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FOREWORD

IN A QUITE REVEALING STATEMENT, A senior Trump Administration official recently asserted that the cumulative effects of US sanctions against Venezuela are like Darth Vader’s death grip upon that country. This, of course, is true. These sanctions are deadly, and they are killing Venezuelans. The US is attempting to starve out the people of Venezuela, as it has the peoples of so many other countries—e.g., Chile, Iran, Nicaragua—until they bend to its will. Meanwhile, the US and its compliant media blame Venezuela for starving.

What is most revealing about the Darth Vader quip, however, is that it is an inadvertent admission of a quite obvious truth which few are willing to acknowledge—that the US is the Empire in this saga unfolding, not just in Venezuela, but around the world. With its one thousand or so bases around the globe, the US is an empire dwarfing all others that preceded it by a huge magnitude, and yet, unlike all other empires, the US will never consciously admit to its imperial status.

And if the US is the Empire in this morality tale, then surely Venezuela and its people are the outgunned rebels. And yet, many Americans who should know better, including many liberals and self-proclaimed “leftists,” find themselves rooting against them and for the Empire and its culture of death.

How befitting, meanwhile, that the US’s imperial plans for Venezuela are being led by a real-life villain—Elliott Abrams—a convicted liar and an accomplice in some of the US’s worst crimes in Latin America. These crimes include the genocide in Guatemala which claimed around 200,000, mostly Mayan, victims. Also included is an event which made such a horrifying impression on so many of us, myself included—the El Mozote massacre in El Salvador. While Abrams would do his best to cover up and deny this crime, it was impossible to keep it buried for long, for the brutal murder of 1000 people—mostly women and children—is not so easily concealed. Neither is it possible to conceal the guilt of the US, which trained and armed those who carried out this crime.

As Abrams was recently asked by courageous congresswoman Ilhan Omar, we must ask, is Abrams planning another massacre in Venezuela like that of El Mozote? And of course, the answer is a resounding yes. And yet, this horrifying possibility is greeted by our sniveling press with a shrug of the shoulders.

A recent article in Foreign Affairs tells us what lay in store for the long-suffering people of Venezuela should the US decide that it can only get what it wants (Venezuela’s rich oil supply) by a military invasion. As Foreign Affairs explains, in a quite disturbingly dispassionate and clinical fashion, one possible scenario would be, and this is their words, “Death from Above.”1 And “Death from Above” could look something like this:

In the worst-case scenario, a precision strike operation would last for months, killing possibly thousands of civilians, destroying much of what remains of Venezuela’s economy, and wiping out the state security forces. The result would be anarchy. Militias and other armed criminal groups would roam the streets of major cities unchecked, wreaking havoc. More than eight million Venezuelans would likely flee. The chaos would likely lead the United States to send in ground troops in order either to finally dislodge the regime and its security forces or to provide security once the dictatorship had collapsed.

Foreign Affairs notes that we know this is a very real scenario, as we know from other US regime change operations such as the one that has left Libya a wasteland where slaves are now being sold openly in markets. In quite typical fashion, Foreign Affairs does not advocate such an operation, but only because it would have negative consequences for the US. The suffering of the Venezuelan people is at best an afterthought.

One might think that such a scenario is unthinkable and complete madness. I would agree, except for one thing—this country, and specifically its policy towards Venezuela, is being led by madmen. Does anyone truly believe that the likes of Trump, John Bolton, Mike Pompeo and Elliott Abrams—caricatures of villainy—can possibly bring about a humane end to the US’s regime change operation in Venezuela? The answer should be a resounding “no,” but incredibly, many who claim to be in the “resistance” against these thugs, believe that somehow they can and will pull off a “humanitarian intervention” in that country. Of course, such a belief also requires one to ignore the fact that one cannot point to even one intervention of the US in the Global South that has been humane.

Meanwhile, the inhumane consequences of the current US policies toward Venezuela are, as Kovalik details herein, already mounting. The US’s theft—and that is what it is—of billions of dollars of Venezuela’s oil revenues is already preventing the Venezuelan government from obtaining life-saving medicines for its people. Other US sanctions have already made it impossible for Venezuela to purchase food abroad, to buy necessary parts for its public transportation and electrical system and to generally keep up its civilian infrastructure. In a height of irony, the US sanctions—intended, the Administration claims, to bring democracy to Venezuela—are also preventing Venezuela’s National Electoral Commission (CNE) from purchasing equipment necessary to keep up the country’s voting machinery.

All of this imposed deprivation is, of course, by design. Indeed, the US’s hand-picked puppet, Juan Guaido, has publically threatened the Venezuelan people that they will not have electricity or water until President Maduro is gone. Mike Pompeo has made similar comments.

Somehow, this is what passes for “humanitarian” intervention in our Orwellian world. Thankfully, Kovalik helps to cut through the Orwellian lies and dissembling which make this intervention possible, and just when such truth-telling is so desperately needed.

