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INTRODUCTION

AS I WRITE THIS BOOK, THERE continues to be a panic in the halls of Washington and in newsrooms across the country about alleged Russian interference in US elections. So far, the sum total of the allegations, which will most likely never be tried or tested in court, is that (1) agents on behalf of Russia used social media, including Facebook and Twitter, to sew discord about already highly charged social issues—e.g., police violence, kneeling of NFL players during the playing of the National Anthem, and whether to continue publicly displaying confederate symbols and statues; and that (2) agents of Russia hacked into the computers of DNC officials and then proceeded to share correspondence through Wikileaks which revealed (quite truthfully) the DNC dirty dealings against Bernie Sanders during his 2016 presidential bid.

These allegations, and that is all they are at the present, have had a significant impact on free speech rights in the US. For example, President Trump has issued an Executive Order, quite broadly written, which would sanction foreign persons and entities, along with their US “agents” or investors, for engaging in a large spectrum of conduct, including what is determined to be the spreading of “propaganda” or “disinformation,” if it is “undertaken with the purpose or effect of influencing, undermining confidence in, or altering the result or reported result of, the election, or undermining public confidence in election processes or institutions.”1

In addition, both Facebook and Twitter, in response to claims that they did not do enough to prevent the alleged Russian interference into the 2016 elections, have begun to ban the accounts of over nine hundred people and groups they believe are misleading the public.2 Such accounts that have been suspended, either temporarily or permanently, include those of right-wing conspiracy theorist Alex Jones and his Infowars show; the Venezuelan-funded news outlet, Telesur English; the American Herald Tribune; and a number of Iranian and Russian news outlets.

In the interest of full disclosure, I myself appeared on Infowars once, have written for and appeared on Telesur English, have written for the American Herald Tribune, and am often interviewed by Iranian and Russian news outlets, such as Press TV and RT. Quite possibly my Facebook and/or Twitter accounts will be banned, and quite possibly I, who am very critical of the US and its functioning as a democracy, will be sanctioned under the above-cited Executive Order as an alleged “agent” of some of these outlets for the purpose of purveying information which somehow “undermin[es] public confidence . . . in election processes or institutions.” Maybe this book will even be the catalyst for such charges.

In any case, another account banned by Facebook is that of Cambridge Analytica, a UK-based firm which has become notorious as of late for collecting behavior data on over two hundred million Americans—data which the Trump Campaign used to advance his 2016 presidential campaign.3

A pertinent fact about Cambridge Analytica is that the US State Department also contracted with that firm after 2017 in order to “to influence elections in dozens of countries around the world.”4 But of course, this should not be surprising, for the US has been meddling and interfering in other countries’ elections and democratic processes for years. And it has done so in quite ruthless and brutal ways which make the alleged Russian interference in the 2016 elections look like mere child’s play.

As the New York Times quite rightly explained in February of 2018:5

Bags of cash delivered to a Rome hotel for favored Italian candidates. Scandalous stories leaked to foreign newspapers to swing an election in Nicaragua. Millions of pamphlets, posters and stickers printed to defeat an incumbent in Serbia.

The long arm of Vladimir Putin? No, just a small sample of the United States’ history of intervention in foreign elections. . . .

Most Americans are understandably shocked by what they view as an unprecedented attack on our political system [by Russia]. But intelligence veterans, and scholars who have studied covert operations, have a different, and quite revealing, view.

“If you ask an intelligence officer, did the Russians break the rules or do something bizarre, the answer is no, not at all,” said Steven L. Hall, who retired in 2015 after 30 years at the C.I.A., where he was the chief of Russian operations. The United States “absolutely” has carried out such election influence operations historically, he said, “and I hope we keep doing it.”

These interventions, the NYT explains, while spearheaded by the CIA for the first several decades, are now largely instigated by the US State Department and the National Endowment for Democracy (NED), which was founded by President Ronald Reagan in the 1980s.

The NYT, citing an academic study published in Oxford University’s International Studies Quarterly, relates that the US admittedly meddled in foreign elections on at least eighty-one occasions between 1946 and 2000.6

This list of eighty-one cases of US election meddling per se is certainly not exhaustive, even up to the year 2000, and does not even purport to include the even more serious instances of US-backed coups and assassinations which actually destroyed democratic institutions in foreign lands. As historian and author William Blum summarizes:

The secret to understanding US foreign policy is that there is no secret. Principally, one must come to the realization that the United States strives to dominate the world. . . . To express this striving for dominance numerically, one can consider that since the end of World War Two the United States has:


	Endeavored to overthrow more than 50 foreign governments, most of which were democratically-elected.

