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Editors' Preface

This book brings together the work of one of the most remarkable polit-
ical activists and thinkers of our time. The discussions span a wide array of
topics-from the workings of the modern media, to globalization, the edu-
cation system, environmental crises, the military-industrial complex, ac-
tivist strategies, and beyond-and present a revolutionary perspective for
evaluating the world, and for understanding power.

What distinguishes Noam Chomsky's political thinking is not anyone
novel insight or single overarching idea. In fact, Chomsky's political stance
is rooted in concepts that have been understood for centuries. Rather,
Chomsky's great contribution is his mastery of a huge wealth of factual in-
formation, and his uncanny skill at unmasking, in case after case, the work-
ings and deceptions of powerful institutions in today's world. His method
involves teaching through examples-not in the abstract-as a means of
helping people to learn how to think critically for themselves.

The opening chapter introduces two themes that underlie nearly every
aspect of the book: the progress of activism in changing the world, and the
role of the media in staving off that activism and in shaping the way we
think. The book follows a roughly chronological order, and begins with
four discussions that took place in 1989 and 1990-the dawn of the post-
Cold War era. These first chapters lay a foundation for Chomsky's subse-
quent analysis. The remaining chapters explore more recent developments
in U.S. foreign policy, international economics, the domestic social and po-
litical environment, as well as activist strategies and problems. The book
and its accompanying footnotes bring Chomsky's analysis right up to the
present day.

The internet has enabled us to place extensive documentation in our
footnotes, which appear at the book's website. These vast online notes go
well beyond mere citation to sources: they include commentary on the text,
excerpts from government documents, significant quotations from newspa-
per articles and scholarship, and other important information. Our goal was
to make accessible much of the evidence supporting each of Chomsky's
factual assertions. The notes also add additional depth for those interested
in a given topic.

The complete footnotes-which are longer than the text itself-can be
easily downloaded from the book's website, www.understandingpower.com_

x
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xii Editors' Preface

(they can also be accessed through www.thenewpress.com). Information
about obtaining a bound printout of the notes is available on the website, or
by writing us in care of the publisher.

The book was put together as follows. We transcribed tapes of dozens of
question-and-answer sessions, edited them for readability, then reorganized
and combined them to eliminate repetition and present the analysis in a
coherent progression of topics and ideas. Our aim was to compile an
overview of Chomsky's political thought that combines the rigor and docu-
mentation of his scholarly books with the accessibility of the interview for-
mat. Always we remained faithful to Chomsky's own language and
answers-and he reviewed the text-but it was necessary to make superficial
alterations for structural and stylistic reasons.

Most of the material is from seminar-style discussions with groups of
activists, or from question periods after public talks, held between 1989
and 1999. Some of the answers in chapters 6, 7, 8 and 9 are taken from
conversations between Chomsky and Michael Albert. Questioners are
identified as "Man" or "Woman" because frequently this device reveals
when the same person is pursuing a line of questioning, or whether
somebody else has taken over.

We have personally checked and verified the sources cited in the foot-
notes, except for certain foreign language materials. Most of the sources are
those Chomsky relied upon when making his comments in the text, but
some are not. Emily Mitchell's assistance in retrieving reams of this mate-
rial in the final months of our work on this project was invaluable. We di-
rect readers to footnote 67 of chapter 1 for discussion of one common
misunderstanding regarding the footnotes: that the frequent citation to ar-
ticles from the mainstream media is at odds with the "Propaganda Model"
of the media, which Chomsky outlines in chapter 1.

We want to thank our parents-Emily and George Mitchell and Ron and
Jone Schoeffel-whose support made the book possible.

-The Editors
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Note on the Events of September 11, 200 1

As this book was going to print, hijacked airplanes hit the World Trade r
and Pentagon, killing thousands and potentially triggering major
repercussions in U.S. society and in the world. The U.S. media devoted
huge rage to the attacks and their aftermath. But, overwhelmingly, the
media omitted a critical, accurate discussion of the context in which they
occurred.

When President Bush and U.S. officials announced that "America was
targeted for attack because we're the brightest beacon for freedom and op-
portunity in the world," the mainstream media in the U.S. mostly echoed :
refrains. A lead analysis in the New York Times stated that the perpetrators
had acted out of "hatred for the values cherished in the West as freedom,
tolerance, prosperity, religious pluralism and universal suffrage." Glaringly
missing from the U.S. media's coverage was a full and realistic account of
U.S. foreign policy and its effects around the world. It was hard ;0 find
anything but a passing mention of the immense slaughter of Iraqi
civilians during the Gulf War, the devastation of Iraq's population by U.S.-
instigated sanctions throughout the past decade, the U.S's crucial role in
supporting Israel's 35-year occupation of Palestinian territories, its support
for brutal dictatorships throughout the Middle East that repress the local
populations, and on and on. Similarly absent was any suggestion that U.S.
foreign policy should in fundamental ways be changed.

