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Das Ende des Mythos

Afrika hat sich nie wirklich entwickelt
Von: Rick Rowden, Veröffentlicht am 01.02.2016

Aluminiumverarbeitung im Niger © Picture Alliance

Nachdem ein Jahrzehnt lang mit grenzenlosem
Optimismus der Aufstieg Afrikas beschworen wurde, ging
in den letzten Monaten mit dem Konjunkturrückgang in
China und den fallenden Preisen für Öl und Rohstoffe ein
sinkendes Wachstum des Bruttosozialprodukts in vielen
afrikanischen Volkswirtschaften einher. Die beiden
größten Volkswirtschaften Südafrika und Nigeria stehen
besonders schlecht da. Viele Länder haben mit einem
wachsenden
Handelsund
Haushaltsdefizit
und
steigenden Auslandsschulden zu kämpfen. DasEnde des
Mythos vom „Aufstieg Afrikas“ lässt erkennen, dass sich
Afrika nie wirklich „entwickelt“ hat.
Gespeist wurde der Mythos vom Aufstieg Afrikas in den
letzten zehn Jahren von verschiedenen Faktoren: dem
enormen chinesischen Hunger auf Öl und Rohstoffe aus
Afrika, massive ausländische Direktinvestitionen, ein
dauerhaft starkes Wachstum des Bruttosozialprodukts,
die steigende Zahl afrikanischer Milliardäre und die
explosionsartige Zunahme an Mobiltelefonen. Doch das
waren keine zuverlässigen Indikatoren für echte
Entwicklung, also die Überwindung einer zu starken
Abhängigkeit von landwirtschaftlicher Primärerzeugung
und
Rohstoffgewinnung
und
die
gleichzeitige
Diversifizierung der Volkswirtschaft mit einer Betonung
des Industrie- und Dienstleistungsbereichs. Dass dem
Wachstum des Bruttosozialprodukts zu viel Bedeutung
zugemessen wurde, überdeckte somit die Frage, ob sich
in
den
afrikanischen
Volkswirtschaften
eine
Industrialisierung
vollzogen
hat
oder
nicht.

Leider belegen die
Daten,
dass
der
Kontinent
überwiegend keine Industrialisierung durchlaufen hat.
Zurückzuführen ist das in erster Linie auf die Ideologie
des freien Handels und der freien Märkte und die
Interpretation von „Globalisierung“ in den letzten
Jahrzehnten, die den Ländern abverlangte, dass sie sich
den Zugang zur Weltwirtschaft durch Liberalisierung,
Privatisierung und Deregulierung ebnen und dann unter
„gleichen Wettbewerbsvoraussetzungen“ mit anderen
Ländern konkurrieren. Ein solcher Ansatz aber schränkt
die Fähigkeit des Staates ein, umsichtige und langfristige
nationale Wirtschaftsstrategien für eine Diversifizierung
im Inland zu entwickeln.
Leider widersprechen diese Grundvoraussetzungen für
Entwicklung den Freihandelsprinzipien und wurden daher
in den vergangenen Jahrzehnten aus dem Curriculum der
meisten Universitätsfakultäten gestrichen.
Die Vorstellung, dass „Entwicklung“ über Freihandel und
freie Märkte erreicht wird, zwang afrikanische Länder
darüber hinaus, grundlegende Lektionen zu ignorieren,
die alle reichen Länder im Lauf der Zeit gelernt hatten:
Erstens durchlaufen einzelne Volkswirtschaften über
einen langen Zeitraum hinweg eine äußerst individuelle
Entwicklung, sodass sie zu einem gegebenen Zeitpunkt
ein jeweils unterschiedliches Maß an wirtschaftlicher
Entwicklung und Wettbewerbsfähigkeit erreicht haben.
Zweitens gerät ein Land, das sich immer weiter auf
Landwirtschaft und Rohstoffabbau konzentriert – statt
Industrie und Dienstleistungen auszubauen – ins
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Hintertreffen. Drittens sollte eine Handelsliberalisierung
erst dann erfolgen, wenn die heimischen Branchen auf
den Weltmärkten konkurrenzfähig sind. Und wenn
schließlich ein Land eine nichtkonkurrenzfähige Industrie
hat, muss es sie mittels zahlreicher politischer
Industrialisierungsmaßnahmen
nach
und
nach
wettbewerbsfähiger machen, statt sie durch eine
verfrühte Handelsliberalisierung zu zerstören. Leider
widersprechen
diese
Grundvoraussetzungen
für
Entwicklung den Freihandelsprinzipien und wurden daher
in den vergangenen Jahrzehnten aus dem Curriculum der
meisten Universitätsfakultäten gestrichen.
Ungeachtet einer Vielzahl anderer Faktoren hat sich
Afrika in den letzten Jahrzehnten vor allem deshalb nicht
industrialisiert, weil afrikanische Staatschefs diese
grundlegenden Lehren nicht befolgten.
Damit eine Industrialisierung in Gang kommt, muss man
sich in den afrikanischen Volkswirtschaften daher
bewusst sein, dass niemand von ihnen erwarten kann
oder darf, unter „gleichen Wettbewerbsvoraussetzungen“
mit
Industrien
deutlich
wettbewerbsfähigerer
Volkswirtschaften zu konkurrieren. Sie dürfen sich nicht
auf Landwirtschaft und Rohstoffabbau konzentrieren, wie
es die Theorie des Freihandels und die Theorie des
Komparativen Kostenvorteils empfehlen; sie müssen
vorübergehend Handelsprotektion betreiben – wenn
nötig, jahrzehntelang –, um vor einer Liberalisierung
zunächst die Konkurrenzfähigkeit ihrer Industrien zu
stärken;
und
sie
müssen
eine
Vielzahl
„industriepolitischer Maßnahmen“ ergreifen (langfristige
zinsvergünstigte Handelskredite, Steuervergünstigungen
und finanzpolitische Maßnahmen, Produktions- und
Exportsubventionen, die Förderung von nachhaltiger
Forschung
und
Entwicklung
und
von
Technologieunternehmen,
Technologietransfer
als
Voraussetzung für ausländische Direktinvestitionen und
so weiter), um die Modernisierung der inländischen
Industrie zu unterstützen.
Das Problem ist, dass viele afrikanische Länder das Recht
auf
die
Einführung
solcher
grundlegender
industriepolitischer Maßnahmen aufgegeben haben, als
sie sich Mitte der 1990er Jahre den Regeln der
Welthandelsorganisation
(WTO)
unterwarfen.
Viele
wurden von Vertretern der reichen Länder dazu
gedrängt,
noch
weitreichendere
regionale
Handelsvereinbarungen zu unterzeichnen, etwa die von
der EU initiierten Wirtschaftspartnerschaftsabkommen
(WPS) sowie bilaterale Investitionsschutzabkommen
(BIT), die den Handlungsspielraum für industriepolitische
Maßnahmen zusätzlich einschränken. Weitere große
Freihandelsabkommen, die bald anstehen, sind das
zwischen der EU und den USA (TTIP), zwischen der EU
und Kanada (CETA), zwischen der USA und Asien (TPP)
sowie TiSA, von dem Unterhändler behaupten, es werde
als „Goldstandard“ für künftige Freihandelsabkommen
mit anderen Ländern dienen.
Um ihre Industrialisierung voranzutreiben, müssen
afrikanische Volkswirtschaften somit nicht nur ihre
derzeitigen
Verpflichtungen
gegenüber
der
WTO
verletzen, widerrufen und neu verhandeln, sondern sie
dürfen auch keines der anstehenden Freihandels- und
Investitionsschutzabkommen unterzeichnen.
Um ihre Industrialisierung voranzutreiben, müssen
afrikanische Volkswirtschaften somit nicht nur ihre
derzeitigen
Verpflichtungen
gegenüber
der
WTO
verletzen, widerrufen und neu verhandeln, sondern sie

dürfen auch keines der anstehenden Freihandels- und
Investitionsschutzabkommen unterzeichnen. Ein Beispiel
für solchen Widerstand bieten der nigerianische
Industrieverband Manufacturers Association of Nigeria
(MAN) und insbesondere seine Autohersteller, die sich
dagegen wehren, dass Nigeria das WPS der EU mit der
Westafrikanischen
Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft
unterzeichnet. Die nigerianischen Hersteller lehnen völlig
zu Recht die Vertragsklauseln zu einer verfrühten
Handelsliberalisierung ab, und zwar aus denselben
Gründen, aus denen die reichen Länder in ihrer
jeweiligen
Industrialisierungsphase
eine
verfrühte
Liberalisierung für sich selbst auch ablehnten. Die MAN,
die alle falschen Prämissen der Freihandelsverfechter und
der Befürworter des freien Marktes verwirft und
stattdessen empfiehlt, den wichtigsten historischen
Vorbildern für eine nationale Entwicklungsstrategie zu
folgen, verdient breite Unterstützung.
Es steht zu hoffen, dass andere Industrieverbände
nachziehen, die Solidarität wächst und sich in allen
Wirtschaftsregionen Afrikas, ja auf kontinentaler Ebene
ein breiter und gut koordinierter Widerstand gegen die
Freihandels- und Investitionsschutzabkommen formiert.
Nun, da sich die Parole vom „Aufstieg Afrikas“ als
Märchen erwiesen hat, ist es an der Zeit, dass die
afrikanischen Länder ihre Industrialisierung und damit
ihre Entwicklung ernsthaft vorantreiben.
Hat Ihnen der Beitrag gefallen? Bestellen Sie hier den
Newsletter.
***
Meenhard schrieb am 30.01.2016
Ich denke, dieser Artikel ist wichtig und sollte verbreitet werden.
Zu beachten ist aber auch, dass diese Art der "Entwicklung“
nicht überall gut ist. Ja, sie muss unbedingt verhindert werden,
wo Menschen naturnah und in Selbstbersorgung leben! Es wäre
sonst schade um die noch überlebenden Naturvölker. Auch darf
eine solche "Entwicklung" nicht weitere Umweltzerstörung und
Abholzung zur Folge haben!
FKassekert schrieb am 01.02.2016
Afrika sollte sich doch gar nicht zu einer Wirtschaftlichen Macht
entwickeln! Woher hat er das denn?
Anzahl der Milliardaere und die Anzahl der Handys als eine
Indikationsgroesse zu waehlen - sowas von Schwachsinn aber
auch! Afrika braucht man als Rogstoffmarkt und Absatzmarkt,
zB auch fuer tiefgefrorenes "Huehnerfleisch" aus der EU und
unseren Abfallschrott! ENTSORGEN und so den armen auch noch
Krankheiten bringen, damit man danach Medikamente testen
kann?
Alle Internationalen organisationen haben versagt, da nicht
politisch gewollt! Diktatoren braucht(e) man, damit sie nicht
demonstrieren und auswandern! Die wurden dann auch fleissigst
mit Waffen, Beratern und viel Geld unterstuetzt! Bereits mit der
Grenzziehung am Ende der Kolonialzeit war abzusehen,
Probleme werden und muessen kommen
volodymyr hlomozda schrieb am 01.02.2016
Herrn Rick Rowden. Ich schreibe Ihnen aus der Ukraine. Vielen
dank für den Artikel. Die Ukraine macht die gleiche Fehler wie
Afrika. Es ist sehr schade, das die Leute bei uns das nicht
verstehen. Und noch dazu, es wird sehr selten darüber
gesprochen. Ich möchte diesen Artikel übertzen und den
ukrainischen Zeitungen vorschlagen. Ist das möglich?
Larry Williams schrieb am 01.02.2016
Danke für den niveauvollen, inhaltsreichen, erhellenden Artikel !
Wäre schön wenn der Kurier mehr von dieser ungefärbten
Schreibweise anbietet. Damit trägt eine Zeitung zur
Volksbildung und Demokratie bei. Etwas das in Zeiten der
Populisten und ihren demokratiefeindlichem Einfluss, gegenhält.
casa.dahab schrieb am 01.02.2016
Wenn sich keine mitleidigen Samariter des geschlagenen und
beraubten Kontinents erbarmen, dann wird der Kontinent am
Wegrand verrotten. (Ein paar "Samariter" die sich einsetzen,
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kenne ich schon...). Aber, der Priester hat nicht geholfen, der
Tempeldiener auch nicht. (So die Erzählung).
Der Samariter hat sich die Hände "schmutzig" gemacht, ihn auf
den eigenen Esel geladen und versorgt. Bevor er auch noch das
eigene Geld einsetzte.... Wenn wir es nicht lernen einander wie
Geschwister mit Herz zu behandeln, wie kann da diese Welt
gesund werden?
Verleihnix schrieb am 02.02.2016
Dass Protektionismus das Heilmittel ist, erscheint mir wenig
plausibel, zumal es in früheren Zeiten auch nicht funktioniert hat
und Asien dessen offenbar nicht bedurfte.
Leider finde ich im Artikel auch keinen wirklichen "Beweis", dass
das die Lösung wäre.
Ich war zweimal in Afrika, in verschiedenen Regionen und mit
25 Jahren Abstand. So verschieden es beide Male war, ich war
jedes Mal ratlos, wie die Zukunft aussehen könnte. Gut
gedachte Projekte gehen den Bach runter, sobald sie auf
eigenen Beinen stehen sollen. Der Handel liegt in den Händen
von Asiaten. Die Afrikaner sammeln und verkaufen Steine und
Brennholz.
Ich hoffe sehr, dass man es schafft, die Natur zu erhalten wahrscheinlich der größte Schatz.
Klaus Pilgram schrieb am 02.02.2016
Danke,
Nick
Rowden,
für
diese
klare,
unmittelbar
nachvollziehbare Analyse!
Leider bleibt die Frage: wie soll sich dieser 'arme' (in jeder
Beziehung, außer vielleicht beim Bevölkerungswachstum!)
Kontinent aus den Klauen der herrschenden Lehre lösen?
Insgesamt aus der WTO austreten - geht das? Und die Diktate
der
EU
(Wirtschaftsgemein(!)schaften,
Partner(!)schaftsabkommen), des IWF und der Weltbank . wie kann sich Afrika
befreien?? Das ist schwer vorstellbar, oder? Und China ist, wie
gezeigt, auch keine große Hilfe...
Spreewald schrieb am 02.02.2016
Jedes Märchen geht einmal zu Ende. So auch dieses. Es zeigt
sich, wie leichtfertig die doch gut ausgearbeiteten Theorien der
strukturellen Unterentwicklung der siebziger und achtziger Jahre
beiseite gelegt wurden und die wirtschaftsliberalen Traumdeuter
die Szene beherrschen konnten. Wir alle sehen, wem es genützt
hat und wie der Kampf um den sozialen Fortschritt in Afrika in
die Sackgasse gesteuert wurde.
Manfred Opel schrieb am 02.02.2016
Rick Rowden hat recht. Es ist sogar noch viel schlimmer. Ich
kenne fast alle afrikanischen Länder. Noch nicht einmal
Südafrika oder die alten Kultur-Länder nördlich der Sahara
haben den wichtigsten Rohstoff der Zukunft: Wissen und
Können. Moderne handwerkliche Ausbildung fehlt praktisch
vollständig. Und jene, die im Ausland studiert haben, gehen
entweder keinen sinnvollen Tätigkeiten nach oder ergehen sich
in tertiären Tätigkeiten. Moderne Wertschöpfung fehlt fast
vollständig. Hinzu kommt die religiös motivierte Blockade
zukunftsgerichteter Tätigkeiten.
Da aber die Ausbildung und die praktische Erfahrung auf breiter
Basis Jahrzehnte dauert, ist Besserung in naher Zukunft nicht zu
erwarten. Das gilt übrigens nicht nur für Afrika.
Siegfried Mueller-Maige schrieb am 02.02.2016
(1) Die in Afrika lebenden Menschen (Gesellschaften) haben sich
selbstverständlich auch entwickelt und tun dies nach wie vor,
nur: Sie tun das nicht so wie "wir" wollen und uns das vorstellen
(wobei
"wir"
sehr
unterschiedliche
Vorstellungen
von
Entwicklung haben). Warum?
- Weil „wir“ sie seit Jh. und bis heute (EPAs etc.) massiv daran
hindern, sich nach ihren eigenen Vorstellungen und
Bedingungen zu entwickeln; mehr noch: „wir“ haben mittels
Kolonialismus und Weltmarkt insbesondere Produktion, Handel
und selbst Konsum und Teile der Kultur (nicht nur Bildung) so
umstrukturiert, dass sie faktisch nur „unseren“ Interessen
dienen (massive Zerstörungen in allen gesellschaftlichen
Bereichen,
nicht
nur
durch
die
Sklaverei,
sind
da
eingeschlossen) - Fortsetzung folgt
Siegfried Mueller-Maige schrieb am 02.02.2016
- Weil „wir“ mit verschiedensten Methoden zumindest mit dazu
beitragen, dass seit der formalen Unabhängigkeit meistens
Despoten herrschen, die eben nicht die Interessen ihres Landes

