establishment of Israeli settlements had 

“no legal validity and constitutes a 

flagrant violation under international law 

and a major obstacle to the achievement 

of the two-State solution and a just, 

lasting and comprehensive peace.” 

The resolution further reiterated that no 

recognition would be afforded to “any 

changes to the 4 June 1967 lines, 

including with regard to Jerusalem, other 

than those agreed by the parties through 

negotiations.” States were also “to 

distinguish, in their relevant dealings, 

between the territory of the State of 

Israel and the territories occupied since 

1967”. 

The resolution had already danced a jig 

into hasty retreat after Egypt expressed 

second thoughts on whether it should go 

ahead. On Thursday, Danny Danon, 

Israel’s ambassador to the UN, breathed 

a sigh of relief at Cairo’s change of heart 

– momentarily. “The delaying of the 

vote is an important step. However, we 

realize that this issue is not yet 

resolved.” 

On that score, Israeli pressure had 

proven to be effective, mounted 

aggressively by Netanyahu, the Foreign 

Ministry and the National Security 

Council. Donald Trump’s huffing had 

also convinced the Egypt to desist, 

though the exact form of that persuasion 

is unclear. It was left to New Zealand, 

Malaysia, Venezuela and Senegal to 

take the wheels of the resolution and 

drive it to a vote. 

Would traditional US form prevail? 

The traditionalists, initially taken off 

guard, thought so. (In 2011, the Obama 

administration used its veto against a 

similar resolution.) Trump certainly 

hoped so. “As the United States has 

long maintained,” claimed the president-

elect in a statement on Thursday, “peace 

between the Israelis and the Palestinians 

will only come through direct 

negotiations between the parties, and 

not through the imposition of terms by 

the United Nations.” 

For Trump, mounting the soapbox in 

favour of such a position was prejudicial 

– to Israel. “This puts Israel in a very 

poor negotiating position and is 

extremely unfair to all Israelis.” Trump 

had already signalled his position on 

Israeli affairs with his nomination for 

the post of US ambassador to Israel, 

David Friedman.  

Friedman’s record behind encouraging 

the settlement program is known. He 

rejects any notion that a two-state 

solution is viable and has suggested that 

Israel fob off all international criticism 

and annex part of the West Bank. He 

has excoriated morally troubled Jews 

supporting a two-state solution as 

“kapos,” the dark term used to describe 

Jews dragooned into assisting the 

extermination of their own people by 

the Nazis. In some instances, his views 

make those of Netanyahu moderate. 

An answer finally came: an abstention 

by the US was registered, meaning that 

it passed with 14 votes. Power’s 

statement suggested that the goals of 

continuing settlement programs being 

pursued by Israel, and the negotiations 

on a two-state solution, were mutually 

exclusive.  

“One cannot simultaneously 

champion expanding Israeli settlements 

and champion a viable two-state 

solution that would end the conflict.” 

The choice had to be made “between 

settlements and separation.” 

This stark view was not one shared by 

such pro-Israeli stalwarts as Republican 

Senator John McCain. In these circles, 

Israel remains the perennial, noble 

victim, permanently at the mercy of 

forces it needs to control, and even 

repel. 

Noble victims, armed to the teeth with 

the most modern of weaponry and 

nuclear weapons, indifferent to thieves 

masquerading as squatters, tend to 

spout gibberish before the canons of 

international law. “By voting yes in 

favour of this resolution,” claimed 

Danon, “you have in fact voted no. You 

voted no to negotiation, you voted no to 

progress and a chance for better lives 

for Israelis and Palestinians, and you 

voted no to the possibility of peace.” 

Bully knows best. 

(continued on Page 22…)
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In abstaining, the United States marked 

“a troubling departure from our nation’s 

long, bipartisan history of defending our 

ally Israel in the United States.” A 

defence was always to be mounted for 

that beleaguered state, right or wrong. 

The office of the Israeli Prime Minister 

Benjamin Netanyahu promised in 

rejecting “this shameful anti-Israel 

resolution at the UN” that it would “not 

abide by its terms”. Asserting a sacred 

proprietary lease, if not right, on US 

political good will, Netanyahu’s office 

also looked “forward to working with 

president-elect Trump and with all our 

friends in Congress, Republicans and 

Democrats alike, to negate the harmful 

effects of this absurd resolution.”  

That stance has been a long standing 

one: legal writ, ill-fitting for Israel’s 

foreign and domestic policy, will be 

disregarded. Washington’s buffering 

support can be counted upon. With a 

Trump presidency, support for such a 

stance will be forthcoming – in bucket 

loads. 

Binoy Kampmark was a Commonwealth 

Scholar at Selwyn College, Cambridge. He 

lectures at RMIT University, Melbourne and 

can be reached at: bkampmark@gmail.com. 

Read other articles by Binoy. 

ISRAEL IS AN EVIL STATE 

Stop Living in Denial, Israel Is an Evil 

State 

Israel may not be Nazi, nor even a fascist 

state. Yet it is a member of the same 

terrible family, the family of evil states.  

Just consider these acts of evil 

perpetrated by the state... 

By Gideon Levy  

July 30, 2016  

 
Israeli Border Police officers stand guard as 

Palestinians wait to cross through the Qalandiyah 

checkpoint, Mohamad Torokman/Reuters 

fter we’ve cited nationalism and 

racism, hatred and contempt for 

Arab life, the security cult and 

resistance to the occupation, victimhood 

and messianism, one more element must 

be added without which the behavior of 

the Israeli occupation regime cannot be 

explained: Evil. Pure evil. Sadistic evil. 

Evil for its own sake. Sometimes, it’s 

the only explanation. 

Eva Illouz described its signs (“Evil 

now,” Haaretz Hebrew edition, July 30). 

Her essay, which challenges the idea of 

the banality of evil, considers the 

national group as the source of the evil. 

Using philosopher Ludwig 

Wittgenstein’s concept, she finds a 

“family resemblance” between the 

Israeli occupation and history’s evil 

regimes. This similarity does not mean 

that Israel is Nazi, nor even fascist. And 

yet it is a member of the same terrible 

family, the family of evil states. It’s a 

depressing and brilliant analysis. 

The evil that Illouz attributes to Israel 

is not banal, it cannot happen anywhere, 

and it has political and social roots that 

are deeply embedded in Israeli society. 

Thus, Illouz joins Zeev Sternhell, who 

warned in his impressive and 

resounding essay about the cultural soil 

out of which fascism is now growing in 

Israel (“The birth of fascism,” Haaretz 

Hebrew edition, July 7). 

But alongside these analyses, we must 

also present a brief history of evil. We 

must present the instances that combine 

to create a great and horrific picture, a 

picture of Israeli evil in the territories, 

so as to stand up to those who deny the 

evil. It is not the case of the individual – 

Sgt. Elor Azaria, for example, who is 

being tried for the death of a subdued 

Palestinian assailant in Hebron – but the 

conduct of the establishment and the 

occupation regime that proves the evil. 