—Oliver Stone





PREFACE

Another Regime Change, Another Barrage of Lies and False Flags

AS I WRITE THESE WORDS, VENEZUELA is still struggling to get back on-line after five straight days without electricity in eighty percent of the country. I just returned from Venezuela where electricity was out about half the time I was there. And without electricity, there is no running water, internet, phone service or gasoline. In addition, without electricity, there is no refrigeration for food, and much food spoiled during the five-day outage, including 100 thousand liters of milk.1

Incredibly, though, the country was still amazingly calm, with people finding ways to adjust the best they can. Indeed, much to the chagrin of those in Washington hoping that such deprivations would lead to chaos and to people being at each other’s throats, those on opposite sides of the political spectrum have been pulling together to help each other out through the periodic blackouts.

Meanwhile, three oil storage tanks at the Petro San Felix heavy oil processing plant in eastern Venezuela have just caught fire.2

So far, the blackout has cost the Venezuelan economy almost $3 billion (or 3% of GNP)3 and it is considered the worst in Venezuelan history. It seems that officials in the Trump White House and that most media pundits could not be happier, for after all, this proves what everyone seems to know—that Venezuela is a country in need of saving from an inept and tyrannical government.

Venezuelan president Nicolas Maduro has claimed that the electrical outage, as well as other types of sabotage that followed, was the result of a cyberattack by the United States. He has also stated that the fire at the refinery at the oil processing plant was the result of intentional sabotage.

Predictably, Maduro’s claims of sabotage have been met by laughter and ridicule in the United States. This reaction, of course, is quite predictable. Indeed, even when a video last summer clearly showed Maduro being attacked by drones as he delivered an address to the military, most of the media would not even give him the benefit of acknowledging that he survived an assassination attempt. Rather, even in the face of the video evidence, the media almost invariably talked about an “alleged” attempt on his life. Many months later, however, CNN has finally admitted that the assassination attempt was real, and it has released details about the planning of the attempt.4

And so, what about Maduro’s claims about the sabotage of the electrical grid? There are indeed many indications that these claims are valid.

As an initial matter, just such a scenario was an explicit objective for gamers in the popular video game, “Call of Duty.” Thus, as a producer for Telesur English explained on Twitter, complete with a clip from the game, “[i]n 2013, Call of Duty featured Caracas as the site of its war scene in Venezuela—a first-person shooter game which also depicted the Guri Hydroelectric Dam. Part of the ‘mission’ is to install a virus in the electrical system to generate a Blackout.”5 While obviously not conclusive, this certainly shows that people have been contemplating such sabotage for years, and as a worthy objective, including for gamers young and old.

In addition, former UN expert Dr. Albert de Zayas reminds us that the US, even back in 1973, managed to cause a blackout in Chile just weeks before it successfully overthrew President Salvador Allende in a coup, and he believes that the US is behind the blackout in Venezuela. Thus,

de Zayas recounts that, four weeks before the coup d’etat of Augusto Pinochet against the Chilean president, “there was precisely a blackout.” “Salvador Allende was in the middle of a speech when that happens, and evidently behind the blackout was sabotage,” he said.

The expert explains that the idea behind this type of act is to cause “anxiety” and “confusion”, which in turn is combined with the sanctions of the North American country to generate “chaos” in Venezuela. “The United States, then, is causing this chaos. It wants to present itself as a good Samaritan,” stressed De Zayas.

The analyst, appointed by the United Nations for the promotion of a democratic and egalitarian international order (2012–2018), emphasizes that this US strategy “is not only illegal and not only violates customary international law,” but also entails death.6

For its part, Forbes magazine printed a story explaining the very real possibility of a US cyberattack upon Venezuela’s electrical system. Thus, as Kalev Lootaru, who specializes in the intersection of data and society, writes for Forbes:7

In the case of Venezuela, the idea of a government like the United States remotely interfering with its power grid is actually quite realistic. Remote cyber operations rarely require a significant ground presence, making them the ideal deniable influence operation. Given the US government’s longstanding concern with Venezuela’s government, it is likely that the US already maintains a deep presence within the country’s national infrastructure grid, making it relatively straightforward to interfere with grid operations. The country’s outdated internet and power infrastructure present few formidable challenges to such operations and make it relatively easy to remove any traces of foreign intervention.

Widespread power and connectivity outages like the one Venezuela experienced last week are also straight from the modern cyber playbook. Cutting power at rush hour, ensuring maximal impact on civilian society and plenty of mediagenic post-apocalyptic imagery, fits squarely into the mold of a traditional influence operation. Timing such an outage to occur at a moment of societal upheaval in a way that delegitimizes the current government exactly as a government-in-waiting has presented itself as a ready alternative is actually one of the tactics outlined in my 2015 summary.

Similarly, journalist and author Steven Gowans opined8,

Washington very likely has the cyberwarfare capability to cripple Venezuela’s power grid. On November 12, 2018, David Sanger reported in the New York Times that,

The United States had a secret program, code-named “Nitro Zeus,” which called for turning off the power grid in much of Iran if the two countries had found themselves in a conflict over Iran’s nuclear program. Such a use of cyberweapons is now a key element in war planning by all of the major world powers.