This book was compiled before the events of September 11,2001. But
answers to many of the most important questions presented by those attacks
will be found here. Why does the media provide such a limited and
uncritical perspective, and such inaccurate analysis? What is the basis of
U.S. foreign policy and why does it engender such widespread hatred of the
U.S.? What can ordinary citizens do to change these situations?

As Chomsky noted right after the attacks, "The people in the advanced
countries now face a choice: we can express justified horror, or we can seek
to understand what may have led to the crimes. If we refuse to do the latter,
we will be contributing to the likelihood that much worse lies ahead." From
our frightening, current vantage point, the discussions collected in this book
seem more urgent than ever. We hope that the book will provide a starting
point for understanding, and will contribute to the critical debates-and
changes-that must now occur.

Xiii



Teach-In: Over Coffee

Based primarily on discussions at Rowe,
Massachusetts, April 15-16, 1989.

"Containing" the Soviet Union in the Cold War

WOMAN: Dr. Chomsky, it seems the terms of political discourse
themselves are a tool for propagandizing the population. How is language
used to prevent us from understanding and to disempower us?

Well, the terminology we use is heavily ideologically laden, always. Pick
your term: if it's a term that has any significance whatsoever-like, not "and"
or "or"-it typically has two meanings, a dictionary meaning and a meaning
that's used for ideological warfare. So, "terrorism" is only what other people
do. What's called "Communism" is supposed to be "the far left": in my
view, it's the far right, basically indistinguishable from fascism. These guys
that everybody calls "conservative," any conservative would turn over in
their grave at the sight of them-they're extreme statists, they're not
"conservative" in any traditional meaning of the word. "Special interests"
means labor, women, blacks, the poor, the elderly, the young-in other
words, the general population. There's only one sector of the population that
doesn't ever get mentioned as a "special interest," and that's corporations,
and business in general-because they're the "national interest." Or take
"defense": I have never heard of a state that admits it's carrying out an
aggressive act, they're always engaged in "defense," no matter what they're
doing-maybe "preemptive defense" or something.

Or look at the major theme of modern American history, "containment" -
as in, "the United States is containing Soviet expansionism." Unless you
accept that framework of discussion when talking about international affairs
in the modern period, you are just not a part of accepted discourse here:
everybody has to begin by assuming that for the last half century the United
States has been "containing" the Soviet Union.

37



38 Understanding Power

Well, the rhetoric of "containment" begs all questions-once you've ac-
cepted the rhetoric of "containment," it really doesn't matter what you say,
you've already given up everything. Because the fundamental question is, is
it true? Has the United States been "containing" the Soviet Union? Well,
you know, on the surface it looks a little odd. I mean, maybe you think the
Soviet Union is the worst place in history, but they're conservative
whatever rotten things they've done, they've been inside the Soviet Union
and right around its borders, in Eastern Europe and Afghanistan and so on.
They never do anything anywhere else. They don't have troops stationed
anywhere else. They don't have intervention forces positioned all over the
world like we do." So what does it mean to say we're "containing" them?

We've been talking about the media and dumping on them, so why not
turn to scholarship? Diplomatic history's a big field, people win big prizes,
get fancy professorships. Well, if you look at diplomatic history, it too is in
the framework of "containment,” even the so-called dissidents. I mean,
everybody has to accept the premise of "containment,”" or you simply will
not have an opportunity to proceed in these fields. And in the footnotes of
the professional literature on containment, often there are some revealing
things said.

For example, one of the major scholarly books on the Cold War is called
Strategies of Containment, by John Lewis Gaddis-it's the foremost schol-
arly study by the top diplomatic historian, so it's worth taking a look at.
Well, in discussing this great theme, "strategies of containment," Gaddis
begins by talking about the terminology. He says at the beginning: it's true
that the term "containment" begs some questions, yes it presupposes some
things, but nevertheless, despite the question of whether it's factually accu-
rate, it still is proper to adopt it as the framework for discussion. And the
reason why it's proper is because it was the perception of American leaders
that they were taking a defensive position against the Soviet Union-so,
Gaddis concludes, since that was the perception of American leaders, and
since we're studying American history, it's fair to continue in that frame-
work.?