In fact, the continuation of the 

occupation proves the evil. Illouz, 

Sternhell and others provide debatable 

analyses on its origins, but whatever 

they are, it can no longer be denied. 

One case is like a thousand witnesses: 

the case of Bilal Kayed. A young man 

who completed a prison term of 14.5 

years – his entire sentence – without a 

single furlough, without being allowed 

to at least say goodbye by phone to his 

dying father; a clear sign of evil. 

About six weeks ago, Kayed was 

getting ready for his release. A 

representative of the Shin Bet security 

service – one of the greatest agencies of 

evil in Israel – even showed him a 

photograph of the home his family had 

built for him to stir him up even more 

ahead of his release. And then, as his 

family waited impatiently for him at the 

crossing point and Kayed grew ever 

more excited in his cell, he was 

informed that he was being thrown into 

administrative detention for at least 

another six months, without trial and 

without explanation. 

Since then, he has been on hunger 

strike. He is cuffed to his bed. His 

family is not allowed to see him. Prison 

guards never leave his room and the 

lights are not turned out for a moment. 

Evil. 

Only evil can explain the state’s 

conduct toward Kayed – only an evil 

state acts this way. The arbitrary 

announcement, at the last moment, of a 

senseless detention is abuse, and the 

way he has been treated since then is 

also abuse. 

Only evil can explain the detention 

last week of another young man, Hiran 

Jaradat, whose brother Arif (who had 

Down syndrome) was killed in June and 

whose father died two days ago. He is 

under arrest for “incitement on 

Facebook” and was not released to 

attend his father’s funeral. Evil. 

The continuation of the detention of 

poet Darin Tatur – evil. The destruction 

of the tiny swimming pool that the 

residents of Khirbet Tana in the 

northern West Bank had built for 

themselves – evil. The confiscation of 

water tanks from a community of 

shepherds in the Jordan Valley in the 

July heat – evil. 

A great many of the decisions of the 

occupation regime that decides the fates 

of individuals, families, communities, 

villages and cities cannot be explained 

without evil. The list is as long as the 

occupation. The extortion of sick 

people from Gaza to enlist them as 

collaborators, the blockades on cities 

and towns for weeks, the Gaza 

blockade, the demolition of homes – all 

evil. 

Banal or not, its existence must be 

acknowledged and it must be 

recognized as one of the most 

influential values in Israel. Yes, there is 

an evil regime at work in Israel, and 

therefore it is an evil state. 
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THE BEGGING BOWL 

Palestine’s Achilles Heel 

By Dr. Vacy Vlazna 

Global Research, December 22, 2016 

Poor Palestine – the major Palestinian 

players, Fatah and Hamas have 

degraded and set back the liberation 

movement by crawling with begging 

bowls to self-interested, absolutely not 

Palestine-interested, Arab states, and 

furthermore both are fickle beggars 

switching loyalties to conform to the US 

volatile currents in the Middle East. 

rab regimes quarter-hearted 

support for Palestine goes back 

to the Nakba, 

“The five Arab states who joined in the 

invasion of Palestine were Egypt, 

Transjordan, Syria, Lebanon and Iraq; 

while the two contingents came from 

Saudi Arabia and Yemen. All these 

states, however, only sent an 

expeditionary force to Palestine, keeping 

the bulk of their army at home.” Avi 

Shlaim 

The Arab coalition was doomed to fail 

Palestine. Apart from being 

outnumbered and outgunned by the 

superior Zionist forces typically, then 

(and now), the Arabs were disorganised, 

under-resourced, headed by weak 

commanders, military incompetence, 

conflicting national interests and 

fractured by internal rivalries. These 

were mainly rooted in the Zionist ally, 

Jordan’s King Abdullah’s ambitions to 

hold sway over a Greater Syria 

encompassing Transjordan, Syria, 

Lebanon and Palestine threatening the 

independence of Lebanon and Syria as 

well as a potential challenge to the 

Egyptian leadership of the Arab world. 

One would expect that the Palestinian 

leadership would have learnt from the 

debacle of Arab interference, 

“[T]he League remained curiously 

unwilling to allow the Palestinians to 

assume control over their own destiny…. 

At Arab League meetings, the mufti 

argued against intervention in Palestine 

by the regular Arab armies, but his pleas 

were ignored.  All the mufti asked for 

was financial support and arms and these 

were promised to him but delivered only 

in negligible quantities. It is misleading, 

therefore, to claim that all the resources 

of the Arab League were placed at the 

disposal of the Palestinians. On the 

contrary, the Arab League let the 

Palestinians down in their hour of 

greatest need.” Avi Shlaim 

The unwillingness of the Arab League 

70 year ago has slackened off over the 

decades into a paralysis that produced 

the flaccid Arab Peace Initiative 

described by Marwan Barghouti as, 

“..the lowest the Arabs have gone in 

terms of a historical settlement with 

Israel. The statements of the Arab 

ministerial delegation to Washington in 

regards to amending the 1967 borders 

and accepting the land-swap inflict great 

damage on the Arab stance and 

Palestinian rights, and stimulate the 

appetite of Israel for more concessions. 

No one is entitled to amend borders or 

swap land; the Palestinian people insist 

on Israel’s full withdrawal to the 1967 

borders, in addition to removing the 

settlements.” 

Furthermore, ‘the issue of the “right of 

return” isn’t even mentioned in the 

peace initiative. The wording is: 

“Attaining a just solution to the problem 

of Palestinian refugees to be agreed 

upon in accordance with the UN 

General Assembly Resolution No 194.” 

The statement that the solution will be 

“agreed upon” points to an Israeli veto 

on every solution which we find 

unacceptable.” Amnon Reshef The 

abandonment of refugees is the signal 

that the Arabs are spruiking the Zionist 

agenda. 

These conditions, while untenable to 

Barghouti, Abbas, on the other hand, in 

2016 ‘rejected any changes to the Arab 

Peace Initiative, stressing that he is 

sticking to it as it was approved by the 

Arab League in 2002’. 

Warned repeatedly by the intellectual 

likes of Edward Said, Naji Al Ali, 

Ghassan Kanafani and Mahmoud 

Darwish who distinguished the Arab 

people from their corrupt leaders, 

Hamas and Fatah know full well the 

politics of the the dictatorial Arab 

regimes is a sordid 70 year revolving 

door of intrigues, hypocrisies, betrayals. 

Edward Said remarked, “All, however, 

have decided that they do not trust each 

other any more than they care strongly 

for the welfare of their own people 

(which is to say they care very little)”. 