If the United States can turn off the power grid in Iran, using a cyberweapon that is now a key element in war planning of all the major world powers, it’s highly likely that it can do the same in Venezuela.

What’s more, the United States has on at least two occasions carried out cyberattacks against foreign states. Significantly, the attacks were unleashed against governments which, like Venezuela’s, have refused to submit to US hegemony. US cyberattacks were used to cripple Iran’s uranium enrichment program (now widely acknowledged) and to sabotage North Korea’s rocket program, the latter revealed by various sources, including, again, by the New York Time’s [sic] Sanger: “[F]or years … the United States has targeted the North’s missile program with cyberattacks,” the reporter wrote in August, 2017.

As Gowans correctly concludes, “[t]he aforesaid, of course, is only evidence of capability, not of commission, but when placed within the context of Washington making clear its intention to topple the resource nationalist Maduro government, US capability, motivation, and practice, does very strongly cast suspicion on the US government.” And indeed, there is even more to the story.

Thus, an electrical blackout was specifically listed as a potential catalyst for social unrest in a blueprint for regime change in Venezuela back in 2010. As journalist Max Blumenthal explains, “[a] September 2010 memo by a US-funded soft power organization that helped train Venezuelan coup leader Juan Guaido and his allies identifies the potential collapse of the country’s electrical sector as ‘a watershed event’ that ‘would likely have the impact of galvanizing public unrest in a way that no opposition group could ever hope to generate.’”9

Blumenthal further explains that the timing of the blackout, as well as the response of US officials to it—seemingly before it even happened—seems quite suspicious. Thus, Blumenthal relates, “[i]n a tweet on March 8, Secretary of State Mike Pompeo framed the electricity outage as a pivotal stage in US plans for regime change.” Thus, Pompeo tweeted out, “‘Maduro’s policies bring nothing but darkness,’” and, “‘No food. No medicine. Now, no power. Next, no Maduro.’” Meanwhile, as Blumenthal further explains,

At noon on March 7, during a hearing on Venezuela at the Senate Foreign Relations Subcommittee, Sen. Marco Rubio explicitly called for the US to stir “widespread unrest,” declaring that it “needs to happen” in order to achieve regime change.

“Venezuela is going to enter a period of suffering no nation in our hemisphere has confronted in modern history,” Rubio proclaimed.

Around 5 PM, the Simon Bolivar Hydroelectric Plant experienced a total and still unexplained collapse. Residents of Caracas and throughout Venezuela were immediately plunged into darkness.

At 5:18 PM, a clearly excited Rubio took to Twitter to announce the blackout and claim that “backup generators have failed.” It was unclear how Rubio had obtained such specific information so soon after the outage occurred. According to Jorge Rodriguez, the communications minister of Venezuela, local authorities did not know if backup generators had failed at the time of Rubio’s tweet.

Back in Caracas, Guaido immediately set out to exploit the situation, just as his CANVAS trainers had advised over eight years before. Taking to Twitter just over an hour after Rubio, Guaido declared, “the light will return when the usurpation [of Maduro] ends.” Like Pompeo, the self-declared president framed the blackouts as part of a regime change strategy, not an accident or error.

Moreover, we have already witnessed other false flags unravel since the latest US push for regime change in Venezuela began, thus giving credence to those opposing regime change that the US may be lying again about what is truly happening in Venezuela.

Thus, as the Miami Herald explains10, “widespread reports shared by [Senator Marco] Rubio, White House officials, and other prominent lawmakers that Maduro’s security forces set fire to humanitarian aid at the Venezuela-Colombia border on Feb. 23” proved later to be false. Thus, “[v]ideo evidence analyzed by the New York Times showed that a Molotov cocktail thrown by an anti-Maduro protester was the likely culprit.” This was a very revealing false flag, for it showed (1) the willingness of our government officials to spread untruths to justify intervention; (2) the eagerness of our press to spread such untruths uncritically; and (3) the fact that, as even the International Committee of the Red Cross and UN had already concluded11, the aid being sent by the US is not so “humanitarian”; rather, it is simply a prop to be used, or simply lit on fire, as a Trojan Horse to attack the Venezuelan government.

The Miami Herald also reported that Senator Marco Rubio’s retweeting of a report from Venezuela-based news outlet VPItv, which he translated into English on Sunday, also proved to be false. Here, the Miami Herald is referring to the following tweet of Rubio: “‘[r]eport that at least 80 neonatal patients have died at University Hospital in Maracaibo, Zulia, since the blackout began on Thursday in Venezuela. Unimaginable tragedy. Heartbreaking.’” As the Miami Herald pointed out, however, “Wall Street Journal correspondent Juan Forero said the report was inaccurate. ‘Actually, sources at the hospital said no neonatal deaths recorded as of this afternoon,’ Forero tweeted in response.” This particular bit of misinformation is reminiscent of one of the key lies used to justify the first Gulf War in 1990—the false claim that Iraqi forces invading Kuwait were killing babies by throwing them from their incubators onto the maternity ward floor.