	Grossly interfered in democratic elections in at least 30 countries.

	Waged war/military action, either directly or in conjunction with a proxy army, in some 30 countries.

	Attempted to assassinate more than 50 foreign leaders.

	Dropped bombs on the people of some 30 countries.

	Suppressed dozens of populist/nationalist movements in every corner of the world.



Meanwhile, our nation’s paper of record could not allow its acknowledgment of serial US interference to detract from the paper’s eternal mission to promote American Exceptionalism—that is, the idea that the US is a unique force for democracy and freedom in the world. Thus, the NYT goes on to argue that, “in recent decades, . . . Russian and American interferences in elections have not been morally equivalent. American interventions have generally been aimed at helping non-authoritarian candidates challenge dictators or otherwise promoting democracy. Russia has more often intervened to disrupt democracy or promote authoritarian rule . . . .”

The NYT makes this claim without any supporting evidence, and indeed despite the fact that in the immediately preceding paragraph, it explained that “[t]he United States’ departure from democratic ideals sometimes went much further [that mere propaganda campaigns]. The C.I.A. helped overthrow elected leaders in Iran and Guatemala in the 1950s and backed violent coups in several other countries in the 1960s. It plotted assassinations and supported brutal anti-Communist governments in Latin America, Africa and Asia.”

A very abbreviated list of anti-democratic coups and brutal regimes the US helped to give birth to include the death squad regimes in El Salvador and Guatemala (supported by the US into the 1990s); the Colombian paramilitary state (supported until the present time); Iraq’s Saddam Hussein dictatorship (backed until 1990); the dictator Mobutu Sese Seko in Zaire (supported into the early 1990s); the 2002 coup against democratically elected Venezuelan President Hugo Chavez; and the right-wing coup governments in Honduras and Ukraine (both backed until the present time).

All of these instances of foreign interference certainly took place in “recent decades,” unless, of course, that term has no meaning at all. But the New York Times, of course, simply pretends otherwise. It further ignores the fact that somehow, and seemingly inexplicably, the US currently gives military support to 73 percent of the world’s dictatorships.7 Thus, rather than being an exception, or a “departure from democratic ideals” as the New York Times puts it, the US’s intervention in other countries in the interest of promoting dictatorship is in fact the rule.

This type of sleight of hand, performed here by the New York Times in the course of one short article, was eloquently explained by Harold Pinter, in his 2005 Nobel Prize acceptance speech. Pinter explains not only the fact that of the US’s cruel foreign interventions, but also how the US has been uniquely adept at being able to convince the world, despite all evidence to the contrary, of its inherent goodness:

The United States supported and in many cases engendered every right wing military dictatorship in the world after the end of the Second World War. I refer to Indonesia, Greece, Uruguay, Brazil, Paraguay, Haiti, Turkey, the Philippines, Guatemala, El Salvador, and, of course, Chile. The horror the United States inflicted upon Chile in 1973 can never be purged and can never be forgiven.

Hundreds of thousands of deaths took place throughout these countries. Did they take place? And are they in all cases attributable to US foreign policy? The answer is yes they did take place and they are attributable to American foreign policy. But you wouldn’t know it.

It never happened. Nothing ever happened. Even while it was happening it wasn’t happening. It didn’t matter. It was of no interest. The crimes of the United States have been systematic, constant, vicious, remorseless, but very few people have actually talked about them. You have to hand it to America. It has exercised a quite clinical manipulation of power worldwide while masquerading as a force for universal good. It’s a brilliant, even witty, highly successful act of hypnosis.8

Let us then briefly awaken from this hypnotic state and take a look at a number of the emblematic cases of US interference in other countries which, by design, had catastrophic results for the people and their pursuit of democracy and freedom.