Take the UAE for example, on 10 

July 2014, as Israel blasted Gazan 

families with air strikes, UAE pledged 

$25 million in humanitarian aid. A 

mere 5 days later, the UAE met secretly 

in Paris with Avigdor Lieberman ‘to 

discuss how to eradicate Hamas from 

the Gaza Strip.’ By an amazing 

coincidence, the Saudi and Jordanian 

foreign ministers were meeting in Paris 

with John Kerry where it ‘was agreed 

that Israel would execute the military 

operation against Hamas while the 

UAE provided the funds….All that was 

required from Cairo was that it kept the 

Rafah crossing closed and coordinated 

with Israel when the assault began.’ 

In 2016, the Arab League including 

the Sauds, Egypt, Jordan attended, in a 

show of support, the pie in the sky 

Abbas French Peace Initiative in Paris 

while Jordan, UAE and Egypt were 

simultaneously manoeuvring (along 

with Israeli defence Minister 

Avigdor Lieberman) for Death-Squad-

Dahlan to replace Abbas. 

If that’s not enough to make your 

head spin, the under-the-radar 

rapprochement steps between arch 

enemies Dahlan and Hamas, should 

send you reeling; a reminder that in 

2007 Israel’s darling, Dahlan and his 

death squads, under the supervision of 

US general Dayton, spread terror 

throughout Gaza, set up torture centres, 

assassinated Hamas officials and 

resistance fighters and led the failed 

military coup against Hamas. 

Prior to the US-backed war on Syria, 

Hamas had it headquarters in 

Damascus, but in 2012, as Syria 

struggled against US/Saudi armed 

Islamist forces, Hamas took its begging 

bowl to Egypt which kept the Rafah 

border closed in 2014 during the 51 

days of the vicious Zionist assault on 

Gaza. 

To date, not one Arab regime, Jordan, 

Egypt, Morocco, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, 

UAE, in 70 years, has saved an inch of 

Palestine from unabated Zionist theft 

and yet Hamas and Fatah leaders 

incompetently, stupidly, shamefully 

overlook the fact that all these regimes 

are puppets whose strings are controlled 

by the Zionist/USA alliance. 

 (continued on Page 24…) 
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It had been said of George Habash, 

founder of the Popular Front for the 

Liberation of Palestine (PLFP), “He was 

feared by Arab regimes, and respected 

and loved in the refugee camps.” Therein 

lies the key to revolutionary success à la 

Castro – the power lies with the people, 

within of the comradeship of struggle, 

within uncompromising focus on 

liberation and sovereignty. 

In that spirit, in September Mohamed 

Ahmed Madi and young Gazan PLFP 

members formed a Palestinian solidarity 

committee for the Sahrawi people. The 

struggle for freedom from violent 

occupation, theft of land and resources, 

wholesale government subsidised 

colonial immigration, exile in refugee 

camps, a vast Separation Wall, 

dependence on humanitarian aid, and 

international betrayal is almost identical 

in the histories of Palestine and Western 

Sahara oppressed by the Zionist entity 

and Morocco respectively. 

Respect goes to the young Gazans for 

defiantly continuing their solidarity 

online with the Sahrawi people and 

shame on Hamas for banning the group’s 

activities to toady up to King 

Mohammed VI who is Morocco’s 

Netanyahu clone. 

It is hard to understand why Hamas 

would offer a begging bowl of 

appeasement to Morocco which the US 

had designated as a major non-NATO 

ally, which since the 1960’s has had 

public and covert intelligence 

connections with Israel and Mossad 

including the assassination scandal of 

Moroccan opposition leader Mehdi Ben 

Barka in Paris. 

Even worse, in early 1967 King Hassan 

II passed on a secret recording alerting 

Israel that Arab leaders were ill-prepared 

for war giving the Zionists  the edge for 

their preemptive strike and victory in the 

6 Day War in which the Zionists seized 

the Gaza Strip, the West Bank, 

Jerusalem, the Sinai Peninsula and the 

Golan Heights. 

While Morocco and Israel ostensibly 

haven’t had formal relations since the 

First Intifada, Hamas would know that 

Israel has continued to supply 

intelligence and weapons, such as Heron 

drones to aid Morocco’s control over 

Western Sahara. 

The examples here are but a drop in 

the ocean of decades of ‘diplomatic’ 

bungling by the Palestinian leadership 

that has obstructed the political rights of 

the people of Palestine – unlike the 

stones of resistance hurled by the young 

at the lethal Zionist occupation. 

The identity of Palestine’s liberation 

movement in not in Hamas or Fatah, but 

in the stones and hands that Palestine 

herself has brought into being. Hands 

that link together with oppressed 

brothers and sisters struggling for  

justice as in Ferguson, with Black Lives 

Matter, at Standing Rock, with the 

Aboriginal Tent Embassy, with the 

millions who protested globally for 

Gaza in 2014, and who recently joined 

the global BDS* action against Hewlett-

Packard in over 100 cities. 

Solidarity works. The people power of 

BDS has thrown the Zionists into 

paroxysms of panic demanding that 

Western flunkeys criminalise BDS and 

criticism of Israel. 

There’s no place for begging bowls in 

the new order of growing global 

solidarity with its dignified single-

mindedness of purpose grounded in 

unity. Unity, dignified and resolute – is 

– the only paradigm that Palestinians 

must expect their future leadership will 

uphold to secure Palestine’s freedom 

and the fulfilment of political and 

human rights, 

“Isn’t it astonishing that all the signs 

of popular solidarity that Palestine and 

the Arabs receive occur with no 

comparable sign of solidarity and 

dignity for ourselves; that others admire 

and respect us more than we do 

ourselves? Isn’t it time we caught up 

with our own status and made certain 

that our representatives here and 

elsewhere realise, as a first step, that 

they are fighting for a just and noble 

cause, and that they have nothing to 

apologise for or anything to be 

embarrassed about? On the contrary, 

they should be proud of what their 

people have done and proud to represent 

them.” Edward Said 

* Boycott Divestment and Sanctions 

Dr. Vacy Vlazna is Coordinator of Justice 

for Palestine Matters and editor of a volume 

of Palestinian poetry, I remember my 

name. She was Human Rights Advisor to the 

GAM team in the second round of the Acheh 

peace talks, Helsinki, February 2005 then 

withdrew on principle. Vacy was convenor 

of Australia East Timor Association and 

coordinator of the East Timor Justice Lobby 

as well as serving in East Timor with 

UNAMET and UNTAET from 1999-2001.  

Copyright © Dr. Vacy Vlazna, Global 

Research, 2016 

NATO RAMPS UP UKRAINE WAR 

NATO Ramps Up Ukraine War After 

Defeat in Syria 

By Finian Cunningham 

December 21, 2016 "Information 

Clearing House" - "Sputnik" –  

 surge in military attacks this 

week by NATO-backed Kiev 

regime forces on the breakaway 

eastern Ukraine regions is no mere 

coincidence. 