As the attempted regime change continues, beware of more lies, half-truths and exaggerations to justify it. As Glenn Greenwald lamented shortly after the New York Times quite belatedly reported on what many independent reporters, such as Max Blumenthal, had revealed over two weeks before at the time it was actually happening—that is, that aid trucks were being lit ablaze by pro-Guaido forces and not by those loyal to Maduro:

Every major US war of the last several decades has begun the same way: the US government fabricates an inflammatory, emotionally provocative lie which large US media outlets uncritically treat as truth while refusing at air questioning or dissent, thus inflaming primal anger against the country the US wants to attack. That’s how we got the Vietnam War (North Vietnam attacks US ships in the Gulf of Tonkin); the Gulf War (Saddam ripped babies from incubators); and, of course, the war in Iraq (Saddam had WMDs and formed an alliance with Al Qaeda).

This was exactly the tactic used on February 23, when the narrative shifted radically in favor of those US officials who want regime change operations in Venezuela. That’s because images were broadcast all over the world of trucks carrying humanitarian aid burning in Colombia on the Venezuela border….

As it always does—as it always has done from its inception when Wolf Blitzer embedded with US troops—CNN led the way in not just spreading these government lies but independently purporting to vouch for their truth. On February 24, CNN told the world what we all now know is an absolute lie: that “a CNN team saw incendiary devices from police on the Venezuelan side of the border ignite the trucks,” though it generously added that “the network’s journalists are unsure if the trucks were burned on purpose.”12

That lie—supported by incredibly powerful video images—changed everything. Ever since, that Maduro burned trucks filled with humanitarian aid was repeated over and over as proven fact on US news outlets. Immediately after it was claimed, politicians who had been silent on the issue of Venezuela or even reluctant to support regime change began issuing statements now supportive of it.

Similarly, a number of media outlets ran a story before the “aid” attempt showing a bridge between Venezuela and Colombia that was blocked with shipping containers, claiming that Maduro had blocked this bridge intentionally in order to stop aid from being delivered. As was revealed later, however, this was a lie. Instead, the photo was of a bridge between the two countries which had never been opened to traffic, and thus, that bridge had been blocked for years and the presence of the containers had nothing to do with any aid delivery.13

The stench of such lies still lingers in the air, giving oxygen to those who want regime change in Venezuela. And it still lingers, in large part, because few media outlets have even bothered to go back and explain to their readers and listeners that their original reportage was flawed; that it was indeed based on a complete lie. And so, for example, many still believe that Maduro is so evil and vicious that he would be willing to set aid trucks bound for his country on fire. Of course, what we know to be true is that it is the very forces the US is supporting to overthrow Maduro that are in fact the evil and vicious ones, but you will rarely hear them described this way.

Finally, there is the elephant in the living room which is rarely discussed—the effect that the US sanctions plays in all of this, including the blackout. Even if the US did not directly attack Venezuela’s electric grid, it has attacked it just the same, as it has attacked all of Venezuela’s infrastructure, with these sanctions. Indeed, this fact, which should be a quite obvious one, was buried near the end of a New York Times piece about the blackout—an article whose thrust was to blame President Maduro for the electric failure.

Near the top of the article, the New York Times explained in regard to the blackout:

“It’s further evidence of the government’s lack of resources to maintain critical infrastructure,” said Risa Grais-Targow, an analyst at Eurasia Group with expertise on Venezuela. “It seems to be a transmission issue at Guri, which would normally be offset by thermoelectric generation but in this case isn’t, both because of the decay in that infrastructure and potentially due to lack of thermal inputs to fire those plants.”14

Then, near the end of the article, the Times went on to relate, “[t]he sanctions have affected Venezuela’s ability to import and produce the fuel required by the thermal power plants that could have backed up the Guri plant once it failed.” And of course, the sanctions undoubtedly affected Venezuela’s ability to maintain the Guri plant as well.

And this is all according to plan; this is all part of the strategy to undermine and overthrow the Venezuelan government. But it is a fact which one will rarely hear through the din of the calls to intervene to “save” Venezuela. The other reality that is rarely heard these days is the incredibly poor state of the electrical grid in US territory Puerto Rico. And certainly, no one has ever claimed that this reality presents a legitimate reason for regime change, either in San Juan or in Washington. As the Miami Herald reports in an article entitled, “Puerto Rico: The Forgotten Island,”15

despite spending as much as $3.2 billion, the [US] federal effort over the past year to restore power to the island didn’t build a better and more resilient system. In fact, the grid is more fragile. A severe new storm would put Puerto Rico’s 3.3 million residents into deep trouble.

“It’s weaker today than before,” said José F. Ortiz, chief executive of the Puerto Rico Electric Power Authority.