Well, just suppose some diplomatic historian tried that with the Nazis.
Suppose somebody were to write a book about German history and say,
"Well, look, Hitler and his advisors certainly perceived their position as
defensive"-which is absolutely true: Germany was under "attack" by the
Jews, remember. Go back and look at the Nazi literature, they had to defend
themselves against this virus, this bacillus that was eating away at the core
of modern civilization-and you've got to defend yourself, after all. And they
were under "attack" by the Czechs, and by the Poles, and by European
encirclement. That's not a joke. In fact, they had a better argument there
than we do with the Soviet Union-they were encircled, and "contained," and
they had this enormous Versailles debt stuck on them for no reason after
World War 1. Okay, so suppose somebody wrote a book saying: "Look, the
Nazi leadership perceived themselves as taking a defen-
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sive stance against external and internal aggression; it's true it begs some
questions, but we'll proceed that way-now we'll talk about how they de-
fended themselves against the Jews by building Auschwitz, and how they
defended themselves against the Czechs by invading Czechoslovakia, how
they defended themselves against the Poles, and so on." If anybody tried to
do that, you wouldn't even bother to laugh-but about the United States,
that's the only thing you can say: it's not just that it's acceptable, it's that
anything else is unacceptable.

And when you pursue the matter further, it becomes even more interest-
ing. So for example, in this same book Gaddis points out-again, in sort of a
footnote, an aside he doesn't elaborate on-that it's a striking fact that when
you look over the American diplomatic record since World War II, all of
our decisions about how to contain the Soviet Union, like the arms build-
ups, the shifts to detente, all those things, reflected largely domestic eco-
nomic considerations. Then he sort of drops the point.* Well, what does that
mean? What does Gaddis mean by that? There he's beginning to enter into
the realm of truth. See, the truth of the matter, and it's very well supported
by declassified documents and other evidence, is that military spending is
our method of industrial management-it's our way of keeping the economy
profitable for business. So just take a look at the major declassified
documents on military spending, they're pretty frank about it. For example,
N.S.C. 68 [National Security Council Memorandum 68] is the major Cold
War document, as everybody agrees, and one of the things it says very
clearly is that without military spending, there's going to be an economic
decline both in the United States and world-wide-so consequently it calls
for a vast increase in military spending in the U.S., in addition to breaking
up the Soviet Union.*

You have to remember the context in which these decisions were being
made, after all. This was right after the Marshall Plan had failed, right after
the post-war aid programs had failed. There still had been no success as yet
in reconstructing either the Japanese or Western European economies and
American business needed them; American manufacturers needed those
export markets desperately. See, the Marshall Plan was designed largely as
an export-promotion operation for American business, not as the noblest
effort in history and so on. But it had failed: we hadn't rebuilt the industrial
powers we needed as allies and reconstructed the markets we needed for
exports. And at that point, military spending was considered the one thing
that could really do it, it was seen as the engine that could drive economic
growth after the wartime boom ended, and prevent the U.S. from slipping
back into a depression.® And it worked: military spending was a big
stimulus to the U.S. economy, and it led to the rebuilding of Japanese in-
dustry, and the rebuilding of European industry-and in fact, it has continued
to be our mode of industrial management right up to the present. So in that
little comment Gaddis was getting near the main story: he was saying, post-
war American decisions on rearmament and detente have been keyed
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to domestic economic considerations-but then he drops it, and we go back
to talking about "containment" again.

And if you look still closer at the scholarship on "containment," it's even
more intriguing. For example, in another book Gaddis discusses the
American military intervention in the Soviet Union right after the Bolshevik
Revolution-when we tried to overthrow the new Bolshevik government by
force-and he says that was defensive and that was containment: our inva-
sion of the Russian land mass. And remember, I'm not talking about some
right-wing historian; this is the major, most respected, liberal diplomatic
historian, the dean of the field: he says the military intervention by 13
Western nations in the Soviet Union in 1918 was a "defensive" act. And
why was it defensive? Well, there's a sense in which he's right. He says it
was "defensive" because the Bolsheviks had declared a challenge to the
existing order throughout the West, they had offered a challenge to Western
capitalism and naturally we had to defend ourselves. And the only way we
could defend ourselves was by sending troops to Russia, so that's a
"defensive" invasion, that's" defense." 6

And if you look at that history in more detail, you'll find the point is even
more revealing. So for example, right after the Bolshevik Revolution,
American Secretary of State Robert Lansing warned President Wilson that
the Bolsheviks are "issuing an appeal to the proletariat of all nations, to the
illiterate and mentally deficient, who by their very numbers are supposed to
take control of all governments." And since they're issuing an appeal to the
mass of the population in other countries to take control of their own af-
fairs, and since that mass of the population are the "mentally deficient" and
the "illiterate"-you know, all these poor slobs out there who have to be kept
in their place, for their own good-that's an attack on us, and therefore we
have to defend ourselves.? And what Wilson actually did was to "defend
ourselves" in the two obvious ways: first by invading Russia to try to
prevent that challenge from being issued, and second by initiating the Red
Scare at home [a 1919 campaign of U.S. government repression and
propaganda against "Communists"] to crush the threat that anyone here
might answer the appeal. Those were both a part of the same intervention,
the same "defensive" intervention.