It is the reaction to events in Syria 

by the US-led military alliance in its 

hybrid warfare against Russia. 

Hundreds of ceasefire breaches 

by troops belonging to the Ukraine 

Armed Forces (UAF) are being 

reported in the separatist self-declared 

republics of Donetsk and Luhansk. 

Over the past few days, several towns 

and villages have come under intense 

shelling from artillery, rockets and 

mortars in stark violation of the Minsk 

agreement. 

That agreement was brokered 

by Russia, Germany and France 

during 2014 and 2015, and was meant 

to facilitate a political settlement 

between the Western-backed Kiev 

regime, which came to power in a coup 

d’état in February 2014, and the 

breakaway provinces of Donetsk and 

Luhansk, which refused to recognize 

the legitimacy of the usurper Kiev 

cabal. 

Houses, schools and water treatment 

plants have been hit as the UAF and 

associated Neo-Nazi militias move 

heavy weaponry close to the so-called 

contact lines. All indications suggest 

that the NATO-backed Kiev regime is 

mobilizing for a renewed offensive 

on the mainly ethnic Russian Donbas 

region comprising the Donetsk and 

Luhansk People’s Republics. 

 

(continued on Page 25…) 
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So far, the militia of the DPR and LPR 

have repelled the offensive, with dozens 

of casualties reportedly suffered by the 

Kiev regime’s military. 

The timing of the large-scale attacks 

on Donbas comes just as the US and its 

NATO allies incur a strategic setback 

in their covert war for regime change 

in Syria. The liberation of the 

battleground city of Aleppo last week 

by the Syrian army, supported 

by Russian, Iranian and Lebanese allies, 

portends the end of the nearly six-year 

conflict in Syria. 

The routing of jihadist militants 

from Aleppo, who had been backed 

covertly by the US and certain NATO 

powers, including Britain and France, 

has signaled the end of the regime-

change project in Syria to oust the 

government of President Bashar al-

Assad. 

NATO member Turkey had played a 

key role in the US-led dirty war 

on Syria, serving as a conduit for fighters 

and arms to the proxy jihadist militants 

trying to overthrow Assad – a longtime 

ally of both Russia and Iran. 

But now Turkey seems to be aligning 

with Russia and Iran to bring an end 

to the war in neighboring Syria. 

This week, foreign and defense 

ministers from Russia, Iran and Turkey 

met in Moscow to declare their 

commitment to end the Syrian conflict. 

The New York Times reported: 

“Russia, Iran and Turkey meet for Syria 

talks, excluding the US”. Pointedly, it 

added: “The new alignment and absence 

of any Western powers at the table all 

but guarantee that President Bashar al-

Assad will continue to rule Syria 

under any resulting agreement.” 

In other words, it’s “game over” 

for Washington and its criminal 

enterprise to subvert Syria. 

The setback for American imperialist 

scheming in the Middle East cannot be 

overstated. For decades, US rulers have 

seen it as their God-given exceptional 

right to roll over any foreign government 

deemed unfit for their geopolitical 

interests. Syria was among target 

countries on the American hit-list, which 

came into action back in March 2011 

when the US and its NATO partners and 

regional client regime unleashed hell 

with terror proxies. 

US ambitions of conquest in the oil-

rich region have now been dealt a 

stunning blow after Russian President 

Vladimir Putin ordered military 

operation at the end of 2015 to support 

the Syrian state, along with Iran and the 

Lebanese resistance movement 

Hezbollah. 

Despite a massive propaganda 

campaign orchestrated by the Western 

media and Washington puppets at the 

United Nations, the Syrian army and its 

allies have won a historic victory 

in retaking Aleppo from NATO-backed 

jihadists. 

Not only is this a bitter military defeat 

for Washington. It is a political and 

moral triumph over Western lies as told 

through major media corporations. The 

latter were saturated with claims 

of atrocities and crimes 

against humanity committed by Syrian 

and Russian forces. Those reckless 

claims have now been exposed 

as blatant fabrications, as the people 

of Aleppo openly celebrate liberation 

from Western-backed jihadists who had 

imposed a reign of terror on large parts 

of the city for nearly four years. 

It seems significant that only days 

after the liberation of Aleppo, Russian 

ambassador Andrey Karlov was brutally 

assassinated 

in Turkey’s capital Ankara, when a 

gunman shot him in the back as he 

addressed a cultural event. The murder 

was evidently aimed at derailing the 

political talks underway 

between Turkey, Russia and Iran.  

Who would benefit from such an 

atrocity? Obviously, the US-led NATO 

powers. 

If NATO military intelligence did not 

specifically order the assassination 

of Karlov, we can at least say that 

Washington and its Western allies 

certainly created the climate of hatred 

and demonization that made the Russian 

diplomat a “legitimate target”. 

A further significant development is 

the renewed offensive by the NATO-

backed Kiev regime against the ethnic 

Russian people of east Ukraine. Again, 

this provocative move comes only days 

after the spectacular military victory 

by Russia and its allies against NATO’s 

jihadist proxies in Aleppo, and possibly 

now for the whole of Syria. 

Make no mistake, the reactionary 

junta that seized power in Kiev is a 

surrogate for NATO’s long-held 

offensive designs on Russia. Citing 

unsubstantiated “fears” of Russian 

aggression, NATO has given itself a 

license to escalate troops and missiles 

on Russia’s border. Washington and its 

European lackeys have financed, armed 

and trained the Kiev regime. This week, 

British defense minister Michael Fallon 

announced more British army training 

for Kiev’s forces, claiming that it was 

to counter Russian aggression. Fallon 

had the cheek to spout this nonsense 

in the same week that the assaults 

on eastern Ukraine have surged. 

At a NATO-Russia summit 

in Brussels earlier this week, the US-led 

military alliance had the gall to call 

on Moscow to influence "Russian 

separatists" in Donbas to "honor the 

Minsk ceasefire". 

Russian delegate to NATO Alexander 

Grushko reportedly introduced some 

reality to the meeting by pointing 

out the hundreds of violations being 

committed in recent days by the Kiev 

regime. Such violations are par for the 

course, since the NATO-backed junta 

first launched its offensive on the 

region back in 2014, and which has 

resulted in up to 10,000 deaths. 

As with the Syrian war, Washington 

and its NATO allies, aided and abetted 

by the Western news (sic) media, play 

with semantics and illusions, and insult 

common intelligence. In Ukraine, 

NATO is waging a covert war every bit 

as it was in Syria, where as many 

as 400,000 people have been killed and 

from which Europe is struggling 

with its greatest refugee crisis since the 

Second World War, including the threat 

of terror attacks as seen in France and 

Germany this week. 