And as the Miami Herald explains, the already-weak state of Puerto Rico’s electrical grid—a situation which already existed before the hurricane—has already proved deadly for the Puerto Rican people. As the Herald notes, the sorry state of the grid in Puerto Rico, which never gave Washington much concern, was a huge contributing factor in the deaths of nearly 3,000 Puerto Ricans which followed in the six months following the hurricane. Thus, the Miami Herald explains, “[d]uring that period, blackouts crippled hospitals, disrupted communications, impaired transport of the ill, hampered good hygiene practices and obstructed access to potable water—all problems that killed people.”

But again, as the title of the Miami Herald article correctly reveals, all of this has largely been forgotten in the US press, and certainly has never elicited a call from US politicians or pundits for some sort of military intervention or regime change. To the contrary, in contrast to the situation in Venezuela which gets nearly daily news attention, the suffering and death of the Puerto Rican people—people the US is legally and morally charged with protecting—elicits a collective yawn from Washington and its compliant media.

[image: image]

Meanwhile, it has just been reported that US-led coalition forces killed 50 civilians, mostly women and children, through an indiscriminate bomb attack upon the al-Baghouz camp in the eastern Deir ez Zor province of Syria.16 So far, the US-coalition forces have killed 3,222 civilians in prosecuting their war in Syria. But the US media, fixated on the US’s “humanitarian”-motivated focus on “saving” Venezuela—the target du jour—seems to have little to no interest in such trifles.
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THE US THREATENS TO “SAVE” VENEZUELA

The United States appear to be destined to plague America with misery in the name of liberty.

—Simon Bolivar, 1829

AS THE OLD ADAGE GOES, “THE Cavalry is coming!” And, this time it is coming to Venezuela; specifically, to save that country from a humanitarian disaster which includes a mass migration by Venezuelans fleeing a repressive and inept government—or at least, this is what we are told.

When most Americans hear the above adage, they are moved to believe that relief is in sight; that the cavalry has come to save and liberate those held captive by the bad guys. Those on the receiving end of the cavalry tend to feel differently.

As just one example, we learned nearly 50 years after the fact of possibly the worst US war crime of the 20th century—one committed by the US cavalry in Korea in 1950 to stop the flow of refugees from North Korea. As PRI explains:

On the same day that the US Army delivered a stop refugee order in July 1950, around 400 South Korean civilians were killed in the town of No Gun Ri by US forces from the 7th Cavalry Regiment. The soldiers argued they thought the refugees could include disguised North Korean soldiers.

Many refugees were shot while on or under a stone bridge that ran through the town; others were attacked with bombs and machine-gun fire from US planes, the BBC reported. The ordeal lasted for three days, according to local survivors and members of the Cavalry. 

“There was a lieutenant screaming like a madman, fire on everything, kill ’em all,” veteran Joe Jackman recalled, according to the BBC. “I didn’t know if they were soldiers or what. Kids, there was kids out there, it didn’t matter what it was, 8 to 80, blind, crippled or crazy, they shot ’em all.” 

The Associated Press broke the news of the massacre in September 1999. It has come to be known as one of the largest single killings of civilians by American forces in the 20th century.1 

As famed Latin American writer, Eduardo Galeano, once said, “Every time the US ‘saves’ a country, it converts it into either an insane asylum or a cemetery.” And indeed, this assertion has been proven true time and time and time again.

For example, in the aftermath of the US invasion of Iraq in 2003—an invasion which many Iraqis believe left their country in the worst condition it has been since the Mongol invasion of 1258—there was much discussion in the media about the Bush Administration’s goal for “nation-building” in that country. Of course, if there ever had been such a goal, it was quickly abandoned, with Secretary of State Rex Tillerson stating quite bluntly in 2017, “we are not in the business of nation-building or reconstruction.”2

The stark truth is that the US is in fact in the business of nation destroying, and it has been in this business for some time.

Indeed, South Korean human rights scholar Dong Choon Kim, writing of the US war in Korea (1950—1953)—a war which he opines was at least arguably genocidal—explains that even back then, the nation-building of Third World peoples was viewed as an act of subversion which had to be snuffed out. As he explained, “[t]he American government interpreted the aspiration for building an independent nation as an exclusive ‘communist conspiracy,’ and thus took responsibility for killing innocent people, as in the case of [the] My Lai incident in Vietnam.”3 Thanks to the US war on Korea, Korea to this day remains a country divided in half, with no prospects for unification anytime soon. Kim explains that the Korean War “was a bridge to connect the old type of massacres under colonialism and the new types of state terrorism and political massacre during the Cold War…. And the mass killings committed by US soldiers in the Korean War marked the inception of military interventions by the US in the Third World at the cost of enormous civilian deaths.”

Similarly, the US objective in Vietnam was the destruction of any prospect of an intact, independent state from being created. As Jean-Paul Sartre wrote as part of the International War Crimes Tribunal that he and Bertrand Russell chaired after the war, the US gave the Vietnamese a stark choice: either accept capitulation in which the country would be severed in half, with one half run by a US client, or be subjected to near total annihilation. Sartre wrote that, even in the former case, in which there would be a “cutting in two of a sovereign state … [t]he national unit of ‘Vietnam’ would not be physically eliminated, but it would no longer exist economically, politically or culturally.”4 Of course, in the latter case, Vietnam would suffer physical elimination; bombed “‘back to the Stone Age’” as the US threatened. As we know, the Vietnamese did not capitulate, and therefore suffered near-total destruction of their country at the hands of the United States. Meanwhile, for good measure, the US simultaneously bombed both Cambodia and Laos back to the Stone Age as well.

