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Selfishness and Human Dependence,

Why Is Rupert Murdoch Kissing Ass?
By Mary W Maxwell ,January 11, 2016
causes male hierarchies to form. The other is the human
way of grouping together against an enemy — and being
willing to stop at nothing to defeat that group. It explains
war and genocide.
Hierarchies

Pyramids of power

Gumshoe editor Dee McLachlan does not buy
newspapers. She goes to a coffee shop where they are
freely circulated and takes selfies of the headlines.
Yesterday she was beside herself about the Murdoch
press’s headline THERE IS NO DEBATE regarding
vaccination.
Clearly the headline meant: DON’T YOU DARE DEBATE
VACCINATION. So let’s pause for a minute to ask: What
is a newspaper? What podium is Rupert Murdoch
speaking from, and why does he want Australians to get
super-vaccinated?
The first question is easy to answer. He speaks from the
podium of mass media. He got there by coaxing
legislators to get rid of laws that put limits on
concentration of media. For instance, not long ago Oz
very sensibly forbade the owners of TV stations to hold
huge market share in other media such as newspapers.
(“Cross ownership – out!”)
Rupert Murdoch, a man of no particular charisma but
shrewd business sense, saw to it that he gained a
position from which he could influence people massively
and easily. Let’s postpone the question about vaccination
to ask: Why did the various media moguls emerge? In
particular, what drives Rupe?
The Maxwell Sociobiological Approach

In early parts of this series I pledged my allegiance to
sociobiology, particularly as put forward by William
Hamilton (on kin altruism) and Richard Alexander (on
group selection).
Sociobiology is a science dealing mainly with non-human
animals, but it fits Homo sapiens very well.
I see us as being in a mess today because of our evolved
traits. They were “designed” to suit an ecological
situation that is very different from the modern
person’s environment. EO Wilson, the maestro of
sociobiology, has said (in his 1978 book, On Human
Nature) that we were “jerrybuilt on the Pleistocene.”
I think we have two hard-wired traits that are bring us
into disaster today. Both of them can help explain the
Rupert Murdoch phenomenon. One is the trait that

Chickens in a barnyard have a pecking order. If you drop
a new chicken into the group she has quickly to find a
place in the pecking order. Among mammals, the
hierarchy may culminate in an alpha: one top dog can
control everyone.
How can he do that so easily? (Note: I say “he,” but in
some species the alpha is always a female.) I think it’s
obvious that the reason he can do so is the same reason
for each chicken to “maintain her station.” It’s better to
have a place than not.
It is better, overall, for there to be a structure, with
some individuals being higher or lower than others. The
alternative would be pretty unpleasant: to have to fight
anew everyday against your competitors. Pecking orders
and hierarchies are provided for in the DNA and they are
here to stay.
I suppose I am entering politically incorrect waters here,
by not declaring that equality is what we need. Well, I
love to be politically incorrect. (I assume that the
political correctness of the left wing was invented by
someone who, far from hoping we would end up with
equality, was trying to confuse us, for the sake of his
boss, the alpha. Betcha betcha.)
Just trust me for now: we humans can’t help being
hierarchy-oriented. It is biologically hard wired in each of
us.
Rupert’s Place in the Hierarchy

Many human males are ambitious. They have great
drive. Perhaps if you put a hundred people on a desert
island, one or two would emerge as the acknowledged
‘boss.’ I mean it is natural to strive for top-ness in
general.
Vanity can help but is not essential. Some bosses are in
love with themselves, some are not. I don’t think of
Rupert as vain, do you? So what is he striving for?
It is well known that Rupert Murdoch is a man of focused
ambition, willing to destroy any competitors. Soon after I
arrived in Adelaide (1980), I was told that Murdoch had
bought up all the printing presses and ink so no one else
could get off the ground with a newspaper that might
challenge his Advertiser.
So, as I said, our traits can get a society in trouble. It’s
bad for all of us when someone controls the news even
just in one city, right? And ol’ Rupe didn’t stop with
Adelaide. He went on to capture much of the media in
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Britain and then in America, his most recent acquisition
being the Wall Street Journal.

We used to hear of his tête-à-tête’s with Margaret
Thatcher. It’s not clear who was the boss in that duo. My
best guess is that he and Maggie both were working for
the same boss. They both ass-kissed, even though the
public does not know who’s ass is getting kissed. Who
the hell is on top?
The Group/Group Competition Thing

My claim is that two human traits that evolved during the
Pleistocene are lethal in the contemporary world. The
first, as discussed, is hierarchy. The second is group-togroup competition. Again, it is hard-wired. Culture may
seem to shape it a bit, but every human has the makings
of going out and killing the offending enemy.
Taking my cue from Richard Alexander, I say that this
instinct is so deep in us that it renders us incapable of
having much “conscience” as to how we treat foreigners.
We simply don’t realize how conscienceless is our
decision to try to defeat a potential attacker.
Let’s look at hyenas, a species that practices genocide.
Any member of that group can recognize that a group of
nearby hyenas may be getting too big. Thus it calculates
– without language, or knowledge of history – that the
needed move is war. On a certain day they may attack
the group whose size is threatening to them.
Note: when a hyena group sees a few of the enemy
walking around unprotected it may kill them off then and
there. This will be advantageous when the two groups
finally meet, and anyway it is so easy to kill the loners.
My point for now is: Homo sapiens has instinctive
ruthlessness toward member of its own species when
they appear as enemies.
I say the advice to be universally good to all people is a
bad joke. Our mental barriers prevent such a thing. If
we ever want to deal with this issue, we had better
own up to our mental barriers. This will take
education. We need to learn evolutionary biology – it’s
the key to everything. I realize I’m politically incorrect by
saying that we don’t love foreigners, but deep down we
don’t.
What Is Rupert’s Group?

So, we evolved to close ranks with our own tribe, and
strike out at other tribes. Identifying which group to give
your loyalty to was no problem — it was the home group.
Natch. But in modern times one can belong to a group
that is not one’s nation. For example, one may identify
mainly with a group that sprawls several nations.
Importantly, within a nation, even one that has ethnic
homogeneity, there can be social classes that see each
other as the enemy — the rich and the poor. In his 1705
“Fable of the Bees,” Bernard Mandeville spoke of ‘Lady
Justice’ in this way:
Yet, it was thought, the Sword she bore
Check’d but the Desp’rate and the Poor;
That, urg’d by mere Necessity,
Were tied up to the wretched Tree
For Crimes, which not deserv’d that Fate,
But to secure the Rich, and Great.

As for my question What Is Rupert’s group? the answer
must be: those who are near the very top and who make
plans for the entire species. Murdoch hangs around with
Western leaders, but his marriage to a woman from
China gave a hint of East-meets-West.
Probably Rupe’s main group (his in-group, opposing all
out-groups) is “the circle of governments” or something
like that. Certainly he is devoted to World Government,
whatever that may consist of.
Ass-Kissing by the Powerful

Now to the crux of this article. The phone conversation
between me and Dee this morning, that started out with
her fury over the vaccination propaganda, led her to
wonder how the plans get made.
Specifically, she queried: why would powerful persons
plan for things that will occur only in a later generation?
How can an individual be motivated to work for
something so long-term?
A century ago, genocidal scientists put bad things into
the vaccines. They knew the payoff would be very
delayed (the illness caused to the patient could take
decades to develop), so how did they feel abut that?
For that matter, it can be asked: how did the blokes such
as Albert Pike, who supposedly planned three World Wars
back in 1870, give a hoot about it all since he could
never live to see its fruition?
The short answer from me is that I don’t know. I
assume that Albert Pike was kissing ass, that is, trying to
please someone other than himself. I have often thought
the same is true of the first famous Rockefeller, the
Oilman. Indeed, Eustace Mullins proved that The Oilman
was but a front for Rothschild.
To me it looks as though a person such as Our Rupe has
the standard human need to win a pat on the back, and
thus works hard to please whoever it is that distributes
those pats. But who is that? I don’t know.
Human Selfishness and Dependence

I am trying to persuade readers, in this sociobiologybased series, that we are all in it together. We
have species problems. If Mr Murdoch is displaying a
well-known human trait, you might as well say “There
but for the grace of God go I.”
Perforce, if we want to overcome the lethal aspects of
having such top dogs getting into position where they
can reign unchallenged, we need to act sensibly.
Funny, I though John Locke, David Hume, and the rest of
the critics had already done the maths on that stuff and
come up with good political systems! Um, but then the
alphas crushed such democratic arrangements.

Don’t let them crush us, OK? It is beyond stupid to “fall
in line” under the guidance of such people as Murdoch.
Wise up. Think species. Think Pleistocene. Think of how
these poor, pitiful alphas have to spend their whole lives
being nasty, and controlling our culture, just
so they won’t have a bad fall.
Help them fall.
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Mary W Maxwell lives in Adelaide. She is preparing more
articles for the Selfishness and Human Dependence
series…
http://gumshoenews.com/2016/01/11/selfishness-and-humandependence-part-5-why-is-rupert-murdoch-kissing-ass/

***
And now a flashback to two years ago – 2014:

Murdoch spitting blood after 'love' note
from ex-wife to Tony Blair surfaces
IT has always been one of the weirdest true stories
in modern history.
By SIMON EDGE 01:46, Thu, Feb 6, 2014

Time was when Rupert Murdoch and leaders of the Labour Party
hated each other with a vengeance but in the mid-Nineties Tony
Blair shocked the traditional wing of his own party by jetting off
to a shindig hosted by the News Corp tycoon on an Australian
island. From then on it was kissy-kissy all the way, with
Murdoch a frequent visitor to No 10 once Blair was in power.
Despite the old man's public claim that he "never asked a prime
minister for anything" he phoned Blair three times in the week
before the invasion of Iraq urging the prime minister not to
delay and he certainly got that request.
It would have incensed many in Blair's party if they had known
about it which is why the closeness of the contact was kept
secret. So too was the fact that Blair was godfather to Murdoch's
daughter Grace, attending her baptism in the River Jordan
garbed completely in white. He was so keen to hide his
involvement that he didn't feature in any of the pictures of the
happy event that were sold to a glossy celebrity magazine.
So far, so surreal. Then last year Murdoch and his Chinese-born
third wife Wendi Deng made the surprise announcement that
their 14-year marriage was over.
Rumours swirled online that Blair, by now a very wealthy,
permatanned global fixer, was somehow involved. While it's
unwise to believe everything you read on the internet - as Sally
Bercow found to her cost when she made false insinuations
about a blameless Lord McAlpine - the stories appeared to gain
traction when they turned up not just in print but in titles owned
by Murdoch himself.
Two months ago a non-Murdoch paper reported that the 82year-old media baron had refused to speak to the former prime
minister since he and Wendi, now 45, separated. According to
this account Murdoch had discovered that Blair and Deng had
twice stayed overnight together at his ranch in Carmel,
California, without his knowledge. This story was then repeated
in two of Murdoch's own papers.
THERE is no evidence that Blair's friendship with Wendi was a
factor in the break-up and a spokesman for the former prime
minister, who has been married to his wife Cherie for 33 years,
had already responded to allegations about his relationship with
the then Mrs Murdoch by saying: "If you are asking if they are
having an affair, the answer is no."
Now sources close to the Blairs were quoted as saying they were
bewildered by what they considered unfounded rumours and
Blair was unaware of any rift with the media tycoon.

Yesterday, however, more titbits tumbled into the public
domain. As with the previous sudden exposure of disharmony
behind closed doors between Charles Saatchi and Nigella
Lawson, this latest update also involved a very personal note
which if authentic gave a striking insight into its author's state
of mind.
According to Vanity Fair magazine, a grammatically poor note
believed to have been written to herself by Deng (whose first
language is Mandarin), read: "Oh s***, oh s***. Whatever why
I'm so so missing Tony. Because he is so so charming and his
clothes are so good. He has such good body and he has really
really good legs Butt… And he is slim tall and and good skin.
Pierce blue eyes which I love. Love his eyes. Also I love his
power on the stage… and what else and what else and what
else."
The magazine quotes a former News Corp employee in Britain
saying that Murdoch had long heard rumours his wife was
having affairs but that she "got careless" in her dealings with
the former PM: "She would make up an excuse to be
somewhere. She would say she's going up to the ranch in
Carmel with a girlfriend. And the girlfriend would leave and Mr
Blair would turn up, and they would have a day or night… There
was staff around and when you're dealing with Tony Blair there's
secret service and arrangements need to be made."

Blair's reputation is already in tatters - but these
allegations could hurt his family life the most [GETTY]
The report says Murdoch started grilling his domestic staff about
his wife's meetings with Blair. He became convinced he was
being deceived when he spoke to Blair on the phone the week
after one of the meetings and the former PM didn't mention that
he had been in Murdoch's house or seen his wife.
The magazine quotes a joint statement from Deng and Murdoch
declining to comment on the report. "Given the complicated
dynamics of our family we made the decision early on in this
process not to engage in public allegations or respond to
negative claims," the statement said. Tony Blair's office also
remained silent on the claims.
Perhaps the note is a forgery and Wendi Deng didn't actually
have a crush the size of China on Tony Blair. Or perhaps it's
genuine and she did have a crush but she didn't act on it or it
wasn't reciprocated and their close friendship was every bit as
platonic as Blair has maintained.
But rightly or wrongly Murdoch does seem to believe he has
been betrayed by his ex-wife and his former close friend and
protege - a man whom he believes he helped into office by
throwing his newspapers behind New Labour. If the note is
indeed genuine the question then arises as to who passed it to
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Vanity Fair (which is not part of Murdoch's News Corp stable)
and why.
The person its disclosure is likely to hurt the most is Blair. His
political reputation is already in tatters in the continued fallout
from the Iraq war - a situation likely to get worse if Sir John
Chilcot's longdelayed report on the conflict is finally published
later this year - and amid widespread distaste at the way he has
made money since leaving office by hiring himself out to banks
and dodgy dictators.
The one area where he remains unsullied is in his family life. As
a Catholic convert and the figurehead of the Tony Blair Faith
Foundation his credibility would be damaged if he then turned
out to be an adulterer.
And as a man of 60 with four children to whom he has always
visibly appeared to be an affectionate and emotionally
committed father the collapse of his marriage would hit him
hard.
For whatever reason his old friend Rupert Murdoch now appears
to be his sworn enemy and the continued allegations must be
causing some strain to Blair's relationship with Cherie. Whether
their marriage is strong enough to resist that strain only they
can know.
Related articles
Rupert Murdoch reaches divorce settlement
Rupert Murdoch clashes with Tony Blair over his
'relationship' with ex Wendi Deng
Russell Brand compares Rupert Murdoch to Hitler

http://www.express.co.uk/news/uk/458241/RupertMurdoch-fuming-after-love-note-from-ex-wife-writtento-Tony-Blair-surfaces
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_________________________________
El Chapo Speaks

A secret visit with the most wanted man in the world
BY SEAN PENN January 9, 2016

oa u n rchivaldo Gu m n oera, El Chapo, in a video
interview he sent from an undisclosed location.
Disclosure: Some names have had to be changed,
locations not named, and an understanding was brokered
with the subject that this piece would be submitted for
the subject’s approval before publication. The subject did
not ask for any changes.
"The laws of conscience, which we pretend to be derived from
nature, proceed from custom." —Montaigne
It's September 28th, 2015. My head is swimming, labeling
TracPhones (burners), one per contact, one per day, destroy,
burn, buy, balancing levels of encryption, mirroring through
Blackphones, anonymous e-mail addresses, unsent messages
accessed in draft form. It's a clandestine horror show for the
single most technologically illiterate man left standing. At 55
years old, I've never learned to use a laptop. Do they still make
laptops? No fucking idea! It's 4:00 in the afternoon. Another
gorgeous fall day in New York City. The streets are abuzz with
the lights and sirens of diplomatic movement, heads of state,

U.N. officials, Secret Service details, the NYPD. It's the week of
the U.N. General Assembly. Pope Francis blazed a trail and left
town two days before. I'm sitting in my room at the St. Regis
Hotel with my colleague and brother in arms, Espinoza.
Espinoza and I have traveled many roads together, but none as
unpredictable as the one we are now approaching. Espinoza is
the owl who flies among falcons. Whether he's standing in the
midst of a slum, a jungle or a battlefield, his idiosyncratic
elegance, mischievous smile and self-effacing charm have a way
of defusing threat. His bald head demands your attention to his
twinkling eyes. He's a man fascinated and engaged. We whisper
to each other in code. Finally a respite from the cyber
technology that's been sizzling my brain and soul. We sit within
quietude of fortified walls that are old New York hotel
construction, when walls were walls, and telephones were
usable without a Ph.D. We quietly make our plans, sensitive to
the paradox that also in our hotel is President Enrique Peña
Nieto of Mexico. Espinoza and I leave the room to get outside
the hotel, breathe in the fall air and walk the five blocks to a
Japanese restaurant, where we'll meet up with our colleague El
Alto Garcia. As we exit onto 55th Street, the sidewalk is lined
with the armored SUVs that will transport the president of
Mexico to the General Assembly. Paradoxical indeed, as one
among his detail asks if I will take a selfie with him. Flash
frame: myself and a six-foot, ear-pieced Mexican security
operator.
***