And it's the same right up until today. Why do we have to get rid of the
Sandinistas in Nicaragua? In reality it's not because anybody really thinks
that they're a Communist power about to conquer the Hemisphere-it's
because they were carrying out social programs that were beginning to suc-
ceed, and which would have appealed to other people in Latin America who
want the same things. In 1980 the World Bank estimated that it would take
Nicaragua ten years just to get back to the economic level it had in 1977,
because of the vast destruction inflicted at the end of the Somoza reign [the
four-decade Nicaraguan family dictatorship ousted by the Sandinista
revolution in July 1979]. But nevertheless, under the Sandinista government
Nicaragua was in fact beginning economic development: it was
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establishing health programs, and social programs, and things were starting
to improve for the general population there.® Well, that set off the alarm
bells in New York and Washington, like it always does, and we had to stop
it-because it was issuing an appeal to the "illiterate and mentally deficient"
in other desperate countries, like Honduras and Guatemala, to do the same
thing. That's what U.S. planners call the "domino theory," or the "threat of a
good example," and pretty soon the whole U.S.-dominated system starts to
fall apart.’

Orwell's World and Ours

Well, all of that is within the rhetoric of "containing" Communism and
we could easily go on. But there's one word. You look at any other term of
political discourse, and you're going to find the same thing: the terms of
political discourse are designed so as to prevent thought. One of the main
ones is this notion of "defense." So look at the diplomatic record of any
country you want-Nazi Germany, the Soviet Union, Libya, pick your fa-
vorite horror-story-you'll find that everything they ever did was "defen-
sive"; I'm sure if we had records from Genghis Khan we would find that
what he was doing was "defensive" too. And here in the United States you
cannot challenge that-no matter how absurd it gets.

Like, we can be "defending" South Vietnam. I have never seen in the
media, never in thirty years that I have been looking carefully, one phrase
even suggesting that we were not defending South Vietnam. Now, we
weren't: we were attacking South Vietnam. We were attacking South Viet-
nam as clearly as any aggression in history. But try to find one phrase any-
where in any American newspaper, outside of real marginal publications,
just stating that elementary fact. It's unstatable."

It's unstatable in the scholarly literature. Gaddis again, when he talks
about the battle of Dienbienphu, where the French made their last stand to
keep colonial control over Indochina, he describes it as a defensive struggle.
" McGeorge Bundy, in his book on the history of the military system, talks
about how the United States toyed with the idea of using nuclear weapons
in 1954 to help the French maintain their position at Dienbienphu, and he
says: we were thinking about it to assist the French in their "defense" of
Indochina.'”” He doesn't say defense against whom, you know, because that
would be too idiotic-like, was it defense against the Russians or something?
No. They were defending Indochina against the Indochinese.” But no
matter how absurd it is, you cannot question that in the United States. I
mean, these are extremes of ideological fanaticism-in other countries, you
could at least raise these kinds of questions. Some of you are journalists: try
talking about the American "attack" on South Vietnam. Your editors will
think you came from Mars or something, there was no such event in history.
Of course, there was in real history.
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Or take the idea that the United States is supporting "democracy" all over
the world. Well, there's a sense in which that's true. But what does it mean?
When we support "democracy," what do we support? I mean, is
"democracy” something where the population takes part in running the
country? Well, obviously not. For instance, why are El Salvador and
Guatemala "democratic," but Nicaragua [i.e. under the Sandinista Party] not
"democratic"? Why? Is it because two of them had elections and the other
one didn't? No. In fact, Nicaragua's election [in 1984] was a hundred times
as good as any election in El Salvador." Is it because there's a lack of
popular political participation in Nicaragua? No. Is it because the political
opposition can't survive there? No, the political opposition is barely ha-
rassed in Nicaragua; in El Salvador and Guatemala it's just murdered." Is it
that there can't be an independent press in Nicaragua? No, the Nicaraguan
press is one of the freest presses in the world, much more so than the
American press has ever been-the United States has never tolerated a
newspaper even remotely like La Prensa in Nicaragua [opposition paper
supported by the U.S. during the contra war], not even close: in any time of
crisis here, the American government has shut down even tiny dissident
newspapers, forget a major newspaper funded by the foreign power that's
attacking the country and which is openly calling for the overthrow of the
government.'® That degree of freedom of the press is absolutely in-
conceivable here. In El Salvador, there was an independent press at one
time-it was wiped out by the U.S.-backed security forces, who just mur-
dered the editor of one newspaper and blew up the premises of the other."
Okay, that takes care of that independent press.