und ihrer Menschen im Blick haben, sondern neben ihren
eigenen vor allem „unsere“ Interessen bedienen
(2) Ob Entwicklung heute vor allem Industrialisierung bedeutet,
darüber kann man streiten (wobei ich mich nicht wirklich an
Industrialisierung störe, sondern daran, dass ein so
verstandener Entwicklungsbegriff viel zu eng ist). Was aber
Meenhard (erster Kommentar) schreibt, erfordert dringenden
und lauten Widerspruch: - dass „die Afrikaner“ doch so schön
romantisch „naturnah und in Selbstversorgung leben“, zeichnet
ein extrem falsche Zerrbild von der Realität - Fortsetzung folgt
Siegfried Mueller-Maige schrieb am 02.02.2016
3. und letzter Teil: - dass deshalb „diese Art der ‘Entwicklung‘ …
unbedingt verhindert werden (muss)“, ist genau die Art von
schädlicher
(oder
vielleicht
sogar
noch
schädlicherer)
Einmischung von außen, die ich bereits kritisiert habe - und die
folkloristische oder zoologische oder touristische Begründung,
dass es doch „schade um die noch überlebenden Naturvölker
(wäre)“, ist m.E. schlicht rassistisch (wenn auch nicht unbedingt
rechtsextrem).
Dipl.oec. Gerd E c k e rt schrieb am 03.02.2016
Ich teile die Feststellung, daß die Hervorhebung der
Wachstumsprozente die schwache Basisstruktur und die
Probleme Armut, Hunger und Konflikte überdecken und ein
falsches Bild vom Entwicklungstempo , vom Lebensniveau der
Menschen vermitteln. Die generelle Einschätzung von R. Rowden
überraschte mich und sollte Anlaß geben für eine ForumVeranstaltung im Rahmen von FES damit diese Probleme vertieft
werden können.
SW schrieb am 04.02.2016
Naja, man darf auch nicht vergessen, dass diese Länder einem
massiven Bevölkerungswachstum ausgesetzt sind. In Kenya,
z.B., verdoppelt sich die Bevölkerung ca. alle 20 Jahre. Da kann
die Wirtschaft noch so wachsen - das ist aus Sicht von
Infrastruktur, Bildungs- und Gesundheitswesen etc. sehr schwer
zu stemmen. Ein Wunder fast, dass die Zivilgesellschaft
weitestgehend funktioniert.
Meenhard schrieb am 04.02.2016
Ihr Text...Hallo Siegfried,
vielleicht war mein Begriff "Völker" übertrieben, doch zweifellos
gibt es noch Stämme in Afrika die naturnah leben und
zumindest in weitgehender Selbstversorgung. Und ich bin
dagegen dass die Wälder abgeholzt werden in denen sie leben,
und dass sie in städtischen Slums landen. Aber auch so manche
Zivilisationseinflüsse auf diese Stämme lehne ich ab, weil sie
schaden, man denke nur an den Alkohol. Bei anderen Einflüssen
ist sicherlich abzuwägen, und vieles lässt sich wohl auch nicht
verhindern. Dieses Anliegen ist sicherlich nicht rassistisch! Ich
vermute mal kaum ein anderer als du hat meinen Kommentar in
dieser Richtung missverstanden.
Stui Beverly schrieb am 04.02.2016
Richtig - der Artikel stimmt und der USA und EU u.a. haben
nicht nur tuchtig mitgehohlfen - sind sogar grossen Teils
verantwortlich für diese Misere in Afrika! China kam dazu
später!
Es kommt langsam in der nächste Stufe auch auf uns zu weil der
USA - und deren Rüstungsindustrie was der USA steuert - eine
riesen Hunger hat auf weitere Macht und Geld!
Weitere große Freihandelsabkommen, die bald anstehen, sind
das zwischen der EU und den USA (TTIP), zwischen der EU und
Kanada (CETA), zwischen der USA und Asien (TPP) sowie TiSA,
von dem Unterhändler behaupten, es werde als „Goldstandard“
für künftige Freihandelsabkommen mit anderen Ländern dienen.
Bernhard Pfitzner schrieb am 04.02.2016
Im
Artikel
wird
der
Widerstand
des
nigerianischen
Industrieverbandes Manufacturers Association of Nigeria (MAN)
und insbesondere seiner Autohersteller erwähnt, „die sich
dagegen wehren, dass Nigeria das WPS der EU mit der
Westafrikanischen Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft unterzeichnet.“ Und
weiter: „Die MAN … verdient breite Unterstützung.“ Das
erscheint mir plausibel und realistisch, da hier allgemeine
Erkenntnisse und handfeste Eigeninteressen zusammenkommen. Um derartige Ansätze unterstützen zu können, wären
entsprechende Informationen hilfreich. Kann hier im Rahmen
der IPG noch etwas "nachgelegt" werden?
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Der Mythos des Aufstiegs propagieren Anthropologen heute
noch mit ihrer "out of Africa" Theorie/Ideologie.
Fredrick Toben schrieb am 05.02.2016
Der Mythos des Aufstiegs propagieren Anthropologen heute
noch mit ihrer "out of Africa" Theorie/Ideologie.
In 1981/82 lehrte ich an einer paedagogischen Hochschule in
Minna, Niger State, und fand die Studenten hochmotiviert und
intelligent. Aber die klimatischen Bedingungen und die alten
kolonialischen Ausbeutungstrauma machten es schwierig
gesellschaftliche
Strukturen
als
organische
Bestaende
aufzubauen, wie es die Biafran in 1967-70 versuchten. Nun ist
der Konsum so eine grosse Anziehungskraft, dass nationale,
bestaendige, traditionaelle Werte keine Bindungskraft haben.
Das Ziel der globalen Finanzpolitik ist ja dass man hierdurch den
Coudenhove-Kalergi Plan fuer Europa schmiedet wonach die
Welt neu verteilt wird in einer New World Order - der Rest ist
eine geschichtliche Wiederholung!
Baier schrieb am 06.02.2016
Ja, das ist wohl so. Es betrifft nicht nur Afrika, wir sehen das
auch bei den neuen EU Mitgliedern in Osteuropa. Es ist zu einem
Rekrutierungsstandort für junge und gut ausgebildete
Akademiker, gute und leicht integrierbare Facharbeiter sowie
billige Lohnfertigung genutz worden. Ein echter Wettbewerb ist
nicht möglich, weil der Zugang zu günstigen Finanzierungen für
den Mittelstand nicht gegeben sind. Also wird der angeblich freie
Markt von westeuropäischen Unternehmen kontrolliert, in der
Produktion, Dienstleistung und Vertrieb. Wenn die geplanten
Ziele nicht erreicht werden kann man sich ja zurück ziehen und
das wars dann. Kein Wunder das auch von Ost nach West eine
die Ostländer ausblutende Migration seit Jahren im Gange ist.
Ausbildungskosten im Osten, Zugewinn im Westen. ODER?
chris schrieb am 06.02.2016
Es muesste heissen - "man" hat es nicht zugelassen dass sich
Afrika entwickelt.......
Fredrick Toben schrieb am 08.02.2016
Nun kommen wir auf den sozusagen "springenden Punkt" - wer
ist "man"?
Dennis Mitterhammer schrieb am 10.02.2016
Es ist ein Fehlschluss, dass der Freihandel die Entwicklung
verhindert. Was ist denn die Alternative zu Freihandel Abschottung, Handelsbeschränkungen? Am Beispiel Mercosur
kann man sehen, wie der Freihandel Entwicklungsländern nutzt,
und erreichen nicht auch China und Vietnam mit dem Handel als
verlängerte Werkbank des Westens nun eigenen Wohlstand?
Was können die Asiaten, was die Afrikaner nicht können? - Das
wahre Hindernis sind die korrupten Regime. Sambia macht's
vor, wie es besser laufen kann.
SL schrieb am 10.02.2016
Es wird nie hinterfragt werden weil, wie so oft hier erwähnt,
nicht gewollt. Und da ist die deutsche Politik ganz weit vorne
dabei.
Es ist ja jetzt schon bekannt, wieviele Menschen aus Afrika
flüchten werden. Es ist auch schon bekannt das zahlreiche
Menschen diese Fluchtversuche mit dem Leben bezahlt haben.
Aber letztendlich wird es dann schnell mit den bösen Diktatoren
vor Ort erklärt...und unsere Presse spielt mit und die
Bevölkerung glaubt und schluckt es!

Wo ist unsere Presse/Funk und Fernsehen bei diesem Thema?
Wo sind Spiegel/Stern/Bild und Co?!?!
Unser Lobbyismus ist halt schon bis zur Perfektion in die tiefen
der
Politik
vorgedrungen.
Hatten
ja
lange
genug
Zeit...sozusagen von Generation zu Generation...!
Fredrick Toben schrieb am 10.02.2016
Einige Europaeische Dozenten belaechelten die offene
Korruption in Nigeria, und ich fragte dann meine Studenten was
sie von solch einer Aussage dachten. Einer klaerte die Sache
treffend: "It is true, in Nigeria we have bribary and tribary and
corruption at the top. But you in the West are also corrupt except that you are at an advanced stage of corruption."
Also, die Begriffe "Diktatoren" and "Korruption" erklaeren
vielleicht emotional einen Tatbestand der aber viel komplexer
ist, weil die Vielfaeltigkeit des menschlichen Handel nicht durch
nur ein oder zwei Begriffe erklaert werden kann.
Checker schrieb am 11.02.2016
Ein
weiterer
Faktor,
warum
die
bisherigen
Freihandelsabkommen nicht zu einer Entwicklung Afrikas geführt
haben, ist, dass nun gerade die Landwirtschaf - der
Wirtschaftszweig, der den größten Teil des BSP der
afrikanischen
Volkswirtschaften
ausmacht
von
der
Globalisierung ausgeschlossen wurde. Die Landwirtschaft hätte
man in Afrika durchaus entwickeln können, was wie in den
industrialisierten Ländern auch eine größere verarbeitende
Industrie zur Folge gehabt hätte (z.B. Konservenproduktion und
Produktion
von
landwirtschaftlichen
Geräten).
Aber
ausgerechnet die Landwirtschaft genießt in der EU und den USA
protektionistischen Schutz. Die Hälfte des EU Budgets wird auf
Agrarsubventionen vergeudet! In der Folge sind Agrarprodukte
aus Afrika zu teuer für den europäischen Markt.
Helmut Nesselhut schrieb am 11.02.2016
Hier sollte man sich die Ursache dieser Fehlentwicklung bewußt
machen. Um nicht von einem stärkeren Macht geschickt zu
werden, was nun mal sehr demütigend ist, übt man den
vorauseilenden gehorsam. ( siehe Merkel und die USA). Die
Anführer die sich dieser indirekten Führung nicht beugen wollen,
werden mit Krieg, Wirtschaftssanktionen, Mord und Bestechung
bearbeitet. Also, wer ist Schuld an der Fehlentwicklung in Afrika,
wir Vollidioten.
Fredrick Toben schrieb am 13.02.2016
Und so kam es dann auch in Rhodesien-Zimbabwe, Südwest
Afrika-Namibia und Südafrika als die Europäer und ihr
Netzwerke ersetzt wurden. In Zimbabwe versuchte Robert
Mugabe eine nationale politik - erst für Shona, dann für
Matabele - zu führen, was die Politiker in der IMF und World
Bank garnicht mochten, und er wurde sofort als ein "Hitler"
verschriehen.
Und so wird geschrieben, dass der einst einmalige "bread basket
of Africa" durch einen "Diktator" zu Grund gerichtet wurde, was
nicht die ganze Wahrheit ist. Wer als "Diktator-Hitler" genannt
wird muss sich fragen wer denn die "Vollidioten" sind.
Da die globalen "Vollidioten" in Europa und USA sitzen, dann
versteht man warum die Russen versuchten und die Chinesen
noch versuchen etwas aus Afrika zu machen. Einheimische
Kräfte -wo seid ihr?
http://www.ipg-journal.de/kommentar/artikel/dasende-des-mythos-1254/

________________________________________________

Opernball-Eröffnung:
Domingo dirigierte, glänzte und küsste

Die Eröffnung des 60. Opernballs sorgte für Gänsehaut - nicht nur bei den Debütanten.
Traditionell hieß es dann: "Alles Walzer!"
Mathias Morscher, 04.02.2016, 23:21
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A view from above
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http://kurier.at/menschen/oesterreich/opernball/opernballeroeffnungplacidodomingodirigierteglaenzteundkuesste/
179.133.792/
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BLESSED ARE THE PEACE-MAKERS: ADOLF HITLER
*

COMPLETE HITLER SPEECH
26 SEPTEMBER 1938 ON CZECHOSLOVAKIA, SPORTPALAST, BERLIN
Translated by C. Porter
With note from David L. Hoggan
[If anyone knows the whereabouts of Hoggan's next of
kin and/or his original manuscripts, please contact me at
cwporter@router5.com
Complete text = 5,198 words - Censored Internet
transcription = 1,446 words
For censored version, click here:
http://www.nsarchiv.de/krieg/1938/tschechoslowakei/
wollen-keine-tschechen.php
On 22 February, before the representatives of the Reichtstag,
for the first time, I expressed a fundamental demand of an
unalterable kind. The entire nation listened to me at that time,
and they understood!
One statesman did not share this understanding. He has been
removed, and now my promise, that I made at that time, has
been kept!
For the second time, I spoke before the Reichs Party Congress
about this same demand. And once again, the nation heard this
demand.
Today, I appear before you once again and speak for the first
time before the people itself, just as in the time of our great
struggle, and you know what that means!
For the world, there should be no more doubt: now, it's no
longer a Leader or a man, this time the entire German people is
speaking!

Prime minister Neville Chamberlain shakes hands with
Führer Adolf Hitler on Sept. 29, 1938 at Munich
Conference on Czechoslovakia.
If I am the speaker for this German people, then I know: in this
second, the entire nation of millions of people agree with me,
word for word. Affirm it and turn into an oath!
May the other statesmen examine whether that is also the case
with them!
The question which concerns us most deeply in these last
months and weeks is well known: It's not so much a question of
Czechoslovakia, the problem is Mr. Benes!
This name unites everything that moves millions of people
today, that makes them desperate or fills them with fanatical
resolution.
But why could this question rise to such significance?
I want to repeat to you, my national comrades, very briefly once
again the nature and aims of German foreign policy.
German foreign policy is, in contrast to the many other states
ideologically established and conditioned. The ideology of this
new Reich is built up upon the maintenance and ensuring the
existence of our German people. We have no interest in
oppressing other peoples; We want to be happy in our way, the
others should be happy in their way! This attitude, required in
practice by our ideology, results in a restriction of foreign policy.
Restrictions on German foreign policy
That means, our foreign policy objectives are not unlimited, they
are not determined by accident, but are rather established in
the resolution to serve everything in the German people, to
maintain it in this world and to ensure its existence. What is the
situation today? You know, that the slogan "self-determination