WATCH TWO MINUTES OF EL CHAPO'S EXCLUSIVE
INTERVIEW »
Flash frame: Why is this a paradox? It's paradoxical because
today's Mexico has, in effect, two presidents. And among those
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two presidents, it is not Peña Nieto who Espinoza and I were
planning to see as we'd spoken in whispered code upstairs. It is
not he who necessitated weeks of clandestine planning. Instead,
it's a man of about my age, though absent any human calculus
that may provide us a sense of anchored commonality. At four
years old, in '64, I was digging for imaginary treasures,
unneeded, in my parents' middleclass American backyard while
he was hand-drawing fantasy pesos that, if real, might be the
only path for he and his family to dream beyond peasant
farming. And while I was surfing the waves of Malibu at age
nine, he was already working in the marijuana and poppy fields
of the remote mountains of Sinaloa, Mexico. Today, he runs the
biggest international drug cartel the world has ever known,
exceeding even that of Pablo Escobar. He shops and ships by
some estimates more than half of all the cocaine, heroin,
methamphetamine and marijuana that come into the United
States.
They call him El Chapo. Or "Shorty." Joaquín Archivaldo Guzmán
Loera. The same El Chapo Guzman who only two months earlier
had humiliated the Peña Nieto government and stunned the
world with his extraordinary escape from Altiplano maximumsecurity prison through an impeccably engineered mile-long
tunnel.
Watch two minutes of El Chapo's exclusive first-ever interview
below.
This would be the second prison escape of the world's most
notorious drug lord, the first being 13 years earlier, from Puente
Grande prison, where he was smuggled out under the sheets of
a laundry cart. Since he joined the drug trade as a teenager,
Chapo swiftly rose through the ranks, building an almost mythic
reputation: First, as a cold pragmatist known to deliver a single
shot to the head for any mistakes made in a shipment, and
later, as he began to establish the Sinaloa cartel, as a Robin
Hood-like figure who provided much-needed services in the
Sinaloa mountains, funding everything from food and roads to
medical relief. By the time of his second escape from federal
prison, he had become a figure entrenched in Mexican folklore.
In 1989, El Chapo dug the first subterranean passage beneath
the border from Tijuana to San Diego, and pioneered the use of
tunnels to transport his products and to evade capture. I will
discover that his already accomplished engineers had been
flown to Germany last year for three months of extensive
additional training necessary to deal with the low-lying water
table beneath the prison. A tunnel equipped with a pipe-trackguided motorcycle with an engine modified to function in the
minimally oxygenized space, allowing El Chapo to drop through
a hole in his cell's shower floor, into its saddle and ride to
freedom. It was this president of Mexico who had agreed to see
us.
I take no pride in keeping secrets that may be perceived as
protecting criminals, nor do I have any gloating arrogance at
posing for selfies with unknowing security men. But I'm in my
rhythm. Everything I say to everyone must be true. As true as it
is compartmentalized. The trust that El Chapo had extended to
us was not to be fucked with. This will be the first interview El
Chapo had ever granted outside an interrogation room, leaving
me no precedent by which to measure the hazards. I'd seen
plenty of video and graphic photography of those beheaded,
exploded, dismembered or bullet-riddled innocents, activists,
courageous journalists and cartel enemies alike. I was highly
aware of committed DEA and other law-enforcement officers and
soldiers, both Mexican and American, who had lost their lives
executing the policies of the War on Drugs. The families
decimated, and institutions corrupted.
I took some comfort in a unique aspect of El Chapo's reputation
among the heads of drug cartels in Mexico: that, unlike many of
his counterparts who engage in gratuitous kidnapping and
murder, El Chapo is a businessman first, and only resorts to
violence when he deems it advantageous to himself or his
business interests. It was on the strength of the Sinaloa cartel's
seemingly more calculated strategies (a cartel whose famous
face is El Chapo, but also includes the co-leadership of Ismael
"El Mayo" Zambada) that Sinaloa had become dominant among
Mexico's criminal syndicates, extending far beyond the rural

northwestern state, with significant inroads to all principal
border areas between the United States and Mexico – Juarez,
Mexicali, Tijuana, and reaching as far as Los Cabos.
***

A Timeline of El Chapo's Close Calls and Narrow Escapes
»
***
As an American citizen, I'm drawn to explore what may be
inconsistent with the portrayals our government and media
brand upon their declared enemies. Not since Osama bin Laden
has the pursuit of a fugitive so occupied the public imagination.
But unlike bin Laden, who had posed the ludicrous premise that
a country's entire population is defined by – and therefore
complicit in – its leadership's policies, with the world's most
wanted drug lord, are we, the American public, not indeed
complicit in what we demonize? We are the consumers, and as
such, we are complicit in every murder, and in every corruption
of an institution's ability to protect the quality of life for citizens
of Mexico and the United States that comes as a result of our
insatiable appetite for illicit narcotics.
As much as anything, it's a question of relative morality. What
of the tens of thousands of sick and suffering chemically
addicted Americans, barbarically imprisoned for the crime of
their illness? Locked down in facilities where unspeakable acts of
dehumanization and violence are inescapable, and murder a
looming threat. Are we saying that what's systemic in our
culture, and out of our direct hands and view, shares no moral
equivalency to those abominations that may rival narco
assassinations in Juarez? Or, is that a distinction for the passive
self-righteous?
There is little dispute that the War on Drugs has failed: as many
as 27,000 drug-related homicides in Mexico alone in a single
year, and opiate addiction on the rise in the U.S. Working in the
emergency and development field in Haiti, I have countless
times been proposed theoretical solutions to that country's
ailments by bureaucratic agencies unfamiliar with the culture
and incongruities on the ground. Perhaps in the tunnel vision of
our puritanical and prosecutorial culture that has designed the
War on Drugs, we have similarly lost sight of practice, and given
over our souls to theory. At an American taxpayer cost of $25
billion per year, this war's policies have significantly served to
kill our children, drain our economies, overwhelm our cops and
courts, pick our pockets, crowd our prisons and punch the clock.
Another day's fight is lost. And lost with it, any possible vision of
reform, or recognition of the proven benefits in so many other
countries achieved through the regulated legalization of
recreational drugs.
Now on 50th Street, Espinoza and I enter the Japanese
restaurant. El Alto sits alone in a quiet corner, beneath a slowturning ceiling fan that circulates the scent of raw fish. He's a
big man, quiet and graceful, rarely speaking above a whisper.
He'd been helpful to me on many previous excursions. He's
worldly, well connected and liked. Espinoza, speaking in
Spanish, fills him in on our plans and itinerary. El Alto listens
intently, squeezing edamame beans one at a time between his
teeth. We considered this meeting our point of no return. We
were either all in, or we would abandon the journey. We had
weighed the risks, but I felt confident and said so. I'd offered
myself to experiences beyond my control in numerous countries
of war, terror, corruption and disaster. Places where what can
go wrong will go wrong, had gone wrong, and yet in the end,
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had delivered me in one piece with a deepening situational
awareness (though not a perfect science) of available cautions
within the design in chaos.
It was agreed that I would go to L.A. the next day to coordinate
with our principal point of contact to El Chapo. We ordered sake
and indulged the kind of operating-room humor that might
displace our imperfectly scientific concerns. Outside the
restaurant windows, a chanting march of Mexican-Americans
flowed by in protest against the Peña Nieto government's
asserted violations of human rights, having allowed their
country of origin to fall prey to a narco regime.

Kate del Castillo, one of the most famous actors in
Mexico, brokered the meeting. Uriel Santana
In January 2012, the Mexican film and television star Kate del
Castillo, who famously played a drug lordess in Mexico's popular
soap opera La Reina del Sur, used Twitter to express her
mistrust of the Mexican government. She stated that in a
question of trust between governments and cartels, hers would
go to El Chapo. And in that tweet, she expressed a dream,
perhaps an encouragement to El Chapo himself: "Mr. Chapo,
wouldn't it be cool that you started trafficking with love? With
cures for diseases, with food for the homeless children, with
alcohol for the retirement homes that don't let the elderly spend
the rest of the days doing whatever the fuck they want. Imagine
trafficking with corrupt politicians instead of women and children
who end up as slaves. Why don't you burn all those
whorehouses where women are worth less than a pack of
cigarettes. Without offer, there's no demand. Come on, Don!
You would be the hero of heroes. Let's traffic with love. You
know how to. Life is a business and the only thing that changes
is the merchandise. Don't you agree?" While she was ostracized
by many, Kate's sentiment is widely shared in Mexico. It can be
heard in the narco corrido ballads so popular throughout the
country. But her views, unlike those folkloric lionizations, are
rather a continuity of her history of brave expression and
optimistic dreams for her homeland. She had been outspoken on
politics, sex and religion and is among the courageous
independent spirits that democracies are built to protect and
cannot exist without.
Her courage is further demonstrated in her willingness to be
named in this article. There are both brutal and corrupt forces
within the Mexican government who oppose her (and indeed,
according to Kate, high-ranking officials have responded to her
public statement with private intimidations), and hence, a
responsibility of the greater public to shepherd those who make
their voices heard.
It perhaps should have come as no surprise that this
homegrown icon of entertainment would catch the interest of a
singular fan and fugitive from Sinaloa. After reading Kate's
statement on Twitter, a lawyer representing El Chapo Guzmán
contacted Kate. He said El Señor wanted to send her flowers in

gratitude. She nervously offered her address, but with the gypsy
movements of an actress, the flowers did not find her.
Two years later, in February 2014, a detachment of Mexican
marines captured El Chapo in a Mazatlán hotel following a 13year manhunt. The images of that arrest were flashed across
the world's televisions. While he was incarcerated at Altiplano
prison, El Chapo's attorneys were flooded with overtures from
Hollywood studios. With his dramatic capture, and, perhaps, the
illusion of safe dealings now that El Chapo was locked up, the
gringos were scrambling to tell his story. The seed was planted,
and El Chapo, awakened to the prospect, made plans of his own.
He was interested in seeing the story of his life told on film, but
would entrust its telling only to Kate. The same lawyer again
tracked her down, this time through the Mexican equivalent of
the Screen Actors Guild, and the imprisoned drug lord and the
actress began to correspond in handwritten letters and BBM
messages.
It was at a social event in Los Angeles when Kate met Espinoza.
She learned he was well connected to financial sources,
including those that funded film projects, and she proposed a
partnership to make a film about El Chapo. This was when
Espinoza included our mutual colleague and friend El Alto. I
learned of their intention to make the film, but I did not know
Kate or have any involvement with the project. The three of
them met with El Chapo's lawyer to explore their approach, but
it was ultimately determined that direct access to El Chapo
would still be too restricted for their authorized pursuit to rise
above competitive "Chapo" projects that Hollywood would
pursue with or without his participation.
Then came July 2015. El Chapo's prison break. The world, and
particularly Mexico and the United States, was up in arms. How
could this happen?! The DEA and the Justice Department were
furious. The fact that Mexican Interior Secretary Miguel Ángel
Osorio Chong had refused El Chapo's extradition to the United
States, then allowed his escape, positioned Chong and the Peña
Nieto administration as global pariahs.
I followed the news of El Chapo's escape and reached out to
Espinoza. We met in the courtyard of a boutique hotel in Paris in
late August. He told me about Kate and that she had been
intermittently receiving contact from Chapo even after the
escape. It was then that I posed the idea of a magazine story.
Espinoza's smile of mischief arose, indicating he would arrange
for me to meet Kate back in Los Angeles. At a Santa Monica
restaurant, I made my case, and Kate agreed to make the
bridge, sending our names for vetting across the border. When
word came back a week or so later that Chapo had indeed
agreed to meet with us, I called Jann Wenner at Rolling Stone.
Myself, Espinoza and El Alto were given the assignment. And
with a letter from Jann officiating it, we would join Kate, who
was our ticket to El Chapo's trust, then put ourselves in the
hands of representatives of the Sinaloa cartel to coordinate our
journey. It had been a month in the planning by the time
Espinoza and I were breathing the New York air that lateSeptember day on 55th Street.
See footage from El Chapo's July prison escape below:
Four days later, on October 2nd, El Alto, Espinoza, Kate and I
board a self-financed charter flight from a Los Angeles-area
airport to a city in mid-Mexico. Upon landing, a hotel driver
takes us by minivan to the hotel we had been instructed to
book. Suspicious of every living or inanimate thing, I scan cars
and drivers, mothers papoosing infants, grandmothers, peasants
on the street, building tops, curtained windows. I search the
skies for helicopters. There is no question in my mind but that
the DEA and the Mexican government are tracking our
movements. From the moment Kate had gone out on a limb
with her tweet of January 2012 through the beginning of our
encrypted negotiations to meet El Chapo, I had been bewildered
by his willingness to risk our visit. If Kate was being surveilled,
so must those named on any shared flight manifest. I see no
spying eyes, but I assume they are there.
Through the windshield as we approach the hotel, I see a
casually dressed man in his forties appear on the sidewalk,
simultaneously directing our driver to the entryway while dialing
a number on his cellphone. This is Alonzo, who, I'm about to
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learn, is an associate of El Chapo. We grab our bags and exit the
minivan. Almost immediately, the traffic around the designated
pickup point diminishes. Out of my view, someone is blocking
the neighboring streets. Then, a lone convoy of "up-armor"
SUVs appears in front of our hotel. Alonzo asks us to surrender
our electronics and leave them behind – cellphones, computers,
etc. I had left mine in Los Angeles, anticipating this
requirement. My colleagues surrender theirs to the hotel desk.
We are whisked into the vehicles. Alonzo rides shotgun, my
colleagues and I in the back. Alonzo and the driver are speaking
quick and quiet Spanish. My own Spanish is weak at best. By
day, and put on the spot, I'm pretty restricted to hola and adios.
By night, with perhaps a few beers, I can get by, speaking and
listening slowly. The conversation in the front seat seems
unthreatening, just a cooperative exchange of logistics in the
facilitation of our journey. Throughout the hour-and-a-half drive
away from the city and across farmlands, both men receive
frequent BBM messages – perhaps updates on our route to keep
our convoy safe. With each message received, the needle on the
speedometer rises; we are cruising at well over 100 miles per
hour. I like speed. But not without my own hands on the wheel.
To calm myself, I pretend I have any reason to memorize the
route of our journey. It's that upon which I concentrate, and not
the exchanges between the two strangers leading our pursuit.
We arrive at a dirt airfield. Security men in tailored suits stand
beside two six-seat single-engine prop planes. It isn't until
boarding one of the two planes that I realize that our driver had
been the 29-yearold son of El Chapo, Alfredo Guzmán. He
boards beside me, designated among our personal escorts to
see his father. He's handsome, lean and smartly dressed, with a
wristwatch that might be of more value than the money housed
by the central banks of most nation-states. He's got one hell of
a wristwatch.
The planes take off, and we travel a couple of hours. Two
bouncing birds side by side through the thermals over the
mountainous jungle. It once again occurs to me all the risks that
are being taken by El Chapo in receiving us. We had not been
blindfolded, and any experienced traveler might have been able
to collect a series of triangulated landmarks to re-navigate the
journey. But through his faith in Kate, whom he'd only ever
known through letters or BBM, are we enjoying an unusual
trust. I ask Alfredo how he can be sure we are not being
followed or surveilled. He smiles (I note he doesn't blink much)
and points out a red scrambler switch below the cockpit
controls. "That switch blocks ground radar," he says. He adds
that they have an inside man who provides notification when the
military's high-altitude surveillance plane has been deployed. He
has great confidence that there are no unwanted eyes on us.
With Kate helping along in translations, we chat throughout the
flight. I'm mindful not to say anything that may alienate his
father's welcome before we've even arrived.
It's been about two hours of flight, when we descend from
above the lush peaks to ward a sea-level field. The pilot, using
his encrypted cellphone, talks to the ground. I sense that the
military is beefing up operations in its search area. Our original
landing zone has suddenly been deemed insecure. After quite a
bit of chatter from ground to air, and some unnervingly low
altitude circling, we find an alternate dirt patch where two SUVs
wait in the shade of an adjacent tree line, and land. The flight
had been just bumpy enough that each of us had taken a few
swigs off a bottle of Honor tequila, a new brand that Kate is
marketing. I step from plane to earth, ever so slightly sobering
my bearings, and move toward the beckoning waves of waiting
drivers. I throw my satchel into the open back of one of the
SUVs, and lumber over to the tree line to take a piss. Dick in
hand, I do consider it among my body parts vulnerable to the
knives of irrational narco types, and take a fond last look, before
tucking it back into my pants.
Espinoza had recently undergone back surgery. He stretched,
readjusted his surgical corset, exposing it. It dawns on me that
one of our greeters might mistake the corset for a device that
contains a wire, a chip, a tracker. With all their eyes on him,
Espinoza methodically adjusts the Velcro toward his belly, slowly
looks up, sharing his trademark smile with the suspicious eyes

around him. Then, "Cirugia de espalda [back surgery]," he says.
Situation defused.
We embark into the dense, mountainous jungle in a two-truck
convoy, crossing through river after river for seven long hours.
Espinoza and El Alto, with a driver in the front vehicle, myself
and Kate with Alonzo and Alfredo in the rear. At times the jungle
opens up to farmland, then closes again into forest. As the
elevation begins to climb, road signage announces approaching
townships. And then, as it seems we are at the entrance of Oz,
the highest peak visibly within reach, we arrive at a military
checkpoint. Two uniformed government soldiers, weapons at the
ready, approach our vehicle. Alfredo lowers his passenger
window; the soldiers back away, looking embarrassed, and wave
us through. Wow. So it is, the power of a Guzman face. And the
corruption of an institution. Did this mean we were nearing the
man?
It was still several hours into the jungle before any sign we were
getting closer. Then, strangers appear as if from nowhere, onto
the dirt track, checking in with our drivers and exchanging hand
radios. We move on. Small villages materialize from the jungle;
protective peasant eyes relax at the wave of a familiar driver.
Cellphones are of no use here, so I imagine there are radio
repeaters on topographical high points facilitating their internal
communications.
We'd left Los Angeles at 7 a.m. By 9 p.m. on the dash clock we
arrive at a clearing where several SUVs are parked. A small crew
of men hover. On a knoll above, I see a few weathered
bungalows. I get out of the truck, search the faces of the crew
for approval that I may walk to the trunk to secure my bag.
Nods follow. I move. And, when I do...there he is. Right beside
the truck. The world's most famous fugitive: El Chapo. My mind
is an instant flip book to the hundreds of pictures and news
reports I had scoured. There is no doubt this is the real deal.
He's wearing a casual patterned silk shirt, pressed black jeans,
and he appears remarkably well-groomed and healthy for a man
on the run. He opens Kate's door and greets her like a daughter
returning from college. It seems important to him to express the
warm affection in person that, until now, he'd only had occasion
to communicate from afar. After greeting her, he turns to me
with a hospitable smile, putting out his outstretched hand. I
take it. He pulls me into a "compadre" hug, looks me in the eyes
and speaks a lengthy greeting in Spanish too fast for my ears. I
gather up the presence of mind to explain to him in broken
Spanish that I would depend on Kate to translate as the night
went on. Only then does he realize his greeting had not been
understood. He jokes to his crew, laughing at his own
assumption that I speak Spanish and at my momentary
disorientation that I've let him go on at such length in his
greeting.