So you know, by what criteria are El Salvador and Guatemala "demo-
cratic" and Nicaragua not? Well, there is a criterion: in Nicaragua [under the
Sandinistas], business elements are not represented in dominating the state
much beyond their numbers, so it's not a "democracy." In El Salvador and
Guatemala, the governments are run by the military for the benefit of the
local oligarchies-the landowners, rich businessmen, and rising profes-
sionals-and those people are tied up with the United States, so therefore
those countries are "democracies." It doesn't matter if they blow up the in-
dependent press, and kill off the political opposition, and slaughter tens of
thousands of people, and never run anything remotely like a free election all
of that is totally irrelevant. They're "democracies," because the right people
are running them; if the right people aren't running them, then they're not
"democracies." And on this again there is uniformity: try to find anyone in
the American press, anyone, who is willing to break ranks on the idea that
there are four democracies in Central America and one totalitarian state [i.e.
Sandinista Nicaragua] that never had a free election-just try to find one
statement rebutting that. And if the killings in El Salvador and Guatemala
are ever mentioned in the American press, they'll always call it "Death
Squads Out of Control," or "Extremists Out of Control." Now, the fact of
the matter is that the extremists are in Washington, and what they're
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controlling are the Salvadoran and Guatemalan militaries-but you'll never
find that in an American newspaper.

Or just take this phrase "peace process,” which we hear all the time. The
phrase "peace process" has a dictionary meaning, it means "process leading
to peace. " But that's not the way it's used in the media. The term "peace
process" is used in the media to refer to whatever the United States happens
to be doing at the moment-and again, that is without exception. So it turns
out that the United States is always supporting the peace process, by
definition. Just try to find a phrase in the U.S. media somewhere, anywhere,
saying that the United States is opposing the peace process: you can't do it.

Actually, a few months ago I said this at a talk in Seattle, and someone
from the audience wrote me a letter about a week or so later saying he was
interested, so he'd done a little research project on it. He took the New York
Times computer database from 1980 (when it begins) up to the present, and
pulled out every article that had the words" peace process" in it. There were
like nine hundred articles or something, and he checked through each of
them to see if there was any case in which the United States was opposing
the peace process. And there wasn't, it was 100 percent. Well, you know,
even the most august country in history, let's say by accident sometime,
might not be supporting the peace process. But in the case of the United
States, that just can't happen. And this is a particularly striking illustration,
because during the 1980s the United States was the main factor in blocking
two major international peace processes, one in Central America and one in
the Middle East.® But just try to find that simple, obvious fact stated
anywhere in the mainstream media. You can't. And you can't because it's a
logical contradiction-you don't even have to do any grubby work with the
data and the documents to prove it, it's just proven by the meaning of the
words themselves. It's like finding a married bachelor or something-you
don't have to do any research to show there aren't any. You can't have the
United States opposing the peace process, because the peace process is
what the United States is doing, by definition. And if anybody is opposing
the United States, then they're opposing the peace process. That's the way it
works, and it's very convenient, you get nice conclusions.

MAN: Can I throw in another one? When you have a country which you
can't even pretend is a democracy-there's no constitution, no parliament,
there's an absolute monarch-you use the word "moderate. "

Yeah, "moderate” is a word that means "follows U.S. orders"-as opposed
to what's called" radical,” which means" doesn't follow U.S. orders."
"Radical" has nothing to do with left or right; you can be an ultra-right-
winger, but you're a "radical" if you don't follow U.S. orders.

MAN: I have yet to see a single reference to Morocco's King Hassan as an
"absolute monarch.” He has the worst human rights record in the Arab
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world, torture widespread, he invaded Western Sahara, disobeyed the
World Court, one of the nastiest characters anywhere-1 have never seen an
article that didn't refer to him as a "moderate.””’

That's right, because we have U.S. airbases in Morocco, and we get
plenty of minerals from there, and so on. Or just take Saudi Arabia-Saudi
Arabia is even described as "moderate" now.”’ In fact, even Iraq is some-
times described as "moving towards moderation": Iraq is probably the worst

terror-state in the world-death camps, biological warfare, anything you like.
21

MAN: How about Suharto [Indonesian dictator]-he's called a "moderate”
too.