To understand the purpose behind such violent and destructive actions, we need look no further than the US’s own post-WWII policy statements, as well articulated by George Kennan serving as the State Department’s Director of Policy Planning in 1948:

We must be very careful when we speak of exercising “leadership” in Asia. We are deceiving ourselves and others when we pretend to have answers to the problems, which agitate many of these Asiatic peoples. Furthermore, we have about 50% of the world’s wealth but only 6.3 of its population. This disparity is particularly great as between ourselves and the peoples of Asia. In this situation, we cannot fail to be the object of envy and resentment. Our real task in the coming period is to devise a pattern of relationships, which will permit us to maintain this position of disparity without positive detriment to our national security. To do so we will have to dispense with all sentimentality and daydreaming; and our attention will have to be concentrated everywhere on our immediate national objectives. We need not deceive ourselves that we can afford today the luxury of altruism and world benefaction … 

In the face of this situation we would be better off to dispense now with a number of the concepts which have underlined our thinking with regard to the Far East. We should dispense with the aspiration to “be liked” or to be regarded as the repository of a high-minded international altruism. We should stop putting ourselves in the position of being our brothers’ keeper and refrain from offering moral and ideological advice. We should cease to talk about vague—and for the Far East—unreal objectives such as human rights, the raising of the living standards, and democratization. The day is not far off when we are going to have to deal in straight power concepts. The less we are hampered by idealistic slogans, the better.5

While it would have been impossible for the US to continue to monopolize a full half of the world’s wealth after Europe, Japan, China and the USSR inevitably got up on their feet after WWII, the US has nonetheless done an amazing job of controlling an unjustifiable and disproportionate amount of the world’s resources.

Thus, currently, the US has about 5% of the world’s population, and consumes about 25% of its resources. An article in Scientific American, citing the Sierra Club’s Dave Tilford, explains that,“‘[w]ith less than 5 percent of world population, the US uses one-third of the world’s paper, a quarter of the world’s oil, 23 percent of the coal, 27 percent of the aluminum, and 19 percent of the copper…. Our per capita use of energy, metals, minerals, forest products, fish, grains, meat, and even fresh water dwarfs that of people living in the developing world.’”6

The only way the US has been able to achieve this impressive, though morally reprehensible, feat has been to undermine, many times fatally, the ability of independent states to exist, defend themselves and to protect their own resources from foreign plunder. This is why the US has teamed up with the world’s most deplorable forces in destroying independent states around the globe.

Just to name a few examples, since 1996, the US has supported Rwandan and Ugandan forces in invading the Democratic Republic of Congo, making that country ungovernable and plundering its incredible natural resources. The fact that around 6 million innocents have been murdered in the process is of no matter, and certainly not to the mainstream press which rarely mentions the DRC. In Colombia, the US has backed a repressive military and right-wing paramilitaries for decades in destabilizing whole swaths of the Colombian countryside, and in assisting multinational corporations, and especially extractive industries, in displacing around 8 million people from their homes and land, all in order to exploit Colombia’s vast oil, coal and gold reserves. Again, this receives barely a word in the mainstream press.

Of course, in the Middle East, Northern Africa and Afghanistan, the US has been teaming up with Saudi Arabia and radical Islamist forces—forces the US itself has dubbed “terrorist”—in undermining and destroying secular states.

As far back as the 1970s, the US began supporting the mujahidin in attacking the secular, Marxist state of Afghanistan in order to destroy that state and also to fatally weaken the Soviet state by, in the words of Zbigniew Brzezinski, “drawing the Russians into the Afghan trap … [and] giving to the USSR its Vietnam war.” Afghanistan may never recover from the devastation wrought by that fateful decision of the US and of its subsequent intervention which is now well into its 18th year and counting. As we know full well, the USSR never recovered either, and the US is trying mightily to prevent post-Soviet Russia from becoming a strong rival state again.

In addition, as we learned from Seymour Hersh back in 2007, the US began at that time to try to weaken Iran and Syria by supporting Sunni extremist groups to subvert those countries. As Hersh explained:

To undermine Iran, which is predominantly Shiite, the Bush Administration has decided, in effect, to reconfigure its priorities in the Middle East. In Lebanon, the Administration has cooperated with Saudi Arabia’s government, which is Sunni, in clandestine operations that are intended to weaken Hezbollah, the Shiite organization that is backed by Iran. The US has also taken part in clandestine operations aimed at Iran and its ally Syria. A by-product of these activities has been the bolstering of Sunni extremist groups that espouse a militant vision of Islam and are hostile to America and sympathetic to Al Qaeda.