of peoples" once filled the German people, as well as others,
with a faith in supra-national assistance, and allowed it to
relinquish the application of its own strength to the last.
You know that this trust from that time was betrayed in the
most ignominious manner. The result was the Versailles Treaty!
You all know the fearful results of this treaty! You can all
remember how they stole our people's weapons and the way
they mistreated this then defenceless people! You know the
fearful fate which met us and which persecuted us for a decade
and a half!
And you know: if Germany today is great, free and strong again,
then it has only its own strength to thank for it! The outside
contributed nothing to it. On the contrary, it attempted to
blackmail us and oppress us, as long as it could, until finally the
strength grew out of the German people itself, to put an end to
this unworthy existence and once again to take the path worthy
of a free and great nation.
We had hardly begun the restoration of German equality, when I
suggested a series of agreements to the other countries,
related, most of all, to disarmament, as the most visible symbol
of the relinquishment of "Revanche".
Rejected peace proposals
My first proposal was: Germany demands equality, under all
circumstances, but is prepared to relinquish all further means of
defence and weapons, provided the other nations do the same,
i.e., general disarmament, if necessary, right down to the last
machine gun! This proposal was not even considered worth
discussing.
I made a second proposal: Germany is ready to limit its army to
200,000 men, on the condition that the other States disarm to
the same extent. That was rejected, too!
Although today we are now free and strong, we are not
motivated by any hatred of other nations.
We don't bear a grudge; we know what happened; because we
also know that the citizens of the other nations cannot be held
responsible for it, rather, only a small unscrupulous clique of
international profiteers and wheeler-dealers, who do not
hesitate, if necessary, to allow entire nations to perish for their
villainous interests.
We therefore nourish no hatred against the nations around us
and have also proven it. The German love of peace is
demonstrated by facts.
I made yet another proposal: Germany is prepared, provided
the other nations agree, to relinquish all heavy weapons, socalled "attack" weapons: tanks, bombers, even, if necessary, all
airplanes, as well as heavy and extra-heavy artillery. This, too,
was rejected.
I went further, and now proposed an international agreement
for all European countries for an army of 300,000 men. This
proposal was rejected, too.
I made more proposals: the restriction of air fleets, the
elimination of bombing; absolute prohibition of gas warfare, the
protection of all areas not located in the line of battle, the
elimination of at least of the heaviest artillery, the elimination
of the heaviest tanks. This too was rejected. It was all in vain.
After making offer after offer to the world for two years,
experiencing only rejection and repeated refused, I gave the
order to upgrade our German armed forces to the strongest
position which could possibly be achieved. And now I can admit
it openly:
German Armaments
We have carried out an armaments program anyway, such as
the world has never seen. I offered to remain defenceless,
insofar as possible. But when they rejected that, I quit making
half-way decisions. I am a National Socialist and an old German
frontline soldier!
If they don't want a world without weapons, well, then, now,
you, too, the German people, will possess weapons of their own!
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In the last five years, I really rearmed. I spent billions on it, the
German people ought to know that! I took care to ensure that a
new army would be armed with the most modern weapons
inexistence. I gave my friend Goring the order: build me an air
force that will protect Germany against every conceivable
attack.
We built up our armed forces into something which the German
people can be proud of, and which the world will respect, if it
ever makes its appearance.
We have created the best anti-aircraft defences, the best antitank defences, in the world. We worked on this day and night
for the past five years.
It was impossible for me to reach an understanding regarding
anything. I will speak of that a bit further on.
Despite all this, I continued to pursue the notion of armaments
limitations and disarmament policy.
In actual fact, I implemented a practical peace policy in all these
years. I approached all apparently insoluble problems with the
iron determination to solve them peacefully, even at the risk of
more or less serious German relinquishments.
I was a frontline soldier myself and I know how hard war is. I
wanted to spare the German people all that. I therefore
approached one problem after another with the firm intention of
trying everything to enable a peaceful solution.
Relations with Poland
The most difficult problem that I met with was German-Polish
relations. There was a danger that the notion of an "inherited
enmity" might take hold our people as well as the Poles. I
wanted to avoid this. I know exactly, that it wouldn't have been
possible if Poland had had a democratic constitution at that
time. The democracies, dripping with peace slogans, are the
blood-thirstiest war mongers.
In Poland there wasn't any democracy, but, rather, one man
[Pilsudsky]! With him, I succeeded in barely a year in reaching
an agreement which absolutely eliminated the danger of a
collision, for ten years, to start with.
We are all convinced that this agreement will bring about lasting
satisfaction. We understand that we are two peoples, we must
live side by side; neither one of them can eliminate the other. A
state of 33 million people will always strive for an access to the
sea. A path to an understanding had to be found here. It was
found, and is being constantly built upon. The important thing is
that both states all reasonable, thinking people, in both nations,
are firmly determined further to improve their relationship.
That was a real act of peace, of more value than all the jabberblabber in the League of Nations Palace in Geneva.
During this same time period, I attempted to bring about
gradually good and durable relationships with other nations as
well. We gave guarantees to the states in the West, and assured
all our neighbours of the inviolability of their territory by
Germany. That's not just talk. It is our holy resolution. We have
no interest in violating the peace.
Our offers are also meeting with growing understanding.
Gradually more and more people are freeing themselves from
that blindness of Geneva, which, I would like to say, serves, not
a policy of an obligation to ensure peace, but rather a policy of
ensuring an obligation to go to war.
They are freeing themselves, and are beginning to see these
problems in a sober way, they are ready for understanding and
ready for peace.
Relations with England
I went further and offered my hand to England! I voluntarily
waived all naval competition, to give the British a feeling of
security. I didn't do that just because maybe I simply couldn't
build any more ships -- let nobody fall victim to that delusion -but solely for the purpose of ensuring a lasting peace between
the two peoples. Of course, there is a prerequisite for all this:
It's not acceptable for one party to say: "I don't ever want to go
to war again, and to show you I mean what I say, I voluntarily
offer to limit my weapons to 35%" -- while the other party
declares, "Well, I intend to go to war from time to time
whenever I feel like it!" That's not right!
Such an agreement is only morally justifiable, when both
peoples promise each other, hand in hand, that they never wish
to go to war with each other, ever again. Germany has this

determination. We all hope that those who gain the upper hand
in England are of the same determination!
Relations with France
I went even further. Immediately after the return of the Saar
district to Germany, which was decided by plebiscite, I declared
that there would no further differences at all between us.
I said that the question of Alsace-Lorraine no longer exists for
us. It is a border region. The people of that region have never
really been asked for their opinion on this issue. We have the
impression that the inhabitants of this province are happiest
when nobody is fighting over them anymore.
We all want no war with France. We want nothing from France!
Nothing at all! And when the Saar district was returned to
Germany, thanks to the correct interpretation of the treaties
with France -- I must confirm that here -- I gave my solemn
assurance that all territorial differences between France and
Germany have been eliminated.
Today I see no longer see any differences between us. We are
two great peoples, who both want to live and work. And we'll
live best when we work together!
Relations with Italy
After this unique and irrevocable waiver, I turned to another
problem, which was easier to solve than the others, since here
the same ideological basis formed the basic condition for an
easier mutual understanding: the relationship between Germany
and Italy. Certainly, the solution to this problem is only partly
my doing, and partly the doing of that rare great man, whom
the Italian people have the good luck to have as their leader.
This relationship has long since left sphere of a purely economic
or political expediency and has become a true and strong league
of hearts by means of treaties and alliances. An axis has been
formed here, represented by two peoples, who have bound
themselves together ideologically and politically in a definitive
and indissoluble friendship.
Here as well, I have implemented a final and unique step -- in
the consciousness of the responsibility for my national
comrades. I rid the world of a problem; for us, this problem no
longer exists. As bitter as this may be to some: above all else,
there stands, in the end, the overall interest of our people.
The whole work for peace, comrades, is not just an empty
phrase, but rather this work has been concretised through facts,
which no big-mouthed lie addict can deny!
The two last problems
Two problems remained. Here I had to express a proviso.
Ten million Germans found themselves outside the borders of
the Reich, in two large settlement areas: Germans, who want to
return to their homeland! This number of ten million is not just a
bagatelle. That's a quarter of the entire population of France.
And if France never gave up its claim to the few million
Frenchmen in Alsace-Lorraine for forty years, than we had the
right -- before God and the World -- to continue to assert our
claim to these ten million Germans.
My comrades! There is a limit beyond which concession-making
must stop, because otherwise it would become merely a
pernicious weakness.
I would have no right to stand before German history if I simply
and indifferently surrendered these ten million Germans.
I have already taken enough sacrifices upon myself as a result
of relinquishing German claims. Here was the limit beyond which
I could go no further!
How correct that was, has been proven by the plebiscite in
Austria. The result at that time was a glowing recognition, an
acknowledgement, such as the others would certainly never
have hoped for.
We alone have experienced it: For democracies, a plebiscite is
superfluous or even harmful the moment it doesn't lead to the
results the democracies were hoping for.
Despite all this, this problem was solved, to the happiness of the
entire great German people.
And now the last problem confronts us: a problem which must
be solved, and which will be solved! It is the last territorial
demand which I intend to make in Europe, but it is the demand
which I will not abandon and which will, God willing, be fulfilled!
The lie of the "Czechoslovakian nation"
On the history of this problem: In 1918, under the slogan of the
"self-determination of peoples", Central Europe was torn to bits
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and shuffled around by a few insane so-called "statesmen":
without regard to the origins of the peoples, their national
desires or economic necessities, Central Europe was atomised
and arbitrarily jig-saw puzzled together again in so-called "New
States". Czechoslovakia owes its very existence to this
procedure!
The Czech state began with one single lie: The father of this lie
was named Benes. This Mr. Benes appeared in Versailles and
assured everyone, first ,that there was a Czechoslovakian
nation. He had to invent this lie to make the meagre numbers of
his own countrymen look bigger and therefore more important,
justifying their pretensions.
And the Anglo-Saxon statesmen -- who have never been
particularly well-travelled in geographical and racial-national
matters -- never thought it necessary to investigate the truth or
falsehood of this allegation on the part of Mr. Benes.
Because if they had, they would have immediately discovered
that there is no such thing as a Czechoslovakian nation; there
are only Czechs and Slovaks, and the Slovaks want nothing to
do with the Czechs.
So these Czechs, under Mr Benes first of all, started out by
annexing Slovakia. Since this state didn't seem viable to justify
its existence, they simply grabbed three and half million
Germans in violation of their right to self-determination and
their desire for self-determination.
Since even this was not enough, they had to grab over a million
Magyars, then Karpatho-Russians [Ruthenians or diaspora
Ukrainians] and, finally, a few hundred thousand Poles.
That is the state which later called itself Czechoslovakia -- in
violation of the right of self-determination of peoples, in
violation of clear wish and will of the violated nations.
If I am speaking to you today, then I naturally feel the fate of all
these oppressed peoples, I feel the fate of the Slovaks, the
Poles, the Hungarians, and the Ukrainians.
Of course, I am the spokesman for the fate of my Germans
only.
When Mr Benes at that time lied this state together, he solemnly
promised to divide the country up on the Swiss "cantonal"
model, since a few of the democratic statesmen had pangs of
conscience, just the same.
We all know how Mr Benes dissolved this system of "cantons".
He began a terror regime! the Germans attempted to protest
against this arbitrary violation even at that time. They were shot
down.
And then a war of extermination set in. In these years of the
"peaceful" development of Czechoslovakia nearly 600,000
Germans left the country. This happened for a very simple
reason: otherwise they would have starved!
The whole development of the country since 1913 up to 1938
shows one thing very clearly: Mr Benes was determined
gradually to wipe out the German identity. And he has
succeeded in doing so to a certain extent. He plunged
innumerable people into the utmost misery.
He has succeeded in making millions of people shy and afraid.
Under the continual practice of his terror, he has succeeded in
depriving these people of a voice. Clarity as to the
"international" tasks of this state became quite clear at the
same time. No further attempt was made to hide it: this state
was intended, if necessary, to be sent into action against
Germany. A French Minister of Aviation, Pierre Cot, expressed
this desire quite soberly: "We need this state", he said,
"because German industry can be most easily bombed to
destruction using this state as a base".
And this same state is being used by Bolshevism as its port of
entry. It was Germany who sought contact with Bolshevism, but
rather, Bolshevism used Czechoslovakia to dig a channel into
Central Europe.
Now begins the most shameful part of the tale. This state, which
is controlled by a minority only, forced its constituent
nationalities to accept political policies which would one day
compel them to shoot at men of their own blood in the adjacent
countries.
Mr Benes demands of the Germans: "If I wage war against
Germany, I'll make you shoot at Germans. And if you don't do
that, then you'll be a traitor to Czechoslovakia, and I'll have you
shot for that!"

He requires the Slovakian people to for objectives which are of
no interest to them. The Slovakian people want peace -- not
adventuring.
But Mr Benes succeeded in turning all these people into traitors:
either against the country, Czechoslovakia, or traitors to their
own people. Either they must betray their people, and must be
prepared to shoot at their own national comrades, or Mr Benes
says: "You're traitors, and you'll be shot for that".
Is there any greater shamelessness than to force foreign people
to shoot at their own racial comrades, only because a
degenerate, evil and criminal governmental regime demands it?
I can assure you here: when we occupied Austria, my first order
was: "No Czech need, or even may, serve in the German army".
I didn't place them in a position of a conflict of conscience.
But anybody that resists Mr Benes is destroyed, first, financially.
This is a fact which cannot be lied away by the "democratic"
"world apostles".
In this state run by Mr Benes, the results have been a
nightmare for all the nationalities. I speak only the Germans
.They have the highest mortality rate of all German ethnic
groups, their child poverty rate is the highest, their
unemployment is by far the highest. How long is something like
this supposed to last?
For twenty years, the Germans in Czechoslovakia, and the
German people in Germany, have just had to sit back and watch
-- not because they ever accepted this situation, but because
Germany was defenceless could not protect itself against its
tormenters in the "democratic" world.
But, every time, anyplace, a traitor is even just imprisoned;
every time a man who shouts abuse at the Reich Chancellery
just because he doesn't like me personally, is taken into
custody, there's a commotion in England, indignation in
America.
But when hundreds of thousands of people are expelled, when
tens of thousands of people are thrown into prison, and
thousands of others are shot down, this doesn't bother our
genius-brain "world democrats" in the least. We have learned a
lot in these past years. And we have nothing but the deepest
contempt for such people.
We see one single great power in Europe and one man at its
head, who has an understanding of the plight of our people. He
is -- I am pleased to say -- is my good friend, Benito Mussolini.
We will never forget what he has done in this time, and the
attitude taken by the Italian people. And if a hour of comparable
misery ever comes for Italy, I will stand before the German
people and demand that we adopt the same attitude! And then,
it won't be two states just defending themselves, but rather a
block!
On 20 February of this year I declared in the Reichstag that
there must be a change in the lives of the ten million Germans
outside of our borders. Mr Benes understood this, too. So he
implemented an even more radical oppression, inaugurating an
even greater terror regime, with closures, prohibitions,
confiscations, and so on. This started immediately, until the end
came on 21 May.
-TRANSLATOR'S NOTE ON HITLER'S COMMENT ABOUT THE
EVENTS OF 21 MAY 1938:
On 21 May 1938, Benes issued a report, now generally
acknowledged to have been entirely false, that the Germans had
mobilised and were massed along the border ready to invade
the country. See The Forced War by David L. Hoggan, chapter
5:
"The Czech leader took Schussnig as an example and indicated
that the country, to force a solution, was much more impatient
than Hitler. The Czech cabinet and the military leaders decided,
on the afternoon of 20 May 1938, to order a partial mobilisation
and to justify this act of provocation with the false justification
that German troops were grouping together on the Czech
border. It was hoped that the resulting excitement would bring
the French and British over to the Czech side, before they could
apply a policy of concessions in favour of the Sudeten Germans.
The plot failed, although [Czech Foreign Minister Kamil] Krofta,
on 27 May, and Benesch, on 1 June, had granted interviews in
which they claimed that Czechoslovakia would have been
capable of scoring a great victory over Germany. A controlled
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press campaign intended to create this impression began on 21
May 1938, and echoed all over the world."
Source, p. 146 (Chapter 5) of the German translation of THE
FORCED WAR by David L. Hoggan, published in Frankfurt/Main
in 1963 as DER ERZWUNGENE KRIEG. The rights to the English
original are held by Mark Weber of the IHR, who claims he plans
to republish it. I'll believe it when I see it.
Hoggan was also the author of at least 2 highly informative
three- volume sets of books published in German under the
titles (which retranslate back into English as THE BLIND
CENTURY and THE AMERICAN DISASTER), which he could never
get published in English, although he was an American history
professor and an American citizen! He also wrote another book,
published in German only, entitled DER UNNÖTIGE KRIEG 193945: GERMANY MUST PERISH (= THE UNNECESSARY WAR 193945: GERMANY MUST PERISH. The whereabouts of his next of kin
and/or the original manuscripts is unknown. I have, and have
read, all these books). - C.P.
-[END OF NOTE ON EVENTS OF 21 MAY 1938, back to
Hitler]:
And you can't dispute, my racial comrades, that we displayed
really unexampled patience on that day. The 21st of May was
intolerable. I described the history of this day before the
Reichstag.
An election -- which could no longer be postponed -- was finally
to be held in Czechoslovakia. So Mr Benes invented a way to
intimidate the Germans there: military occupation of the
regions. He hopes to maintain this military occupation in the
belief that no one would dare to stand up to him, as long as his
bully boys were in the land. It was this bald-faced lie of 21 May,
claiming that Germany had mobilised, which now had to be
shored up, to camouflage and justify the Czech mobilisation.
You know what happened next: an infamous campaign of
international incitement against Germany. Germany hadn't even
mobilised one man! Germany hadn't even thought of settling
this problem militarily. I still had the attitude that the Czechs, at
the last minute, would realise that this tyranny could not be
shored up any longer.
But Mr Benes believed that he could do anything he liked with
Germany, backed up as he was by France and England. Nothing
could happen to him, and above all: behind him, if all else
failed, there was still Soviet Russia. This man's answer was a
simple one: shootings, arrests, imprisonment, of everybody he
didn't like for any reason.
This was the reason for my demand in Nuremberg. My demand
was quite clear, but I not presented it before: that the time had
come for the right of self-determination to enter into effect at
last for these three and half million Germans -- almost twenty
years after President Wilson's declarations [the 14 Points].
And again, Mr Benes gave his answer: more deaths, more
imprisonments, more arrests! The Germans began to flee.
Negotiations with Mr Chamberlain
And then came England. I told Mr Chamberlain what we
considered to be the only possibility of a solution. It is the most
natural thing in the world. I know that all these nationalities no
longer wished to remain under this Mr Benes. Of course,
primarily I'm only the spokesman for the Germans first of all,
but now I have spoken for their behalf, giving them an
assurance that I am no longer willing simply to sit back quietly
without doing anything, while this madman in Prague believes
he can simply mistreat three and a half million Germans.
And I left no doubt that from now on, German patience is finally
at an end. I left no doubt in his mind about one thing: it is a
feature of the German mentality to tolerate something,
repeatedly, for a long time, but that sooner or later the time
comes when it's time to stop!
And now England and France have finally issued the only
possible demand to Czechoslovakia: he has been requested to
release the German areas and assign them to the Reich.
Today we have exact reports of the talks conducted by Mr Benes
at that time. In view of the French and British demand that he
quit propping up the country without a change in the status of
all those people, without an abandonment of Czech claims to the
Sudetenland and an assignment of these areas to Germany, Mr
Benes found a way out of this dilemma.