Suharto, yeah-that's the most extreme case I've ever seen, in fact, I'm
glad you mention it. This is a really astonishing one, actually. For example,
there was an article in the Christian Science Monitor a couple years ago
about the great business opportunities in Indonesia, and it said: after the
Indonesian government stopped a Communist revolt in 1965, the West was
very eager to do business with Indonesia's "new moderate leader, Suharto."
22 Well, who's Indonesia's "new moderate leader, Suharto"? Suharto is the
guy who, no doubt with the backing of the United States, carried out a
military coup in 1965 after which the Indonesian army slaughtered about
500,000 people within four months. Nobody knows the exact numbers-I
mean, they gave 500,000, pick your number; it was mostly landless
peasants.”

Well, that was very much welcomed in the West, the American media
just loved it. For instance, James Reston, the New York Times's liberal
columnist, had a column I remember called, "A Gleam of Light in Asia "-
things are really looking up. U.S. News and World Report had a story
called, "Hope Where There Once Was None." 24 These were the kinds of
headlines that were running throughout the U.S. press-and the reason was,
Suharto had wiped out the only mass-based political party in Indonesia, the
Communist Party, which had about fourteen million members at the time.
The Times had an editorial saying basically: it's all great stuff, but the
United States is right not to become too openly involved, because it doesn't
look too good to wipe out 500,000 people-but it's going the right way, let's
make sure it keeps going the right way. This was right at the time of the
massacre.”> Well, that's Indonesia's "new moderate leader," Suharto. This is
probably the most extreme case I've ever seen: this guy is one of the biggest
mass murderers since Adolf Hitler.
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Contemporary Poverty

WOMAN: Noam, I want to change gears for a moment if we could.
You've said that you were politically aware as a young kid in the 1930s-I'm
wondering, do you have any impressions of the differences between that
time and today, in terms of general outlook and attitudes? How would you
compare the two periods?

Well, the Thirties were an exciting time-it was deep economic depres-
sion, everybody was out of a job, but the funny thing about it was, it was
hopeful. It's very different today. When you go into the slums today, it's
nothing like what it was: it's desolate, there is no hope. Anybody who's my
age or more will remember, there was a sense of hopefulness back then:
maybe there was no food, but there were possibilities, there were things that
could be done. You take a walk through East Harlem today, there was
nothing like that at the depths of the Depression-this sense that there's
nothing you can do, it's hopeless, your grandmother has to stay up at night
to keep you from being eaten by a rat. That kind of thing didn't exist at the
depths of the Depression; I don't even think it existed out in rural areas.
Kids didn't come into school without food; teachers didn't have to worry
that when they walked out into the hall, they might get killed by some guy
high on drugs-it wasn't that bad.

There's really something qualitatively different about contemporary
poverty, I think. Some of you must share these experiences. I mean, [ was a
kid back then, so maybe my perspective was different. But I remember
when [ would go into the apartment of my cousins-you know, broken
family, no job, twenty people living in a tiny apartment-somehow it was
hopeful. It was intellectually alive, it was exciting, it was just very different
from today somehow.

WOMAN: Do you attribute that to the raised political consciousness of
that era as compared to now?

It's possible: there was a lot of union organizing back then, and the
struggles were very brutal. I remember it well. Like, one of my earliest
childhood memories is of taking a trolley car with my mother and seeing
the police wade into a strike of women pickets outside a Philadelphia textile
mill, and beating them up-that's a searing memory. And the poverty was
extreme: I remember rag-pickers coming to the door begging for money,
lots of things like that. So it was not pretty by any means. But it was also
not hopeless. Somehow that's a tremendous difference: the slums are now
hopeless, there's nothing to do except prey on one another.

In fact, a lot of life is hopeless today, even for middle-class kids. I mean,
for the first time in I think human history, middle-class kids now assume
they are not going to live as well as their parents-that's really something
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new, that's never happened before.”® My kids, for example, assume that they
are probably not going to live the way that we live. Think about it, that's
never happened before in history. And they're probably right, except
accidentally-like, some of them may, but on average they won't.

MAN: Do you have an explanation of what's happened to the cities?

I don't entirely understand it, to tell you the truth.”” You could see it be-
ginning in the late 1940s-New York City, for example, started to become a
hostile place around then. I mean, as a kid when I would go to New York, I
would think nothing of walking through Central Park alone at night, or
walking along Riverside Drive by the river alone at night-the kinds of
things you wouldn't do now without a platoon of Marines around you, you
just took for granted back then; you didn't even give it a second thought.
You never thought twice about taking a walk through Harlem, let's say what
the heck, you know? But that all began to change after the Second World
War, and it changed throughout the whole United States: cities just became
hostile.