1

THE FOREIGN POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES IS INTERVENTION

AS I WRITE THIS BOOK, IT has just been revealed that President Trump met on several occasions with dissident Venezuelan military officers to discuss plans for a coup against democratically elected President Nicolas Maduro. According to the New York Times, again pretending that such intrigue is largely a thing of the past, “[e]stablishing a clandestine channel with coup plotters in Venezuela was a big gamble for Washington, given its long history of covert intervention across Latin America. Many in the region still deeply resent the United States for backing previous rebellions, coups and plots in countries like Cuba, Nicaragua, Brazil and Chile, and for turning a blind eye to the abuses military regimes committed during the Cold War.”9

Of course, this was not the first time in recent years the US was involved in supporting a coup in Venezuela. Thus, in 2002, the US, through the monetary assistance of the NED and United States Agency for International Development (USAID), the detailed foreknowledge of the CIA, and the encouragement of senior White House officials, helped to lay the groundwork for the coup against President Hugo Chavez in which he was forcibly led away by rogue military forces and flown to a remote island on Good Friday.10 The US was also one of the few countries that quickly and unequivocally recognized the coup government, which wasted no time in declaring void the popularly created Constitution, firing the Attorney General, and dismissing the Supreme Court and democratically elected National Assembly.11 While the coup was short-lived, with the people rising up to return Chavez to power on Easter Sunday, the US had shown its true colors, and its utter disdain for the democratic processes of another sovereign country.

In thinking about particular instances of US foreign meddling, intervention, and invasion, it is critical to realize that none of these instances were somehow aberrations. Rather, they have been, and continue to be, part and parcel of a consistent, seamless, and unwavering policy of the United States dating back to colonial times, and they are firmly supported by an ideological belief system which rises to the level of a religious faith.

This faith has a name, and it is Manifest Destiny—the belief that the expansion of the United States from the Atlantic to the Pacific of North America, and beyond, was and is not only inevitable, but is in fact a God-given moral right.12

Put in more crass terms, this is the notion that, as white, Christian, and freedom-loving people, we are uniquely good, and therefore have the unique right to expand throughout the world and intervene where we please without limitation. Indeed, any resistance put up to our expansion and intervention is unacceptable, immoral, and punishable by extreme violence. This part of the faith was explicitly set forth in 1845 by the person who coined the term “Manifest Destiny,” John L. O’Sullivan, then-editor of the Democratic Party newspaper, who condemned England and France “‘for the avowed object of thwarting our policy and hampering our power, limiting our greatness and checking the fulfillment of our manifest destiny to overspread the continent allotted by Providence for the free development of our yearly multiplying millions.’”13

A key tenet of this faith holds that we are uniquely good, and therefore privileged to do as we wish anywhere in the world, even when we do uniquely bad and horrible things to other peoples in the process of our international endeavors. It is not our actions and their effects which should be looked at, the faith provides, or even the specific intentions motivating particular actions. Rather, it is our inherent and profound goodness, and our general desire to do good, which matter and which justify our expansion and foreign interloping.

And so, the fact that US expansion in North America was carried out through the mass removal, plunder, rape, and physical elimination of millions of Native Americans and Mexicans occupying the land which God gave us, and through the oppression of hundreds of thousands of Africans brought over as slaves to build our country, in no way takes away from the goodness of us as a nation or a people, or from the rightness of our expansion project.

As the Encyclopedia Britannica explains, “the idea of Manifest Destiny was used to validate continental acquisitions in the Oregon Country, Texas, New Mexico, and California. The purchase of Alaska after the Civil War briefly revived the concept of Manifest Destiny, but it most evidently became a renewed force in US foreign policy in the 1890s, when the country went to war with Spain, annexed Hawaii, and laid plans for an isthmian canal across Central America.”14

And, while the words “Manifest Destiny” have rarely been uttered in decades—most likely due to sheer embarrassment with the obviously Messianic notions these words evoke—the belief system represented by these words continues unabated to justify US intervention and aggression to this day. Indeed, as the devil himself, this doctrine goes by many names, such as American Exceptionalism.

Those who have experienced the wrath of this religion, on the other hand, call it by names such as Colonialism, or neo-­Colonialism, or Imperialism. However, such words are simply verboten when speaking about the United States.

Indeed, Jeane Kirkpatrick, who would soon become UN Ambassador under President Reagan, stated as much in 1979, explaining in what would become a famous and quite influential piece in Commentary magazine: “[i]f, moreover, revolutionary leaders describe the United States as the scourge of the 20th century, the enemy of freedom-loving people, the perpetrator of imperialism, racism, colonialism, genocide, war, then they are not authentic democrats or, to put it mildly, friends. Groups which define themselves as enemies should be treated as enemies.”15 In short, if you use the “C” word or the “I” word in talking about the US, you are an enemy, plain and simple.