He indicated that he was willing to release these areas. That was
his declaration, but did he do so? He didn't ceded the areas,
rather, he is now expelling the German populations!
And this is where all the playing around has got to stop! Mr
Benes had hardly spoken, before he initiated a campaign of
military subjugation -- but worse than ever -- all over again.
We see the horrendous figures: In one day, 10,000 refugees;
the next day, 20,000; one day later, as many as 37,000; again,
two days later, 11,000; then 62,000; then 76,000; now it's
90,000, 107,000, 137,000 and, today, 214,000! Entire stretches
of land were depopulated. Localities were burnt down as they
attempt to smoke the Germans with grenades and gas.
But Mr Benes sits in Prague and thinks: "Nothing can happen to
me, after all I've got England and France backing me up!"
But now, my national comrades, I believe that the time has
come when it's time to talk about paying the bill for all this.
When a person tolerates all this disgrace, all this misery, for
twenty years -- as we have done -- then it cannot really be
disputed that he is a peace-loving person. When a person has
the patience that we showed on that day, one really cannot call
him a war-monger. After all, in the end, Mr Benes has seven
million Czechs behind him, but here stands a nation of over 75
million!
The memorandum
I have now presented a memorandum with a last and final
German proposal to the British government. This memorandum
contains nothing more than the realisation of what Mr Benes has
already promised.
The content of this memorandum is very simple: every district
which is German judging by its people and which wishes to be
German, is to be ceded to Germany; of course, not just after Mr
Benes has succeeded in expelling perhaps one or two million
Germans, but rather, now, and I mean immediately.
I have drawn a border which is correct based on the materials
related to the ethnic and language distribution, material which
has been available for decades.
All the same, I am more fairer than Mr Benes, and do not wish
to exploit the power that we possess. I therefore established the
following principle from the very outset: this area is to be placed
under German sovereignty, because it largely inhabited by
Germans, but after that I will leave the establishment of the
definitive border up to the vote of the national comrades who
actually live there!
I have also established that a plebiscite should then be held in
this region. And so that no one might say perhaps it was fair, I
have decided to use the Saar plebiscite as the basis for this
plebiscite.
I am now prepared, and was prepared, as far as I am
concerned, to permit plebiscites all over the entire region. For
this reason alone, Mr Benes turned to his friends. Now they
want to permit plebiscites only in certain parts.
OK, I gave in here. I even agreed to allow the plebiscite to be
overseen by international control commissions. I went even
further, and agreed to allow a German-Czech commission to
draw up the border. Mr Chamberlain thought an international
commission should not be permitted. I agreed to that, as well. I
even wished to withdraw the troops during this plebiscite period,
and I declared myself prepared, today, to invite the British
Legion, who offered to go into these areas and maintain peace
and order. And then I was also ready to allow the final border to
be established by an international commission composed of
Germans and Czechs.
The content of this memorandum is nothing more than the
practical implementation of everything that which Mr Benes had
already promised, with, of course, more extensive international
guarantees.
Mr Benes now says that this memorandum constitutes a "new
situation". And what does this "new situation" consist of? It
consists of that which Mr Benes has already promised, but this
time, as an exception, it would be kept! That's Mr Benes' new
situation.
How many things has this guy promised during his lifetime? And
he never kept a single one! Now for the first time something is
to be kept by him. Mr Benes says: we cannot withdraw from this
area. Mr Benes has also understood the transfer of this region to
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mean that it was to be ceded to Germany in terms of legal title,
but simply violated by the Czechs.
That's all finished now. I have now demanded that now -- after
twenty years -- Mr Benes should finally be forced to keep to the
truth. The region is to be transferred on 1 October.
Mr Benes is now placing his hopes on the world! And he and his
diplomats make no effort to hide the fact. They declare: It is our
hope that Chamberlain will be defeated, that Daladier will be
replaced, that upsets will occur all over. They are setting their
hopes on Soviet Russia, since he still believes that he will be
able to evade the fulfilment of his obligations. And there I can
only say one thing: Now come two men confronting each other.
There is Mr Benes. And here am I!
We are two men of different types: while Mr Benes was shirking
his duty travelling around the world during the greatest national
struggle in history, I was doing my duty as a decent German
soldier. And today I am standing opposite this man as the
soldier of my people!
I have only one more thing to declare: I am grateful to Mr
Chamberlain for all his efforts. I have assured him that the
German people wishes nothing else than peace.
But I simply declared that we could be pushed beyond the limits
of our patience. I furthermore assured him -- and I repeat it
here -- that the moment that Czechoslovakia solves its problems
-- that is, when the Czechs solve all their conflicts with all their
minorities -- peacefully, of course, instead of through oppression
-- at that time I shall take no further interest in the Czech state.
And I guarantee him that! We don't want any Czechs!
Germany's patience is at an end
Alone, similarly, I wish to declare before the German people that
in relation to the Sudetenland Germans my patience is now at
an end. I have made Mr Benes an offer which is nothing more

than the fulfilment of what he himself has already promised. At
this point, the decision is his: peace or war!
Either he accepts this offer or we will go in and take our
freedom personally!
I have never been a coward. I'm marching ahead of my people
as its first soldier, and behind me -- the world must know this - there marches an entire nation -- a nation of people different
from what they were in 1918!
It's true that an itinerant professor [Wilson] succeeded in
infecting the German with the poison of democratic jabber at
one time -- but the German people of today is no longer the
people they were then! To us, such jabber-blabber is like wasp
stings: we are immune to it now.
In this hour, the entire German people will understand me! It
will understand that my will is their will, just as I see that their
future and their fate is the underlying principle of everything I
do!
And we want to reinforce this common will the way we
possessed it during the Great Struggle, when I -- a simple,
unknown soldier -- set out to conquer an Empire, and never
doubted the certainty of final success and victory.
A group of brave men and brave women have gathered together
around me. And they are following me.
And so I ask you, my German people, get in step behind me.
Man for man, woman for woman. In this hour we wish to form a
common will. If our will is stronger than misery and danger,
then it will destroy misery and danger once and for all. We are
determined! Mr Benes is free to choose!
For censured Internet version, see:
Censored are the Peacemakers: Adolf Hitler: The Fine Art
of Quoting out of Context (with introductory note by C.
Porter)

_________________________________________________

A tale of two concerts: Dieudonné vs Russell Peters
Hong Kong comedian Jim Brewsky has described his
African-American and Jewish heritage as making him a
"one stop shop for racism". Here he reflects on two kinds
of Jewish jokes: those made by a culturally relevant
comedian about to visit soon, the other by an anti-semite
banned from performing here last week
READ MORE: Controversial French comedian Dieudonné
denied entry to Hong Kong, Cyberport shows cancelled

Jim Brewsky on stage in Hong Kong. Photo: SCMP
Why in the world am I getting this weird, happy feeling reading
the news about France’s Dieudonné M’bala M’bala, a “comic”
that is infamous for his controversial material regarding race
and culture, being detained before he could perform in Hong
Kong? Equally weird, why is it, that I am actually looking
forward to seeing Russell Peters perform his widely famous
routine where he makes fun of different ethnicities, races,
cultures, etc.?
Now, it may be hard for someone like me to get to the bottom
of this paradox. After all, I do not have a Ph.D. in human

psychology, nor am I a member of the International Society for
Humor Studies (yes, it is a real thing). No, I’m just a guy –
sometimes a funny one – who likes a good laugh. I am however,
a stand-up comedian, so when I wonder these things, perhaps I
question my emotions a bit deeper than what one would
consider healthy.
The worldly popular Russell Peters lampoons common racial
stereotypes that many can obviously relate to based upon his
success. The regionally popular Dieudonné seemingly does the
same, right?

Controversial French humourist Dieudonne M'bala M'bala
holds a fly-swat as he gives a press conference in the
Theatre de la Main d'or in Paris. Photo: AFP
No. There is a difference between laughing WITH someone
about simple well-known stereotypes, and laughing AT an entire
group and trying to promote or enforce a harmful political
viewpoint. Dieudonné, does the latter by using comedic
performance to promote his own, conservative, right-winged,
neo-nazi political views.
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“First I have to ask, is Dieudonné funny? I mean that,
seriously!”
In fact, in his home of France, where he has come under serious
fire and been banned from appearing on some French tv shows,
many of his comments would not be legally acceptable unless
they were veiled as comedy. Why is one man’s “shtick” another
mans “successful style”?
First I have to ask, is Dieudonné funny? I mean that, seriously! I
don’t speak French. Is this guy a bag of hot air, or really
talented? Could he last a couple rounds on the U.S. television
program ‘Last Comic Standing’ and if he did, would that mean
he is really funny? Comedians create from their own perspective
and experiences.
Who is to judge if a certain type of comedy is right or wrong? I
surely cannot be the judge, but I do believe that in the end,
laughter should bring people together, not separate them. Many
comics from Lenny Bruce to Amy Schumer have been
scrutinized for being racist, but what makes the French laugh so
hard at this guy and would it make me laugh even if I could
understand it?
Video: profile of Jim Brewsky, winner of the 7th
International Comedy Competition in 2015
Dr. Thomas Ford of Western Carolina University theorized that
jokes reflect where we, as a society, place social groups on a
scale, in terms of how legitimate it is to discriminate against
them; so Dieudonné’s popularity in France reflects more on his
‘French audience’s view of Jewish people’ more than just
Dieudonné on-stage.
READ MORE: Russell Peters says Hong Kong is ‘the
perfect storm’ for his kind of comedy
Meanwhile, Russell Peter’s light-hearted critiques of many
cultures equally seem more palatable to the masses. He pokes

fun at himself, his background and friends in Canada, and the
whole world as he experiences it – not focusing on one
particular group.
Comedy, like many things, is subjective.

Russell Peters is an Indo-Canadian comedian and actor
appearing in Hong Kong. Photo: handout
There are those of us applauding Dieudonné’s detention at Hong
Kong’s international airport, and others who wasted their money
buying tickets for a concert that’s not going to happen. Either
way, it’s important to remember that humour is not always
positive. Funny is not always “fun”. Humour can cause hurt and
embarrassment but it can also bring a room full of strangers
together in a moment of mirth. But it’s never too late to learn.
I personally dedicated my pursuit of comedy towards bridging
cultural gaps and uplifting people – the opposite of what
Dieudonné does regarding race and anti-Semitism. Perhaps
Dieudonné could follow my lead. With such a large audience,
popularity and fame, it’s a shame that he isn’t making the world
any better. So maybe he can learn a little something from a
nobody like me. Better yet, he’s welcome to come watch Russell
Peters with me in Macau.
http://www.scmp.com/comment/insightopinion/article/
1909264/tale-two-concerts-dieudonne-vs-russell-peters

______________________________________________
Anti-Semitism in Britain remains at an alarming high,
community watchdog says in latest report
Friday, 05 February 2016

The Community Security Trust (CST) of the British Jewish
community recorded 924 anti-Semitic incidents in 2015,
the third-highest annual total ever recorded.

In its 2015 report, the CST found that the number of incidents
was 22 per cent lower than in 2014 total, which marked the
highest annual total ever recorded. The second-highest annual
total recorded was in 2009, with 931 anti-Semitic.
However, in those two years, significant trigger events, in the
form of conflicts in Israel and Gaza, caused sharp but temporary
increases. In contrast, there had been no such trigger event in
2015 and no identifiable temporary spike in incidents to explain
the relatively high annual total, the CST said in its latest report
presented this week.
The highest monthly totals of 2015 were recorded in January
and February, two months when Jewish communities in France
and Denmark were attacked by terrorists.
In addition to the 924 anti-Semitic incidents recorded in 2015, a
further 686 reports of potential incidents were received by CST
but not included in the total number of anti-Semitic incidents as
there was no evidence of anti-Semitic motivation, targeting or
content.

Around three-quarters of the anti-Semitic incidents took place in
Greater London and Greater Manchester, the cities with the two
largest Jewish communities in the UK.
The Jewish community watchdog said it was likely that there
was significant under-reporting of anti-Semitic incidents to both
the CST and to police, and that the number of anti-Semitic
incidents that took place is significantly higher than the number
recorded in this report.
There were 86 violent anti-Semitic assaults reported to CST in
2015, an increase of 6 per cent from the 81 anti-Semitic
assaults recorded in 2014 and the highest number since 2011,
when CST recorded 95 violent anti-Semitic assaults.
This is the only category of incidents that increased in 2015
compared to 2014. The 86 violent anti-Semitic incidents
included four incidents categorized as extreme violence,
meaning incidents that involved grievous bodily harm or a threat
to life. CST recorded one incident of extreme violence in 2014
and none in 2013.
Incidents of damage and desecration to Jewish property fell by
20 per cent, from 81 incidents in 2014 to 65 incidents in 2015.
There were 49 incidents in this category in 2013 and 53 in
2012.
The most common single type of incident in 2015 involved
verbal abuse directed at random Jewish people in public; such
incidents are more commonly associated with anti-social
behavior or local patterns of street crime than with political
activism or ideologies. In 354 incidents, the victims were Jews,
who were attacked or abused while going about their daily
business in public places. In at least 161 of these incidents, the
victims were visibly Jewish, usually due to their religious or
traditional clothing, school uniform or jewelery bearing Jewish
symbols.
A total of 458 anti-Semitic incidents out of the total of 924
incidents in 2015 involved verbal anti-Semitic abuse.
Read the full report here

______________________________________________
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Repeal section 18C, the ‘Andrew Bolt’ law: it stifles free speech
SIMON BREHENY, THE A USTRALIAN, FEBRUARY 5, 2016 12:00AM
The freedom of speech debate is about to be reignited
The Bolt case launched 18C into mainstream Australian
after a complaint this week demonstrated the ongoing
consciousness. This has had two key effects.
danger of section 18C of the Racial Discrimination Act.
First, it has become a major touchstone for a growing debate
The case is an example of section 18C making day-to-day
about freedom of speech in Australia. Since the Bolt case in
conversation unlawful, and dividing Australians rather than
2011 there has been a sustained campaign in favour of
uniting them.
repealing 18C. This campaign was partly born out of the deep
Cindy Prior, a Queensland University of Technology academic,
concern about the provision being used to silence a prominent
has made a complaint against students and other staff at the
and well-respected columnist in a mature liberal democracy
university. Her complaint is based on several comments made
such as Australia.
by the staff and students following her decision to eject students
But it also brought to the fore the idea that governments have
from an indigenous-only computer lab in 2013.
passed laws which restrict this most fundamental human right,
Prior has complained that the comments have caused her to
and that something must be done to turn back that tide.
suffer “offence, embarrassment, humiliation and psychiatric
Second, political activists and their lawyers have come to realise
injury”, and has made a claim for just under $250,000.
that section 18C can be used to aggressively pursue political
The case is a sad indictment on the state of free and open
goals.
debate in Australia. In my opinion, the comments in question
The case against Bolt was not merely a group of offended
would offend only a hypersensitive individual, and none of them
individuals making a legal complaint in an effort to remedy
are directed at Prior’s particular “race, colour, or national or
personal loss. It is possible that the complainants could have
ethnic origin” — the basis of offence required by the Racial
made out a defamation suit against Bolt. But the case was
Discrimination Act. Prior isn’t named, and the comments don’t
pursued using 18C as a battering ram because of the negative
seem to exhibit any form of bigotry or racial intolerance.
perception that would be created by a breach of the Racial
So ridiculous is the application of Australian racial vilification
Discrimination Act.
laws that they can now be used to punish anti-racist sentiment.
Prior’s complaint this week demonstrates that the reverberations
The comments above are an endorsement of the idea that
created by the decision in the Bolt case are still being felt today.
students at the university should all be treated equally — no
Too often the law is being used opportunistically. Section 18C is
matter their race.
being used not as a shield but as a weapon. In silencing, or
But 18C is now used as a gag to any debate about race and
threatening to silence, opponents in a debate using legal means,
ethnicity. The same was true of a case whose inauspicious fivecomplainants remove the possibility of debate. It’s unhealthy
year anniversary looms later this year.
and it’s undemocratic.
Prior’s complaint demonstrates the legal and cultural
At a time when we are in the midst of a debate about
significance of the 2011 case against conservative columnist
recognising Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples in the
Andrew Bolt. That case also used 18C as its legal basis.
constitution a provision which prevents discussion of these
Here’s a refresher. Section 18C makes it unlawful to “offend,
issues should be of concern to all Australians.
insult, humiliate or intimidate” a person because of their “race,
Section 18C must be repealed.
colour or national or ethnic origin”. Bolt was found in 2011 by
***
the Federal Court of Australia to have breached 18C in writing
Comment from Michael Mazur:
two articles published in 2009 in the Herald Sun.
@Simon_Breheny, 18C was brought in expressly to nail Dr
Most Australians had never heard of section 18C before the Bolt
F Toben. As Mr Bolt chose not to come to his defence, it
case. Debate raged at the time the bill that included the
later bit him on the bum.
provision was passed by parliament in 1995. But between 1995
*
and 2011 section 18C was barely mentioned in the mainstream
Simon Breheny is director of the Legal Rights Project at
media. Section 18C was the means by which several legal
free market think tank the Institute of Public
complaints were made in that period but it was only after 2011
Affairs. Twitter: @Simon_Breheny
that it became the serious issue of public contention that it is
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/opinion/repealsection
today.
18ctheandrewboltlawitstiflesfreespeech/newsstory/d948
a5f36401c7e55fe79f67b50a5f7e
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Military to Military
Seymour M. Hersh on US intelligence sharing
in the Syrian war
Vol. 38 No. 1 · 7 January 2016, pages 11-14