One contradictory aspect of the new strategy is that, in Iraq, most of the insurgent violence directed at the American military has come from Sunni forces, and not from Shiites.7

The US continues to intervene in Syria in a way that prevents the Syrian state from achieving a decisive victory against the various militant groups it is fighting—some of which the US itself admits are terrorists—while at the same time targeting some of these same militant groups themselves, thereby preventing either side of the conflict from coming out on top. Indeed, as we have learned, the CIA and the Pentagon have even been backing opposing militant groups that are fighting each other.8 The result is a drawn-out war which threatens to leave Syria in chaos and ruins for the foreseeable future.

This would seem to be an insane course of action for the US to take, and indeed it is, but there is method to the madness. The US appears to be intentionally spreading chaos throughout strategic portions of the world, leaving virtually no independent state standing to protect their resources, especially oil, from Western exploitation. And, this goal is being achieved with resounding success, while also achieving the subsidiary goal of enriching the behemoth military-industrial complex.

Meanwhile, in Libya, the US again partnered with jihadists in 2011 in overthrowing and indeed smashing a state that used its oil wealth to guarantee the best living standards of any country in Africa while assisting independence struggles around the world. In this way, Libya, which under Qaddafi also happened to be one of the staunchest enemies of Al-Qaeda in the world, presented a double threat to US foreign policy aims. Post-intervention Libya is now a failed state with little prospects of being able to secure its oil wealth for its own people again, much less for any other peoples in the Third World.

Indeed, slaves are being openly marketed on the streets of Libya after being “saved” by Obama and his humanitarian interventionist ideologues, including Samantha Power.

I mention Samantha Power because, quite ironically, she won a Pulitzer Prize for her book decrying genocide. Of course, the book, entitled A Problem from Hell,9 decried only other peoples’ genocides, and none of those committed by the US. Meanwhile, Power would go on as Obama’s UN ambassador to run interference at the Security Council to make sure that the US-backed genocide in Yemen, still ongoing, be permitted to continue without pause and without any pesky war crimes investigations getting in the way.10 Millions will certainly die in Yemen as a result of the US-backed campaign of the Saudis, as even Power recognized at the time, but neither she nor any other US official will ever view this as a “problem from hell.”

Meanwhile, despite these obvious truths, there appears to be no diminishment in fervor for another US intervention which purports to bring democracy and freedom to other peoples. Of course, in the case of Venezuela, the “humanitarian” part of the intervention is now barely a fig leaf for the real, and usual intention—the control of another country’s oil supplies. Retread neo-con, John Bolton, recently made this clear, saying that “we’re in conversation with major American companies now…. It would make a difference if we could have American companies produce the oil in Venezuela. We both have a lot at stake here.”11

Despite Bolton’s candor in this regard, the fact that convicted Iran-Contra spook Elliott Abrams has been tasked to oversee the Venezuela operations, and despite the fact that all of this is being led by a president who liberals otherwise, and quite rightly, view as unintelligent and mean-spirited, there is nearly unanimous, bi-partisan support for the US’s dangerous game of regime change in Venezuela.

The irony in all of this seems lost in the seemingly ecstatic push for another US-backed coup in Latin America. Thus, we have Donald J. Trump—an individual who became president after losing to his opponent by nearly 3 million votes (that’s 10% of Venezuela’s entire population), and after around one million voters had been wrongly purged from the voter rolls—trying to unseat Nicolas Maduro who was duly elected president last May with over 67% of the votes cast in his favor and with 46% of the electorate voting.12

This may be a time, indeed, for one to cry out, “Doctor, heal thyself,” but that never seems to be the prescription for the US’s own great democracy deficit. Rather, instead of fixing our own problems, we project them onto others who we then invariably destroy in the name of freedom.

Moreover, while Trump, his cronies, and the media constantly talk about Maduro wrecking the Venezuelan economy and causing deprivation amongst the Venezuelan population, few will point out the obvious fact that it is the US which has helped bring Venezuela’s economy to ruin through five years of illegal and deadly sanctions that cost Venezuela $20 billion just last year. Meanwhile, the Bank of England refuses to turn over $1.5 billion in gold deposited there by Venezuela, and President Trump just announced that we will now refuse to allow Venezuela’s oil company, Citgo, to return any of its profits to Venezuela from the US. In short, as the US has done so many times before, including in Chile in the early 1970s which brought General Pinochet to power, it starves a country into submission and then blames it for starving.