Imperialism especially is a word which dare not speaketh its own name. One of the few American intellectuals who was willing to utter this term, however, was Mark Twain who indeed helped to found the Anti-Imperialist League.

Mark Twain was one of the first great Americans to see the rottenness and hypocrisy of the American faith in unbridled expansion, and the dire consequences of pursuing it, and he called it out in only the way he could. Thus, Twain wrote the following piece in 1906 upon hearing of one of the more legendary massacres, “The Moro Massacre,” carried out by US forces during their ostensible “liberation” of the Philippines from Spanish rule:

A tribe of Moros, dark-skinned savages, had fortified themselves in the bowl of an extinct crater not many miles from Jolo; and as they were hostiles, and bitter against us because we have been trying for eight years to take their liberties away from them, their presence in that position was a menace. Our commander, Gen. Leonard Wood, ordered a reconnaissance. It was found that the Moros numbered six hundred, counting women and children; that their crater bowl was in the summit of a peak or mountain twenty-two hundred feet above sea level, and very difficult of access for Christian troops and artillery. Then General Wood ordered a surprise, and went along himself to see the order carried out. Our troops climbed the heights by devious and difficult trails, and even took some artillery with them. The kind of artillery is not specified, but in one place it was hoisted up a sharp acclivity by tackle a distance of some three hundred feet. Arrived at the rim of the crater, the battle began. Our soldiers numbered five hundred and forty. They were assisted by auxiliaries consisting of a detachment of native constabulary in our pay—their numbers not given—and by a naval detachment, whose numbers are not stated. But apparently the contending parties were about equal as to number—six hundred men on our side, on the edge of the bowl; six hundred men, women and children in the bottom of the bowl. Depth of the bowl, 50 feet.

Gen. Wood’s order was, “Kill or capture the six hundred.”

The battle began—it is officially called by that name—our forces firing down into the crater with their artillery and their deadly small arms of precision; the savages furiously returning the fire, probably with brickbats—though this is merely a surmise of mine, as the weapons used by the savages are not nominated in the cablegram. Heretofore the Moros have used knives and clubs mainly; also ineffectual trade-muskets when they had any.

The official report stated that the battle was fought with prodigious energy on both sides during a day and a half, and that it ended with a complete victory for the American arms. The completeness of the victory is established by this fact: that of the six hundred Moros not one was left alive. The brilliancy of the victory is established by this other fact, to wit: that of our six hundred heroes only fifteen lost their lives.

General Wood was present and looking on. His order had been, “Kill or capture those savages.” Apparently our little army considered that the “or” left them authorized to kill or capture according to taste, and that their taste had remained what it has been for eight years, in our army out there—the taste of Christian butchers.

The official report quite properly extolled and magnified the “heroism” and “gallantry” of our troops; lamented the loss of the fifteen who perished, and elaborated the wounds of thirty-two of our men who suffered injury, and even minutely and faithfully described the nature of the wounds, in the interest of future historians of the United States. It mentioned that a private had one of his elbows scraped by a missile, and the private’s name was mentioned. Another private had the end of his nose scraped by a missile. His name was also mentioned—by cable, at one dollar and fifty cents a word.

What is remarkable about this piece is that it could have been written many years later to talk about US “liberation” interventions in such countries as Korea, Vietnam, and Iraq where the US, with incredibly superior firepower, killed untold numbers of people, mostly civilians, at will and like fish in a barrel, while suffering relatively much fewer casualties. And the reason that the numbers of the victims of US intervention are “untold” is because, as Twain explains, the US only counts, names, and honors its own dead, for they are the only ones worth counting.

Mark Twain had originally supported the Spanish-American War which the US invasion of the Philippines grew out of, believing, as told first by President William McKinley who started the conflict, and then by our revered “rough rider” and president, Teddy Roosevelt, that it was indeed a project to free the peoples of Cuba and the Philippines from Spanish oppression. I also recall learning in high school that this was the goal and indeed the outcome of this glorious war, and that Cuba and the Philippines were in fact democratized by the US intervention. But the reality, as Twain was honest enough to see and to write about, was quite different.