Barack Obama’s repeated insistence that Bashar al-Assad
must leave office – and that there are ‘moderate’ rebel
groups in Syria capable of defeating him – has in recent
years provoked quiet dissent, and even overt opposition,
among some of the most senior officers on the
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Pentagon’s Joint Staff. Their criticism has focused on
what they see as the administration’s fixation on Assad’s
primary ally, Vladimir Putin. In their view, Obama is
captive to Cold War thinking about Russia and China, and
hasn’t adjusted his stance on Syria to the fact both
countries share Washington’s anxiety about the spread of
terrorism in and beyond Syria; like Washington, they
believe that Islamic State must be stopped.
The military’s resistance dates back to the summer of
2013, when a highly classified assessment, put together
by the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, then led by General Martin Dempsey,
forecast that the fall of the Assad regime would lead to
chaos and, potentially, to Syria’s takeover by jihadi
extremists, much as was then happening in Libya. A
former senior adviser to the Joint Chiefs told me that the
document was an ‘all-source’ appraisal, drawing on
information
from
signals,
satellite
and
human
intelligence, and took a dim view of the Obama
administration’s insistence on continuing to finance and
arm the so-called moderate rebel groups. By then, the
CIA had been conspiring for more than a year with allies
in the UK, Saudi Arabia and Qatar to ship guns and
goods – to be used for the overthrow of Assad – from
Libya, via Turkey, into Syria. The new intelligence
estimate singled out Turkey as a major impediment to
Obama’s Syria policy. The document showed, the adviser
said, ‘that what was started as a covert US programme
to arm and support the moderate rebels fighting Assad
had been co-opted by Turkey, and had morphed into an
across-the-board
technical,
arms
and
logistical
programme for all of the opposition, including Jabhat alNusra and Islamic State. The so-called moderates had
evaporated and the Free Syrian Army was a rump group
stationed at an airbase in Turkey.’ The assessment was
bleak: there was no viable ‘moderate’ opposition to
Assad, and the US was arming extremists.
Lieutenant General Michael Flynn, director of the DIA
between 2012 and 2014, confirmed that his agency had
sent a constant stream of classified warnings to the
civilian leadership about the dire consequences of
toppling Assad. The jihadists, he said, were in control of
the opposition. Turkey wasn’t doing enough to stop the
smuggling of foreign fighters and weapons across the
border. ‘If the American public saw the intelligence we
were producing daily, at the most sensitive level, they
would go ballistic,’ Flynn told me. ‘We understood Isis’s
long-term strategy and its campaign plans, and we also
discussed the fact that Turkey was looking the other way
when it came to the growth of the Islamic State inside
Syria.’ The DIA’s reporting, he said, ‘got enormous
pushback’ from the Obama administration. ‘I felt that
they did not want to hear the truth.’
‘Our policy of arming the opposition to Assad was
unsuccessful and actually having a negative impact,’ the
former JCS adviser said. ‘The Joint Chiefs believed that
Assad should not be replaced by fundamentalists. The
administration’s policy was contradictory. They wanted
Assad to go but the opposition was dominated by
extremists. So who was going to replace him? To say
Assad’s got to go is fine, but if you follow that through –
therefore anyone is better. It’s the “anybody else is
better” issue that the JCS had with Obama’s policy.’ The
Joint Chiefs felt that a direct challenge to Obama’s policy
would have ‘had a zero chance of success’. So in the
autumn of 2013 they decided to take steps against the
extremists without going through political channels, by

providing US intelligence to the militaries of other
nations, on the understanding that it would be passed on
to the Syrian army and used against the common
enemy, Jabhat al-Nusra and Islamic State.
Germany, Israel and Russia were in contact with the
Syrian army, and able to exercise some influence over
Assad’s decisions – it was through them that US
intelligence would be shared. Each had its reasons for cooperating with Assad: Germany feared what might
happen among its own population of six million Muslims
if Islamic State expanded; Israel was concerned with
border security; Russia had an alliance of very long
standing with Syria, and was worried by the threat to its
only naval base on the Mediterranean, at Tartus. ‘We
weren’t intent on deviating from Obama’s stated
policies,’ the adviser said. ‘But sharing our assessments
via the military-to-military relationships with other
countries could prove productive. It was clear that Assad
needed better tactical intelligence and operational
advice. The JCS concluded that if those needs were met,
the overall fight against Islamist terrorism would be
enhanced. Obama didn’t know, but Obama doesn’t know
what the JCS does in every circumstance and that’s true
of all presidents.’
Once the flow of US intelligence began, Germany, Israel
and Russia started passing on information about the
whereabouts and intent of radical jihadist groups to the
Syrian army; in return, Syria provided information about
its own capabilities and intentions. There was no direct
contact between the US and the Syrian military; instead,
the adviser said, ‘we provided the information – including
long-range analyses on Syria’s future put together by
contractors or one of our war colleges – and these
countries could do with it what they chose, including
sharing it with Assad. We were saying to the Germans
and the others: “Here’s some information that’s pretty
interesting and our interest is mutual.” End of
conversation. The JCS could conclude that something
beneficial would arise from it – but it was a military to
military thing, and not some sort of a sinister Joint
Chiefs’ plot to go around Obama and support Assad. It
was a lot cleverer than that. If Assad remains in power, it
will not be because we did it. It’s because he was smart
enough to use the intelligence and sound tactical advice
we provided to others.’
*
The public history of relations between the US and Syria
over the past few decades has been one of enmity. Assad
condemned the 9/11 attacks, but opposed the Iraq War.
George W. Bush repeatedly linked Syria to the three
members of his ‘axis of evil’ – Iraq, Iran and North Korea
– throughout his presidency. State Department cables
made public by WikiLeaks show that the Bush
administration tried to destabilise Syria and that these
efforts continued into the Obama years. In December
2006, William Roebuck, then in charge of the US
embassy in Damascus, filed an analysis of the
‘vulnerabilities’ of the Assad government and listed
methods ‘that will improve the likelihood’ of opportunities
for destabilisation. He recommended that Washington
work with Saudi Arabia and Egypt to increase sectarian
tension and focus on publicising ‘Syrian efforts against
extremist groups’ – dissident Kurds and radical Sunni
factions – ‘in a way that suggests weakness, signs of
instability, and uncontrolled blowback’; and that the
‘isolation of Syria’ should be encouraged through US
support of the National Salvation Front, led by Abdul

15

Halim Khaddam, a former Syrian vice president whose
government-in-exile in Riyadh was sponsored by the
Saudis and the Muslim Brotherhood. Another 2006 cable
showed that the embassy had spent $5 million financing
dissidents who ran as independent candidates for the
People’s Assembly; the payments were kept up even
after it became clear that Syrian intelligence knew what
was going on. A 2010 cable warned that funding for a
London-based television network run by a Syrian
opposition group would be viewed by the Syrian
government ‘as a covert and hostile gesture toward the
regime’.
But there is also a parallel history of shadowy cooperation between Syria and the US during the same
period. The two countries collaborated against al-Qaida,
their common enemy. A longtime consultant to the Joint
Special Operations Command said that, after 9/11,
‘Bashar was, for years, extremely helpful to us while, in
my view, we were churlish in return, and clumsy in our
use of the gold he gave us. That quiet co-operation
continued among some elements, even after the [Bush
administration’s] decision to vilify him.’ In 2002 Assad
authorised Syrian intelligence to turn over hundreds of
internal files on the activities of the Muslim Brotherhood
in Syria and Germany. Later that year, Syrian
intelligence foiled an attack by al-Qaida on the
headquarters of the US Navy’s Fifth Fleet in Bahrain, and
Assad agreed to provide the CIA with the name of a vital
al-Qaida informant. In violation of this agreement, the
CIA contacted the informant directly; he rejected the
approach, and broke off relations with his Syrian
handlers. Assad also secretly turned over to the US
relatives of Saddam Hussein who had sought refuge in
Syria, and – like America’s allies in Jordan, Egypt,
Thailand and elsewhere – tortured suspected terrorists
for the CIA in a Damascus prison.
It was this history of co-operation that made it seem
possible in 2013 that Damascus would agree to the new
indirect intelligence-sharing arrangement with the US.
The Joint Chiefs let it be known that in return the US
would require four things: Assad must restrain Hizbullah
from attacking Israel; he must renew the stalled
negotiations with Israel to reach a settlement on the
Golan Heights; he must agree to accept Russian and
other outside military advisers; and he must commit to
holding open elections after the war with a wide range of
factions included. ‘We had positive feedback from the
Israelis, who were willing to entertain the idea, but they
needed to know what the reaction would be from Iran
and Syria,’ the JCS adviser told me. ‘The Syrians told us
that Assad would not make a decision unilaterally – he
needed to have support from his military and Alawite
allies. Assad’s worry was that Israel would say yes and
then not uphold its end of the bargain.’ A senior adviser
to the Kremlin on Middle East affairs told me that in late
2012, after suffering a series of battlefield setbacks and
military defections, Assad had approached Israel via a
contact in Moscow and offered to reopen the talks on the
Golan Heights. The Israelis had rejected the offer. ‘They
said, “Assad is finished,”’ the Russian official told me.
‘“He’s close to the end.”’ He said the Turks had told
Moscow the same thing. By mid-2013, however, the
Syrians believed the worst was behind them, and wanted
assurances that the Americans and others were serious
about their offers of help.
In the early stages of the talks, the adviser said, the
Joint Chiefs tried to establish what Assad needed as a

sign of their good intentions. The answer was sent
through one of Assad’s friends: ‘Bring him the head of
Prince Bandar.’ The Joint Chiefs did not oblige. Bandar
bin Sultan had served Saudi Arabia for decades in
intelligence and national security affairs, and spent more
than twenty years as ambassador in Washington. In
recent years, he has been known as an advocate for
Assad’s removal from office by any means. Reportedly in
poor health, he resigned last year as director of the
Saudi National Security Council, but Saudi Arabia
continues to be a major provider of funds to the Syrian
opposition, estimated by US intelligence last year at
$700 million.
In July 2013, the Joint Chiefs found a more direct way of
demonstrating to Assad how serious they were about
helping him. By then the CIA-sponsored secret flow of
arms from Libya to the Syrian opposition, via Turkey,
had been underway for more than a year (it started
sometime after Gaddafi’s death on 20 October 2011).
＊ The operation was largely run out of a covert CIA
annex in Benghazi, with State Department acquiescence.
On 11 September 2012 the US ambassador to Libya,
Christopher Stevens, was killed during an anti-American
demonstration that led to the burning down of the US
consulate in Benghazi; reporters for the Washington
Post found copies of the ambassador’s schedule in the
building’s ruins. It showed that on 10 September Stevens
had met with the chief of the CIA’s annex operation. The
next day, shortly before he died, he met a representative
from Al-Marfa Shipping and Maritime Services, a Tripolibased company which, the JCS adviser said, was known
by the Joint Staff to be handling the weapons shipments.
By the late summer of 2013, the DIA’s assessment had
been circulated widely, but although many in the
American intelligence community were aware that the
Syrian opposition was dominated by extremists the CIAsponsored weapons kept coming, presenting a continuing
problem for Assad’s army. Gaddafi’s stockpile had
created an international arms bazaar, though prices were
high. ‘There was no way to stop the arms shipments that
had been authorised by the president,’ the JCS adviser
said. ‘The solution involved an appeal to the pocketbook.
The CIA was approached by a representative from the
Joint Chiefs with a suggestion: there were far less costly
weapons available in Turkish arsenals that could reach
the Syrian rebels within days, and without a boat ride.’
But it wasn’t only the CIA that benefited. ‘We worked
with Turks we trusted who were not loyal to Erdoğan,’
the adviser said, ‘and got them to ship the jihadists in
Syria all the obsolete weapons in the arsenal, including
M1 carbines that hadn’t been seen since the Korean War
and lots of Soviet arms. It was a message Assad could
understand: “We have the power to diminish a
presidential policy in its tracks.”’
The flow of US intelligence to the Syrian army, and the
downgrading of the quality of the arms being supplied to
the rebels, came at a critical juncture. The Syrian army
had suffered heavy losses in the spring of 2013 in
fighting against Jabhat al-Nusra and other extremist
groups as it failed to hold the provincial capital of Raqqa.
Sporadic Syrian army and air-force raids continued in the
area for months, with little success, until it was decided
to withdraw from Raqqa and other hard to defend, lightly
populated areas in the north and west and focus instead
on consolidating the government’s hold on Damascus
and the heavily populated areas linking the capital to
Latakia in the north-east. But as the army gained in
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strength with the Joint Chiefs’ support, Saudi Arabia, Qatar and
Turkey escalated their financing and arming of Jabhat al-Nusra
and Islamic State, which by the end of 2013 had made
enormous gains on both sides of the Syria/Iraq border. The
remaining non-fundamentalist rebels found themselves fighting
– and losing – pitched battles against the extremists. In January
2014, IS took complete control of Raqqa and the tribal areas
around it from al-Nusra and established the city as its base.
Assad still controlled 80 per cent of the Syrian population, but
he had lost a vast amount of territory.
CIA efforts to train the moderate rebel forces were also failing
badly. ‘The CIA’s training camp was in Jordan and was
controlled by a Syrian tribal group,’ the JCS adviser said. There
was a suspicion that some of those who signed up for training
were actually Syrian army regulars minus their uniforms. This
had happened before, at the height of the Iraqi war, when
hundreds of Shia militia members showed up at American
training camps for new uniforms, weapons and a few days of
training, and then disappeared into the desert. A separate
training programme, set up by the Pentagon in Turkey, fared no
better. The Pentagon acknowledged in September that only ‘four
or five’ of its recruits were still battling Islamic State; a few days
later 70 of them defected to Jabhat al-Nusra immediately after
crossing the border into Syria.
In January 2014, despairing at the lack of progress, John
Brennan, the director of the CIA, summoned American and
Sunni Arab intelligence chiefs from throughout the Middle East
to a secret meeting in Washington, with the aim of persuading
Saudi Arabia to stop supporting extremist fighters in Syria. ‘The
Saudis told us they were happy to listen,’ the JCS adviser said,
‘so everyone sat around in Washington to hear Brennan tell
them that they had to get on board with the so-called
moderates. His message was that if everyone in the region
stopped supporting al-Nusra and Isis their ammunition and
weapons would dry up, and the moderates would win out.’
Brennan’s message was ignored by the Saudis, the adviser said,
who ‘went back home and increased their efforts with the
extremists and asked us for more technical support. And we say
OK, and so it turns out that we end up reinforcing the
extremists.’
But the Saudis were far from the only problem: American
intelligence had accumulated intercept and human intelligence
demonstrating that the Erdoğan government had been
supporting Jabhat al-Nusra for years, and was now doing the
same for Islamic State. ‘We can handle the Saudis,’ the adviser
said. ‘We can handle the Muslim Brotherhood. You can argue
that the whole balance in the Middle East is based on a form of
mutually assured destruction between Israel and the rest of the
Middle East, and Turkey can disrupt the balance – which is
Erdoğan’s dream. We told him we wanted him to shut down the
pipeline of foreign jihadists flowing into Turkey. But he is
dreaming big – of restoring the Ottoman Empire – and he did
not realise the extent to which he could be successful in this.’
*
One of the constants in US affairs since the fall of the Soviet
Union has been a military-to-military relationship with Russia.
After 1991 the US spent billions of dollars to help Russia secure
its nuclear weapons complex, including a highly secret joint
operation to remove weapons-grade uranium from unsecured
storage depots in Kazakhstan. Joint programmes to monitor the
security of weapons-grade materials continued for the next two
decades. During the American war on Afghanistan, Russia
provided overflight rights for US cargo carriers and tankers, as
well as access for the flow of weapons, ammunition, food and
water the US war machine needed daily. Russia’s military
provided intelligence on Osama bin Laden’s whereabouts and
helped the US negotiate rights to use an airbase in Kyrgyzstan.
The Joint Chiefs have been in communication with their Russian
counterparts throughout the Syrian war, and the ties between
the two militaries start at the top. In August, a few weeks
before his retirement as chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Dempsey
made a farewell visit to the headquarters of the Irish Defence
Forces in Dublin and told his audience there that he had made a
point while in office to keep in touch with the chief of the
Russian General Staff, General Valery Gerasimov. ‘I’ve actually
suggested to him that we not end our careers as we began