The author and then- ugitive
l
hapo Gu m n, on
October 2nd. The photo was taken for verification
purposes. After a long dinner and conversation, Chapo
granted Penn's request for a formal interview. Courtesy
of Sean Penn
We are brought up some steps to a flat area on the knoll beside
the bungalows. A local family caters a buffet of tacos,
enchiladas, chicken, rice, beans, fresh salsa and . . . carne
asada. "Carne Asada," an oft-used cartel term describing the
decimated bodies in cities like Juarez after mass narco
executions. Hence, I go for the tacos. He walks us to a picnic
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table; we are offered drinks. We sit in the low illumination of
some string lights, but the perimeter falls into abrupt darkness.
I see no more than 30 or 35 people. (El Chapo later confided to
El Alto that, out of sight, another hundred of his soldiers were
present in the immediate area.) There are no long-barrel
weapons in sight. No Danny Trejo types. My impression of his
crew is more in sync with what one would imagine of students at
a Mexico City university. Clean-cut, well-dressed and mannered.
Not a smoker in the bunch. Only two or three of the guys wear
small shoulder bags that hang low beside their waists, where I
assume small arms are carried. Our host, it seems to me, is
concerned that Kate, as the lone female among us, not face
intimidating visions of force. This assumption would be borne
out several hours later.
As we sit at the picnic table, introductions are made. To my left,
Alonzo. Alonzo is, as it turns out, one among El Chapo's lawyers.
When speaking of El Chapo's lawyers, it gets a little murky.
During his imprisonment, the only visits allowed were with
"lawyers." Evidently, some who would be more accurately
described as lieutenants had been dubbed or perhaps certified
by the expedition of power as part of his legal team. Alonzo
visited El Chapo at Altiplano just two hours before his audacious
escape. According to Alonzo, he was unaware of the escape
plan. But he notes that did not spare him a brutal beating by
interrogators afterward.
To my right, Rodrigo. Rodrigo is godfather to Chapo's twin fouryear-old girls by his 26-year-old beauty-queen wife, Emma
Coronel. Rodrigo is the one who has me concerned. The look in
his eye is far away, but locked dead on me. My speculation goes
audio. I hear chain saws. I feel splatter. I am Sean's dubitable
paranoia. My eyes are compelled to drift to Rodrigo's right.
There is Ivan, Chapo's eldest son. At 32, he is considered the
heir to the Sinaloa cartel. He's attentive with a calm maturity.
Like his brother, he boasts a fabulous wristwatch. And directly
across from me, our host, with Kate to his right. Beside Alonzo,
Alfredo. El Alto sits at the end of the table. Espinoza, still
standing, apologizes to Chapo and asks if he may lay down for
an hour to rest his back. Espinoza's funny this way. It's as if we
had spent these endless grueling hours hiking a vertical volcanic
summit to the cone, and now, just three steps from viewing the
ring fault of the caldera, he says, "I'm gonna take a nap. I'll look
into the hole later."
With Kate translating, I begin to explain my intentions. I felt
increasingly that I had arrived as a curiosity to him. The lone
gringo among my colleagues, who'd ridden on the coattails of El
Chapo's faith in Kate. I felt his amusement as I put my cards on
the table. He asks about my relationship with the late
Venezuelan president Hugo Chavez with what seems to be a
probing of my willingness to be vilified through associations.
I speak to our friendship in a way that seems to pass an
intuitive litmus test measuring the independence of my
perspective. I tell him, up front, that I had a family member
who worked with the Drug Enforcement Agency, that through
my work in Haiti (I'm CEO of J/P HRO, a nongovernmental
organization based in Port-au-Prince) I had many relationships
inside the United States government. I assure him that those
relationships were by no means related to my interest in him.
My only interest was to ask questions and deliver his responses,
to be weighed by readers, whether in balance or contempt.
I tell him that I understood that in the mainstream narrative of
narcos, the undersung hypocrisy is in the complicity of buyers. I
could not sell him on a bait-and-switch, and I knew that in the
writing of any piece, my only genuine cards to play were to
expose myself as one fascinated and willing to suspend
judgment. I understood that whatever else might be said of
him, it was clear to me he was not a tourist in our big world.
Throughout my introduction, Chapo smiles a warm smile. In
fact, in what would be a seven-hour sit-down, I saw him without
that smile only in brief flashes. As has been said of many
notorious men, he has an indisputable charisma. When I ask
about his dynamic with the Mexican government, he pauses.
"Talking about politicians, I keep my opinion to myself. They go
do their thing and I do mine."
See footage of El Chapo after his recapture below:

Beneath his smile, there is a doubtlessness to his facial
expression. A question comes to mind as I observe his face.
Both as he speaks as while he listens. What is it that removes
all doubt from a man's eyes? Is it power? Admirable clarity? Or
soullessness? Soullessness...wasn't it that that my moral
conditioning was obliged to recognize in him? Wasn't it
soullessness that I must perceive in him for myself to be
perceived here as other than a Pollyanna? An apologist? I tried
hard, folks. I really did. And reminded myself over and over of
the incredible life loss, the devastation existing in all corners of
the narco world. "I don't want to be portrayed as a nun," El
Chapo says. Though this portrayal had not occurred to me. This
simple man from a simple place, surrounded by the simple
affections of his sons to their father, and his toward them, does
not initially strike me as the big bad wolf of lore. His presence
conjures questions of cultural complexity and context, of
survivalists and capitalists, farmers and technocrats, clever
entrepreneurs of every ilk, some say silver, and others lead.
A server delivers a bottle of tequila. El Chapo pours each of us
three fingers. In toast, he looks to Kate. "I don't usually drink,"
he says, "but I want to drink with you." After a raise of the
glass, I take a polite sip. He asks me if many people in the
United States know about him. "Oh, yeah," I say, and inform
him that the night before leaving for Mexico, I had seen that the
Fusion Channel was repeating its special-edition Chasing El
Chapo. He seems to delight in the absurdity of this, and as he
and his cohorts share a chuckle, I look to the sky and wonder
how funny it would be if there were a weaponized drone above
us. We are in a clearing, sitting right out in the open. I down the
tequila, and the drone goes away.
I give in to the sense of security offered by the calm of Chapo
and his men. There is the pervasive feeling that if there were a
threat, they would know it. We eat, drink, and talk for hours. He
is interested in the movie business and how it works. He's
unimpressed with its financial yield. The P&L high side doesn't
add up to the downside risk for him. He suggests to us that we
consider switching our career paths to the oil business. He says
he would aspire to the energy sector, but that his funds, being
illicit, restrict his investment opportunities. He cites (but asks
me not to name in print) a host of corrupt major corporations,
both within Mexico and abroad. He notes with delighted disdain
several through which his money has been laundered, and who
take their own cynical slice of the narco pie.
"How much money will you make writing this article?" he asks. I
answer that when I do journalism, I take no payment. I could
see that, to him, the idea of doing any kind of work without
payment is a fool's game. Unlike the gangsters we're used to,
the John Gotti's who claimed to be simple businessmen hiding
behind numerous international front companies, El Chapo sticks
to an illicit game, proudly volunteering, "I supply more heroin,
methamphetamine, cocaine and marijuana than anybody else in
the world. I have a fleet of submarines, airplanes, trucks and
boats."
He is entirely unapologetic. Against the challenges of doing
business in such a clandestine industry he has ––built an
empire. I am reminded of press accounts alleging a hundredmillion-dollar bounty the man across from me is said to have put
on Donald Trump's life. I mention Trump. El Chapo smiles,
ironically saying, "Ah! Mi amigo!" His unguarded will to speak
freely, his comfort with his station in life and ownership of
extraordinary justifications, conjure Tony Montana in Oliver
Stone's Scarface. It's the dinner scene where Elvira, played by
Michelle Pfeiffer, walks out on Al Pacino's Tony Montana, loudly
assailing him in a public place. The patrons at the restaurant
stare at him, but rather than hide in humiliation, he stands and
lectures them. "You're all a bunch of fucking assholes. You know
why? You don't have the guts to be what you wanna be. You
need people like me. You need people like me. So you can point
your fucking fingers and say, 'That's the bad guy.' So what's
that make you? Good? You're not good. You just know how to
hide...how to lie. Me? I don't have that problem. Me?! I always
tell the truth even when I lie. So say good night to the bad guy.
C'mon. Last time you're gonna see a bad guy like this again,
lemme tell ya!"
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For the past two decades, El Chapo has led the most
influential and profitable drug syndicate in the
world. USDOJ
I'm curious, in the current pandemonium of the Middle East,
what impact those frenzied opiate economies may have on his
business. I ask him, "Of all the countries and cultures with
whom you do business, which is the most difficult?" Smiling, he
shakes his head and says an unequivocal "None." There is no
politician who could answer the same question so clearly or
successfully, but then again, the challenges are quite different
for a global power broker who simply removes any obstacle to
"difficulties."
Having explained my intention, I ask if he would grant two days
for a formal interview. My colleagues would be leaving in the
morning but I offer to stay behind to record our conversations.
He pauses before responding. He says, "I just met you. I will do
it in eight days. Can you come back in eight days?" I say I can. I
ask to take a photograph together so that I could verify to my
editors at Rolling Stone that the planned meeting had taken
place. "Adelante," he says. We all rise from the table as a group
and follow Chapo into one of the bungalows. Once inside, we
see the first sign of heavy arms. An M16 lies on a couch
opposite the neutral white wall against which we would take the
photograph. I explain that, for authentication purposes, it would
be best if we are shaking hands, looking into the camera, but
not smiling. He obliges. The picture is taken on Alfredo's
cellphone. It would be sent to me at a later date.
When we return to the picnic table, it seems to me that we
accomplished what we came to do. We had come to agreement
that he would submit to a two-day interview upon my return. As
thoughts of surveillance drones and military raids come back
into my head, I re-engage the tequila and scan 360 degrees for
where I and my colleagues may lay flat and find cover should
we have been followed and a raid initiated. In the darkness, it
was difficult to imagine a safe place, and El Chapo's world is
anything but.
As Espinoza returns from his slumber, Kate, succumbing to the
exhausting day's journey and the solace of a few tequilas,
accepts the escort of El Chapo to her sleeping quarters. As he
walks her alone toward the dimly lit bungalow, I can't help but
have a primal moment of concern. I consider offering to
accompany them, though the circumstances would certainly
prove any protective action futile. Before my adrenal rush of
paranoia can inspire insult or injury, Chapo has returned.
But there is a change. With Kate tucked cozily into bed, his crew
and he are fast and furious into body armor, strapping longbarrel weapons and hip-clipped grenades. The battle-ready army
of jungle guerrillas who had been standing down earlier in the
night on her behalf are now returning to what I assume is a
more typical posture. El Chapo, too, is strapped and ready to
command.
Following this Clark Kent-into-Superman extravaganza, Chapo
returns to the table. His demeanor, casual. His battle gear,
anything but. Espinoza and El Alto share translation duties. We
compare notes on cultures. We ask lighthearted questions,
though the environment has gotten far less lighthearted.
Despite that, I'm feeling frustrated at having to wait eight days

to get him in a corner – to ask everything I think the world
wants to know. I feel naked without pen and paper. So I only
ask questions one couldn't forget the answers to. Did you know
Pablo Escobar? Chapo answers, "Yes, I met him once at his
house. Big house." He smiles. See your mother much? "All the
time. I hoped we would meet at my ranch and you could meet
my mother. She knows me better than I do. But something
came up and we had to change the plan." I assume he was
insinuating inside information that the ranch had again come
under observation by authorities.
It has been several hours, and El Alto and I share a nod
indicating our mutual sense: the core of soldiers around El
Chapo are getting fidgety. A clock of some kind is ticking in
them. It must have been about four a.m. by this time. El Chapo
stands, concluding the night, thanking us for our visit. We follow
him to where the family who had cooked our dinner stands
dutifully behind a serving table. He takes each of them by the
hand graciously; giving them thanks, and with a look, he invites
us to do the same. He walks us back toward the same bungalow
where he had earlier escorted Kate. In a narrow, dark passage
between ours and an adjacent bungalow, Chapo puts his arm
over my shoulder and renews his request that I see him in eight
days. "I'll be saying goodbye now," he says. At this moment, I
expel a minor traveler's flatulence (sorry), and with it, I
experience the same chivalry he'd offered when putting Kate to
bed, as he pretends not to notice. We escape its subtle brume,
and I join my colleagues inside the bungalow. There are two
beds and one couch a short distance from where Kate can be
seen sleeping on a third bed behind a privacy divider. Espinoza
returns to the bed he'd claimed upon our arrival.
Now it is down to El Alto and I looking at each other. His sixfoot-three frame towers above me, knowing he is inadvertently
caught with proximity to the five-foot-three couch, and that I, at
five feet nine, am left standing only inches from a king-size bed.
It's a Mexican standoff. We'd both traveled hard that day, both
slightly medicated by tequila through the night. I only know that
if I was going to take the short couch, it would be at gunpoint. I
negotiate. "Listen, man. You don't have to sleep on that couch.
The bed's big. We can talk and cuddle." With this prospect, I win
the negotiation. In his grace and discretion, El Alto makes his
choice: "I'll go with the couch." As I collapse onto the bed, I
hear El Chapo's convoy drive away into the night jungle.