The fact was that one overlord was replaced by another in this war, and that was the point all along. In the case of Cuba, moreover, the people were well under way to liberating themselves from the Spanish (about two-thirds of the way) when the US intervened to “help” them in 1898, and the US took the opportunity to effectively annex Cuba in the process.16

Thus, while initially occupying Cuba from 1898 to 1902, President Roosevelt left Cuba after putting in place the Platt Amendment to Cuba’s new constitution. Contrary to the Cuban’s desire to have a new Constitution to protect their basic rights and liberties, the Platt Amendment forced upon them gave the US the right “to supervise Cuba’s finances and internal development and to intervene militarily to enforce order and stability. . . . The spoils of victory also included a naval base at Guantanamo Bay and the annexation of Puerto Rico.”17

And so began the US’s imperial domination of huge swaths of the world in the name of democracy, freedom, and Jesus.

As for the Philippines, the US treatment of its people—which even included waterboarding, then known as the “water cure”—even shocked and upset some US military commanders.18 As one commentator recently explained:

When America defeated Spain in 1898, Filipinos thought three centuries of colonialism were over. They declared the birth of a republic, wrote a constitution, and formed a government under the leadership of Emilio Aguinaldo. But by the terms of the Treaty of Paris, which ended the war, America took possession of the over 7,600 islands that make up the Philippines by paying Spain $20 million for them.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, many Filipinos were outraged. The Philippine-American war that followed from 1899–1902 is considered by many historians to be the first counterinsurgency fought by the US The war featured guerrilla warfare by the Filipinos and, on the American side, “concentration zones,” scorched earth tactics, retaliation, and torture. . . .

In the face of all the controversy, the Roosevelt administration declared victory in 1902. 4,200 US soldiers and 20,000 Filipino soldiers were dead. Civilian casualties have been estimated from 250,000–750,000. The White House valorized US troops, but it was the US military’s own who begged to differ with the White House. The Commanding General of the US Army’s report found that the American use of torture was systemic and the result of a breakdown of moral order.19

As for the total number of Filipinos killed, the above-quoted figure is most likely way too small. More credible estimates put the number killed at around three million, or a full one-third of the population, warranting the application of the term “genocide” to the American slaughter.20 In any case, what is clear is that the only “liberating” that US forces carried out in the Philippines was freeing many poor souls from their mortal coil.

In short order, the US would invade other countries, particularly in the Caribbean. For example, in 1915, the great promoter of democracy and international law, President Woodrow Wilson—after whom Princeton’s world-renowned international diplomacy school is still named—ordered the invasion of Haiti. Even before this invasion, the US had been intervening in Haiti. Most notably, “when the slaves in the country fought for independence in the late eighteenth century, the US provided aid to the French colonists in an effort to stop the rebellion, fearful that the revolt would spread to the US.”21 And, when the independence movement in Haiti finally succeeded, in spite of the US’s best efforts, the US withheld recognition of the new Haitian government for sixty years in retaliation for its premature outlawing of slavery.22

Through the 1915 invasion, the US brought liberty to the people of Haiti by reestablishing forced labor, putting them on chain gangs to build roads and infrastructure to support US business concerns; looting the Haitian bank of all its cash and gold reserves and dissolving its democratically elected legislature for refusing to adopt a constitution allowing for foreign land ownership.23 The US would not withdraw its troops until 1934. All told, about fifteen thousand Haitians were killed in the three first years of the resistance to the invasion in which, according to one of the leaders of the US campaign, General Smedley Butler, the rebels were “‘hunted down . . . like pigs.’”24

These brutal international forays were justified back then by the Monroe Doctrine, a seemingly benign policy of opposing European colonization over our southern neighbors residing in “our backyard,” and the less discussed Roosevelt corollary thereto pursuant to which Teddy Roosevelt declared the right to exercise “international police power” in the Western Hemisphere and beyond.25 The US relied upon these doctrines to justify thirty interventions in the Caribbean in the first three decades of the twentieth century.26

Today, we hardly hear the term Monroe Doctrine, and even less so the Roosevelt corollary, as they are seen as largely outdated, and many of the quite brutal actions carried out pursuant to them best forgotten. Most honest people today, if they knew about or gave much thought to this history, would recognize that this epoch in US foreign policy was nothing other than naked colonialism.