Shamelessly, Washington and its 

Western subordinates accuse Russia 

of hybrid warfare and aggression. The 

reaction to defeat in Syria 

through ramping up conflict in Ukraine 

shows that it is the US-led NATO 

alliance that is the real culprit of hybrid 

war and aggression. 
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MOVIE REVIEW: “UKRAINE ON 

FIRE” 

“Ukraine on Fire”: Oliver Stone 

Documentary Blames U.S. For 

Ukraine “Maidan” Uprisings 

By Yekaterina Sinelschikova 

Global Research, December 11, 2016 

Russian television has broadcast 

Oliver Stone’s controversial 

documentary film “Ukraine on Fire,” 

in which he argues that Ukraine’s 

“Maidan” uprisings of 2004 and 2014 

were the result of political 

maneuvering by the United States. 

 controversial new 

documentary produced by U.S. 

director Oliver Stone and 

broadcast on Russian television 

presents the Ukrainian revolutions of 

2004 and 2014 as organized uprisings 

instigated from outside and planned 

with U.S. participation. 

Posted on YouTube and screened by 

nationwide Russian TV channel REN 

TV on Nov. 21, the film, titled Ukraine 

on Fire, features Ukraine’s ousted 

former president Viktor Yanukovych, 

Russian President Vladimir Putin, and 

Vitaly Zakharchenko, who served as 

Ukrainian interior minister under 

Yanukovych, discussing the events 

leading up to and following the 

“Maidan” revolution of 2014. 

Stone, an award-winning director 

who is a staunch critic of Washington’s 

foreign policy, is no stranger to 

controversy and has a long history of 

making political films. He also directed 

2015’s Snowden, a biopic of the 

fugitive former NSA agent turned 

whistleblower. 

Directed by Ukrainian American Igor 

Lopatenyuk, the film has been 

criticized for its one-sided portrayal of 

events in Kiev, with a Ukrainian 

citizen named Andrei Nezvany posting 

an online petition two days before the 

film’s online premiere asking for the 

picture to be banned because it 

“falsifies facts” and could “provoke 

mass protests in Ukraine.” 

Ukraine on Fire was made by the 

Los Angeles company Another Way 

Productions though the source of the 

project’s financing is not clear. 

CIA protected Ukrainian nationalists in 

the USSR 

The film reports that the CIA closely 

collaborated with Ukrainian nationalistic 

organizations against the USSR as far 

back as 1946, using them as 

counterintelligence sources. Recently 

declassified CIA documents apparently 

bear witness to this. 

According to the film, “by the end of 

1941 alone the nationalists killed between 

150,000 and 200,000 Jews on German-

occupied territory in Ukraine,” and the 

following “strong alliance” allowed them 

to escape after WWII to Europe, where 

the CIA helped them hide. 

For example, the film points out that 

Mykola Lebed, a Ukrainian nationalist 

and activist who was responsible for mass 

killings of Poles in Ukraine’s Volyn 

region under Nazi occupation in WWII, 

was later transferred to the U.S., where he 

died in 1998 without ever facing trial for 

his war crimes. 

But American collaboration with the 

Ukrainian nationalists did not end there, 

claims the film. 

U.S. was behind 2004 Orange 

Revolution 

In 2004 Ukraine became a battlefield 

between Russia and the West. The pro-

Russian candidate Viktor Yanukovych 

won the presidential election, though the 

process was tainted by widespread 

allegations of intimidation and massive 

vote-rigging, as well as the poisoning of 

the pro-Western candidate, Viktor 

Yushchenko. 

In the end, Yushchenko, whose wife had 

been an employee of the U.S. State 

Department during the Reagan 

administration) gained the presidency 

thanks to a peaceful protest that the film 

claims was inspired from outside the 

country, resulting in a revote. 

Subsequently, the off-screen voice 

narrates, the Yushchenko government 

failed to carry out the promised reforms 

and the “democracy” project, and mired 

itself in dishonest activities. 

Russia did not want to pay for 

Ukraine’s pro-Europe choice 

Viktor Yanukovych became the next 

Ukrainian president, but his talks with the 

EU did not go well. 

“We had been counting on the 

International Monetary Fund [IMF]… 

But for a whole year we were offered 

unacceptable options… Russia was the 

last resort. Russia told us: ‘We are 

ready to work with you as partners, if 

you take our interests into 

consideration,’” says Yanukovych in 

the film. 

Commenting on Russia’s introduction 

of restrictions to trade with Ukraine, 

Vladimir Putin says that the Kremlin 

did so only because in the event of 

integration with the EU “the European 

Union would basically be entering our 

territory with all its goods without any 

negotiations.” 

“We said, sure, if Ukraine has decided 

to do this, this is its choice and we will 

respect it, but we are not going to pay 

for this choice,” says Putin in the film. 

2014 uprising also financed by U.S., 

says film 

In the film, Zakharchenko tells Stone 

that the Ukrainian authorities knew that 

protests were being prepared for 2015. 

But the sudden halt to integration with 

the EU (after Russia made Ukraine a 

counter-offer shortly before 

Yanukovych was due to sign the 

agreement at an EU Eastern Partnership 

summit in Lithuania in late November 

2013) accelerated the process. Public 

organizations financed by NED, 

journalists receiving U.S. grants and the 

TV channels created on the eve of the 

Maidan uprising played an important 

role, argues the film. 

The order to drive away the protesters 

with force was given by head of the 

presidential administration Serhiy 

Lyovochkin, under the pretext of 

putting a Christmas tree on the square. 

 “It is an amazing coincidence but Mr. 

Lyovochkin is a friend of many 

American politicians,” the documentary 

reports, showing a photo of Assistant 

Secretary of State for European and 

Eurasian Affairs Victoria Nuland. 

When Stone asks Yanukovych if “he 

felt America’s hand” in the uprising, 

the former president says that many 

delegations came to Ukraine but took 

sides with the protesters, something that 

only exacerbated the conflict. 

(continued on Page 31…) 
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UNSC AND ISRAEL-PALESTINE: 

AN UPDATE 

By James O’Neill 

n 27 December 2016 Gumshoe 

News published an earlier 

comment by me on the UN 

Security Council’s Resolution 2334 in 

which the Council unanimously 

condemned the ongoing measures by 

Israel to alter the “demographic 

composition, character and status of the 

Palestinian territory it has occupied 

since the 1967 war.” 

The Council confirmed that the 

establishment of Israeli settlements on 

occupied Palestinian territory had no 

legal validity and constituted a “flagrant 

violation of international law.” 

The resolution outraged Israel.  Prior to 

the vote, Israeli Prime Minister 

Benjamin Netanyahu had telephoned 

New Zealand’s Foreign Minister Murray 

McCully with a blatant threat to New 

Zealand if it continued its co-

sponsorship of the resolution.  