El Chapo was arrested on January 8th after a gunfight
with the military in Sinaloa. PGR
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Not two hours later, we are abruptly awakened by Alonzo. "A
storm is coming!" he says. "We have to move!" The dirt tracks
of the jungle are difficult to navigate when monsoon rains
saturate them. We'd have to beat the rain to the tarmac road.
At daybreak, we just make it to pavement as the ocean falls
from the sky and great bolts of lightning illuminate the inside of
our vehicle like flash-bang grenades. Alonzo asks Kate to drive.
She jumps at the chance to break the monotony, and takes the
wheel like a trouper. Meanwhile, El Alto hops into the open
flatbed, his sleep-starved brain so hungry for oxygen that he's
oblivious to the pouring rain. In the backseat, Alonzo whispers
to me that there are multiple military checkpoints along these
roads, and they tend to wave by vehicles driven by women. In
this case, the rain falls hard enough that soldiers have
abandoned their posts for cover. Mercifully, we are stopped by
no one. Rather than risk being vaporized in a small aircraft by a
lightning storm, we opted for the eight-hour drive back to the
city where we'd started. Espinoza reclines in the passenger seat
to rest his back.
By the time we hit the city, the weather has cleared. We shower
in the rooms we'd booked. Twenty minutes later, Kate, Espinoza
and I, along with Alonzo, get into two taxicabs and head to the
airport. El Alto, who'd spent his two hours' sleep the night
before on a firm couch a full foot shorter than he, then
waterlogged himself in the flatbed, elects to stay behind in the
comfort of the hotel bed for the night and leave the following
day. Alonzo heads to Mexico City. Espinoza to Europe. So Kate
and I board the charter back to Los Angeles. Our heads are
spinning. Had we really just been where we were? With whom
we'd been? It seemed such a strange dream. Somehow, with all
the planning and the travel, I still hadn't believed that we'd
actually gotten to El Chapo. I'd imagined us arriving to a gentle
apology, that for some unexplained security reason the visit
could not take place, and we'd be going home to Los Angeles
empty-handed. But that's not what happened.
When we land back on home turf, Kate and I part ways. I am
picked up by a car service. In the backseat, my L.A.-based
assistant had left a manila envelope with my cellphone in it. I
turn on the phone to the explosion of a two-day backlog of emails and text messages. Ignoring them, I hit my browser for
updates. What I didn't know, and what was not yet being
reported, was that from the time the weather cleared, a military
siege on Sinaloa was imminent. Evidently, El Chapo and his
men, after leaving us the night before, had skirted through the
jungle back to a ranch property. According to media reports that
didn't come until days later, a cellphone among his crew had
been tracked. From the time the military and the DEA moved in
on them, the reports of what happened are conflicted. A source
familiar with the cartel informed me on October 3rd that the
initial siege had begun. That source and another on the ground
in Sinaloa reported that over the next several days, two military
helicopters were shot down and Mexican marine ground troops
laid siege to several ranch properties. There were additional
reports that 13 Sinaloa communities had been ravaged with
gunfire during simultaneous raids. La Comision Nacional de los
Derechos Humanos (the National Commission for Human Rights)
struggled to enter the area but were prohibited. Villagers
protested their treatment by the military. By the time news
agencies broadcast the story in the United States, the mayhem
throughout Sinaloa in those days had been essentially reduced
to a nearly successful raid that had surgically targeted only
Chapo and his men, and claimed he had been injured in flight
with face and leg wounds.
El Chapo's own account would later be shared with me, through
a BBM exchange he had with Kate. "On October 6th, there was
an operation....Two helicopters and 6 BlackHawks began a
confrontation upon their arrival. The marines dispersed
throughout the farms. The families had to escape and abandon
their homes with the fear of being killed. We still don't know
how many dead in total." When asked about the reports of his
own injuries, Chapo responded, "Not like they said. I only hurt
my leg a little bit."
Four days later, I fly from Los Angeles to Lima, Peru, to
participate in a World Bank panel discussion. After a few days in

Lima, and an overnight in Managua, Nicaragua, to visit an old
friend, it's October 11th – the day El Chapo and I had agreed to
meet. Understandably, he and his crew had gone dark during
the raids. Nonetheless, I board an available flight to a nearby
Mexican city, and leave a message for Alonzo that I would wait
in that Mexican airport for several hours, to make sure they
know that I had honored my commitment to return on the
eighth day. I land in the late afternoon, then sit around the
airport until the evening hours, hoping a stranger will tap me on
the shoulder and tell me he is a friend of Alonzo's and that I
should leave with him. It also occurs to me, once again, that I
might be under the eyes of Mexican intelligence or the DEA. In
either case, no contact is made. So I board a flight later that
evening on my own, and return to Los Angeles.
In the weeks that follow, I continue to make attempts to contact
El Chapo. In that time, massive sweeps by military and law
enforcement lead to hundreds of arrests, seizures and several
extraditions of cartel personnel to the United States. Reports
that a rising drug gang, the CJNG (Jalisco New Generation
Cartel), may have been involved with El Chapo's prison escape
and that CJNG may become, in effect, the paramilitary wing of
the Sinaloa cartel, have added to governmental concerns. In
other words, with the water boiling, our cartel intermediaries
had gone principally off radar, or possibly been arrested, or
killed.
Finally, Kate is able to re-establish contact through a web of
BBM devices. But the heat of enforcement and surveillance had
become extreme. I even received a credible tip that the DEA
had indeed become aware of our journey to Mexico. Booking any
flight to Mexico now would surely raise red flags. I make a plan
to hide myself in the trunk of a friend's car and be driven to a
waiting rental vehicle. I would then drive the rental from L.A. to
Yuma, Arizona, then cross the border at Algodones. I'm familiar
with this crossing – papers are not checked, and vehicles are
waved through without scrutiny. I'd then drive the 80-some-odd
miles from the border to the Grande Desierto, and the village of
El Golfo de Santa Clara, rendezvousing with a cartel plane that
could take me to El Chapo. But Kate is insistent that if I am to
make that journey, she would have to come with me. The route
is relatively safe, but there are some narco-controlled areas,
including a few that are not friendly to the Sinaloa cartel. There
were also two military checkpoints the last time I had driven
that route. The idea of a gringo driving with a Mexican film star
would likely draw too much attention, but Kate would have it no
other way. It becomes apparent that the risks outweigh the
benefits on all sides, and we decide that, instead, I will send my
questions to El Chapo by BBM. He agrees that he will record his
responses on videotape. Without being present, I could neither
control the questioning nor prod for elaborations to his
responses. In addition, every question sent first had to be
translated into Spanish. Remarkably, while Chapo has access to
hundreds of soldiers and associates at all times, apparently not
one speaks English.
At the end of each day that passed without receipt of the video,
Kate would reassure me that it was only one more day away.
But each night, El Chapo contacted her with more delays and
apparent doubts. Not about my inquiries, but seemingly about
how to make a tape of himself. "Kate, let me get this straight.
The guy runs a multibillion-dollar business with a network of at
least 50 countries, and there's not one fucker down there in the
jungle with him who speaks a word of friggin' English? Now
tonight, you're telling me his BBM went on the blink, that he's
got hardly any access to a goddamn computer?! Are you saying
he doesn't have the technical capability to make a self-video and
smuggle it into the United States?"
I ask myself, How in the fuck does anyone run a business that
way?! I go Full-Trump-Gringo on Kate, battering her daily by
phone, text and encrypted email. In the end, the delay had
nothing to do with technical incompetence. Big surprise.
Whatever villainy is attributable to this man, and his
indisputable street genius, he is also a humble, rural Mexican,
whose perception of his place in the world offers a window into
an extraordinary riddle of cultural disparity. It became evident
that the peasant-farmer-turned-billionaire-drug-lord seemed to
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be overwhelmed and somewhat bewildered at the notion that he
may be of interest to the world beyond the mountains. And the
day-after-day delays might reveal an insecurity in him, like an
awkward teenager bashful to go unguided before the camera. Or
had all of this been an orchestrated performance?
When those hoops had finally been jumped through, mostly by
Kate but at my relentless direction, the only retaliation I was left
fearing during my engagement with El Chapo Guzmán and the
Sinaloa cartel was the potential wrath of a Mexican actress
toward an American actor who had single-mindedly abused his
friendship with her to retrieve the needed video. And then an
encrypted message came from Kate: "Got it!" I nearly hit the
ceiling with excitement as Kate's follow-up dinged on my phone,
"...you pushy motherfucker." I'd earned that. Evidently, a
courier for El Chapo had delivered her the video. Kate and I met
up, I made my apologies, and she transferred the video from
her device to mine. At home, I turned down the lights, sat with
an English transcription provided by Kate, which began with her
note: "The video runs for 17 minutes. Press play."
He sits in a turquoise-and-navy paisley long-sleeve button-down
shirt and clean black slacks on a randomly placed stool. The
signature mustache that he wore in our last meeting, now gone.
His trademark black trucker's hat, absent. His hair combed, or
perhaps cap-matted, conjuring the vision of a wide-eyed
schoolboy unsure of his teacher's summons. His hands folded
across each other, a self-soothing thumb crossing the knuckle of
the other. Beside him, a short white brick wall topped by a
chain-link fence. Behind that, a white 4x4 pickup truck. The
location appears as a large, ranch-like property with low-lying
mountains
far
in
the
distance
and
the
intermittent cockadoodledoo of farm roosters serving as the
Greek chorus to the interview. Throughout the video, we see
farm workers and paramilitaries crossing behind him. A German
shepherd sniffs the dirt and wanders out of frame.
He begins: "I want to make clear that this interview is for the
exclusive use of Miss Kate del Castillo and Mister Sean Penn."
The image goes black.
When it returns, so has he to the comfort of his trucker hat.
Of the many questions I'd sent El Chapo, a cameraman out of
frame asks a few of them directly, paraphrases others, softens
many and skips some altogether.
How was your childhood?
I remember from the time I was six until now, my parents, a
very humble family, very poor, I remember how my mom made
bread to support the family. I would sell it, I sold oranges, I sold
soft drinks, I sold candy. My mom, she was a hard worker, she
worked a lot. We grew corn, beans. I took care of my
grandmother's cattle and chopped wood.
And how did you get involved in the drug business?
Well, from the time I was 15 and after, where I come from,
which is the municipality of Badiraguato, I was raised in a ranch
named La Tuna, in that area, and up until today, there are no
job opportunities. The only way to have money to buy food, to
survive, is to grow poppy, marijuana, and at that age, I began
to grow it, to cultivate it and to sell it. That is what I can tell
you.
How did you leave there? How did it all expand?
From there, from my ranch, I started to leave at 18 and went to
Culiacan, then after to Guadalajara, but never without visiting
my ranch, even up until today, because my mom, thanks to
God, is still alive, out there in our ranch, which is La Tuna, and
so, that is how things have been.
How has your family life changed from then to now?
Very good – my children, my brothers, my nephews. We all get
along well, very normal. Very good.
And now that you are free, how has it affected you?
Well, as for being free – happy, because freedom is really nice,
and pressure, well, for me it's normal, because I've had to be
careful for a few years now in certain cities, and, no, I don't feel
anything that hurts my health or my mind. I feel good.
Is it true what they say that drugs destroy humanity and
bring harm?
Well, it's a reality that drugs destroy. Unfortunately, as I said,
where I grew up there was no other way and there still isn't a

way to survive, no way to work in our economy to be able to
make a living.
Do you think it is true you are responsible for the high
level of drug addiction in the world?
No, that is false, because the day I don't exist, it's not going to
decrease in any way at all. Drug trafficking? That's false.
Did your drug business grow and expand when you were
in jail?
From what I can tell, and what I know, everything is the same.
Nothing has decreased. Nothing has increased.
What about the violence attached to this type of activity?
In part, it is because already some people already grow up with
problems, and there is some envy and they have information
against someone else. That is what creates violence.
Do you consider yourself a violent person?
No, sir.
Are you prone to violence, or do you use it as a last
resort?
Look, all I do is defend myself, nothing more. But do I start
trouble? Never.
What is your opinion about the situation in Mexico, what
is the outlook for Mexico?
Well, drug trafficking is already part of a culture that originated
from the ancestors. And not only in Mexico. This is worldwide.
Do you consider your activity, your organization, a cartel?
No, sir, not at all. Because people who dedicate their lives to
this activity do not depend on me.
How has this business evolved from the time you started
up until today?
Big difference. Today there are lots of drugs, and back then, the
only ones we knew were marijuana and poppy.
What is the difference in people now compared to back
then?
Big difference, because now, day after day, villages are getting
bigger, and there's more of us, and lots of different ways of
thinking.
What is the outlook for the business? Do you think it will
disappear? Will it grow instead?
No, it will not end because as time goes by, we are more
people, and this will never end.
Do you think terrorism activities in the Middle East will, in
any way, impact the future of drug trafficking?
No, sir. It doesn't make a difference at all.
You saw how the final days of Escobar were. How do you
see your final days with respect to this business?
I know one day I will die. I hope it's of natural causes.
The U.S. government thinks that the Mexican government
does not want to arrest you. What they want to do is to
kill you. What do you think?
No, I think that if they find me, they'll arrest me, of course.
With respect to your activities, what do you think the
impact on Mexico is? Do you think there is a substantial
impact?
Not at all. Not at all.
Why?
Because drug trafficking does not depend on just one person. It
depends on a lot of people.
What is your opinion about who is to blame here, those
who sell drugs, or the people who use drugs and create a
demand for them? What is the relationship between
production, sale and consumption?
If there was no consumption, there would be no sales. It is true
that consumption, day after day, becomes bigger and bigger. So
it sells and sells.
We hear avocado is good for you, lime is good for you,
guanabana is good for you. But we never hear anyone
doing any publicity with respect to drugs. Have you done
anything to induce the public to consume more drugs?
Not at all. That attracts attention. People, in a way, want to
know how it feels or how it tastes. And then the addiction gets
bigger.
Do you have any dreams? Do you dream?
Whatever is normal. But dreaming daily? No.
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But you must have some dreams, some hopes for your
life?
I want to live with my family the days God gives me.
If you could change the world, would you?
For me, the way things are, I'm happy.
How is your relationship with your mom?
My relationship? Perfect. Very well.
Is it one of respect?
Yes, sir, respect, affection and love.
How do you see the future for your sons and daughters?
Very well. They get along right. The family is tight.
How about your life? How has your life changed, how
have you lived it since you escaped?
Lots of happiness – because of my freedom.
Did you ever use drugs?
No, sir. Many years ago, yes, I did try them. But an addict? No.
How long ago?
I haven't done any drugs in the last 20 years.
Did it not worry you that you might be putting your family
at risk with your escape?
Yes, sir.
For your recent escape, did you pursue your freedom at
any cost, at the expense of anybody?
I never thought of hurting anyone. All I did was ask God, and
things worked out. Everything was perfect. I am here, thank
God.
The two times you escaped, it is worth mentioning, there
was no violence.
With me, it did not come to that. In other situations, what's
been seen, things occur differently, but here, we did not use any
violence.
Bearing in mind what has been written about you, what
one can see on TV, things are said about you in Mexico,
what kind of message would you like to convey to the
people of Mexico?
Well, I can say it's normal that people have mixed feelings
because some people know me and others don't. That is the
reason I say it is normal. Because those who do not know me
can have their doubts about saying if, in this case, I'm a good
person or not.
If I ask you to define yourself as a person, if I ask you to
pretend you are not Joaquín, instead you are the person
who knows him better than anybody else in the world,
how would you define yourself?
Well, if I knew him – with respect, and from my point of view,
it's a person who's not looking for problems in any way. In any
way.
Since our late-night visit in the Mexican mountains, raids on
ranches there have been relentless. A war zone. Navy
helicopters waging air assaults and inserting troops. Helos shot
down by Sinaloa cartel gunmen. Marines killed. Cartel fighters
killed. Campasinos killed or displaced. Rumors spread that El
Chapo escaped to Guatemala, or even further, into South
America. But no. He was right there where he was born and
raised. On Friday, January 8th, 2016, it happened. El Chapo was
captured and arrested – alive.
I think of that night, of that calm before the storm, and the
otherworldly experience of sitting with a man so seemingly

serene, despite his living a reality so surreal. I had not gotten
the kind of in-depth interview I'd hoped to achieve. Not
challenged checkers with chess, nor vice versa. But perhaps, at
least, retrieved a glimpse from the other side, and what is for
me an affirmation of the dumb-show of demonization that has
demanded such an extraordinary focus of assets toward the
capture or killing of any one individual black hat.
Still, today, there are little boys in Sinaloa who draw playmoney pesos, whose fathers and grandfathers before them
harvested the only product they'd ever known to morph those
play pesos into real dollars. They wonder at our outrage as we,
our children, friends, neighbors, bosses, banks, brothers and
sisters finance the whole damn thing. Without a paradigm shift,
understanding the economics and illness of addiction, parents in
Mexico and the U.S. will increasingly risk replacing that standard
parting question to their teens off for a social evening – from
"Where are you going tonight?" to "Where are you dying
tonight?"
El Chapo? It won't be long, I'm sure, before the Sinaloa cartel's
next shipment into the United States is the man himself.
Actor, writer and director Sean Penn has written from the front
lines in Haiti, Iraq, Iran, Venezuela and Cuba. He wishes to
dedicate this article to the parents of slain Chicago youth, and to
Rodrigo Lara Bonilla, public servant, father and hero.
http://www.rollingstone.com/culture/features/elchapo-speaks-20160109
Comments:

FToben • 8 hours ago
I am not amazed anymore at the level of self-righteous infantile
commentary about this issue. Most observers of the US scene
know but dare not say as much that this episode is just a
reflection of the political and economic decline of the US and its
dependencies. The hedonistic-nihilistic thrustings of political
outrage at this interview fails to hide the deeper issues that
gave rise to this interview appearing in the first instance.
Remember, the great First Amendment still lives in some
individual's
psyche
but
for
how
much
longer?
Well done Rolling Stones/Sean Penn for keeping the basic
principle of free expression alive, and rejecting those who
peddle the nonsense that splits it into free speech and hate
speech. Be careful of those who cry out "hate speech" whenever
they are asked to justify their stance on whatever contentious
matter they are peddling. And even worse are those who stifle
debate by crying "antisemitism" because a question can rip open
hidden motives.
***
Robert Stipp FToben • 7 hours ago
If debate was Top Gun. You could be my wingman anytime.