I mean, New York always had the reputation of being hostile, like there
were always jokes about the guy lying in the street and everybody walking
over him. But you just didn't feel that you were taking your life into your
hands and that people there were going to kill you, the sense you get when
you walk through a lot of the city today. And also, you didn't have the same
sense of super-wealth right next to grinding poverty-like today you see
people sitting at a fancy restaurant drinking wine, and some homeless per-
son lying on the street right in front of them. There wasn't quite that kind of
thing either.

WOMAN: Is the change maybe related to the internationalization of the
economy, and the broadening of the super-rich class here?

Maybe. I really don't know, to tell you the truth, and I don't want to pre-
tend that I know. But my feeling is, it's beyond just economics. I mean,
there were radical differences in wealth at that time, and people in the slums
were extremely poor-it's just that they weren't desolate.

WOMAN: It wasn't such a consumer culture at the time.

Yeah, certainly not to the extent that it is now-like, everybody didn't
have a television set where they were seeing some impossible life in front of
their eyes all the time. Although you had something like it, don't forget: in
those days the movies were what television is today; you'd go to the movies
for a dime, and that's where you'd get your fantasy world. And the movies
were all glitter, all upper-class fake glitter. But it just didn't have the same
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devastating effect, I don't know why. There's something really hopeless
about contemporary life that's new, I think.

MAN: The bomb had a lot to do with it.

Maybe-but does that really account for what happens in the slums?
Look, I mean, I never see much of it. In the late 1960s, I was with a mainly
white group, RESIST [a national draft-resistance movement], but we had
good contacts with the Black Panthers, and with them I did get into slum
areas. In general, though, I don't tend to see the slums very much. But from
the few times I've walked around poor areas of Harlem and other places like
that since then, I just can't recall anything remotely like it in the 1930s, even
in the poorest parts of Brownsville [a low-income section of Brooklyn].
Also, older friends of mine who've been teachers in New York since the
1920s tell me they think it's totally different today as well-kids were poor in
the Thirties, but they weren't rat-bitten.

WOMAN: For myself, as a radical who does a lot of political work in my
community, the despair is unbelievable-what we have to fight against at the
lowest rung is just incredible, I can really understand just giving up. Don't
you have some explanation of how we've come to this point?

Well, I think if you look over American history, you can point to at least
a few factors behind it. This is an immigrant society, and before the De-
pression virtually every wave of immigrants who came here was more or
less absorbed, at least the ones who wanted to stay-a lot of them didn't,
remember; in fact, the rate of return was rather high during the peak periods
of immigration.® But for the immigrants who did stay, the United States
really was a land of opportunity. So, my father could come from Russia and
work in a sweatshop, and manage finally to get to college, and then see his
son become a professor-that stuff was real. And it was real because there
was a lot of manual labor around which could absorb the waves of
immigrants: people could work in sweatshops for sixteen hours a day and
make enough to live on, then accumulate a little excess, and things would
gradually start to get better. But in the 1930s, there was a big break in this
system-the Depression ended those opportunities. And the United States has
basically never gotten out of the Depression.

See, the post-World War Il economic boom has been a different sort of
economic growth from anything that ever happened before. For one thing,
it's been basically state-funded and primarily centered in high technology
based industries, which are tied to the military system. And that kind of
economic growth just does not allow for absorbing new waves of immi-
grants. It allowed for it briefly during the Second World War, when there
was a labor shortage and people could come off the farms in the South and
work in the war industries. But that ended. And since then, the jobs have
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mostly been in high-tech or in the service sector-which is rotten, you don't
go anywhere. So there just aren't the same possibilities for people to move
up: if you can get into high-tech industry, you probably were there already,
and if you're working at sweeping the streets or something, that's where
you're going to stay.

Now, maybe that situation would have been livable if there hadn't been a
new wave of immigration, but there was. There was a huge wave of im-
migration. It happened to have been internal immigration this time, but
from the point of view of the society it was like a foreign wave: it came
from rapid mechanization of agriculture in the South, which drove the black
population, the former slaves, off the land. Then on top of that, there's also
been a major influx of Hispanic immigration. So you had these two big
waves of immigration coming up to the Northern cities, and nothing for
them to do: they couldn't do what my father did, because there wasn't the
same kind of manual labor going on which could occupy millions more
workers. So what in fact happened is these two huge waves of immigrants
were just herded into concentration camps, which we happen to call
"cities." And the vast majority of them are never going to get out-just be-
cause there's nothing for them to do. The economy simply is not growing; I
mean, the Gross National Product goes up, but it goes up in a way which
does not constitute economic growth for a poor urban population.