Netanyahu reportedly told McCully that 

from Israel’s point of view “it will be a 

declaration of war………..and there will 

be consequences.” 

This is extraordinary conduct, although 

not out of keeping with previous 

behaviour by senior Israeli government 

figures. 

The Australian government through its 

Foreign Minister Julie Bishop has issued 

a statement that unequivocally places 

Australia in a tiny minority of the 

world’s nations in its unquestioning 

support for the international pariah that 

is the State of Israel. 

Bishop said that Australia does not 

support “one-sided resolutions targeting 

Israel” It would not have taken the same 

line as New Zealand.  Rather, it 

remained “firmly committed to a two 

State solution.” 

Lest anyone think that things would be 

different under a Labor government, 

their leader Bill Shorten, who has been 

in Israel this past week, quickly chimed 

in by describing Netanyahu as “a good 

friend of Australia.”   

Well Bill, with friends like that, who 

needs enemies?  

Shorten could have shown some 

political courage and intellectual honesty 

by asking Bishop to specify in what way 

was the Security Council Resolution 

“one –sided and targeting Israel?” 

The resolution did little more than 

pointing out the blindingly obvious, 

except it would seem to those who 

inhabit the Canberra environment.  

Israel has for the past 50 years been in 

breach of international law, and shows 

absolutely no sign of changing its 

behaviour. 

Exactly what part of Israeli 

settlements having “no legal validity 

and constituting a flagrant violation 

under international law” does Ms 

Bishop, Mr Shorten and their respective 

parties disagree with? 

Equally, what part of “confiscation of 

land, and displacement of Palestinian 

citizens in violation of international 

humanitarian law” equals one-

sidedness, or, more importantly, is other 

than objectively true?  

Does Australia, whose own adherence 

to international law in multiple areas, as 

for example in the treatment of refugees, 

is similarly deplorable, really want to 

excuse or justify Israel’s conduct?  

Australia is one of the loudest 

supporters of the American mantra of 

‘freedom of navigation’ but maintains a 

stunning silence when that concept is 

flagrantly breached by Israel’s blockade 

of Gaza. 

Does Bishop’s government really 

condone the blatant threat made to its 

ally and good friend, New Zealand?  

Isn’t a declaration of war worthy of at 

least some comment by the Australian 

government?  Or does Australia not 

want to be put in the position of 

choosing between Israel and New 

Zealand in the uncomfortable 

knowledge, based on past performance, 

that such a choice would pose a real 

dilemma?  

It would seem that Australia is already 

positioning itself as the loyal acolyte of 

the incoming Trump administration.  

The appointment of Donald Friedman as 

the US’s next ambassador and his 

reported views should ring alarm bells 

in Canberra.  Friedman rejects the 

creation of a Palestinian State and 

supports Israel’s complete annexation of 

the West Bank. 

How does Bishop square these views 

with her claimed “firm commitment” to 

the delusional concept of a two-State 

solution, that her very support of Israel 

has done much to render impossible in 

any meaningful sense.  Are she and her 

government going to challenge Mr 

Friedman’s views?  It would be unwise 

to hold one’s breath on that one. 

The blunt truth is that Australia’s 

unquestioning support for what Philip 

Giraldi accurately describes as “a 

particularly noxious version of Israeli 

fascism” (Welcome to Greater Israel, 

Unz Review 27 December 2016) poses 

a serious threat to Australia’s own 

standing in the international 

community. 

One is reminded yet again of the old 

joke about the mother watching her son 

in the passing out parade.  Look, she 

says proudly, they are all out of step 

except my Johnny. 

In international affairs, Australia is 

Johnny.  It is not a good or enviable 

position to be in. 

James O’Neill is an Australian Barrister at 

Law.  He may be contacted at 

joneill@qldbar.asn.au  

 

Vale Margot Salom 

Margot Salom, a past committee 

member of the United Nations 

Association Australia Qld Branch, Just 

Peace and WILPF, passed away in 

October. Margot worked as a social 

worker in her earlier years, which laid 

the ground for her strong commitment 

to human rights. She graduated with a 

Master of Philosophy in the field of 

Sociology in 2006 at the age of 73. One 

important aspect of Margot's writing 

and activism in the last third of her life 

related to her Jewish heritage, writing 

extensively on the migratory history of 

her Jewish forebears, and participating 

in Jewish anti-Zionist activism. Margot 

spoke publicly supporting Palestinian 

human rights and self-determination. 

She dreamed of a time when the people 

of Palestine and Israel would establish a 

working partnership for a safe, just and 

peaceful future. 

 

 

O 

“How much longer is the world 

willing to endure this spectacle 

of wanton cruelty?”  

― Bertrand Russell 

mailto:joneill@qldbar.asn.au
http://www.goodreads.com/author/show/17854.Bertrand_Russell
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FIDEL CASTRO: AN OBITUARY 

Fidel Castro's legacy: beyond human 

rights clichés 

By Dorothea Anthony 

Posted Tuesday, 29 November 2016 

ake no mistake – the language 

of human rights is a powerful 

tool of international politics. 

It can shape the way we think about 

other countries. We are wide open to 

suggestion when we hear the words 

human rights, because they sound so 

pure and precious. How could any 

country get away with violating them? 

Shouldn't we target violators, and stop 

them? 

Cuba is a classic example of a country 

targeted for its human rights record. 

Western governments and human rights 

groups have long charged Cuba with 

breaching basic liberties. Whether or not 

evidence can be furnished of any breach 

is immaterial. The United States used the 

charges to justify the CIA-sponsored 

Bay of Pigs invasion of 1961, and to 

justify imposing decades of harsh 

economic blockades. The charges also 

underpinned calls by the United Nations 

Secretary-General for Cuba to open its 

economy to capitalist enterprise. 

But there is a catch: the human rights 

message needs to be regularly reinforced 

for Cuba to strain under the pressure. 

The recent passing of Fidel Castro, an 

architect of the Cuban Revolution, 

presented an opportunity for this 

message to be renewed. 

Within a short time of Castro's death, 

the Western press reacted. News piece 

after news piece reported that Cuban 

"state" television had announced the 

death. Even the state-owned Australian 

Broadcasting Corporation recited the 

point that it was not any ordinary 

television, but state television in 

particular, that disseminated the 

information of Castro's death. 

Generally, Western media is dismissive 

of societies in which the media is 

controlled by the state, where media is 

not "free". It is ironic, then, that the 

media sought to add authenticity to their 

reports of Castro's death by invoking the 

assumed legitimacy of Cuba's state-

controlled television – a conundrum that 

underlines the challenges of applying 

blanket human rights charges against a 

society that does not fit the Western 

mould. 