___________________________________________

De iciency that denied

dol Hitler entry to ‘master race’

ROBERT M. KAPLAN , THE AUSTRALIAN , DECEMBER 30, 2015 12:00AM
Adolf Hitler, the genocidal dictator who drove the world
into a horrific war in which at least 12 million people
were killed simply because of who they were, remains a
source of fascination.
There is a considerable literature on his mental state, starting
from the time he got into power in 1933. Explanations cover
every category in the diagnostic manual. The consensus is that
he was not mad, but after that agreement falls away rapidly.
And that is just the beginning. His quack doctor Theodor Morell
pumped him full of vitamins, minerals, animal organ extracts

and amphetamines. Added to his diet was yoghurt prepared
from animal faeces to enrich the bowel flora. (It didn’t work —
he constantly guzzled cream cakes and was, by all accounts, the
most flatulent leader in history.)
After this, we get to Hitler’s sex life, speculation on which could
fill several groaning library shelves.
A recent example, The Hidden Hitler, claims that Hitler was a
predatory skirt-wearing queen. This provided the tabloids with
some fine material but was dismissed by any serious authorities
on the subject.

12

As an individual, Hitler was profoundly shallow, opaque and
largely unfathomable. His relationships were remarkably bleak.
Known to display affection only towards his dog Blondi, he had
no friends, maintaining superficial relationships with his staff as
a substitute.

Illustration: Eric Lobbecke
Unsurprisingly, his relationships with women were pathological.
Of the five he was involved with, three attempted suicide, two
successfully; the most well known is Eva Braun, who was kept
away from almost everybody except for his immediate circle.
Before Braun, he was besotted with his half-niece Geli Raubal
who, realising that she could never escape him, committed
suicide, the same fate that awaited her successor. Rumours
flourished that Raubal was forced to participate in
sadomasochistic and coprophilic practices but it can be said with
some certainty that this said more about the allegators’ motives
than Hitler.
Hitler’s genitals, however, are another story.
The persistent rumour that the dictator lacked a testicle reached
such a peak that it became a popular rhyme among Allied
troops:
Hitler has only got one ball,
Goring has two but very small,
Himmler has something sim’lar,
But poor old Goebbels has no balls at all.
Leaving aside the obvious shots at Hitler’s underlings, how did
this arise? Felix Bloch, his childhood doctor, was to claim that
Hitler had normal genitalia, but this was many years later when
Bloch was a refugee in New York and something of a celebrity
over his notorious patient.
Hitler went to enormous lengths to hide his medical history. Like
other doctors, his personal physician Morell was never allowed
to examine the pelvic and abdominal area. With the
Austrian Anschluss an SS team was sent in to destroy
incriminating files. These included the Austrian army medical
examination in 1913 that found him unfit for service.
This was intriguing as he did not have any health problems at
the time and went on to serve in a Bavarian regiment the
following year without difficulty.
The possibility of congenital abnormalities must be regarded as
high, but we shall never know.
Fritz Redlich, who wrote a definitive history of the dictator’s
health, came up with the explanation that Hitler had spina bifida
occulta, which was frequently associated with urogenital
abnormalities, especially hypospadias (a deformity of the penis)
and cryptorchidism (the absence of one or both testicles). There
was no way of confirming the diagnosis and not everyone could
accept this explanation.
The matter did not escape historians. Without exception, they
excluded madness and regarded psychological investigations as
nugatory, if not tendentious. But what Alan Bullock genially
described as the one-ball theory refused to disappear.
Until now, that is. As something of a Christmas present to Hitler
researchers, a German researcher has found convincing
evidence to confirm the one-ball theory.
Following the failure of the Munich Beer Hall Putsch, on
November 12, 1923, Hitler had to undergo a medical
examination on arrival at Landsberg prison for a five-year
sentence (but was released after nine months).
The records of that examination, long thought lost, have been
exhumed by historian Peter Fleischmann. They show Hitler had
an undescended right testicle. The prison medical officer, Josef

Steiner Brin, noted that “Adolf Hitler, artist, recently writer” was
“healthy and strong” but had “right-side cryptorchidism”.
So there you have it: Hitler had only one ball. Does that change
anything? Probably not. Hitler was obsessed with heredity. For
the world to know he had genital deformities would have
destroyed his credibility.
He must have been in a state of denial but sufficiently aware
that he had to hide all knowledge of it and therefore keep
women at a considerable distance.
There is nothing to suggest that a second testicle would have
changed his behaviour, sufficient to make him the most evil man
who ever lived. It would however have led to a change in the
words of the song, so that is not all bad.
Robert M. Kaplan is a forensic psychiatrist at the
University of Wollongong. His chapter on Adolf Hitler can
be read in his book The Exceptional Brain and How it
Changed the World (Allen & Unwin, 2011).

***
Comments

Robert1 HOUR AGO
What a rubbish article for 2015. This is the sort of drivel that I
expect from The Age but then that's free isn't it.

Fredrick
pending
@Robert If a forensic psychiatrist at the University of
Wollongong can write such nonsense about Adolf Hitler, then
that reflects the moral and intellectual bankruptcy in which this
tertiary institution finds itself. It is an expression of Godwin’s
Law powered by Viagra.
Admittedly, this piece about Adolf Hitler is an opinion piece but
then one may assume that factual truths still matters, or is the
author also afflicted with the Holocaust syndrome where the
likes of Eli Wiesel, or Herman Rosenblatt –

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9SQWB36uKkw
and others? Will he then also claim: ‘It was no lie; it was my
imagination. And in my imagination, in my mind, I believed it.
Even now I believe it that she was there and she threw the
apple to me. ... Yes, it’s not true but in my imagination it was
true.”
Anyone who has experienced friends or relatives sinking into
dementia will soon realize that the demented individuals
populating our nursing homes are not with it any more. But
what also then is obvious how demented the real world has
become. This is especially noticeable when individuals, such as
Robert Kaplan, pull out the “Hitler-Nazi” card on account of
projecting their own pathological imaginings on to Hitler.
Why, for example, does Kaplan not mention the fact that Adolf
Hitler had a long-standing relationship with Winifred Wagner?
Anyone who shared such a cultural environment would have
little time for the primitive and elementary escapades that
Kaplan ascribes to Hitler, which however are found aplenty in
Talmudic writings!
As to the racial allusions, Kaplan forgets how German
philosopher Martin Heidegger perceptively summed up the
mindset of Judaism, which has been projected on to the
Germans for centuries:
The Jews, with their marked gift for calculating, live,
already for the longest time, according to the principle of
race, which is why they are resisting its consistent
application with utmost violence.
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Likewise, an affliction that appears to be shared by Kaplan, as
revealed in this article, is his attempt to come to terms with his
own deficiency thinking and personal behaviour, which is
nothing new because GiacomoMeyerbeer also clearly expressed
it thus:
I believe thatrichess [Jew hatred]is like love in the
theatres and novels: no matter how often one encounters
it...it
never
misses
its
target
if
effectively

wielded...[Nothing] can grow back theforeskin of which
we are robbed on the eighth dayof life; those who, on the
ninth day, do not bleed from this operation shall continue
to bleed an entire lifetime, even after death.
[The letter was never published – ed. AI]
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/opinion/deficiencythat-denied-adolf-hitler-entry-to-master-race/newsstory/b78c47f5b6c843286d6b70e29630d97f

________________________________________________
Another feverish attempt to deny Europeans their exclusive origin in Europe.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------Speaking of Science

The first ancient African genome reveals complex human migrations

By Rachel Feltman October 9 2014
Rachel Feltman runs The Post's Speaking of Science blog.

backwards migration. Unsurprisingly, Mota lacked the Eurasian
DNA that seems to have proliferated across the region about
1,500 years after his death.
[Ancient shoulders show signs of humanity’s ape-like past]
By comparing his DNA -- extracted from a resilient inner ear
bone, which has become the technique of choice for getting DNA
in a tricky climate -- to that of modern Africans, scientists were
able to estimate how large the Eurasian influx had been.
"Roughly speaking, the wave of West Eurasian migration back
into the Horn of Africa could have been as much as 30% of the
population that already lived there - and that, to me, is mindblowing. The question is: what got them moving all of a
sudden?" Andrea Manica, senior author of the study from the
University of Cambridge's Department of Zoology, said in a
statement.
Today, Manica and his colleagues report, East Africans can
attribute as much as 25 percent of their DNA to this Eurasian
back flow. Even in far western and southern areas, at least 5
percent of the genome is Eurasian in origin.
The authors of the study have no idea what caused such a
massive migration. And with just one skull to go on, they can't
write this genetic history in stone quite yet. But as the
techniques for extracting and analyzing the ancient DNA of
Africa improve, we'll have more and more studies like this one
to fill in the gaps of humanity's origin story.
Read More:
*A giant ancient virus was just uncovered in melting ice
— and it won’t be the last
*Watch paleoartists sculpt the face of our newest human
relative
* ‘lost world’ o dinosaurs thrived in the snowy dark of
Alaska, researchers say
*Two new studies use genomes to identify the first
Americans — but come up with different answers
*What the history of dogs tells us about civilization in the
Americas
*Pluto has brilliant blue skies and frozen water

Mota cave, where the ancient human was found. (Kathryn
and John Arthur)
Africa is considered to be the birthplace of humankind -- the
cradle of humanity. But because its climate is poorly suited for
DNA preservation, all of the ancient genomes to be analyzed
have been from Europe, Asia, and the Americas. That changed
on Thursday, when researchers published a paper in
Science documenting the genetic code of a man who died 4,500
years ago in what's now Ethiopia.
[Ask a MacArthur genius: Can a simple map change the way we
think about human diversity?]
Scientists know that after the great migration from Africa, where
all early humans originated -- treks that took place about
60,000 years ago -- some of the Eurasians who had developed
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/speaking-ofagriculture made their way back into Africa.
science/wp/2015/10/09/the-first-ancient-africanThat's what makes the newly sequenced man, named Mota by
genome-reveals-complex-human-migrations/
scientists, so interesting. Mota lived in Africa before this second,
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Revisionist, ‘Dangerous’ G S History ourse
Teaches Pupils Africans were in Britain Before Brits
By DONNA RACHEL EDMUNDS11 Jan 2016135

From September, GCSE History students across the country will
be taught that Africans arrived in Britain before the English, in a
new course which draws heavily on the politically correct work of
a Marxist academic. The course has been slammed as
“indoctrination” by concerned historians and academics who
warn it is “dangerous”.
The new module, due to be introduced by the Oxford and
Cambridge Exam board, has been created in conjunction with
academics from the Black and Asian Studies Association.
According to the Mail on Sunday, the course literature states:
“This course will enable students to learn how the movement of
people – European, African, Asian – to and from these islands
has shaped the story of this nation for thousands of years.
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“The history of migration is the story of Britain: in 1984, Peter
Fryer wrote, “There were Africans in Britain before the English
came.’”
Fryer’s book from which the quote is taken, Staying Power: The
History of Black People in Britain, argues that African and Asian
migration to the British Isles over the last two thousand years
profoundly shaped the course of British history.
But the early African visitors Fryer refers to in his opening page
were a Roman legion of North Africans, who were briefly
stationed on Hadrian’s Wall in the 3rd Century before the arrival
of the Anglo-Saxons to the UK.
The 500 or so ‘Aurelian’ Moors, name for the Roman Emperor
Marcus Aurelius, manned a fort near Carlisle, but there is no
evidence that they settled in the area. By the year 383, Rome
had pulled its troops from northern England for the last time.
“This stands history on its head, projecting back on to the past
something that isn’t true,” said historian Sir Roy Strong, author
of The Story of Britain.
“The only Africans who came here were a few with the Romans
who came and then left! I find it disturbing that our children
should be taught something that is clearly designed to feed into
contemporary problems rather than tell our island’s story
properly,” he added.
Professor Alan Smithers, of Buckingham University, a specialist
adviser to the Commons Education Committee, said: “This
seems to be aimed more at indoctrination than education. It is
dangerous because a cohesive society depends on an authentic
shared view of history.”
But the course, which includes a course headed ‘Population
diversity in England before 1066’ despite nominally taking as its
starting point the Middle Ages, has been defended by the
academics involved in the creation of the course, who insist that
it plays a valid role in examining the issues of today.
“It is an outstanding example of how a long view of history
helps us to understand and to find a place for ourselves in

contemporary society, said York University’s Professor Mark
Ormrod, one of the historians involved in providing research for
the course.
“Our research project shows how, for example, in the late
Middle Ages, no one was more than ten miles from an
immigrant.”
Mike Goddard, head of history at OCR, hit back at accusations
that the course presents a political agenda, not history, saying:
“There is no political bias. The GCSE will present facts. It is not
pushing any particular argument.”
And Martin Spafford, of BASA’s education committee, insisted:
“students will hear both positive and negative views about
migration. It’s been a controversial subject and we don’t shy
away from that.”
Nonetheless, its critics have called out the course as politically
correct propaganda.
Chris McGovern, chairman for the Campaign for Real Education
said: “The country is being sold down the river by the politically
correct brigade and national identity sacrificed for minority
groups to feel included. It’s pro-immigration propaganda.”
V.S. Naipaul, the Booker and Nobel prize winning author
commented: “Once again political correctness is distorting our
history and the education of our children.
“This absurd supposition of Africans inhabiting Britain before the
English only goes to show how our once esteemed centres of
learning, Oxford and Cambridge, have been insidiously eroded
by a dangerous dogma that, very like Islamic State today,
wrought misery and havoc in Russia, China and the Eastern
bloc, where for all practical purposes it has failed.”
A spokesman from the Department for Education said: “The law
is crystal clear – all political discussions in schools should be
unbiased and balanced.”
http://www.breitbart.com/london/2016/01/11/274670
9/

_______________________________________________
The IMF Changes its Rules to Isolate China and Russia
By MICHAEL HUDSON

The nightmare scenario of U.S. geopolitical strategists seems to
be coming true: foreign economic independence from U.S.
control. Instead of privatizing and neoliberalizing the world
under U.S.-centered financial planning and ownership, the
Russian and Chinese governments are investing in neighboring
economies on terms that cement Eurasian economic integration
on the basis of Russian oil and tax exports and Chinese
financing. The Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB)
threatens to replace the IMF and World Bank programs that
favor U.S. suppliers, banks and bondholders (with the United
States holding unique veto power).
Russia’s 2013 loan to Ukraine, made at the request of Ukraine’s
elected pro-Russian government, demonstrated the benefits of
mutual trade and investment relations between the two
countries. As Russian finance minister Anton Siluanov points
out, Ukraine’s “international reserves were barely enough to
cover three months’ imports, and no other creditor was
prepared to lend on terms acceptable to Kiev. Yet Russia
provided $3 billion of much-needed funding at a 5 per cent
interest rate, when Ukraine’s bonds were yielding nearly 12 per
cent.”[1]
What especially annoys U.S. financial strategists is that this loan
by Russia’s sovereign debt fund was protected by IMF lending

practice, which at that time ensured collectability by withholding
new credit from countries in default of foreign official debts (or
at least, not bargaining in good faith to pay). To cap matters,
the bonds are registered under London’s creditor-oriented rules
and courts.
On December 3 (one week before the IMF changed its rules so
as to hurt Russia), Prime Minister Putin proposed that Russia
“and other Eurasian Economic Union countries should kick-off
consultations with members of the Shanghai Cooperation
Organisation (SCO) and the Association of Southeast Asian
Nations (ASEAN) on a possible economic partnership.”[2] Russia
also is seeking to build pipelines to Europe through friendly
instead of U.S.-backed countries.
Moving to denominate their trade and investment in their own
currencies instead of dollars, China and Russia are creating a
geopolitical system free from U.S. control. After U.S. officials
threatened to derange Russia’s banking linkages by cutting it off
from the SWIFT interbank clearing system, China accelerated its
creation of the alternative China International Payments System
(CIPS), with its own credit card system to protect Eurasian
economies from the shrill threats made by U.S. unilateralists.
Russia and China are simply doing what the United States has
long done: using trade and credit linkages to cement their
geopolitical diplomacy. This tectonic geopolitical shift is a
Copernican threat to New Cold War ideology: Instead of the
world economy revolving around the United States (the
Ptolemaic idea of America as “the indispensible nation”), it may
revolve around Eurasia. As long as the global financial papacy
remains grounded in Washington at the offices of the IMF and
World Bank, such a shift in the center of gravity will be fought
with all the power of the American Century (indeed, American
Millennium) inquisition.
Imagine the following scenario five years from now. China will
have spent half a decade building high-speed railroads, ports
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power systems and other construction for Asian and African
countries, enabling them to grow and export more. These
exports will be coming on line to repay the infrastructure loans.
Also, suppose that Russia has been supplying the oil and gas
energy needed for these projects.
To U.S. neocons this specter of AIIB government-to-government
lending and investment creates fear of a world independent of
U.S. control. Nations would mint their own money and hold each
other’s debt in their international reserves instead of borrowing
or holding dollars and subordinating their financial planning to
the IMF and U.S. Treasury with their demands for monetary
bloodletting and austerity for debtor countries. There would be
less need for foreign government to finance budget shortfalls by
selling off their key public infrastructure privatizing their
economies. Instead of dismantling public spending, the AIIB and
a broader Eurasian economic union would do what the United
States itself practices, and seek self-sufficiency in basic needs
such as food, technology, banking, credit creation and monetary
policy.
With this prospect in mind, suppose an American diplomat
meets with the leaders of debtors to China, Russia and the AIIB
and makes the following proposal: “Now that you’ve got your
increased production in place, why repay? We’ll make you rich if
you stiff our New Cold War adversaries and turn to the West.
We and our European allies will help you assign the
infrastructure to yourselves and your supporters, and give these
assets market value by selling shares in New York and London.
Then, you can spend your surpluses in the West.”
How can China or Russia collect in such a situation? They can
sue. But what court will recognize their claim – that is, what
court that the West would pay attention to?
That is the kind of scenario U.S. State Department and Treasury
officials have been discussing for more than a year. The looming
conflict was made immediate by Ukraine’s $3 billion debt to
Russia falling due by December 20, 2015. Ukraine’s U.S.-backed
regime has announced its intention to default. U.S. lobbyists
have just changed the IMF rules to remove a critical lever on
which Russia and other governments have long relied to enforce
payment of their loans.
The IMF’s role as en orcer o inter-government debts
When it comes down to enforcing nations to pay intergovernment debts, the International Monetary Fund and Paris
Club hold the main leverage. As coordinator of central bank
“stabilization” loans (the neoliberal euphemism for imposing
austerity and destabilizing debtor economies, Greece-style), the
IMF is able to withhold not only its own credit but also that of
governments and global banks participating when debtor
countries need refinancing. Countries that do not agree to
privatize their infrastructure and sell it to Western buyers are
threatened with sanctions, backed by U.S.-sponsored “regime
change” and “democracy promotion” Maidan-style.