Even General Smedley Butler himself, who hunted Haitians and many others down “like pigs,” was honest enough to admit this later, famously explaining:

I spent 33 years and four months in active military service and during that period I spent most of my time as a high class muscle man for Big Business, for Wall Street and the bankers. In short, I was a racketeer, a gangster for capitalism. I helped make Mexico and especially Tampico safe for American oil interests in 1914. I helped make Haiti and Cuba a decent place for the National City Bank boys to collect revenues in. I helped in the raping of half a dozen Central American republics for the benefit of Wall Street. I helped purify Nicaragua for the International Banking House of Brown Brothers in 1902–1912. I brought light to the Dominican Republic for the American sugar interests in 1916. I helped make Honduras right for the American fruit companies in 1903. In China in 1927 I helped see to it that Standard Oil went on its way unmolested. Looking back on it, I might have given Al Capone a few hints. The best he could do was to operate his racket in three districts. I operated on three continents.27

The brilliant trick US leaders have always managed to pull off has been to convince the public that we would never engage in such brazen acts of aggression; that to the extent we have, it has been aberrational, inadvertent, and certainly unintentional; and that now, from here on out, we will really live up to our true mandate of spreading democracy and freedom everywhere. Then, when everyone is well-convinced of this laudable intention and lulled into sleepy complacency, the same leaders immediately come up with another convincing justification, draped up in lofty goals and rhetoric, to continue the very same policies of imperialist intervention as before.

And so, after WWII, President Harry S. Truman came up with his famous Truman Doctrine which would be in effect until at least 1989 and the end of the Cold War. Pursuant to this ­Doctrine, the US claimed the right to intervene economically, politically, and militarily around the world to halt the spread of Communism.28 With this announcement, the beginning of the Cold War officially began.

As the noted historian Odd Arne Westad correctly pointed out, however, “the Cold War was a continuation of colonialism through slightly different means.”29 And indeed, the “Kennan Corollary” to the Truman Doctrine was quite upfront about this. Thus, George F. Kennan, one of the chief architects of the Cold War doctrine which would be in effect for nearly fifty years, announced that the US must continue its dominion, particularly over Latin America, with the goal of protecting “access to ‘our’ raw materials” and ensuring the respect for the US’s special role in the world.30

Kennan, who toured Latin America and felt utter contempt for the people, religion, and culture he encountered there, concluded that “‘harsh governmental measures of repression may be the only answer; that these measures may have to proceed from regimes whose origins and methods would not stand the test of American concerns of democratic procedures; and that such regimes and such methods may be preferable alternatives, to further communist successes.’”31 Jeane Kirkpatrick, in her famous 1979 Commentary piece, articulated the very same ideas, stating that the US should unapologetically support right-wing dictatorships in the Third World, such as those of the Shah of Iran and Somoza of Nicaragua, in order to protect our interests. This would become known as the Kirkpatrick Doctrine, and Reagan would follow it with great élan.

Meanwhile, this new form of colonialism would often be carried out through the CIA in more covert and subtle ways than before, but with equally devastating consequences. As suggested by Kennan and later Kirkpatrick, this many times meant partnering with extreme right-wing, fascist, and even Nazi forces to get the job done. And of course, this made perfect sense for President Harry Truman who himself had famously proclaimed his indifference during WWII as to whether the Nazis or the Soviets won the war; either way, the goal was to make sure that the US came out on top of everyone.

And, Truman would get down to business right away. Quite befittingly, he would begin his project of intervention in the cradle of democracy and Western civilization itself—Greece. In 1947, Greece was being ruled by a fascist/monarchist government which was reinstalled by Great Britain after being toppled by a popular struggle during WWII.32 Great Britain, feeling exhausted by WWII, now called upon the US to help militarily prop up the retrograde government against a left-wing guerilla movement which, all agree now, was indigenous, and not being supported by the Soviet Union.

As the US State Department Office of the Historian explains, “[i]n fact, Soviet leader Joseph Stalin had deliberately refrained from providing any support to the Greek Communists and had forced Yugoslav Prime Minister Josip Tito to follow suit, much to the detriment of Soviet-Yugoslav relations.”33 But again, what the people of Greece wanted themselves was completely irrelevant, despite a new UN Charter which enshrined the right of nations to choose their own political and economic systems.