them,’ Dempsey said – one a tank commander in West
Germany, the other in the east.
When it comes to tackling Islamic State, Russia and the US have
much to offer each other. Many in the IS leadership and rank
and file fought for more than a decade against Russia in the two
Chechen wars that began in 1994, and the Putin government is
heavily invested in combating Islamist terrorism. ‘Russia knows
the Isis leadership,’ the JCS adviser said, ‘and has insights into
its operational techniques, and has much intelligence to share.’
In return, he said, ‘we’ve got excellent trainers with years of
experience in training foreign fighters – experience that Russia
does not have.’ The adviser would not discuss what American
intelligence is also believed to have: an ability to obtain
targeting data, often by paying huge sums of cash, from sources
within rebel militias.
A former White House adviser on Russian affairs told me that
before 9/11 Putin ‘used to say to us: “We have the same
nightmares about different places.” He was referring to his
problems with the caliphate in Chechnya and our early issues
with al-Qaida. These days, after the Metrojet bombing over Sinai
and the massacres in Paris and elsewhere, it’s hard to avoid the
conclusion that we actually have the same nightmares about the
same places.’
Yet the Obama administration continues to condemn Russia for
its support of Assad. A retired senior diplomat who served at the
US embassy in Moscow expressed sympathy for Obama’s
dilemma as the leader of the Western coalition opposed to
Russia’s aggression against Ukraine: ‘Ukraine is a serious issue
and Obama has been handling it firmly with sanctions. But our
policy vis-à-vis Russia is too often unfocused. But it’s not about
us in Syria. It’s about making sure Bashar does not lose. The
reality is that Putin does not want to see the chaos in Syria
spread to Jordan or Lebanon, as it has to Iraq, and he does not
want to see Syria end up in the hands of Isis. The most
counterproductive thing Obama has done, and it has hurt our
efforts to end the fighting a lot, was to say: “Assad must go as a
premise for negotiation.”’ He also echoed a view held by some in
the Pentagon when he alluded to a collateral factor behind
Russia’s decision to launch airstrikes in support of the Syrian
army on 30 September: Putin’s desire to prevent Assad from
suffering the same fate as Gaddafi. He had been told that Putin
had watched a video of Gaddafi’s savage death three times, a
video that shows him being sodomised with a bayonet. The JCS
adviser also told me of a US intelligence assessment which
concluded that Putin had been appalled by Gaddafi’s fate: ‘Putin
blamed himself for letting Gaddafi go, for not playing a strong
role behind the scenes’ at the UN when the Western coalition
was lobbying to be allowed to undertake the airstrikes that
destroyed the regime. ‘Putin believed that unless he got
engaged Bashar would suffer the same fate – mutilated – and
he’d see the destruction of his allies in Syria.’
In a speech on 22 November, Obama declared that the ‘principal
targets’ of the Russian airstrikes ‘have been the moderate
opposition’. It’s a line that the administration – along with most
of the mainstream American media – has rarely strayed from.
The Russians insist that they are targeting all rebel groups that
threaten Syria’s stability – including Islamic State. The Kremlin
adviser on the Middle East explained in an interview that the
first round of Russian airstrikes was aimed at bolstering security
around a Russian airbase in Latakia, an Alawite stronghold. The
strategic goal, he said, has been to establish a jihadist-free
corridor from Damascus to Latakia and the Russian naval base
at Tartus and then to shift the focus of bombing gradually to the
south and east, with a greater concentration of bombing
missions over IS-held territory. Russian strikes on IS targets in
and near Raqqa were reported as early as the beginning of
October; in November there were further strikes on IS positions
near the historic city of Palmyra and in Idlib province, a bitterly
contested stronghold on the Turkish border.
Russian incursions into Turkish airspace began soon after Putin
authorised the bombings, and the Russian air force deployed
electronic jamming systems that interfered with Turkish radar.
The message being sent to the Turkish air force, the JCS adviser
said, was: ‘We’re going to fly our fighter planes where we want
and when we want and jam your radar. Do not fuck with us.
Putin was letting the Turks know what they were up against.’
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Russia’s aggression led to Turkish complaints and Russian
denials, along with more aggressive border patrolling by the
Turkish air force. There were no significant incidents until 24
November, when two Turkish F-16 fighters, apparently acting
under more aggressive rules of engagement, shot down a
Russian Su-24M jet that had crossed into Turkish airspace for no
more than 17 seconds. In the days after the fighter was shot
down, Obama expressed support for Erdoğan, and after they
met in private on 1 December he told a press conference that
his administration remained ‘very much committed to Turkey’s
security and its sovereignty’. He said that as long as Russia
remained allied with Assad, ‘a lot of Russian resources are still
going to be targeted at opposition groups … that we support …
So I don’t think we should be under any illusions that somehow
Russia starts hitting only Isil targets. That’s not happening now.
It was never happening. It’s not going to be happening in the
next several weeks.’
The Kremlin adviser on the Middle East, like the Joint Chiefs and
the DIA, dismisses the ‘moderates’ who have Obama’s support,
seeing them as extremist Islamist groups that fight alongside
Jabhat al-Nusra and IS (‘There’s no need to play with words and
split terrorists into moderate and not moderate,’ Putin said in a
speech on 22 October). The American generals see them as
exhausted militias that have been forced to make an
accommodation with Jabhat al-Nusra or IS in order to survive.
At the end of 2014, Jürgen Todenhöfer, a German journalist who
was allowed to spend ten days touring IS-held territory in Iraq
and Syria, told CNN that the IS leadership ‘are all laughing
about the Free Syrian Army. They don’t take them for serious.
They say: “The best arms sellers we have are the FSA. If they
get a good weapon, they sell it to us.” They didn’t take them for
serious. They take for serious Assad. They take for serious, of
course, the bombs. But they fear nothing, and FSA doesn’t play
a role.’
*
Putin’s bombing campaign provoked a series of anti-Russia
articles in the American press. On 25 October, the New York
Times reported, citing Obama administration officials, that
Russian submarines and spy ships were ‘aggressively’ operating
near the undersea cables that carry much of the world’s internet
traffic – although, as the article went on to acknowledge, there
was ‘no evidence yet’ of any Russian attempt actually to
interfere with that traffic. Ten days earlier the Times published a
summary of Russian intrusions into its former Soviet satellite
republics, and described the Russian bombing in Syria as being
‘in some respects a return to the ambitious military moves of
the Soviet past’. The report did not note that the Assad
administration had invited Russia to intervene, nor did it
mention the US bombing raids inside Syria that had been
underway since the previous September, without Syria’s
approval. An October op-ed in the same paper by Michael
McFaul, Obama’s ambassador to Russia between 2012 and
2014, declared that the Russian air campaign was attacking
‘everyone except the Islamic State’. The anti-Russia stories did
not abate after the Metrojet disaster, for which Islamic State
claimed credit. Few in the US government and media questioned
why IS would target a Russian airliner, along with its 224
passengers and crew, if Moscow’s air force was attacking only
the Syrian ‘moderates’.
Economic sanctions, meanwhile, are still in effect against Russia
for what a large number of Americans consider Putin’s war
crimes in Ukraine, as are US Treasury Department sanctions
against Syria and against those Americans who do business
there. The New York Times, in a report on sanctions in late
November, revived an old and groundless assertion, saying that
the Treasury’s actions ‘emphasise an argument that the
administration has increasingly been making about Mr Assad as
it seeks to press Russia to abandon its backing for him: that
although he professes to be at war with Islamist terrorists, he
has a symbiotic relationship with the Islamic State that has
allowed it to thrive while he has clung to power.’
*
The four core elements of Obama’s Syria policy remain intact
today: an insistence that Assad must go; that no anti-IS
coalition with Russia is possible; that Turkey is a steadfast ally
in the war against terrorism; and that there really are significant

moderate opposition forces for the US to support. The Paris
attacks on 13 November that killed 130 people did not change
the White House’s public stance, although many European
leaders, including François Hollande, advocated greater cooperation with Russia and agreed to co-ordinate more closely
with its air force; there was also talk of the need to be more
flexible about the timing of Assad’s exit from power. On 24
November, Hollande flew to Washington to discuss how France
and the US could collaborate more closely in the fight against
Islamic State. At a joint press conference at the White House,
Obama said he and Hollande had agreed that ‘Russia’s strikes
against the moderate opposition only bolster the Assad regime,
whose brutality has helped to fuel the rise’ of IS. Hollande didn’t
go that far but he said that the diplomatic process in Vienna
would ‘lead to Bashar al-Assad’s departure … a government of
unity is required.’ The press conference failed to deal with the
far more urgent impasse between the two men on the matter of
Erdoğan. Obama defended Turkey’s right to defend its borders;
Hollande said it was ‘a matter of urgency’ for Turkey to take
action against terrorists. The JCS adviser told me that one of
Hollande’s main goals in flying to Washington had been to try to
persuade Obama to join the EU in a mutual declaration of war
against Islamic State. Obama said no. The Europeans had
pointedly not gone to Nato, to which Turkey belongs, for such a
declaration. ‘Turkey is the problem,’ the JCS adviser said.
Assad, naturally, doesn’t accept that a group of foreign leaders
should be deciding on his future. Imad Moustapha, now Syria’s
ambassador to China, was dean of the IT faculty at the
University of Damascus, and a close aide of Assad’s, when he
was appointed in 2004 as the Syrian ambassador to the US, a
post he held for seven years. Moustapha is known still to be
close to Assad, and can be trusted to reflect what he thinks. He
told me that for Assad to surrender power would mean
capitulating to ‘armed terrorist groups’ and that ministers in a
national unity government – such as was being proposed by the
Europeans – would be seen to be beholden to the foreign
powers that appointed them. These powers could remind the
new president ‘that they could easily replace him as they did
before to the predecessor … Assad owes it to his people: he
could not leave because the historic enemies of Syria are
demanding his departure.’
*
Moustapha also brought up China, an ally of Assad that has
allegedly committed more than $30 billion to postwar
reconstruction in Syria. China, too, is worried about Islamic
State. ‘China regards the Syrian crisis from three perspectives,’
he said: international law and legitimacy; global strategic
positioning; and the activities of jihadist Uighurs, from Xinjiang
province in China’s far west. Xinjiang borders eight nations –
Mongolia,
Russia,
Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan,
Tajikistan,
Afghanistan, Pakistan and India – and, in China’s view, serves
as a funnel for terrorism around the world and within China.
Many Uighur fighters now in Syria are known to be members of
the East Turkestan Islamic Movement – an often violent
separatist organisation that seeks to establish an Islamist
Uighur state in Xinjiang. ‘The fact that they have been aided by
Turkish intelligence to move from China into Syria through
Turkey has caused a tremendous amount of tension between
the Chinese and Turkish intelligence,’ Moustapha said. ‘China is
concerned that the Turkish role of supporting the Uighur fighters
in Syria may be extended in the future to support Turkey’s
agenda in Xinjiang. We are already providing the Chinese
intelligence service with information regarding these terrorists
and the routes they crossed from on travelling into Syria.’
Moustapha’s concerns were echoed by a Washington foreign
affairs analyst who has closely followed the passage of jihadists
through Turkey and into Syria. The analyst, whose views are
routinely sought by senior government officials, told me that
‘Erdoğan has been bringing Uighurs into Syria by special
transport while his government has been agitating in favour of
their struggle in China. Uighur and Burmese Muslim terrorists
who escape into Thailand somehow get Turkish passports and
are then flown to Turkey for transit into Syria.’ He added that
there was also what amounted to another ‘rat line’ that was
funnelling Uighurs – estimates range from a few hundred to
many thousands over the years – from China into Kazakhstan
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for eventual relay to Turkey, and then to IS territory in Syria.
‘US intelligence,’ he said, ‘is not getting good information about
these activities because those insiders who are unhappy with
the policy are not talking to them.’ He also said it was ‘not clear’
that the officials responsible for Syrian policy in the State
Department and White House ‘get it’. Anthony Davis of IHSJane’s Defence Weekly estimated in October that as many as
five thousand Uighur would-be fighters have arrived in Turkey
since 2013, with perhaps two thousand moving on to Syria.
Moustapha said he has information that ‘up to 860 Uighur
fighters are currently in Syria.’
China’s growing concern about the Uighur problem and its link
to Syria and Islamic State have preoccupied Christina Lin, a
scholar who dealt with Chinese issues a decade ago while
serving in the Pentagon under Donald Rumsfeld. ‘I grew up in
Taiwan and came to the Pentagon as a critic of China,’ Lin told
me. ‘I used to demonise the Chinese as ideologues, and they
are not perfect. But over the years as I see them opening up
and evolving, I have begun to change my perspective. I see
China as a potential partner for various global challenges
especially in the Middle East. There are many places – Syria for
one – where the United States and China must co-operate in
regional security and counterterrorism.’ A few weeks earlier, she
said, China and India, Cold War enemies that ‘hated each other
more than China and the United States hated each other,
conducted a series of joint counterterrorism exercises. And
today China and Russia both want to co-operate on terrorism
issues with the United States.’ As China sees it, Lin suggests,
Uighur militants who have made their way to Syria are being
trained by Islamic State in survival techniques intended to aid
them on covert return trips to the Chinese mainland, for future
terrorist attacks there. ‘If Assad fails,’ Lin wrote in a paper
published in September, ‘jihadi fighters from Russia’s Chechnya,
China’s Xinjiang and India’s Kashmir will then turn their eyes
towards the home front to continue jihad, supported by a new
and well-sourced Syrian operating base in the heart of the
Middle East.’
*
General Dempsey and his colleagues on the Joint Chiefs of Staff
kept their dissent out of bureaucratic channels, and survived in
office. General Michael Flynn did not. ‘Flynn incurred the wrath
of the White House by insisting on telling the truth about Syria,’
said Patrick Lang, a retired army colonel who served for nearly a
decade as the chief Middle East civilian intelligence officer for
the DIA. ‘He thought truth was the best thing and they shoved
him out. He wouldn’t shut up.’ Flynn told me his problems went
beyond Syria. ‘I was shaking things up at the DIA – and not just
moving deckchairs on theTitanic. It was radical reform. I felt
that the civilian leadership did not want to hear the truth. I
suffered for it, but I’m OK with that.’ In a recent interview in Der
Spiegel, Flynn was blunt about Russia’s entry into the Syrian
war: ‘We have to work constructively with Russia. Whether we
like it or not, Russia made a decision to be there and to act
militarily. They are there, and this has dramatically changed the
dynamic. So you can’t say Russia is bad; they have to go home.
It’s not going to happen. Get real.’
Few in the US Congress share this view. One exception is Tulsi
Gabbard, a Democrat from Hawaii and member of the House
Armed Services Committee who, as a major in the Army
National Guard, served two tours in the Middle East. In an
interview on CNN in October she said: ‘The US and the CIA
should stop this illegal and counterproductive war to overthrow
the Syrian government of Assad and should stay focused on
fighting against … the Islamic extremist groups.’
‘Does it not concern you,’ the interviewer asked, ‘that Assad’s
regime has been brutal, killing at least 200,000 and maybe
300,000 of his own people?’
‘The things that are being said about Assad right now,’ Gabbard
responded, ‘are the same that were said about Gaddafi, they are
the same things that were said about Saddam Hussein by those
who were advocating for the US to … overthrow those regimes …
If it happens here in Syria … we will end up in a situation with
far greater suffering, with far greater persecution of religious
minorities and Christians in Syria, and our enemy will be far
stronger.’