The press did make some positive 

comments about Cuba's human rights 

record. It recognised Cuba's reputation 

for satisfying rights to health care and 

education. Few could deny that the state 

of these rights is particularly advanced 

for a developing nation. 

However, the focus was on the state of 

civil and political rights in Cuba. Castro 

was indicted for denying freedom of 

expression and all manner of individual 

freedoms to the Cuban people. To 

support these claims, news outlets drew 

inspiration from Amnesty International, 

an organisation established to hold to 

account countries that do not practise 

liberal values. The organisation assured 

anyone with a proclivity to hero-

worship Castro that "the control of the 

state over all the aspects of Cuban life 

remains a reality". 

Leaders of the Western world made 

similar remarks. The US President-elect 

wanted us to know in no uncertain terms 

that under Castro, Cubans have been 

denied "fundamental human rights". 

Yet there is a problem with making a 

human rights assessment of the Cuban 

situation and Castro's legacy. The 

problem is that the present language of 

human rights cannot adequately capture 

the types of rights that exist in the type 

of society that Cuba represents, namely, 

a socialist society. 

The most prominent right in socialism 

is freedom from economic exploitation. 

This right ensures that no private profit 

can be made by exploiting a person's 

labour. It is a right specific to working 

class people in working class-led 

societies. As such, the right has not 

been recognised in statements of 

universal human rights. 

In one of its more progressive 

moments in 1969, the General 

Assembly of the United Nations 

supported "forms of ownership of land 

and of the means of production which 

preclude any kind of exploitation of 

man". But this turned out to be an 

anomaly. The Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights, which continues to be 

the major source of human rights, 

instead celebrates the right to property, 

where this right could include private 

ownership of the means of production. 

Furthermore, following the fall of the 

Soviet Union, it has become 

increasingly accepted internationally 

that human rights are those rights that 

complement Western-style democracy. 

So where does this leave the human 

rights story of Cuba? It is not likely to 

be particularly convincing to Western 

ears when narrated in the voice of the 

Cuban people. We are led to think that 

it can only be told from the perspective 

of a Western writer, a Western director, 

and Western actors. How freedom from 

exploitation operates and springs into 

the welfare and cultural rights that the 

Cuban people enjoy today would over-

stretch the imagination of people 

immersed in Western ideals of human 

rights. 

The passing of Castro has seen 

Western society relish the opportunity 

to again judge Cuba's human rights 

record in the only way it knows how. 

Its human rights advocates cannot be 

accused of erring in the eyes of 

international human rights law. 

However, just maybe, there are some 

shrewd, broader thinkers who will 

question the human rights paradigm, 

lest one man be remembered for the 

wrong reasons. 

Dorothea Anthony is a sessional 

lecturer and PhD candidate at the 

Faculty of Law, UNSW.  

© The National Forum and contributors 1999-

2016. All rights reserved. 
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POETRY 

Voices from The Dead  

Quietly we lie, scattered across the land  

separated from our comrades in battle,  

returned home in a pre-paid coffin  

draped by an American flag,  

and put to rest in a hometown plot.  

We are the dead. 

They told us that we would be heroes  

fighting for a noble cause.  

Save our country, save their country,  

they'd welcome us with open arms.  

But no flowers, only bullets  

greeted us when we arrived.  

And now, we are the dead. 

We may be silent, voices muted,  

yet we speak to hearts and minds.  

Our noble cause, we know was terror  

for us and for those in that far-away land.  

The ramparts we watched were not ours to defend  

And the flag that we placed was a thorn in their eyes.  

No, this was no act of valour or glory  

We were misled, deceived by our own  

Too late we learned.  

We are the dead.  

A thousand voices like a choir are rising,  

voices from our separate graves.  

Who knows how many more will join us  

blown to pieces, by bombs and grenades?  

Do you hear us? People? Leaders?  

Bring an end to this murderous act.  

So others may live, be useful and creative  

For we, we are already dead. 

We were Americans, just like you  

African, Mexican, Indian, white Americans  

Citizens from many walks of life,  

except for those from wealthy stock  

who yearned for war, but did not flock  

to fight.  

Their fight be fought by others instead,  

So they go on living,  

while we are dead. 

Must war be always a part of men  

to satisfy their greed and corruption?  

To take what doesn't belongs to them  

So they may live in wealthy indulgence?  

There is, we know, a better way  

One that meets peoples needs and desires.  

Let's battle disease and hunger instead,  

for that'll save lives, not destroy them.  

We speak from our graves to you who still live  

To better the world while you can.  

Life is too short, we know it full well  

For we, as you know, are the dead.  

By W. Vic Ratsma, Thursday, Oct 1, 2009 

(see Page 31….) 

 

National Anthems in Germany 

by Victor Grossman, 02 September 2016 

The debate about the US anthem echoes a debate about the 

German anthem.  The "Deutschland über alles" text goes 

back to 1841 but its meaning has been and still is easily 

misused.  When East Germany was annexed in 1990 many 

suggested adopting the GDR anthem, written in 1949 by 

the anti-Nazi poet (and minister of culture) Johannes 

Becher, with lines like these: 

May both peace and joy inspire  

Germany, our fatherland 

Peace is all the world's desire 

To the peoples lend your hand. . .  

Let all paths by peace be lighted 

That no mother shall again 

Mourn her son in woe. 

Some preferred the beautiful "Children's Hymn" by Bertolt 

Brecht from 1950, with such lines as these (translated so as 

to rhyme): 

Grace spare not and spare no labor 

Passion nor intelligence 

That a decent German nation 

Flourish as do other lands. . .  

Neither over nor yet under 

Other peoples will we be 

From the Oder to the Rhineland 

From the Alps to the North Sea 

And because we'll make it better 

Let us guard and love our home 

Love it as our dearest country 

As the others love their own 

The music to both, melodic and easily singable, is by the 

great composer Hanns Eisler (after the HUAC forced him 

to leave the USA).  But the proposals, unsurprisingly, were 

rejected, and the German anthem remains the old one, with 

some also having problems about standing to sing it.  

The music with lyrics of the East German national anthem 

can be heard here: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=P1CyPjQQTAM  

The [West] German national anthem can be heard here: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FYcHLKAMncY   

 

Victor Grossman, American journalist and author, is a 

resident of East Berlin for many years. He is the author of 

Crossing the River: A Memoir of the American Left, the 

Cold War, and Life in East Germany (University of 

Massachusetts Press, 2003).                     

 

 

 

 

“The ever more sophisticated weapons piling up in the 

arsenals of the wealthiest and the mightiest can kill the 

illiterate, the ill, the poor and the hungry, but they cannot 

kill ignorance, illness, poverty or hunger.” 