The truth is that, prior to 2014 when the US and Saudi Arabia intentionally depressed oil prices to undermine countries like Venezuela,13 Venezuela had been successfully eradicating poverty year after year since Hugo Chavez first became president in 1999. And, even despite this, and despite crippling US sanctions which began in 2015, Venezuela continues to build subsidized housing for the poor, having built around 2.5 million such homes.14

This is a pretty amazing feat when one considers the fact that the Red Cross, with $500 million in donations and without any sanctions to overcome, was only able to build 6 homes in total in Haiti after the 2010 earthquake.15 At the same time, Venezuela partnered with Cuba in providing real aid to Haiti with medical teams which, as even the New York Times itself recognized, have been at the frontline of the battle against cholera.16 As the UN explained:

Cuban medical cooperation has saved thousands of lives in Haiti. Present in the country for the last 15 years and with over 700 people working closely with the Ministry of Health, the Cuban Medical Brigades have actively worked to fight cholera. The contingent has worked in 96 health care centers, 65 of which are part of a joint Cuban-Venezuelan program aimed at strengthening the health system in the country.17

One might recall that both Venezuela and Cuba offered to help the United States with relief assistance after Hurricane Katrina—a disaster famously mismanaged by the US and which was entirely preventable in any case through the proper fortification of the levees—but that the US refused these offers.18

Despite the tense relations between the US and Venezuela at the time, the Venezuelan government sent the following cordial message to the US:

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs would like to communicate to the Honorable Embassy of the United States that the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela has offered the Governor of the State of Louisiana, Ms. Kathleen Babineaux Blanco, immediate aid of $1 million; 120 specialists in First Aid and search and rescue, part of the “Simon Bolivar” Humanitarian Response Team, an internationally recognized disaster relief unit; two mobile hospitals with a capacity of 150 people each at a time; ten water purification stations; eight electric generators, each with a capacity of 850 kilowatts; 20 tons of drinking water; 50 tons of canned food; and 5,000 blankets. The offer will be made available in immediate fashion, should the Government of the United States choose to accept it, through the CITGO Corporation.

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs takes the opportunity to reiterate to the Honorable Embassy of the United States of America its considerations of the highest esteem and regard.19

As one commentator wrote specifically regarding the Cuban offer:

Cuban leader Fidel Castro offered to ship over 1,600 doctors and dozens of tons of medical supplies to the US’s affected areas. Considering the decades-long terrorist attacks perpetrated against Cuba by US governments, in addition to a crippling embargo, it was a noble gesture by the Castro government.

[image: image]

In the affected areas in the wake of Hurricane Katrina, the greatest problem was a lack of medical needs—“only a small portion of those seeking medical assistance were receiving care due to a shortage of medical personnel and supplies”. The world’s richest country did not have enough doctors when it mattered most.

Later, a bemused Castro responded to the rejection of his offer by saying that, “the American government’s pride dictated that their own citizens had to die on the roofs of their houses, or on the roofs of hospitals from which no-one evacuated them, or in stadiums, or in nursing homes where some of them were given euthanasia in order to prevent a horrible death by drowning. That’s the country that portrays itself as ‘a defender of human rights’.”20

Though “bemused,” neither Castro nor Chavez threatened to storm the gates of the US to deliver the much-needed aid, and the press corps did not treat the US’s refusal as some high crime. On the contrary, most pundits simply scoffed at the idea of Castro and Chavez offering aid to the mighty United States. And, 1,800 or so Katrina-related deaths later,21 few remember that these offers were ever made.

With regard to Haiti, it should be pointed out that cholera was brought into that country by UN forces which intervened in Haiti after the earthquake and which remain there today much to the chagrin of many Haitians who see them as an occupying force. This resentment is not all too surprising given the fact that UN “peacekeepers,” in addition to spreading cholera, raped untold numbers of Haitian women and children, and even ran child sex rings there in which they would pass children around like candy to scores of soldiers who would have their way with them.22

As I write these words, Haitians, upset by such indignities, are now engaged in a mass uprising against their government—a government of course backed by the US after it colluded with Canada and France in ousting and forcing into exile their duly-elected president, Jean Bertrand Aristide, in 2004. One of the big issues behind the current protests is the Haitian government’s misuse of much-needed aid, including a loan from Venezuela, to line the coffers of corrupt officials.23 Still, neither the US government nor press are calling for intervention to assist in this uprising.

And, while Haiti, post-earthquake, had the world’s largest cholera outbreak, it is now Yemen, due to the US-backed war there, that has this dubious distinction. Indeed, Yemen’s cholera outbreak is now the largest in recorded world history.24 All of this is worth considering in evaluating the bona fides of US “humanitarian” concerns and the real results of “humanitarian interventionism.”

Meanwhile, the US, the richest country on earth, has more people living in poverty (around 40 million) than Venezuela has people, and tent cities for the homeless have now popped up in almost every major US urban center. Again, instead of worrying about Venezuela’s humanitarian problems—problems which the US has played a key role in creating to begin with—the US would do well to try to work on fixing its own, and quite preventable humanitarian crisis.

But that is not what is happening. Instead, the US continues to cut off its nose, and the nose of others, out of pure spite, self-inflicting an economic downturn for the sake of a useless wall to keep out Central American immigrants fleeing countries the US has destroyed, and spending trillions of desperately-needed dollars on wars which have only brought more terror to the world. Now, the US is courting civil war in Venezuela, and, in the process, will surely bring more misery and suffering to that country. Still, we will continue to pretend we are acting out of good intention, rather than greed, when all the while the world begs us to please stop “saving” everyone. The world simply cannot endure one more country “saved” into oblivion.
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