‘So what you are saying,’ the interviewer asked, ‘is that the
Russian military involvement in the air and on-the-ground
Iranian involvement – they are actually doing the US a favour?’
‘They are working toward defeating our common enemy,’
Gabbard replied.
Gabbard later told me that many of her colleagues in Congress,
Democrats and Republicans, have thanked her privately for
speaking out. ‘There are a lot of people in the general public,
and even in the Congress, who need to have things clearly
explained to them,’ Gabbard said. ‘But it’s hard when there’s so
much deception about what is going on. The truth is not out.’
It’s unusual for a politician to challenge her party’s foreign policy
directly and on the record. For someone on the inside, with
access to the most secret intelligence, speaking openly and
critically can be a career-ender. Informed dissent can be
transmitted by means of a trust relationship between a reporter
and those on the inside, but it almost invariably includes no
signature. The dissent exists, however. The longtime consultant
to the Joint Special Operations Command could not hide his
contempt when I asked him for his view of the US’s Syria policy.
‘The solution in Syria is right before our nose,’ he said. ‘Our
primary threat is Isis and all of us – the United States, Russia
and China – need to work together. Bashar will remain in office
and, after the country is stabilised there will be an election.
There is no other option.’
The military’s indirect pathway to Assad disappeared with
Dempsey’s retirement in September. His replacement as
chairman of the Joint Chiefs, General Joseph Dunford, testified
before the Senate Armed Services Committee in July, two
months before assuming office. ‘If you want to talk about a
nation that could pose an existential threat to the United States,
I’d have to point to Russia,’ Dunford said. ‘If you look at their
behaviour, it’s nothing short of alarming.’ In October, as
chairman, Dunford dismissed the Russian bombing efforts in
Syria, telling the same committee that Russia ‘is not fighting’ IS.
He added that America must ‘work with Turkish partners to
secure the northern border of Syria’ and ‘do all we can to enable
vetted Syrian opposition forces’ – i.e. the ‘moderates’ – to fight
the extremists.
Obama now has a more compliant Pentagon. There will be no
more indirect challenges from the military leadership to his
policy of disdain for Assad and support for Erdoğan. Dempsey
and his associates remain mystified by Obama’s continued
public defence of Erdoğan, given the American intelligence
community’s strong case against him – and the evidence that
Obama, in private, accepts that case. ‘We know what you’re
doing with the radicals in Syria,’ the president told Erdoğan’s
intelligence chief at a tense meeting at the White House (as I
reported in the LRB of 17 April 2014). The Joint Chiefs and the
DIA were constantly telling Washington’s leadership of the
jihadist threat in Syria, and of Turkey’s support for it. The
message was never listened to. Why not?
If we extract the core of Seymour Hersh’s article from the story
of dark doings in the US military we find yet another plea for
embracing the Assad regime as a ‘lesser evil’ (LRB, 7 January).
We will point out just two of the egregious factual errors in
Hersh’s account. First, he repeats the myth about weapons
supplied to the FSA being passed on to IS; his source for this is
IS itself, relayed by the German journalist Jürgen Todenhöfer,
who wasn’t proved right over the 2012 Houla massacre. Hersh
accepts what he has to say without question. As it happens
there is hard intelligence on this matter. Conflict Armament
Research has carried out an analysis of the weapons captured
from IS by the YPG in Koban and northern Iraq which shows
that IS’s stock of weapons is overwhelmingly made up of arms
captured from the Syrian and Iraqi armies.
Second, Hersh writes as if IS and the other opposition forces in
Syria are allies, referring to ‘extremist Islamist groups that fight
alongside Jabhat al-Nusra and IS’. In fact the Syrian armed
opposition has been the most consistent opponent of IS,
expelling them from Aleppo in January 2014 and from much of
the rest of the country by the summer, while Assad chose to
bombard them and ignore IS.
Hersh does no better on the political front. It is universally
accepted that in Iraq there must be a political strategy to
undermine the hold of IS – i.e. a government in Baghdad in
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which the Sunni minority can have some confidence. But Hersh
for some reason thinks that doesn’t apply to Syria. No one can
doubt that were the West to embrace Assad, it would provide IS
with a far more powerful propaganda weapon than any it
currently possesses.
There is, it hardly needs saying, also a moral dimension. IS is a
brutal terrorist organisation, responsible for some 1800 civilian
deaths in Syria, and linked to another eight hundred killings
elsewhere in the world. But the Assad regime too is a brutal
organisation, responsible for more than 100,000 civilian deaths,
and the sort of countrywide devastation that IS can only dream
of. By what conceivable criteria can Assad be regarded as the
‘lesser’ of these two repugnant evils?
Nader Hashemi, University of Denver, Colorado; Thomas
Pierret, University of Edinburgh; Yassin al-Haj Saleh,
Istanbul; Brian Slocock, Chester.
Seymour Hersh’s account of Uighur involvement in Syria
oversimplifies both the violence in Xinjiang in western China and
the causes of Uighur migration to Turkey. Hersh quotes the
Syrian ambassador to China as saying that Turkish intelligence
has been sponsoring the flow of ‘jihadist Uighurs’ to Syria, then
adds that they ‘are known to be members of the East Turkestan
Islamic Movement – an often violent separatist organisation that
seeks to establish an Islamist Uighur state in Xinjiang’. Hersh
here essentially repeats the arguments the Chinese government
has been putting forward since 9/11 to explain the sporadic
violence in Xinjiang. But he fails to acknowledge the economic

marginalisation, ethnic discrimination, religious and cultural
repression that Uighur communities have been suffering for
decades. His reference to the East Turkestan Islamic Movement
is particularly telling. The status (and sometimes existence) of
this group has long been in question, and though it’s true there
has been an upsurge in terrorist violence in Xinjiang in the last
few years, it remains unclear who is responsible. Meanwhile
Syria, as China’s ally, has a stake in endorsing its claims: Hersh
should at least have indicated that they are widely contested.
Hersh’s other main source on Xinjiang, an unnamed ‘Washington
foreign affairs analyst’, claims there has been a ‘rat line’ sending
Uighur jihadists from China to Syria via Kazakhstan and Turkey.
What Hersh and his informant fail to mention is that Uighurs
have been fleeing Xinjiang for decades, certainly since long
before IS sprang up, and that judging by the people who have
been seen in refugee camps in Malaysia, Thailand and
Cambodia, most have been families seeking asylum. China has
repeatedly claimed that hundreds of Uighurs have been fighting
with IS, but neither they nor anyone else can support this
assertion. A small minority may be involved in the Syrian
conflict, but to portray all Uighur migrants in this way only
serves to legitimise China’s repressive policies against Uighurs in
Xinjiang.
Nick Holdstock, Battle, East Sussex
http://www.lrb.co.uk/v38/n01/seymourmhersh/military
-to-military
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Israeli expert talks of preemptive strike against Iran
February 4, 2016 by Henry Benjamin
Specialist in security and strategic issues in the Middle East Dr
Professor Efraim Inbar said that the only way to reverse the
Efraim Inbar has told an AIJAC meeting in Sydney that there are
current situation would be by a preemptive attack adding that
three developments which had changed the strategic map in the
Israel could almost certainly produce all of its military
region…and says a preemptive strike against Iran may be on the
equipment by itself…but that would create economic constraints
cards.
as “it is cheaper to by off the shelf from the Americans”. He
pointed out that America was not a reliable supplier in 2014
when Israel needed supplies “in our struggle with Hamas” which
in turn resulted in an improvement in Israel’s drive to be selfreliant.
Inbar believes that the Americans want to get out of the Middle
East adding “I can understand why but it does not make
Professor Efraim Inbar Photo: Henry Benjamin/J-Wire
strategic sense.” According to Inbar, Israel is the only country in
He listed them in order of security given their impact on Israel’s
the Middle East that can be a secure base for American planes
national security. The change of U.S. policy vis-à-vis Iran, the
and ships.
disintegration of the Arab States infrastructure and the
Professor Inbar said that the disintegration of Arab states
changing contours of the Eastern Mediterranean.
started before the Arab Spring…in Lebanon Somalia followed by
He said that Israel had been on the same page as the United
the PA splitting with the development of Gaza. He added Libya,
States with regard to Iran until the P5+1 meeting “decided to
Syria, Iraq and Yemen to the list. He said that Israel has
make a deal with Iran that legitimises its vast nuclear
benefited from the integration as there i less chance of a fullinfrastructure abandoning plans to dismantle it…once the mutual
scale wars against the current regimes. However he said the
goal of the United States and Israel”.
current groups have more access to weapons stating that
He said that the Iranians are “within a very short distance from
ISIS is using American weapons captured from the Iraqis.
a nuclear bomb…three to six months”. Inbar added that “Iran is
At this point Professor Inbar declared: “Generally
a fanatical genocidal regime and what we see in the region now
speaking, the ISIS threat is exaggerated. Speaking of those
is a major change on the balance of power.”
fighting in areas where there is no proper political infrastructure
According to Inbar any talk of Iranian moderation “is an
We have to debilitate the capability of those who would harm
illusion”. He spoke of the feud between Iran and Saudi Arabia
us. But you cannot influence their motivation. They are fanatics.
opining that he did not think there would be a war between
They want to destroy the Jewish state.
them but he predicts subversive operations in the Shi-ite
He said when Israel is criticised for excessive use of force
populated eastern part of Saudi Arabia forecasting a similar
“people don’t understand anything about how people have it
disintegration similar to what happened in Syria and Iraq.
fight against these type of operations adding that “those
Inbar said: “It doesn’t matter what the Americans say but
theatres of actions are complicated and very problematic in
nuclear proliferation in the area is of serious concern to the
terms of public opinion both domestically and abroad.”
Israelis.” The professor hinted on emerging problems for the
Speaking about military intelligence Inbar said that once Israel
area if the Saudis and the Egyptians take the stand that if Iran
had files on all officers in opposing armies. Now they don’t know
can have nuclear facilities, why can’t they? He added that
who the enemy is. He said: “We hear new names. We have to
Turkey was already working in nuclear development,
collect intelligence about the new groups which are swarming
Professor Inbar said there is a problem currently in the
around us and it’s a long process. We need to be prepared for
relationship between Israel and America adding that the Iran
sort case scenarios.”
decision did not take into consideration the position of its allies
He spoke about the need for Israel to offer support to
in the region…not just Israel but also, Saudi Arabia, Egypt and
both Jordan and Egypt.
the Gulf States.
Turning to the Eastern Mediterranean, Inbar said that Libya is a
Thrown into doubt currently is the expectation that the United
mess, Egypt is now under the rule of Al Sisi, Gaza is ruled by a
States would assist Israel in times of crisis. He added: “A
radical Islamist group, Lebanon, a proxy of Iran controlled
nuclear Middle East is a strategic nightmare…unstabling and
Hezbollah, a Shi’ite radical group, Syria is not Islamist but has
threatening “.
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been an ally of Iran since 1979. He believes that Turkey is now
an Islamist country. He said: “Erdogan has moved his country
from being a Western ally. Turkey is helping ISIS. It allows the
sale of ISIS oil through its borders and treats the ISIS wounded
within its borders.” He added that ISI runs training camps in
Turkey.
He pointed out that over 90% of Israel’s foreign trade is shipped
by sea, placing a great deal of importance on the Eastern
mediterranean adding “the U.S. is no longer there and neither
are the relationships between Israel, Egypt, Turkey and
America”,
Professor Inbar informed the lunchtime meeting that the U.S. no
longer has an aircraft carrier based in the Eastern Mediterranean
or the Gulf. He said that the Russian naval presence is building
up with a base in Cyprus and negotiations underway to establish
on in the Egyptian port city of Alexandria. He said: “The
Americans, in their stupidity are pushing the Egyptians towards
the Russians.” According to Inbar, the Turkish naval presence is
on the increase “and they will have a carrier in the region in
2017”.
There are growing threats to Israel’s gas reserves by Hamas and
Hezbollah according to Professor Inbar. “Israel has to defend
those assets which will be source of great income and
energy” said Inbar. He added that Israel needs a much

larger navy and said that four vessels are under
construction in Germany. Commenting on the alliance
between Israel, Greece and Cyprus, Efraim Inbar said: “They
are weak partners. They look at us to provide security to them.”
Summing up he said that in a year we will see a new U.S.
president adding “anyone is better than Obama.” He said that
after the U.S. elections “Israel will have to think seriously
about a preemptive strike.”
As far as the disintegrating Arab order is concerned, Inbar said:
“Israel is a spectator. We can’t do anything. We cannot influence
the outcome of Arab history. The region is a huge mess. It may
take decades to sort things out.”
He said that the small groups are less dangerous than States
which
can
harness
greater
military
power
and
hardware…including producing nuclear weapons. Concluding
Professor Efraim Inbar said: “Israel is a strong state, It has a
strong society. With the right leadership it will prevail.”
Professor Efraim Inbar is the Director of the Begin-Sadat Centre
for Strategic Studies in Israel which held the Beer Sheva
Dialogue last year…and annual strategic dialogue between
Australian and Israeli experts co-hosted by ASPI, the Australian
Strategic Policy Institute.
http://www.jwire.com.au/professor-efraiminbar/#more59728
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Bishop responds to Danby attack

February 5, 2016 by admin
Member for Melbourne Ports Michael Danby has slammed the
On 27 January, the UN’s Holocaust Remembrance Day,
decision by Foreign Minister Julie Bishop to table a suspension of
Iran’s Supreme Leader denied the Holocaust. Ms Bishop
Australian sanctions against Iran…but the Minister has said that
was silent for a week, until finally bowing to pressure and
Australia looks to Iran to meet its commitments.Mr Danby said,
quietly issuing another narrowcast statement of criticism.
“For months I and the Federal Opposition have been calling on
Foreign Minister Julie Bishop told J-Wire: “The removal of
the Foreign Minister to debate in Parliament her increasingly
Australia’s economic and targeted financial sanctions against
close ties with Iran. I have challenged Ms Bishop to be open and
Iran on 17 January is in line with the international nuclear deal
honest with the Australian people, but she has chosen to
(the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action) and our obligations
suspend sanctions against Iran with a back door process.”
under UN Security Council resolution 2231. Mr Danby should be
well aware that amending Australian sanction laws does not
involve parliamentary debate as the majority of sanction-related
laws are made through regulations authorised by the GovernorGeneral.
The suspension of sanctions will ensure Australian businesses
are not disadvantaged in comparison with businesses in
Michael Danby
operating in like-minded countries such as the EU. The broader
On 2 February, Ms Bishop tabled the ‘Autonomous Sanctions
purpose of the nuclear deal is to constrain Iran’s nuclear
(Suspension of Sanctions—Iran) Instrument 2016’, which would
program over the long term – a worthwhile outcome and
see Australia suspend sanctions against Iran without the need
Australia will of course look to Iran to meet its continued
for Parliamentary debate. “I believe this is dishonest and
commitments under the nuclear deal going forward.”
cowardly”, Mr Danby said. “She participated in debate after
http://www.jwire.com.au/bishop-responds-to-danbydebate when Australia applied sanctions but now wants to sneak
attack/
past the Parliament dropping off those very sanctions.
*****
In recent months, Ms Bishop has quietly manoeuvred to bring
Assange calls on UK, Sweden to ‘implement’ UN finding
Australia closer to Iran. In April last year, Ms Bishop announced
February 6, 2016 1:57pm
her intention to negotiate an intelligence-sharing agreement
Network Writers and WiresNews Corp Australia Network
with the Iranians, even as the Iranians continue to support
FOREIGN Minister Julie Bishop has offered WikiLeaks founder
Hezbollah, classified as a terrorist organisation by the Australian
Julian Assange consular assistance and is seeking legal advice
Government. Mr Danby demanded that the Foreign Minister
about the implications of a UN panel ruling that the UK and
explain the legalities of Australian–Iranian intelligence sharing to
Sweden caused him to be arbitrarily detained. The 44-year-old
Parliament. She did not. In August last year, Ms Bishop
Australian is likely to remain holed up in the Ecuadorean
suggested that she would confer with Iran, which supports the
Embassy in London after both the UK and Swedish governments
murderous Syrian regime, once Australia decided to bomb
rejected the finding.
Da’esh (ISIS) targets in Syria.
Ms Bishop met members of Mr Assange’s legal team in London
on Thursday afternoon. “I have now read the (UN) report and I
am seeking legal advice on its implications for Mr Assange, as
an Australian citizen,” she told AAP. I have confirmed with his
lawyers that our offer of consular assistance stands should he
require it.”
Julie Bishop
Prominent human rights lawyer Geoffrey Robertson QC said the
And in September last year, she narrowcast to ABC Rural
Australian government must lobby Sweden to allow Mr Assange
listeners the benefits of increased trade with Iran were sanctions
to walk free.
to be lifted. Bishop has also been silent on Iranian violations of
http://www.heraldsun.com.au/news/world/uk-rejectsinternational laws and decency. On 10 October and 17
un-finding-that-wikileaks-founder-julian-assange-hasDecember, Iran test fired nuclear warhead-capable ballistic
beenarbitrarilydetained/newsstory/a5c122f2cd92a9a9f6
missiles, in violation of UN Security Council Resolution 1929. Ms
e8279248ab8098
Bishop did not condemn either launch, which were condemned
by the United States.
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Julian Assange calls on UK, Sweden to implement
UN panel's verdict on 'arbitrary detention'
6 February 2016
Julian Assange, the Australian founder of WikiLeaks, calls on the
"It's a group made up of laypeople, not lawyers, and their
United Kingdom and Sweden to implement a finding by a United
conclusion is flawed in law," he said. "Julian Assange is a
Nations panel that he is being arbitrarily detained.
fugitive from justice. He's hiding from justice in the Ecuadorian
Key points:
embassy. He can come out on the pavement any time he
*UN says Assange is being arbitrarily detained in London
chooses — he is not being detained by us. But he will have to
and has a right to compensation
face justice in Sweden if he chooses to do so."
*Assange's lawyers say the ruling is binding and should
Sweden has also rejected the panel's decision.
allow him to walk free
"The Government does not agree with the assessment made by
*UK says decision is not binding and police will arrest him
the majority of the Working Group," the country's Foreign
when he leaves the embassy
Ministry said in a letter to the panel, adding that the body does
The United Nations Working Group on Arbitrary
not have the right to "interfere in an ongoing case handled by a
Detention found that Mr Assange had been detained and
Swedish public authority".
subjected to "various forms of deprivation of liberty".
"Mr Assange is free to leave the embassy at any point and
Swedish authorities have no control over his decision to stay at
the embassy. Mr Assange can therefore not be regarded as
being deprived of his liberty due to any decision or action taken
by the Swedish authorities."
One of Mr Assange's lawyers, Melinda Taylor, said her client's
treatment had been "completely unfair".
"Finally, with today's decision, there was light at the end of the
tunnel," she told a press conference after the panel handed
down its verdict. We just need the United Kingdom and Sweden
to step up to the plate so Julian can finally come out into the
PHOTO: Julian Assange holds a copy of a UN ruling as he
light."
makes a speech from the balcony of the Ecuadorian
ABC/AFP
embassy.(Reuters: Toby Melville)
***
Mr Assange, 44, has been holed up in the Ecuadorian embassy
*AUDIO: Listen to James Glenday's report. (AM)
in London for more than three-and-a-half years.
*RELATED STORY: Julian Assange 'arbitrarily detained' in
He is wanted for questioning in Sweden over sexual assault
London, UN rules
claims — allegations he has always denied.
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2016-02-06/julian-assange-callsSpeaking to a handful of supporters and a media scrum in a rare
on-uk-sweden-to-implement-un-panels-verdict/7145644
appearance from the embassy's balcony, Mr Assange hailed a
"victory of historical importance".
***
"How sweet it is! This is a victory that cannot be denied," he
Assange appeals for consular help after UN panel finds
proclaimed, waving a hard copy of the legal opinion and often
human rights breaches – 6 February 2016
seeming emotional.
Julian Assange has called on the Australian Government to
"It is now the task of the states of Sweden and the United
intervene to help him leave London without being arrested. The
Kingdom as a whole to implement the verdict," he told a news
calls comes after the UN declared that the WikiLeaks founder
conference via video link earlier on Friday.
has been subjected to various forms of deprivation of liberty and
He said the two countries could face "consequences" from the
should be allowed his freedom and compensated. The British
international community if the panel's findings were not acted
foreign secretary says any suggestion that Mr Assange should
upon.
be allowed to go free is ridiculous.
The UN Working Group does not have the authority to order the
James Glenday
release of a detainee and the UK Government has said the ruling
Source: AM | Duration: 3min 33sec
is not legally binding.
Topics: international-law, internet-culture, sexualVladimir Tochilovsky, the longest serving member of the UN
offences, united-kingdom, ecuador, sweden
group, disagreed with the finding, saying Mr Assange's situation
ELIZABETH JACKSON: WikiLeaks founder Julian Assange has
did not amount to detention. "The adopted opinion raises
called on the Australian Government to provide consular help so
serious question as to the scope of the mandate of the Working
he can leave London, after the United Nations found that he'd
Group," he said in a dissenting opinion published alongside the
been detained and subjected to various forms of deprivation of
findings. "Mr Assange fled the bail in June 2012 and since then
liberty.
stays at the premises of the embassy using them as a safe
The British foreign secretary says any suggestion that Mr
haven to evade arrest. [The] premises of self-confinement
Assange should be allowed to go free is ridiculous.
cannot be considered as places of detention for the purposes of
But Julian Assange has accused the British government of
the mandate of the Working Group."
denying his children access to their father.
Coalition and Labor frontbenchers Christopher Pyne and Richard
The Australian citizen is still inside the Ecuadorian embassy in
Marles also disagreed with the finding, saying Mr Assange was
London, which has been his home for the past three-and-a-half
"no hero". Mr Pyne said: "The release of classified information,
years. From there, our Europe correspondent James Glenday
no matter how much some people who are libertarians think is
reports.
good for democracy, actually places people's lives at risk."
(Sound of acoustic guitarist and flautist playing amidst street
But Greens Senator Scott Ludlam said the Federal Government
chatter)
should now begin lobbying for Mr Assange to be allowed to leave
JAMES GLENDAY: Outside the Ecuadorian embassy in London,
the Ecuadoran embassy.
supporters sang as the press pack waited for sight or sound of a
"He should now be able to leave the embassy without risk of
man authorities say is a fugitive.
address and transfer either to Sweden or the United States, and
SINGER (sings): There's a lot to learn / From keepin' secrets...
I think the Australian Government should be lobbying
JAMES GLENDAY: But inside, Julian Assange's attention was
strenuously — as they should have been doing for years — that
elsewhere.
he should get his passport back and be free to go."
CHRISTOPHE PESCHOUX: The experts also found that the
Mr Assange's lawyers have formally asked the Australian
detention was arbitrary...
Government for consular help.
JAMES GLENDAY: In Geneva, Christophe Peschoux was
United Kingdom, Sweden reject 'ridiculous' ruling
announcing the UN panel he leads has found the Australian has
The UK's Foreign Secretary Philip Hammond rejected the UN
been treated illegally.
panel's decision, calling the ruling "frankly ridiculous".
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CHRISTOPHE PESCHOUX: Five years, the investigation is still
preliminary. No charges have been filed against him, but still
he's deprived of his liberty. If this is not arbitrary, what is
arbitrary detention?
JAMES GLENDAY: Mr Assange has been holed up in the
embassy since 2012 to avoid being arrested and extradited to
Sweden, where he faces an allegation of rape.
He denies the claim and fears ultimately being taken to the US
and prosecuted over the WikiLeaks website that he founded.
The 44 year old's legal team, which includes Australian Melinda
Taylor, successfully argued that UK and Sweden had effectively
imprisoned Mr Assange and now want him to be compensated.
MELINDA TAYLOR: Well, the bars or the prison bars which
keep him in there is the risk that he faces of extradition to the
United States. It's like being surrounded by a moat filled with
crocodiles: Yes, you can leave but no, you can't be expected to
subject yourself to that risk.
JAMES GLENDAY: But even though the five-person UN panel
found in his favour, it wasn't a unanimous decision - and the UK
foreign secretary Phillip Hammond insists nothing has changed.
PHILLIP HAMMOND: Julian Assange is a fugitive from justice.
He is hiding from justice in the Ecuadorian embassy. He can