This was the setting on December 8, when Chief IMF
Spokesman Gerry Rice announced: “The IMF’s Executive Board
met today and agreed to change the current policy on nontoleration of arrears to official creditors.” The creditor leverage
that the IMF has used
is that if a nation is in financial arrears to any government, it
cannot qualify for an IMF loan – and hence, for packages

involving other governments. This has been the system by
which the dollarized global financial system has worked for half
a century. The beneficiaries have been creditors in US dollars.
In this U.S.-centered worldview, China and Russia loom as the
great potential adversaries – defined as independent power
centers from the United States as they create the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization as an alternative to NATO, and the
AIIB as an alternative to the IMF and World Bank tandem. The
very name, Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank, implies that
transportation systems and other infrastructure will be financed
by governments, not relinquished into private hands to become
rent-extracting opportunities financed by U.S.-centered bank
credit to turn the rent into a flow of interest payments.
The focus on a mixed public/private economy sets the AIIB at
odds with the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) and its aim of
relinquishing government planning power to the financial and
corporate sector for their own short-term gains, and above all
the aim of blocking government’s money-creating power and
financial regulation. Chief Nomura economist Richard Koo,
explained the logic of viewing the AIIB as a threat to the UScontrolled IMF: “If the IMF’s rival is heavily under China’s
influence, countries receiving its support will rebuild their
economies under what is effectively Chinese guidance,
increasing the likelihood they will fall directly or indirectly under
that country’s influence.”[3]
Russian Finance Minister Anton Siluanov accused the IMF
decision of being “hasty and biased.”[4] But it had been
discussed all year long, calculating a range of scenarios for a
long-term sea change in international law. The aim of this
change is to isolate not only Russia, but even more China in its
role as creditor to African countries and prospective AIIB
borrowers. U.S. officials walked into the IMF headquarters in
Washington with the legal equivalent of financial suicide vests,
having decided that the time had come to derail Russia’s ability
to collect on its sovereign loan to Ukraine, and of even larger
import, China’s plan for a New Silk Road integrating a Eurasian
economy independent of U.S. financial and trade control. Anders
Aslund, senior fellow at the NATO-oriented Atlantic Council,
points out:
The IMF staff started contemplating a rule change in the spring
of 2013 because nontraditional creditors, such as China, had
started providing developing countries with large loans. One
issue was that these loans were issued on conditions out of line
with IMF practice. China wasn’t a member of the Paris Club,
where loan restructuring is usually discussed, so it was time to
update the rules.
The IMF intended to adopt a new policy in the spring of 2016,
but the dispute over Russia’s $3 billion loan to Ukraine has
accelerated an otherwise slow decision-making process.[5]
The Wall Street Journal concurred that the underlying
motivation for changing the IMF’s rules was the threat that
Chinese lending would provide an alternative to IMF loans and
its demands for austerity. “IMF-watchers said the fund was
originally thinking of ensuring China wouldn’t be able to foil IMF
lending to member countries seeking bailouts as Beijing ramped
up loans to developing economies around the world.”[6] In
short, U.S. strategists have designed a policy to block trade and
financial agreements organized outside of U.S. control and that
of the IMF and World Bank in which it holds unique veto power.
The plan is simple enough. Trade follows finance, and the
creditor usually calls the tune. That is how the United States has
used the Dollar Standard to steer Third World trade and
investment since World War II along lines benefiting the U.S.
economy.
The cement of trade credit and bank lending is the ability of
creditors to collect on the international debts being negotiated.
That is why the United States and other creditor nations have
used the IMF as an intermediary to act as “honest broker” for
loan consortia. (“Honest broker” means in practice being subject
to U.S. veto power.) To enforce its financial leverage, the IMF
has long followed the rule that it will not sponsor any loan
agreement or refinancing for governments that are in default of
debts owed to other governments. However, as the aforementioned Aslund explains, the IMF could easily change its
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practice of not lending into [countries in official] arrears …
because it is not incorporated into the IMF Articles of
Agreement, that is, the IMF statutes. The IMF Executive Board
can decide to change this policy with a simple board majority.
The IMF has lent to Afghanistan, Georgia, and Iraq in the midst
of war, and Russia has no veto right, holding only 2.39 percent
of the votes in the IMF. When the IMF has lent to Georgia and
Ukraine, the other members of its Executive Board have
overruled Russia.[7]
After the rules change, Aslund later noted, “the IMF can
continue to give Ukraine loans regardless of what Ukraine does
about its credit from Russia, which falls due on December
20. [8]
Inasmuch as Ukraine’s official debt to Russia’s sovereign debt
fund was not to the U.S. Government, the IMF announced its
rules change as a “clarification.” Its rule that no country can
borrow if it is in default to (or not seriously negotiating with) a
foreign government was created in the post-1945 world, and
has governed the past seventy years in which the United States
Government, Treasury officials and/or U.S. bank consortia have
been party to nearly every international bailout or major loan
agreement. What the IMF rule really meant was that it would
not provide credit to countries in arrears specifically to the U.S.
Government, not those of Russia or China.
Mikhail Delyagin, Director of the Institute of Globalization
Problems, understood the IMF’s double standard clearly enough:
“The Fund will give Kiev a new loan tranche on one condition
that Ukraine should not pay Russia a dollar under its $3 billion
debt. Legally, everything will be formalized correctly but they
will oblige Ukraine to pay only to western creditors for political
reasons.”[9] It remains up to the IMF board – and in the end, its
managing director – whether or not to deem a country
creditworthy. The U.S. representative naturally has always
blocked any leaders not beholden to the United States.
The post-2010 loan packages to Greece are a notorious case in
point. The IMF staff calculated that Greece could not possibly
pay the balance that was set to bail out foreign banks and
bondholders. Many Board members agreed (and subsequently
have gone public with their whistle-blowing). Their protests
didn’t matter. Dominique Strauss-Kahn backed the US-ECB
position (after President Barack Obama and Treasury secretary
Tim Geithner pointed out that U.S. banks had written credit
default swaps betting that Greece could pay, and would lose
money if there were a debt writedown). In 2015, Christine
Lagarde also backed the U.S.-European Central Bank hard line,
against staff protests.[10]
IMF executive board member Otaviano Canuto, representing
Brazil, noted that the logic that “conditions on IMF lending to a
country that fell behind on payments [was to] make sure it kept
negotiating in good faith to reach agreement with
creditors.”[11] Dropping this condition, he said, would open the
door for other countries to insist on a similar waiver and avoid
making serious and sincere efforts to reach payment agreement
with creditor governments.
A more binding IMF rule is that it cannot lend to countries at war
or use IMF credit to engage in warfare. Article I of its 1944-45
founding charter ban the fund from lending to a member state
engaged in civil war or at war with another member state, or for
military purposes in general. But when IMF head Lagarde made
the last IMF loan to Ukraine, in spring 2015, she made a token
gesture of stating that she hoped there would be peace. But
President Porochenko immediately announced that he would
step up the civil war with the Russian-speaking population in the
eastern Donbass region.
The problem is that the Donbass is where most Ukrainian
exports were made, mainly to Russia. That market is being lost
by the junta’s belligerence toward Russia. This should have
blocked Ukraine from receiving IMF aid. Withholding IMF credit
could have been a lever to force peace and adherence to the
Minsk agreements, but U.S. diplomatic pressure led that
opportunity to be rejected.
The most important IMF condition being violated is that
continued warfare with the East prevents a realistic prospect of
Ukraine paying back new loans. Aslund himself points to the

internal contradictions at work: Ukraine has achieved budget
balance because the inflation and steep currency depreciation
has drastically eroded its pension costs. The resulting lower
value of pension benefits has led to growing opposition to
Ukraine’s post-Maidan junta. “Leading representatives from
President Petro Poroshenko’s Bloc are insisting on massive tax
cuts, but no more expenditure cuts; that would cause a vast
budget deficit that the IMF assesses at 9-10 percent of GDP,
that could not possibly be financed.”[12] So how can the IMF’s
austerity budget be followed without a political backlash?
The IMF thus is breaking four rules: Not lending to a country
that has no visible means to pay back the loan breaks the “No
More Argentinas” rule adopted after the IMF’s disastrous 2001
loan. Not lending to countries that refuse in good faith to
negotiate with their official creditors goes against the IMF’s role
as the major tool of the global creditors’ cartel. And the IMF is
now lending to a borrower at war, indeed one that is destroying
its export capacity and hence its balance-of-payments ability to
pay back the loan. Finally, the IMF is lending to a country that
has little likelihood of refuse carrying out the IMF’s notorious
austerity “conditionalities” on its population – without putting
down democratic opposition in a totalitarian manner. Instead of
being treated as an outcast from the international financial
system, Ukraine is being welcomed and financed.
The upshot – and new basic guideline for IMF lending – is to
create a new Iron Curtain splitting the world into pro-U.S.
economies going neoliberal, and all other economies, including
those seeking to maintain public investment in infrastructure,
progressive taxation and what used to be viewed as progressive
capitalism. Russia and China may lend as much as they want to
other governments, but there is no international vehicle to help
secure their ability to be paid back under what until now has
passed for international law. Having refused to roll back its own
or ECB financial claims on Greece, the IMF is quite willing to see
repudiation of official debts owed to Russia, China or other
countries not on the list approved by the U.S. neocons who
wield veto power in the IMF, World Bank and similar global
economic institutions now drawn into the U.S. orbit. Changing
its rules to clear the path for the IMF to make loans to Ukraine
and other governments in default of debts owed to official
lenders is rightly seen as an escalation of America’s New Cold
War against Russia and also its anti-China strategy.
Timing is everything in such ploys. Georgetown University Law
professor and Treasury consultant Anna Gelpern warned that
before the “IMF staff and executive board [had] enough time to
change the policy on arrears to official creditors,” Russia might
use “its notorious debt/GDP clause to accelerate the bonds at
any time before December, or simply gum up the process of
reforming the IMF’s arrears policy.”[13] According to this clause,
if Ukraine’s foreign debt rose above 60 percent of GDP, Russia’s
government would have the right to demand immediate
payment. But no doubt anticipating the bitter fight to come over
its attempts to collect on its loan, President Putin patiently
refrained from exercising this option. He is playing the long
game, bending over backward to accommodate Ukraine rather
than behaving “odiously.”
A more pressing reason deterring the United States from
pressing earlier to change IMF rules was that a waiver for
Ukraine would have opened the legal floodgates for Greece to
ask for a similar waiver on having to pay the “troika” – the
European Central Bank (ECB), EU commission and the IMF itself
– for the post-2010 loans that have pushed it into a worse
depression than the 1930s. “Imagine the Greek government had
insisted that EU institutions accept the same haircut as the
country’s private creditors,” Russian finance minister Anton
Siluanov asked. “The reaction in European capitals would have
been frosty. Yet this is the position now taken by Kiev with
respect to Ukraine’s $3 billion eurobond held by Russia.”[14]
Only after Greece capitulated to eurozone austerity was the path
clear for U.S. officials to change the IMF rules in their fight to
isolate Russia. But their tactical victory has come at the cost of
changing the IMF’s rules and those of the global financial system
irreversibly.
Other
countries
henceforth
may
reject
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conditionalities, as Ukraine has done, and ask for write-downs
on foreign official debts.
That was the great fear of neoliberal U.S. and Eurozone
strategists last summer, after all. The reason for smashing
Greece’s economy was to deter Podemos in Spain and similar
movements in Italy and Portugal from pursuing national
prosperity instead of eurozone austerity. Opening the door to
such resistance by Ukraine is the blowback of America’s tactic to
make a short-term financial hit on Russia while its balance of
payments is down as a result of collapsing oil and gas prices.
The consequences go far beyond just the IMF. The fabric of
international law itself is being torn apart. Every action has a
reaction in the Newtonian world of geopolitics. It may not be a
bad thing, to be sure, for the post-1945 global order to be
broken apart by U.S. tactics against Russia, if that is the
catalyst driving other countries to defend their own economies
in the legal and political spheres. It has been U.S. neoliberals
themselves who have catalyzed the emerging independent
Eurasian bloc.
ountering Russia’s ability to collect in Britain’s law
courts
Over the past year the U.S. Treasury and State Departments
have discussed ploys to block Russia from collecting under
British law, where its loans to Ukraine are registered. Reviewing
the repertory of legal excuses Ukraine might use to avoid paying
Russia, Prof. Gelpern noted that it might declare the debt
“odious,” made under duress or corruptly. In a paper for the
Peterson Institute of International Economics (the banking lobby
in Washington) she suggested that Britain should deny Russia
the use of its courts as an additional sanction reinforcing the
financial, energy, and trade sanctions to those passed against
Russia after Crimea voted to join it as protection against the
ethnic cleansing from the Right Sector, Azov Battalion and other
paramilitary groups descending on the region.[15]
A kindred ploy might be for Ukraine to countersue Russia for
reparations for “invading” it, for saving Crimea and the Donbass
region from the Right Sector’s attempt to take over the country.
Such a ploy would seem to have little chance of success in
international courts (without showing them to be simply arms of
NATO New Cold War politics), but it might delay Russia’ ability
to collect by tying the loan up in a long nuisance lawsuit.
To claim that Ukraine’s debt to Russia was “odious” or otherwise
illegitimate, “President Petro Poroshenko said the money was
intended to ensure Yanukovych’s loyalty to Moscow, and called
the payment a ‘bribe,’ according to an interview with Bloomberg
in June this year.”[16] The legal and moral problem with such
arguments is that they would apply equally to IMF and US loans.
Claiming that Russia’s loan is “odious” is that this would open
the floodgates for other countries to repudiate debts taken on by
dictatorships supported by IMF and U.S. lenders, headed by the
many dictatorships supported by U.S. diplomacy.
The blowback from the U.S. multi-front attempt to nullify
Ukraine’s debt may be used to annul or at least write down the
destructive IMF loans made on the condition that borrowers
accept privatizations favoring U.S., German and other NATOcountry investors, undertake austerity programs, and buy
weapons systems such as the German submarines that Greece
borrowed to pay for. As Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov noted:
“This reform, which they are now trying to implement, designed
to suit Ukraine only, could plant a time bomb under all other IMF
programs.” It certainly showed the extent to which the IMF is
subordinate to U.S. aggressive New Cold Warriors: “Essentially,
this reform boils down to the following: since Ukraine is
politically important – and it is only important because it is
opposed to Russia – the IMF is ready to do for Ukraine
everything it has not done for anyone else, and the situation
that should 100 percent mean a default will be seen as a
situation enabling the IMF to finance Ukraine.”[17]
Andrei Klimov, deputy chairman of the Committee for
International Affairs at the Federation Council (the upper house
of Russia’s parliament) accused the United States of playing “the
role of the main violin in the IMF while the role of the second
violin is played by the European Union. These are two basic