Answering the call, Truman came to the rescue, requesting $400 million from Congress to help in the struggle to keep the fascists in control in Greece. As Howard Zinn explains:

The United States moved into the Greek civil war, not with soldiers, but with weapons and military advisers. In the last five months of 1947, 74,000 tons of military equipment were sent by the United States to the right-wing government in Athens, including artillery, dive bombers, and stocks of napalm. Two hundred and fifty army officers, headed by General James Van Fleet, advised the Greek army in the field. Van Fleet started a policy—standard in dealing with popular insurrections of forcibly removing thousands of Greeks from their homes in the countryside, to try to isolate the guerrillas, to remove the source of their support.34

As Zinn also explained, the control of regional oil sources was also behind this military intervention, but that was never a point Truman mentioned. In the end, the US helped make Greek safe for fascism once again. And, the regime reinstalled in Greece “instituted a highly brutal regime, for which the CIA created a suitably repressive internal security agency (KYP in Greek).”35 The fascist government erected a statue of Harry S. Truman in Athens as thanks for the US’s role in the coup under his leadership. This statue has been blown up, rebuilt, and blown up again several times.

However, all good things must come to an end. And so, much to the chagrin of both Britain and the US, democracy broke out again when liberal George Papandreou was elected in 1964. Just before the 1967 elections which Papandreou was sure to win again, a joint effort of Britain, the CIA, Greek Military, KYP, and US military stationed in Greece brought about a military coup which brought the fascists back to power. And, the new rightist government immediately instituted “martial law, censorship, arrests, beatings, and killing, the victims totaling eight thousand in the first month. . . . Torture, inflicted in the most gruesome ways, often with equipment supplied by the United States, became routine.”36 All was right with the world once more.

Meanwhile, Truman and his successors made sure that rightists and fascists regained power elsewhere in the world. And so, for example, after using nuclear weapons to end the war against imperial Japan in WWII (or quite possibly to begin the new war against the USSR), the US moved quickly to reinstate the very people we had defeated. As the New York Times explained years later:

In a major covert operation of the cold war, the Central Intelligence Agency spent millions of dollars to support the conservative party that dominated Japan’s politics for a generation.

The C.I.A. gave money to the Liberal Democratic Party and its members in the 1950’s and the 1960’s, to gather intelligence on Japan, make the country a bulwark against Communism in Asia and undermine the Japanese left, said retired intelligence officials and former diplomats.37

As the NYT explains, “the payments to the party and its politicians were ‘so established and so routine’ that they were a fundamental, if highly secret, part of American foreign policy toward Japan . . . .” The result of this interference was, as all admit today, the creation of a corrupt, “one-party conservative” state. The NYT refers to this as a “one-party, conservative democracy,” but that, of course, is a contradiction in terms.

And, what the NYT does not mention is that the leader the US initially selected to secure its interests in Japan and the Pacific was Nobusuke Kishi, also known as the “Shōwa (Emperor) era monster/devil”—the war criminal, famous for his brutality, who oversaw the use of coerced Korean and Chinese labor in Japan’s Manchurian munitions factories.38 The US exonerated Kishi for his WWII-era war crimes, and, with the critical assistance of the CIA, he went on to serve two terms as Japan’s prime minister in the 1950s, becoming widely known as “America’s favorite war criminal.”39

The US, again through the CIA, did the very same in Italy, successfully influencing the outcome of elections there for nearly a quarter of a century. Again, the New York Times, citing former CIA officer, F. Mark Wyatt, explains:

Mr. Wyatt joined the C.I.A.’s clandestine service in 1948, months after the agency’s birth, and plunged into its first successful covert effort. The mission was to ensure the electoral victory of Italy’s Christian Democrats over the Communist Party.

Mr. Wyatt helped deliver millions of dollars to the eventual victors; the precise cost of the covert campaign has never been declassified, though the details of the operation were.

“We had bags of money that we delivered to selected politicians, to defray their political expenses, their campaign expenses, for posters, for pamphlets,” Mr. Wyatt said in a 1995 interview recorded for “Cold War,” a 1998 documentary shown on CNN. Suitcases filled with cash had changed hands in the four-star Hotel Hassler in Rome, he said. The Christian Democrats won the elections by a comfortable margin and formed a government that excluded the Communists.

The C.I.A.’s practice of buying political clout was repeated in every Italian election for the next 24 years, and the agency’s political influence in Rome lasted a generation, declassified records show.40

Moreover, in addition to propping up the Christian Democratic Party with millions of dollars in cash, “CIA operatives . . . 
helped orchestrate what was then an unprecedented, clandestine propaganda campaign: This included forging documents to besmirch communist leaders via fabricated sex scandals, starting a mass letter-writing campaign from Italian Americans to their compatriots, and spreading hysteria about a Russian takeover and the undermining of the Catholic Church.”41

Meanwhile, the US would seamlessly continue to intervene and subvert democracy in such countries as Cuba, the Philippines, and Haiti.