come out onto the pavement any time he chooses. He's not
being detained by us. This is a, frankly, a ridiculous finding by
the working group and we reject it.
JAMES GLENDAY: The man of the moment held a press
conference via video link to demand the authorities back down,
before appearing triumphantly on a balcony to brandish a
document containing the decision.
JULIAN ASSANGE: This is a victory that cannot be denied. It is
a victory of historical importance, not just for me, for my family,
for my children; but for the independence of the UN system.
JAMES GLENDAY: The UK will formally contest the finding
while Mr Assange's lawyers are preparing for a fresh fight
through the courts - and they've now formally asked the
Australian Government for consular help.
SINGER: Look out for truth...
JAMES GLENDAY: Julian Assange and his singing supporters
have undoubtedly had a moral victory, but at the embassy little
has changed. And it seems he could still remain there for a very
long time. In London, this is James Glenday reporting for
Saturday AM.
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2016-02-06/assangeappeals-for-consular-help-after-un-panel/7145782
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Cindy Prior case:
right to cause offence deserves a defence
THE AUSTRALIAN, FEBRUARY 6, 2016 12:00AM
Hayes is accused of saying “it seems a bit silly” to kick someone
out of an indigenous computer lab for not being indigenous
when the computers were not being used. Kelly, who reviewed
the matter soon afterwards, told Prior the students had taken
down the material. After being advised by Prior that she would
Janet Albrechtsen, Columnist, Sydney
complain to the Australian Human Rights Commission, Kelly
To coin a phrase from one of my erudite readers, just
allegedly said: “With the small amount of contact I’ve had with
when you thought we had reached peak stupidity, along
the students, it is clear that these students aren’t racist.
comes another reminder that basic freedoms in this
“They were just being nasty. There is no white supremacy group
country are sidelined by our laws.
at QUT. Check out what racial vilification is before you jump in.
As Hedley Thomas reported in The Australian on Thursday,
They’re not going to come into your office with a baseball bat.”
Cindy Prior, an administration officer employed in an indigenous
Sure enough, last August the AHRC sent the case to a federal
unit at the Queensland University of Technology, is suing
court, finding no reasonable prospect of conciliation.
students, academics and others under section 18C of the federal
You can hardly blame Prior for slogging it out in the courts. The
Racial Discrimination Act. Section 18C makes it illegal to say
law — section 18C — invites her to put her alleged pain ahead of
anything which is “reasonably likely … to offend, insult,
freedom of expression.
humiliate or intimidate another person or a group of people”
And the deceptively labelled Human Rights Commission is there
because of their “race, colour or national or ethnic origin”.
to usher the case into court, bypassing the most basic human
In May 2013, three students wandered into the QUT’s Oodgeroo
right — to speak freely.
Unit, where Prior works, looking to use a computer. Prior asked
That said, not everyone takes up the invitation. Just a few
them whether they were indigenous. She says the students said
weeks ago, another indigenous woman became the target of
they weren’t and she told them the room was “an indigenous
offensive Facebook posts. Jacinta Nampijinpa Price, recently
space for Aboriginal and Torres Strait students”. She asked
elected to the Alice Springs Town council, is the 34-year-old
them to leave.
daughter of Bess Nungarrayi Price. In the lead-up to Australia
Later that day one student, Alex Wood, posted on Facebook:
Day, Nampijinpa Price posted on Facebook her thoughts on why
“Just got kicked out of the unsigned indigenous computer room.
she is proud to be Australian. She wrote about the union of her
QUT stopping segregation with segregation.” Another student,
two families from two very different cultures: her father, David,
Jackson Powell, wrote on Facebook: “I wonder where the white
is a white man, her mother is a Warlpiri woman. She wrote
supremacist computer lab is.” A post attributed to another
about her indigenous grandfather’s respect for her white father,
student, Calum Thwaites, said: “ITT niggers.” Thwaites denies
how her grandfather loved “the union created by our two
he had anything to do with the post.
families coming together, black and white”.
Another student, Kyran Findlater, wrote on Facebook: “My
“So what am I getting at here? In this day and age I find many
Student and Amenity fees are going to furbish rooms in the
in our country forget how lucky we have it. I feel there is far
university where inequality reigns supreme? I believe if we have
more complaining happening than appreciating. I feel there is a
to pay to support these sorts of places, there should at least be
lot of pointing and blaming, less ownership of responsibility and
more created for general purpose use, but again, how do these
less recognition of what we have in common.”
sorts of facilities support interaction and community within QUT?
Nampijinpa Price wrote that we must recognise the massacres in
All this does is encourage separation and inequality.”
indigenous history “but then let’s also recognise that the only
Prior says she went home on May 29, 2013, feeling sick and
way forward is together … Ultimately we are human beings …
stressed. She says she didn’t feel safe and was worried about
We all belong to this modern world and we can’t turn back the
being verbally or physically assaulted. She is suing the students
clock. We will remain stifled if we do not take responsibility and
under section 18C of the Racial Discrimination Act.
continue to point the blame, those riddled with guilt cannot help
She has also levelled allegations in the case against two
or grow either because guilt too is crippling. So instead of
academics, Anita Lee Hong and Sharon Hayes, as well as equity
teaching our kids to feel pain and resentment, let’s teach them
director Mary Kelly. She is seeking $247,570.52 because she
love, strength, respect and acceptance … This is what Australia
claims she was racially vilified and suffered “offence,
has given me and this is why I will celebrate on Australia Day
embarrassment, humiliation and psychiatric injury.”
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unification, love, hope, acceptance, opportunity, courage and
understanding.”
That post was shared on Facebook by Clayton Simpson Pitt who
wrote this: “It’s coconut black c ... s like this that deadset sicken
me.” Simpson Pitt is a 22-year-old Yuwaalaraay-Gamilaraay
man. He describes himself as a trainee project manager for the
Northern Territory government’s Department of Infrastructure,
and the Territory co-ordinator of Seed, an indigenous youth
climate network.
There was another response to Nampijinpa Price’s post. Writing
on Facebook, Larissa Baldwin said: “it’s f..ked considering the
appalling conditions that mob up their [sic] are subjected to. F.
k I hate the Prices!” Baldwin is a Bundjalung woman, the
national co-ordinator and campaigner for Seed.
A Facebook post by another indigenous man, Steve Gumerungi
Hodder Watt, said: “Honestly, if a whitefella or anyone else said
the same things she does, they’d be called out as racists
straight up …. credit where it’s due though, she makes patting
the oppressors on the back look pretty easy when they’ve got
their boots on our skulls.”
These posts could easily be considered highly offensive and
insulting. And racist. They may well be caught by section 18C.
And yet this young indigenous woman has endured worse. Vile
abuse. Racist taunts. She’s been called a “genocide denier”.
She’s been told she needs a “bullet in her head”. She’s been told
to “watch ya back”. That abuse was posted on the Blackfulla
Revolution Facebook page early last year by Daniel Whyman, an
indigenous man. The threats were referred to the police.
As for the most recent abuse, like others who raise their heads
above the progressive parapet to speak honestly, Nampijinpa
Price feels the slings and arrows. But she has no intention of
bringing an action under 18C.
It would make an interesting case, though. An indigenous
woman who challenges the victimhood mindset among some indigenous activists suing indigenous people for their offensive
remarks.
Watching members of the Left tie themselves in knots over that
one would be like watching a macrame lesson for kindy kids.
Josephine Cashman, an indigenous lawyer and businesswoman
who chairs the safe communities committee of the Prime
Minister’s Indigenous Advisory Council, believes the case being
brought by Prior is misguided.
“This is a waste of time compared to what is really important,
which is dealing with violence against women, supporting
women who come forward and listening to women such as Bess
Price and her daughter about their experiences,” Cashman tells
Inquirer. “Bess Price and her daughter are always being
attacked for speaking the truth.”
Cashman, a lawyer in NSW, is also highly critical of the way the
AHRC has handled this complaint. “In NSW you need to have
reasonable prospects of success to lodge a claim in the civil
jurisdiction,” she says. “The (A)HRC aren’t executing their role
properly. This is going to create a lot of animosity that we
particularly don’t need in Australia — and particularly in
indigenous Australia.”
She says this case should never have been sent to a court. “The
level of harm from three posts, seriously — our court system
would be in chaos if this was general practice.
“If you have a disagreement with someone, particularly young
students, try to talk to them, to re-educate them so they can
become supporters of the indigenous cause. Don’t go straight to
the most extreme measure,” Cashman says. People need to
take personal responsibility and stop playing the victim card.
The people who really do need support miss out.”
The free speech implications of Prior’s case are equally
horrifying. Defamation laws rightly exist to protect people’s
reputation. But section 18C is a direct hit on words that merely
hurt someone’s feelings. Cementing feelings into our laws has
ousted the right to speak freely. And the damage to our basic
liberties is immeasurable.
In 2011, columnist Andrew Bolt was found guilty of breaching
section 18C for expressing his views on how people identify as
indigenous. Late last year, Martine Delaney, Greens candidate
for the federal seat of Franklin, complained to the Tasmanian

Anti-Discrimination Commission that pamphlets produced by
Hobart’s Catholic Archbishop Julian Porteous defending marriage
were offensive and breached the state Anti-Discrimination Act
1998. The commission agreed that the Archbishop has a case to
answer.
As opposition leader, Tony Abbott promised to reform section
18C. As prime minister, he broke that promise. When a few
minority groups kicked up a stink about reforming the Racial
Discrimination Attack, Abbott caved in. He called it a “leadership
call”. In dumping his commitment to free speech in mid-August
2014, he said reforming 18C had become a “complication” and
“we’re just not going to proceed with it”.
With Abbott staying on the backbench, lauded by some as the
voice of muscular conservative values in a Turnbull government,
it pays to remember that he cowered at the first hurdle on free
speech. It didn’t help that Attorney-General George Brandis said
we have a right to be bigots. He may be correct but that’s not
how you win friends and influence people about the importance
of free speech. It would have been better to remind us that, as
GK Chesterton said, to have a right to do a thing is not at all the
same as to be right in doing it.
It also didn’t help that just about every other so-called
conservative Liberal warrior in federal parliament went missing
in action on free speech. It didn’t help that the Senate, too,
promised to stymie free speech. That said, it was Abbott’s call to
give up the fight and that capitulation is a perversion of Liberal
Party values. Free speech ought to be in the DNA of every
Liberal MP. Sadly, apart from a few standouts, it’s not.
That section 18C still exists at all is a broader perversion of our
history as the product of the Enlightenment.
There is a reason it was called the Enlightenment. Those great
philosophers who wrote about liberty shone a light on the
virtues of freedom. They explained how and why liberty,
including the right to speak freely, empowers and dignifies what
it means to be a human being.
Laws that encourage us to take offence infantilise us. Laws that
encourage free speech make us robust and resilient, force us to
think more clearly in the face of disagreement, even offensive
disagreement.
Good ideas don’t flourish in an echo chamber. A germ of a good
idea grows stronger, not weaker, from free-ranging debate.
Stupid ideas disintegrate under the weight of reason. That
process will necessarily offend some. But speech is only truly
free if it includes the right to offend.
Reforming section 18C was never about Bolt. It’s about a
handful of QUT students who wrote a few comments on
Facebook poking fun at racial segregation at QUT. It’s about the
right of the Catholic Church to defend the traditional definition of
marriage. It’s about your right to say something I find offensive
and vice versa. It’s about bolstering freedom of expression.
Prior’s case is a reminder that section 18C and the outrage
industry it fuels have taken us into unfree territory.
Feelings are also curtailing the freedom to be funny. In a recent
video for The Big Think, an online ideas forum, British comedian
John Cleese said he has been advised not to perform at
universities because his jokes would be seen as cruel. Cleese
pointed out that “the whole point about humour, the whole point
about comedy … is that all comedy is critical ... If you start to
say, ‘We mustn’t — we mustn’t criticise or offend them’, then
humour is gone. With humour goes a sense of proportion. And
then as far as I’m concerned, you’re living in 1984.”
Cleese, known for his hilarious capers as part of Monty Python
and in Fawlty Towers, quoted psychologist Robin Skynner as
saying that “if people can’t control their own emotions, then
they need to start controlling other people’s behaviour”.
There’s nothing funny about that. To return freedom of speech
to its rightful place as an empowering virtue, rather than an
offending vice, we need to remove emotions from our laws. Let’s
start with a small but important step and reform section 18C.
janeta@bigpond.net.au
*http://www.theaustralian.com.au/opinion/columnists/
janet-albrechtsen/cindy-prior-case-right-to-causeoffencedeservesadefence/newsstory/9d56da3de90a3343
6e745cc140ae4e25
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