sponsors of the Maidan – the symbol of a coup d’état in Ukraine
in 2014.”[18]
Putin’s counter-strategy and the blowback on U.S.European and global relations
As noted above, having anticipated that Ukraine would seek
reasons to not pay the Russian loan, President Putin carefully
refrained from exercising Russia’s right to demand immediate
payment when Ukraine’s foreign debt rose above 60 percent of
GDP. In November he offered to defer payment if the United
States, Europe and international banks underwrote the
obligation. Indeed, he even “proposed better conditions for this
restructuring than those the International Monetary Fund
requested of us.” He offered “to accept a deeper restructuring
with no payment this year – a payment of $1 billion next year,
$1 billion in 2017, and $1 billion in 2018.” If the IMF, the United
States and European Union “are sure that Ukraine’s solvency will
grow,” then they should “see no risk in providing guarantees for
this credit.” Accordingly, he concluded “We have asked for such
guarantees either from the United States government, the
European Union, or one of the big international financial
institutions.”[19]
The implication, Putin pointed out, was that “If they cannot
provide guarantees, this means that they do not believe in the
Ukrainian economy’s future.” One professor pointed out that this
proposal was in line with the fact that, “Ukraine has already
received a sovereign loan guarantee from the United States for
a previous bond issue.” Why couldn’t the United States,
Eurozone or leading commercial banks provide a similar
guarantee of Ukraine’s debt to Russia – or better yet, simply
lend it the money to turn it into a loan to the IMF or US
lenders?[20]
But the IMF, European Union and the United States refused to
back up their happy (but nonsensical) forecasts of Ukrainian
solvency with actual guarantees. Foreign Minister Lavrov made
clear just what that rejection meant: “By having refused to
guarantee Ukraine’s debt as part of Russia’s proposal to
restructure it, the United States effectively admitted the
absence of prospects of restoring its solvency. … By officially
rejecting the proposed scheme, the United States thereby
subscribed to not seeing any prospects of Ukraine restoring its
solvency.”[21]
In an even more exasperated tone, Prime Minister Dmitri
Medvedev explained to Russia’s television audience: “I have a
feeling that they won’t give us the money back because they are
crooks. They refuse to return our money and our Western
partners not only refuse to help, but they also make it difficult
for us.”[22] Adding that “the international financial system is
unjustly structured,” he promised to “go to court. We’ll push for
default on the loan and we’ll push for default on all Ukrainian
debts.”
The basis for Russia’s legal claim, he explained was that the
loan was a request from the Ukrainian Government to the
Russian Government. If two governments reach an agreement
this is obviously a sovereign loan…. Surprisingly, however,
international financial organisations started saying that this is
not exactly a sovereign loan. This is utter bull. Evidently, it’s
just an absolutely brazen, cynical lie. … This seriously erodes
trust in IMF decisions. I believe that now there will be a lot of
pleas from different borrower states to the IMF to grant them
the same terms as Ukraine. How will the IMF possibly refuse
them?
And there the matter stands. As President Putin remarked
regarding America’s support of Al Qaeda, Al Nusra and other
ISIS allies in Syria, “Do you have any idea of what you have
done?”
The blowback
Few have calculated the degree to which America’s New Cold
War with Russia is creating a reaction that is tearing up the
world’s linkages put in place since World War II. Beyond pulling
the IMF and World Bank tightly into U.S. unilateralist geopolitics,
how long will Western Europe be willing to forego its trade and
investment interest with Russia? Germany, Italy and France
already are feeling the strains. If and when a break comes, it
will not be marginal but a seismic geopolitical shift.
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The oil and pipeline war designed to bypass Russian energy
exports has engulfed the Near East in anarchy for over a
decade. It is flooding Europe with refugees, and also spreading
terrorism to America. In the Republican presidential debate on
December 15, 2015, the leading issue was safety from Islamic
jihadists. Yet no candidate thought to explain the source of this
terrorism in America’s alliance with Wahabist Saudi Arabia and
Qatar, and hence with Al Qaeda and ISIS/Daish as a means of
destabilizing secular regimes seeking independence from U.S.
control.
As its allies in this New Cold War, the United States has chosen
fundamentalist jihadist religion against secular regimes in Libya,
Iraq, Syria, and earlier in Afghanistan and Turkey. Going back to
the original sin of CIA hubris – overthrowing the secular Iranian
Prime Minister leader Mohammad Mosaddegh in 1953 –
American foreign policy has been based on the assumption that
secular regimes tend to be nationalist and resist privatization
and neoliberal austerity.
Based on this fatal long-term assumption, U.S. Cold Warriors
have aligned themselves not only against secular regimes, but
against democratic regimes where these seek to promote their
own prosperity and economic independence, and to resist
neoliberalism in favor of maintaining their traditional mixed
public/private economy.
This is the back story of the U.S. fight to control the rest of the
world. Tearing apart the IMF’s rules is only the most recent
chapter. The broad drive against Russia, China and their
prospective Eurasian allies has deteriorated into tactics without
a realistic understanding of how they are bringing about
precisely the kind of world they are seeking to prevent – a
multilateral world.
Arena by arena, the core values of what used to be American
and European social democratic ideology are being uprooted.
The Enlightenment’s ideals of secular democracy and the rule of
international law applied equally to all nations, classical free
market theory (of markets free from unearned income and rent
extraction by special vested interests), and public investment in
infrastructure to hold down the cost of living and doing business
are to be sacrificed to a militant U.S. unilateralism as “the
indispensible nation.” Standing above the rule of law and
national interests, American neocons proclaim that their nation’s
destiny is to wage war to prevent foreign secular democracy
from acting in ways other than submission to U.S. diplomacy. In
practice, this means favoring special U.S. financial and corporate
interests that control American foreign policy.
This is not how the Enlightenment was supposed to turn out.
Classical industrial capitalism a century ago was expected to
evolve into an economy of abundance. Instead, we have
Pentagon capitalism, finance capitalism deteriorating into a
polarized rentier economy, and old-fashioned imperialism.
The Dollar Bloc’s inancial Iron urtain
By treating Ukraine’s nullification of its official debt to Russia’s
Sovereign Wealth Fund as the new norm, the IMF has blessed
its default on its bond payment to Russia. President Putin and
foreign minister Lavrov have said that they will sue in British
courts. But does any court exist in the West not under the
thumb of U.S. veto?
What are China and Russia to do, faced with the IMF serving as
a kangaroo court whose judgments are subject to U.S. veto
power? To protect their autonomy and self-determination, they
have created alternatives to the IMF and World Bank, NATO and
behind it, the dollar standard.
America’s recent New Cold War maneuvering has shown that the
two Bretton Woods institutions are unreformable. It is easier to
create new institutions such as the A.I.I.B. than to retrofit old
and ill-designed ones burdened with the legacy of their vested
founding interests. It is easier to expand the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization than to surrender to threats from
NATO.
U.S. geostrategists seem to have imagined that if they exclude
Russia, China and other SCO and Eurasian countries from the
U.S.-based financial and trade system, these countries will find
themselves in the same economic box as Cuba, Iran and other
countries have been isolated by sanctions. The aim is to make

countries choose between impoverishment from such exclusion,
or acquiescing in U.S. neoliberal drives to financialize their
economies and impose austerity on their government sector and
labor.
What is lacking from such calculations is the idea of critical
mass. The United States may use the IMF and World Bank as
levers to exclude countries not in the U.S. orbit from
participating in the global trade and financial system, and it may
arm-twist Europe to impose trade and financial sanctions on
Russia. But this action produces an equal and opposite reaction.
That is the eternal Newtonian law of geopolitics. The indicated
countermeasure is simply for other countries to create their own
international financial organization as an alternative to the IMF,
their own “aid” lending institution to juxtapose to the U.S.centered World Bank.
All this requires an international court to handle disputes that is
free from U.S. arm-twisting to turn international law into a
kangaroo court following the dictates of Washington. The
Eurasian Economic Union now has its own court to adjudicate
disputes. It may provide an alternative Judge Griesa‘s New York
federal court ruling in favor of vulture funds derailing
Argentina’s debt negotiations and excluding it from foreign
financial markets. If the London Court of International
Arbitration (under whose rules Russia’s bonds issued to Ukraine
are registered) permits frivolous legal claims (called barratry in
English) such as President Poroshenko has threatened in
Ukrainian Parliament, it too will become a victim of geopolitical
obsolescence.
The more nakedly self-serving and geopolitical U.S. policy is – in
backing radical Islamic fundamentalist outgrowths of Al Qaeda
throughout the Near East, right-wing nationalist governments in
Ukraine and the Baltics – the greater the catalytic pressure is
growing for the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, AIIB and
related Eurasian institutions to break free of the post-1945
Bretton Woods system run by the U.S. State, Defense and
Treasury Departments and NATO superstructure.
The question now is whether Russia and China can hold onto the
BRICS and India. So as Paul Craig Roberts recently summarized
my ideas along these lines, we are back with George
Orwell’s 1984 global fracture between Oceanea (the United
States, Britain and its northern European NATO allies) vs.
Eurasia.
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Editorial
I we’re serious about ree speech, we should say ‘ e Suis Dieudonné’

Hateful people must be as free as decent people to express their beliefs.

BR ND N O’N I

, EDITOR

It’s the 21st century and Europe is meant to be an open,
enlightened continent, and yet a man has just been sentenced
to jail — actual jail — for something that he said. Will there be
uproar? It’s unlikely. For the man is Dieudonné M’bala M’bala,
the French comedian, and what he says — that Jews are
scoundrels and the Holocaust is a fiction — is deeply unpleasant.
Yet if we’re serious about freedom of speech, if we are truly
committed to ensuring everyone has the liberty to think and say
whatever they please, then the jailing of Dieudonné should
outrage us as much as the attempts to shut down Charlie
Hebdo or the jailing of a Saudi blogger for ridiculing religious
belief. We should be saying ‘Je Suis Dieudonné’.
Due to the regimen of hate-speech laws in 21st-century Europe
— which police and punish everything from Holocaust denial to
Christian denunciations of homosexuality — Dieudonné has been
having run-ins with the law for years. In 2009, a French court
fined him €10,000 for inviting a Holocaust denier on stage
during a gig. In March this year, a French court gave him a twomonth suspended prison sentence for saying he sympathised
with the attack on Charlie Hebdo and with the anti-Semite who
murdered Jews at a Parisian supermarket a few days later. Now,
this week, a Belgian court has given him an actual prison
sentence: a court in Liège found him guilty of incitement to
hatred for making anti-Semitic comments during a recent show
and condemned him to two months in jail.
In all these cases, Dieudonné has been punished simply for
thinking and saying certain things. This is thought-policing. It’s
a PC, spat-and-polished version of the Inquisition, which was
likewise in the business of raining punishment upon those who
said things the authorities considered wicked. To fine or

imprison people for expressing their beliefs is always a scandal,
regardless of whether we like or hate their beliefs. Dieudonné
really believes the Holocaust is a myth, as much as a Christian
fundamentalist believes that people who have gay sex will go to
hell or American liberals believe Hillary Clinton will make a good
president. He is wrong, massively, poisonously so; but then, so
are those Christians about gays and those liberals about Hillary.
If every person who says wrong, malicious or stupid things were
carted off to jail, Europe’s streets would be emptied overnight.
There are two reasons we should be furious about Dieudonné’s
sentence. The first is that it sets an extremely dangerous
precedent, or rather boosts an already established precedent
whereby the state in Europe has assumed the authority to
punish not only criminal action and violent behaviour, but also
thought and speech. Anyone who feels tempted to smirk at the
imprisonment of a lumbering, unfunny anti-Semite should think
very carefully, for the authorities haven’t only flexed their
muscles against Dieudonné — they’ve asserted their dominion
over thought itself, over emotion (particularly hatred), over the
right of people to say out loud what lurks in their hearts. The
jailing of Dieudonné represents a further encroachment by
officialdom into the psychic, emotional lives of their citizens.
Europe’s hate-speech laws do not merely punish explicitly racist
stuff (which would be bad enough). They have also been used
against
people
who
are
seen
as
possessing
the
wrong moral beliefs. From the Swedish Christian pastor given a
one-month
suspended
prison
sentence
for
describing
homosexuality as a tumour on society to the former actress
Brigitte Bardot being fined 30,000 francs for railing against the
‘barbaric’ way in which Muslims slaughter animals for meat,
people are being punished for their deeply held, if unpopular
convictions. This is the logic of anti-hatred laws: once the state
is invited to monitor and govern thought, then anyone who is
nasty or edgy or different becomes fair game.
Jewish groups cheering the jailing of Dieudonné should consider
the fact that, informally at least, on campuses, Zionism is now
treated as ‘hate speech’ and is frequently shut down by
intolerant
self-styled
warriors
against
‘prejudice’.
The
institutionalisation of hate-policing is generating armies of
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censors keen to shut up things they find offensive or wrong; it
gives people a licence to silence ideas thatthey hate.
The second reason we should oppose the arrest of people like
Dieudonné is because censorship is the worst tool imaginable for
combatting real prejudice. It is precisely if you are opposed to
Dieudonné’s thinking that you must defend Dieudonné’s
freedom of speech, because it is only through hearing his ideas
that we can know them, expose them, and challenge them.
People who are serious about standing up to the foul ideologies
of racism, anti-Semitism and Holocaust denial should not seek
to silence such ideas but rather should welcome their
expression. Because it’s only in a free, rowdy public sphere that
we can argue against them and potentially defeat them.
Forbidding the expression of such ideas makes it more difficult
for those of us who take seriously our responsibility as citizens
to shine the light of reason on this dark and backward way of
thinking, which allows the thinking to fester and grow,
underground, far from the rationalism and corrections of the
rest of us.
To criminalise Holocaust denial is to turn it into an edgy ideology
that will be embraced by many of the alienated as a kind of
stupid rebellion against what they see as a defensive and
uncaring state. In the underbelly of the internet, in smoky halls
in French and Belgian suburbs, some youths say things they
aren’t allowed to say in public — or listen to Dieudonné saying
them — and in those cut-off, anti-social bubbles their prejudices
become more fixed, free from the mocking or questioning of
those who aren’t racist and who know that the Holocaust
happened. Censoring racial hatred doesn’t challenge it; it can
intensify it.
It is incredibly illiberal for the state to police hatred. Hatred
might not be big or clever, but it’s only an emotion. And
officialdom has no business telling us what we may feel — or
think, or say, or write. Allowing the state to monitor belief
represents a brutal reversal of the Enlightenment itself. John
Locke, in his Letter Concerning Toleration (1689), set the tone
for the Enlightenment as an attempt to ‘settle the bounds’
between the business of government and the business of
morality. ‘The business of laws is not to provide for the truth of
opinions, but for the safety and security of every particular
man’s goods and person’, he wrote. That ideal is now turned on
its head. Across Europe, governments ‘provide for the truth of
opinions’, and in the process they silence those they don’t like
and patronise the rest of us, reducing us to imbeciles incapable
of working out what is right and wrong, and of speaking out
against the wrong.
All hate-speech laws should be scrapped. Dieudonné should be
freed. And a continent whose governments argue against the
imprisonment of bloggers in Saudi Arabia while jailing
comedians at home needs to take a long, hard look in the
mirror.
Brendan O’Neill is editor of spiked.
http://www.spiked-online.com/newsite/article/if-wereserious-about-free-speech-we-should-say-je-suisdieudonne/17537#comment-2382230159
Comments
michaelmobius1 • 2 months ago
Glad Brendan / Spiked have chosen to address this. I wrote
yesterday in a passing comment on another article that I feared
that this ssue might be overlooked, not because Spiked hasn't
defended Dieudonne before, but because the silence on this
issue is deafening - oh its being reported on all right but as with
any issue 'they' don't want you talk about there are no
comments being allowed on relevant articles: no comments in
the guardian (which is rare), or the telegraph, the irish times,
the new york times, the jewish chronicle....zero comments as
far I can tell (pease correct me if I am in error). I also opined
that "free speech is [only] as free as its weakest point. We are
allowed to hear about this, take in the lessons, but we're not for
the most part allowed to talk about it it seems."
With regard to Dieudonne's particular beliefs I agree they sound
unpleasant if they've been reported correctly. Sympathising with
terrorist attacks is disgusting and for my part I have never had
cause to doubt the holocaust happened, although as a history

graduate the more I think about it trying to fix the truth and
meaning of a complex historical event that perhaps more than
any other in the 20th century is political by its very nature is
beyond absurd. At some point that is going to give and it would
far better for everybody concerned, including the jewish people
and those forces invested in the holocaust as a central moral /
political event in modern history if that happened in a controlled
and reflected way. I've read some holocaust denial literature
and haven't found it convincing, so why the need to protect it in
a way that leaves many people wandering 'maybe they're on to
something'? The answer is that the holocaust represents much
more than a political event. It is a central part of the
emancipatory narrative of our time, from which many if not all
of our current values come from. Not just the need to protect
against hate, and hate speech, but against racism, and by
extension against homophobia, misogyny, transphobia, and with
it the notion of domination / liberation, oppression / oppressed
etc. I'm critical of all of the above but I am also invested in it as
well. If the whole edifice crumbles I as a mixed raced second
generation individual suffer too: much of what flows from the
above 'narrative' is for the better rather than the worse, and the
fact that its all being propped by something that is being
deliberately weakened by so to speak over-protective parents
makes it more rather than less vulnerable.
There are other factors too which this article alludes to. Jewish
groups are unfortunately at the forefront of clamping down on
free speech, and pushing surveillance. As far as I can tell they
seem to have been at the forefront of pushing hate speech
legislation (together with gay and religious groups etc)
particularly if you factor in the ADL, and Moshe Kantor's
European Jewish Congress, the latter being a prime mover in
the drive to equate muslim terrorism with other forms of
'extremism' - not only the (anti-semitic) far right, but even
speech that is critical of feminism etc - and on that note why
does the ADL explicitly support feminism anyway? What has
feminism got to do with judaism? Why is opposing the madness
of feminist extremism on affirmative consent about to be
equated with cutting peoples heads off in the name of Allah?
This leads to the final pertinent issue, that this is ultimately not
just about the tolerance / intolerance of speech that may be
'hateful', but that at least in part it is about the tolerance /
intolerance of speech that is hateful because it is directed at
forms of (institutional) power. The anti-semitic position likes to
see jews or more typically zionism as controlling much of the
world from behind the scenes. Amplified to that level that is a
paranoid position, but the mere fact that so much off free
speech is constrained particularly within europe almost certainly
does reflect the very considerable influence of jewish groups and
jewish power. As pointed out above the event of the jailing of
Dieudonne was reported widely but the comments appear to
have been suppressed as though a disiplinary lesson were being
presented rather than news being reported for general
discussion and consideration: yet this is a crime being
addressed in Belgium / France. Why is the issue being
effectively addressed at an international / pan -european level
at all (i.e. the absence of comments in the media which appears
to be almost co-ordinated). Well the fact is that the european
council for tolerance and reconciliation was all about addressing
such things across europe as a whole - a common police force headed currently by war criminal Tony Blair - to ensure that
people understand that there are consequences to speaking out
of turn. Now Dieudonne is being presented as example of what
you mustn't do and mustn't say. Regardless of how wrong he
may be this is a mistake, and a tactical one at that.