Fidel Castro 

http://axisoflogic.com/artman/publish/Article_12275.shtml
http://mrzine.monthlyreview.org/2016/grossman020916.html
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=P1CyPjQQTAM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FYcHLKAMncY
http://www.umass.edu/umpress/title/crossing-river
http://www.umass.edu/umpress/title/crossing-river
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YES, DUBYA, NOW I MISS YOU 

December 23, 2016  

by David Swanson  

hen George W. Bush made 

the case for attacking and 

destroying the nation of Iraq, 

he made claims that, if true, would have 

justified nothing. And he proposed as 

evidence for those claims fraudulent, 

implausible, and even ridiculous pieces 

of information. But he was expected to 

produce evidence. There was no 

assumption that he should simply be 

taken on faith. 

Those standards are gone. 

The common wisdom that Vladimir 

Putin hacked into Democratic and 

Republican emails and fed the 

Democratic ones to WikiLeaks which 

delegitimized an otherwise legitimate 

election, is not based on any public 

evidence, and none is asked for by most 

believers. 

The premise that possessing weapons 

justifies being attacked was patently 

absurd in 2003. The U.S. openly 

possessed all the weapons it claimed Iraq 

had. The premise that (further) exposing 

a rigged primary harms, rather than 

facilitating, election integrity, is strictly 

nuts in 2016. WikiLeaks and any 

source(s) deserve our thanks. 

But the standard of evidence has been 

altered. It’s certainly possible the 

Russian government hacked the emails. 

It’s even possible that Russia was the 

source for WikiLeaks, and that Julian 

Assange and Craig Murray are deluded 

or lying, that Bill Binney is mistaken, 

and that all the anomalies in the claims 

of Russian hacking can be explained 

away. But the expectation that some sort 

of evidence should be produced no 

longer exists. 

One reason for this is that during the 

Obama years wars were launched 

without public debates and marketing 

campaigns. Continuing and escalating 

the war on Afghanistan was simply 

done, without discussion. Continuing 

war on Iraq — which still continues — 

was done without requiring any of the 

pretenses used to escalate it in 2003. 

Launching hundreds of mini-wars in the 

form of drone murders took public 

debate out of the picture by definition, 

just as the presidential possession of a 

nuclear button has aided the decades-

long re-imagining of Congress as a 

group of court jesters. 

When Obama has made unproven and 

implausible claims about looming 

massacres in Libya or Iraq, or chemical 

weapons use in Syria, or airplanes shot 

down in Ukraine, or coups in Ukraine, 

or “moderate” terrorists, or Iranian 

nukes, or drone war success in Yemen, 

or the nature or legality of drone 

murders, there has been no general 

request for evidence. Even with the 

claims about Syrian chemical weapons 

in 2013, the public and Congress said no 

to escalating the war in a visible 

manner, but did not focus on demanding 

evidence for claims. 

Enter Trump, professing a desire to 

(continue to) “kill their families” and to 

“steal their oil,” and gone is any 

rationale for making any dubious claims 

in need of any evidence. If the 

Trumpists will believe in millions of 

repeat voters just because he says so, the 

anti-Trumpists will believe any anti-

Trump-and-Russia story just because 

the CIA says so. 

This thinking is not necessarily 

conscious and explicit. Those intent on 

taking the CIA on faith remain proud of 

considering the evidence of climate 

change. But when you combine anti-

Trump with pro-Hillary plus 

xenophobia plus the demonization of 

Putin, some people lose all perspective. 

And when the past 13 years have been 

spent eroding the idea that a public case 

against a foreign target should include 

evidence, the sale is made quite easily. 

So, yes, I miss the days of Dubya. I 

miss the days when the U.S. 

government pretended not to torture. 

The President “Elect” now promises to 

torture. Why? Because President Obama 

forbade prosecution of the crime of 

torture, allowed torture to continue, 

outsourced much of it, and replaced a 

lot of the torture program with a new 

murder program (using drones). And 

because the U.S. media pretended that 

torture had been legal under Bush and 

was somehow made illegal by an 

Obama “executive order,” which is not a 

law. 

I miss the days when lawless prisons 

like Guantanamo that kept people 

imprisoned without charge or conviction 

were deemed shameful and worthy of 

abolition. These Obama supposedly 

legalized with another “executive 

order.” Now Trump says he’ll pack the 

prisons. 

I miss the days when unconstitutional 

mass surveillance, or mass deportations, 

or the rewriting of laws by presidents 

was illicit and scandalous. Now these 

things are generally accepted. So here’s 

my question to good liberal Americans: 

How is not impeaching Bush working 

out for you? 

Letting Bush’s impeachable offenses 

slide almost required letting Obama’s 

slide, as there was such overlap. But 

now you’ve created a presidency of 

truly imperial power. 

The point of impeaching and 

removing Bush would not have been to 

make Dick Cheney president, any more 

than the point of studying history is that 

your school has assigned that class to 

the football coach. 

The point of impeaching Bush would 

have been to create a President Cheney 

in fear of being impeached, followed by 

other presidents in fear of being 

impeached. 

Why can basketball announcers grasp 

that Duke’s Allen Grayson might not be 

tripping opponents this year if he’d 

been suspended for a game or two when 

he did it last year, but political analysts 

can’t grasp that if Bush had been 

impeached, or even an effort made to 

impeach him, we might not now — like 

India — have a twitter-loving right-

wing nationalist preparing to create 

Muslim registries and enforced flag 

worship? 

So, here’s an idea. We can’t go back 

in time. But we can start now. Trump is 

going to violate the Constitutional bans 

on domestic and foreign presents and 

“emoluments” on day one, and likely 

begin piling up original as well as 

familiar impeachable offenses during 

his first week. 

But just as the only conceivable way 

to get Trump into office was to 

nominate Hillary Clinton, the surest 

way to derail an impeachment 

campaign against Trump will be to load 

it down with dubious claims about 

Russia. 

(continued on Page 31…) 
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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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(continued from Page 29…) 

W. Vic Ratsma was a lifelong political activist from Nova Scotia, CA and member of the communist party who wrote 

poetry and essays as a columnist for Axis of Logic until his death in Nova Scotia on November 17, 2004.  He wrote this 

poem after a long and courageous battle with cancer and a few weeks before his death.  

© Copyright 2009 by AxisofLogic.com 

 (continued from Page 30…) 

See if you can predict what the Democrats will do. 

David Swanson wants you to declare peace at http://WorldBeyondWar.org  His new book is War No More: The Case for 

Abolition.  

 

(continued from Page 26…) 

When protesters seize government buildings, is this acceptable? Would it be acceptable if the Ukrainian ambassador had 

come to the protestors in Ferguson and handed out cookies or accused American policemen? Why was Ukraine treated in 

this manner? 

The original source of this article is Russia Beyond the Headlines 

Copyright © Yekaterina Sinelschikova, Russia Beyond the Headlines, 2016 
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