In terms of Cuba, the US, in the interest of keeping the island safe from Communism and safe for US businesses (including the lucrative gambling industry) would provide unconditional “political, moral, economic, and military support” to the “corrupt, repressive” dictator Fulgencio Batista from 1952 until 1959 when he was finally overthrown by guerilla forces led by Fidel Castro.42 And, the US has never stopped intervening since, even decades after the end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet Union, engaging in an endless series of “terrorist attacks, bombings, full-scale military invasion, sanctions, embargoes, isolation, assassinations,”43 and hundreds of assassination attempts against Fidel Castro himself. Moreover, contrary to the overwhelming desire of the Cuban people, the US continues to control the Naval Base at Guantanamo Bay which, of course, it also uses as a detention center and torture chamber.

In the Philippines, the US, after abandoning the islands to the fate of the brutal Japanese invasion for most of WWII, supported the repressive and corrupt dictatorship of Ferdinand Marcos from 1965 to 1983.44 The US viewed Marcos as an important bulwark against the spread of Communism (in reality de-­colonization) in South East Asia, especially given that he was one of the few regional leaders willing to support the US war effort in Vietnam.

The US supported him through his most repressive years in the 1970s when he declared Martial Rule. As Agence France-Presse explains:

By doing so he could stay in power longer than the constitutionally mandated limit of eight years.

With the continued backing of the United States, the Philippines’ former colonial ruler, Marcos ruthlessly moved to stamp out dissent.

Television, radio stations and newspapers were only allowed to promote his “New Society,” so the public was fed a constant stream of praise for Marcos and his jet-setting wife, whose extravagance was a sharp contrast to the poverty of most Filipinos.

Opposition politicians, including Marcos arch-critic Senator Benigno Aquino, as well as student leaders and other dissidents, were thrown behind bars, as the Philippines descended into a climate of fear.

“The Marcos government appears, by any standard, exceptional for both the quantity and quality of its violence,” wrote American academic Alfred McCoy, one of the pre-eminent historians on the Philippines.

McCoy said the regime’s security forces killed 3,257 ­people—many of the victims first abducted, then abused and finally murdered and dumped on a roadside in a warning to others.

An additional 35,000 were tortured and 70,000 were unfairly imprisoned under Marcos, according to McCoy.45

As far as the US was concerned, however, all was fair in love and war on Communism, or at least perceived Communism, and democracy in the Philippines could always wait for another day.

But it is Haiti which the US has treated with particular cruelty. The US has never in reality allowed Haiti to govern itself. Thus, the US did not withdraw the Marines from Haiti before creating and arming “‘a modern army, one that would continue the US occupation long after US troops were gone’, functioning on behalf of the Haitian elite and their American counterparts. . . . ‘The US occupation wedded the country’s future to North American business interests.’”46

Then, from 1957 to 1986, the US would economically and militarily support the brutal dictatorships of Francois “Papa Doc” Duvalier and his son Jean-Claude “Baby Doc” Duvalier. To help “Papa Doc” stay in power, “US Marines trained the dictator’s Tonton Macoutes paramilitary force, known for ‘leaving bodies of their victims hanging in public, a clear warning to anyone stepping out of line, most especially leftists, socialists and pro-­democracy activists.’”47 US Marine instructors, “who were working through a company . . . under contract with the CIA and signed off by the US State Department,’” then trained the paramilitary group known as the Leopards for “Baby Doc” Duvalier.48

Just after the fall of the “Baby” Doc dictatorship, the CIA helped to create the appropriately named S.I.N., short for the National Intelligence Service of Haiti. As the New York Times, referring to the S.I.N., would later explain, “[t]he Central Intelligence Agency created an intelligence service in Haiti in the mid-1980’s to fight the cocaine trade, but the unit evolved into an instrument of political terror whose officers at times engaged in drug trafficking . . . .”49 The depths of S.I.N.’s corruption was staggering. As the Times wrote:
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W its own imperialistic aims.”
" —DICK RUSSELL, New York Times bestselling author of Horsemen of the Apocalypse.
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