FToben michaelmobius1 • 2 months ago
I am amazed to read such a considered response that raises
many pertinent issues. Perhaps what could be spelled out again
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is the basic fact that factual truths expressed openly can never
be "hateful", "antisemitic", etc. and hence do not need legal
protection as is now the case. Anyone who uses the following to
stifle any open debate - hater, Holocaust denier, antisemite,
racist, Nazi, xenophobe - fears the truth of a matter, and then
projects his own hatred at those who have no fear of truthtelling.
If we lose free expression, then we have lost our cultural
integrity, and that is why splitting free expression into free
speech and hate speech, as did Alan Dershowitz, is sophistry at
its best. Those who support such a position know exact;y what
they are doing by imposing a censorship on certain topics - it's
global politics writ deceptively and minutely as a "hurt feeling",
and character assassination is its aim.
Such truth-hating conspirators have their tools of trade, which
always follows a predictable pattern of attack on those who love
truth-telling:
1. Defame the victim’s professional competence, mental
balance, truthfulness, etc.
2. Reward collaborators from the victim’s group.
3. Weld together the pack of prosecutors.
4. Proclaim authority of the corporation.
5. Spread defamation through the victim’s personal links and
loyalties.
6. Isolate the victim by giving him the silent treatment.
7. Usually this leads to the victim’s resignation which is taken as
proof of guilt. Dismissal occurs if the victim refuses to resign.
8. A strong victim highlights the moral standards of society.
9. People in authority perpetuate their own types because no
one wishes to be shamed by his successor.
10. Employees are as courageous as their security of livelihood
and reputation permits.
11. A governing body of an institution devoted to truth and
justice is corrupt if it obstructs enquiry into its stewardship.
Once this pattern emerges it is easy to see who is a shonk and
who is serious about discussing and possibly proposing
resolutions to serious problems.
michaelmobius1 FToben • 2 months ago
Thanks. Appreciated. Stating evidenced truths should never be
considered 'hate.' It is possible to be 'irresponsible' when
wielding facts as weapons perhaps, but that's an issue that
should be considered separately to the law. What concerns me
most is that too often truth becomes offensive precisely when it
becomes a question of speaking truth to power rather than as
we are supposed to believe constituting some kind of attack on
the vulnerable. There are of course vulnerable communities,
Jews, women gays, anybody. But the powerful shouldn't get to
hide behind the vulnerable.
Re. Alan Dershowitz, I fondly remember his being - in my view
at least - defeated in debate on the issue of free speech if
remember correctly by the redoubtable Glenn Greenwald,
himself a Jew, but one who has never pulled any punches to
save the feelings of those in power and authority.
Good list. I can relate to pretty much all of that

Harvela FToben • 2 months ago
Except your truth is a foul lie premised on an irrational
pathological hatred of Jews.
damon Harvela • 2 months ago
I'm not really sure what those two guys above were actually
getting at, but yours is the classic Harry's Place response.
It's just that when it's used so cheaply and thrown about all
over the place, a person can't know how correct it is in
situations like this.
It was said about me, perhaps a hundred times on HP.
And the thing is, I dislike Jews as much as I dislike Yazidis.
Which is not at all.

Try not to cheapen the ''antisemite'' accusation and use it for
only when it's fully warranted, is my suggestion.
michaelmobius1 damon • 2 months ago
I thought I was fairly clear about what I was getting at
Yazidis are an interesting choice. They worship an angel of light,
who may or may not be the devil, and suffer enormous
persecution in the process.
I lost a lot of sympathy with them though when I heard of an
occasion a few years ago when a mob of I think about 1600 men
stoned to death a 16 year old girl just because she had fallen for
a muslim boy in the local area. Now they're being persecuted
and massacred by muslims jihadis they get a sympathetic press
but it isn't necessarily deserved
damon michaelmobius1 • 2 months ago
Well maybe it was just me then. It was too dense a text for me
and read like a bit of a rant. But that maybe just me not being
so bright.
One thing I have learned, is that when discussing anything like
this on these open kinds of forums, is that you have to go easy
if you don't wan't people to jump to wrong conclusions.
It's particularly sensitive around anything to do with Jews,
antsemitism and the Holocaust.
michaelmobius1 damon • 2 months ago
Well my responsibility if I wasn't clear or the text was too
opaque so don't blame yourself.
Re. people jumping to wrong conclusions, that is their
prerogative, if they wish to do that. I understand completely
that Jews, anti-semitism and the holocaust is a sensitive mix
and something that should be discussed carefully and
sensitively, but I dont' think its right to say one should "go
easy". Subjects tend to become important precisely because
they are difficult to discuss. I seem to remember a quote by
Paul Auster which went something along the lines that : the
meaning and importance of what one has to say can be
precisely measured by the difficulty one has in saying it: well,
that could describe someone with learning difficulties trying to
say something quite straightoforward for someone cognitively
more able, but equally it describes those things which become
politically and socially difficult or dangerous to say. It is the fact
that something becomes unsayable or difficult to say that
generates the importance - and that of course is without
considering the explosive nature of the issue in question. The
worrying thing is that what began as a moral event, an event
which was about human memory of something abominable done
by one set of human beings to another, has now been made into
the foundation stone of an entire political / moral system. I
dont' want that to come crashing down, because I imagine all of
us would suffer if it did, but I do want it to be open to scrutiny,
and to enter the realm of open discussion: into the realm of the
genuinely sayable
damon michaelmobius1 • a month ago
''Subjects tend to become important precisely because they are
difficult to discuss''
Yes, but I wasn´t really sure where you were coming from.
Some people will say things like ''Jews use the Holocaust to gain
political advantage'' or variations on things like that.
Which does ring a few alarm bells with me, as sometimes people
who say things like that are genuine antisemites who just have
a thing against Jews generally.
I'm sure you know what I mean.
michaelmobius1 damon • a month ago
Yes, sure. But I've made it clear that I think the Holocaust
happened, and that I have not found cause to doubt the facticity
of the claims made about it, although I see no reason in
principle (allowing for the particularly explosive nature of this
particular can of worms) why any historical event should not be
up for review, debate, or even revision - I find it almost strange
that such a phrase - historical revisionism - should be associated
with holocaust denial. But if X number of jews - let us take it as
a given that the number was 6 million as I have no interest in
revising the number up or down - died in the death camps, that
does not mean that that event cannot be used for political
purposes that have nothing whatsoever to do with respect for
the memory of those who died in that catastrophe. Personally I
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see Norman Finkelsteins basic case - I am not that familiar with
the details having only started his 'the holocaust industry' - to
be sound. There are people today, not just jews, but many both
jewish and gentile who are invested in the holocaust as a
narrative and as a moral touchstone - who seem to benefit from
ensuring the official viewpoint on this tragedy is reproduced,
renewed endlessly in a similar way to how doctrines of faith
always have been, through repetition and defence against
heresy. Moreover some of those people - not the majority, but a
significant few are amongst the richest and most powerful in the
world. Why should billionaires, oligarchs, or political elites be
they jewish or gentile (and I believe in many ways the system in
question is as much gentile as it is jewish, even if it runs to
some extent on 'jewish intellectual technology') ....why should
they get to hide behind an event that took the lives of some of
the poorest, downtrodden and abused people in history. We
need to retrieve the tragedy of the jewish people from the
misuse it is being put to in perpetuating a particular worldview. I
take a pragmatic view: I don't want for that system to come
'tumbling down' but for a more rounded view of these events to
be possible. The problem is that as more and more levels are
built upon foundations which will always be subject to dispute,
then the edifice that grows ever larger becomes inherently more
unstable. That is what we are seeing all around us today. This
building work needs to be suspended rather than accelerated as
is happening, and for the safety of its inhabitants lowered a
level or two. For everybody's sake
damon michaelmobius1 • a month ago
OK, if you like. It's not something that I bother to think about
much though.
michaelmobius1 damon • a month ago
Probably the sensible thing

Carl Barjer michaelmobius1 • 2 months ago
A 17 year old girl "had run away with her Muslim boyfriend and
they had been stopped at a checkpoint outside Mosul". Or "she
had been seen by her father and uncle just talking with the boy
in public and, fearing her family's reaction, they had sought
protection at the police station.. the police handed Du'a into the
custody of a local Yezidi sheikh" She was "stoned in front of
100s of men". http://www.theguardian.com/wor...
It seems such practices, particularly women burning to death or
seri0us injury, became relatively commonplace in Iraq, since
Saddam's more women-friendly regime was removed by us
good guys and gals. 'Honour killings' are practiced by believers
on both sides. How does one type of foul act justify another?
Most Iraqis of all faiths presumably refrain from such practices.
Yet you lack sympathy for the members of this ethnic group in
general being persecuted and massacred, 'cos some of them do
awful things themselves?
What ethnic group does deserve a sympathetic press?
michaelmobius1 Carl Barjer • 2 months ago
That was probably the one - at least I hope such things aren't a
common place. I guess 1600 must have been my imagination,
but I seem to remember it was more than 100. I also recall it
was video-taped or something - I remember it made a quite
powerful impression on me. You expect such things in
Afghanistan, but there was something I found particularly nasty
about this, I don't remember why exactly, but I think it had to
with the fact that almost entire community (well the menfolk)
came out to disown her and stone her to death. With
Afghanistan etc you hear of some tribal elders or Taliban fuckwit
warlords doing this and then its just a few men exacting Sharia
law justice. But here it was everyone - as I say the entire
community.
I have nothing against their religion or beliefs. They can believe
what they want. With the exception of course of such things. I
remember thinking I would love for them to get their just

desserts and then the next thing I heard was that they were
being massacred by muslim fanatics. I don't believe in justice of
that sort - and of course half of the victims would be women and
children anyway - but I couldn't quite help noting the sequence
of crime and then punishment, even if that connexion only
exists in my mind. It wasn't an entirely rational reflection and
I'm not defending the persecution of these people, most of
whom I imagine have never stoned anyone

FToben Harvela • 2 months ago
Your comment indicates that your statement is Talmudic hatred
projected on to others. Truth stands on its own and cannot be
anything but truth - much as honour, justice, beauty, etc. are
ideals that particularists hate with a vengeance.

Harvela FToben • 2 months ago
What would a sociopath like you know about beauty , justice
and honour let alone the truth . When you die you will be
unlamented and otherwise forgotten . Your legacy an irrational
hatred of a people you know nothing of except that which you
have drummed up from the hate filled recesses of your mind in
order to fit your warped narrative . There have been plenty of
Jew haters . Some like your mentor Hitler have managed to
inflict great harm to the Jewish people . For the most part they
are bit players like you . Like weeds in a field you grow only to
wither whereas the Jewish people have richly contributed to
every field of human endeavour far beyond their numbers . Now
I need to take breath of fresh air .
michaelmobius1 Harvela • 2 months ago
Hope you enjoyed your breath of fresh air. Sometimes I do find
myself wondering whether strongly opposed positions are
actually the same person 'polarising' - I'm probably wrong, but
it did occur to me.
Also, in case you read my reply to Carl below, what do you think
of my idea that jewish boys should directly revolt against their
jewish mammas as the most likely source of their generalised
feminism? Wouldn't that be truly revolutionary?

Harvela michaelmobius1 • 2 months ago
You are projecting again and it's not good for the keyboard . Get
a cloth
michaelmobius1 Harvela • 2 months ago
Again? oh OK

Barzini FToben •2 months ago
Interesting point......
Is awareness of, and shame over, hypocrisy a character trait
which is more likely to be found among universalists in your
opinion?
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It's struck me for some time now that different cultures have
radically different ways of behaving with regard to hypocrisy and
shame

FToben Harvela • a month ago
Again, you are looking at yourself and are enslaved by your own
conceptual prison where crudeness and lies flourish and where
the concepts of truth, honour, justice, love and beauty have no
home - cannot have a home because of your innate infantile
abusive nature.
As to the search for truth - have a view of this clip:

Incontrovertible - New 9/11 Documentary by Tony Rooke
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=y5UyynjxAyw •
FToben Harvela • 2 months ago
Again, you are revealing your own innermost feverish thoughts,
which really has nothing to do with being Jewish - that being
your personal existential problem. Labelling someone a "hater"
is a classic case of such infantile tantrum projection, i.e.
throwing a fit and hoping thereby to intimidate and bluff
someone into silence. I am now waiting for you to pull out the
"antisemitic" card to further lose yourself in your own
"Wahnvorstellung".
It shows me how right Martin Heidegger was when he stated:
'The Jews, with their marked gift for calculating, live, already for
the longest time, according to the principle of race, which is why
they are resisting its consistent application with utmost
violence.'
From
Heidegger's
accurate
factual
observation
flow
consequences for those who do not subscribe to the intellectual
framework with which Talmudic-inspired individuals operate.
The physical identity question looms large - there is no anchor in
physical racial reality!
Then again, I don't know how much all this has to do with the
act of circumcision because I personally know individuals who
are not circumcised but who have a similar feverish propensity
to verbally abuse rather than to seek clarification. In the latter it
is usually also accompanied by a marked dearth of empathetic
understanding - and we know from Kant that in order to reach
maturity individuals have to liberate themselves from their own
self-inflicted immaturity.
When I visited Israel in 1971, I also visited a kibbutz near
Metulla - and I found individuals working there a delight to be
with, especially Shmuel who, however, even then predicted the
demise of his paradise because the Tel Aviv/Jerusalem bright
lights attraction could not hold down individuals to healthy
physical labour!
Over to you!

Harvela FToben • a month ago
No thanks chum . Any more interaction with such a supremely
repulsive character and 'that way madness lies ' to quote the
bard . You just continue to embrace your own personal Heart of
Darkness to the inevitable end .
Am Yisrael Chai
damon Harvela • a month ago
As you've more or less called me a Nazi too, I'm not sure how
valid your comments to this other guy are. It's like the boy who
cried wolf - you do it too much.
Which is the Harry's Place way of doing things.
Surely it's wrong to cheapen the accusation of something as
serious as antisemitism.
Bunch of tits IMO.

Barzini FToben • 2 months ago
Interesting point......
Is awareness of, and shame over, hypocrisy a character trait
which is more likely to be found among universalists in your
opinion?
It's struck me for some time now that different cultures have
radically different ways of behaving with regard to hypocrisy and
shame

FToben Barzini • 2 months ago
Indeed, and there is a definite divide among various peoples,
which is why we should celebrate our cultural differences, and
that is why I am pleased to see Jewish culture flourish in Israel
and Germanic culture flourish - still - in Germany!
Think of Richard Wagner's operas and how they do have a
universal appeal but are more specifically appealing to the
Germanic mindset.
Then the obvious matter about Germanic people subscribing to
monogamy - not like King Solomon and his, what was it - a
thousand or two thousand wives? And then some more - 500
concubines! Such latter desires I find tasteless and demeaning
and rather infantile. No woman feels dignified when she has to
share her most intimate moments with a rival. It's even worse
for men.
So, let's celebrate our differences within our universalism.

Carl Barjer Harvela • 2 months ago
Excepting what?
To make such a claim about such a rational comment, may
seem irrationally deluded and over-defensive, to a pathological
degree. But it seems more likely that you're taking the piss.

michaelmobius1 Harvela • 2 months ago
seriously? How about instead you engage with the issues he
raises.
From Ohio michaelmobius1 • 2 months ago
Well put.
michaelmobius1 From Ohio • 2 months ago
Thanks
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