And with the decline of the traditional manufacturing industries in recent
years, it's getting worse, not better. As capital becomes more fluid and it
becomes easier for corporations to move production to the Third World,
why should they pay higher wages in Detroit when they can pay lower
wages in Northern Mexico or the Philippines? And the result is, there's even
more pressure on the poorer part of the population here. And what's in ef-
fect happened is they've been closed off into inner-city slums-where then all
sorts of other pressures begin to attack them: drugs, gentrification, police
repression, cutbacks in limited welfare programs, and so on. And all of
these things contribute to creating a very authentic sense of hopelessness,
and also to real anti-social behavior: crime. And the crime is mostly poor
people preying on one another, the statistics show that very clearly because
the rich are locked away behind their barricades.”

You can see it very clearly when you drive through New York now: the
differences in wealth are like San Salvador. I mean, I was giving a talk
there a little while ago, and as you walk around it's kind of dramatic: there
are these castles, and there are guards at the gate, and a limousine drives up
and the people go inside; inside I guess it's very elegant and beautiful. But
it's like living in a feudal system, with a lot of wild barbarians outside-
except if you're rich, you don't ever see them, you just move between your
castle and your limousine. And if you're poor, you've got no castle to
protect you.

MAN.: You mentioned drugs having an impact on the problem-I'm won-
dering whether you agree with the theory that drugs were maybe intro-
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duced to the ghettos intentionally, to try to demoralize people there and
keep them from coming together to organize to change things?

It's a good question-activists who work in the ghettos and slums have
been charging that for years. I mean, a lot of people have pointed out that
just at the time when you started to get serious organizing in the urban ghet-
tos in the 1960s, all of a sudden there was this huge flow of drugs which ab-
solutely devastated the inner-city communities. And the communities just
couldn't defend themselves against it: the parents couldn't do it, the
churches couldn't do it, you've got guys hanging around on street corners
giving ten-year-olds free drugs, and in a couple of months the neighbor-
hood's gone. And the timing, in fact, was about when serious political or-
ganizing was beginning to take place. Beyond that, I don't know: maybe it
was planned, maybe it just happened.*® But I think you can make a good
case that the way the criminal justice system has been set up ever since then
does have a lot to do with social control.

So just take a look at the different prosecution rates and sentencing rules
for ghetto drugs like crack and suburban drugs like cocaine, or for drunk
drivers and drug users, or just between blacks and whites in general-the
statistics are clear: this is a war on the poor and minorities.”' Or ask yourself
a simple question: how come marijuana is illegal but tobacco legal? It can't
be because of the health impact, because that's exactly the other way
around-there has never been a fatality from marijuana use among 60 million
reported users in the United States, whereas tobacco kills hundreds of
thousands of people every year.*> My strong suspicion, though I don't know
how to prove it, is that the reason is that marijuana's a weed, you can grow
it in your backyard, so there's nobody who would make any money off it if
it were legal. Tobacco requires extensive capital inputs and technology, and
it can be monopolized, so there are people who can make a ton of money
off it. I don't really see any other difference between the two of them,
frankly--except that tobacco's far more lethal and far more addictive.

But it's certainly true that a lot of inner-city communities have just been
devastated by drugs. And you can see why people would want them-they do
give you a sense of temporary relief from an intolerable existence, whatever
else they might do. Plus I'm just convinced that by now a lot of the drug
stuff is around mainly because people can make money off it-so I don't
really think there's mu<:h hope for dealing with the problem without some
form of decriminalization to remove that incentive. It's not a pretty solution,
but it's probably part of the solution, I suspect. And of course, de-
criminalization doesn't have to mean no regulation-like, in England over
the years, they've tried to regulate alcohol through tax policies and so on, to
encourage use of more benign products like beer rather than more dan-
gerous ones, and something like that could be looked into here. But obvi-
ously something should be tried, I think.
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Religious Fanaticism

WOMAN: Fundamentalist religion has really taken off in the last decade,
maybe as an outlet for some of this despair. Do you have any thoughts
about the significance of that development in the U.S?

It's pretty amazing what's happened, actually. There have been a lot of
cross-cultural studies of what social scientists call "religious fanaticism" not
people who just believe in God or go to church, but they're really kind of
fanatic about it, it's the kind of fanatic religious commitment that permeates
your whole life. And what these studies demonstrate is that this is a typical
characteristic of pre-industrial societies-in fact, it correlates very closely
with industrialization: as industrialization goes up, this kind of religious
fanaticism goes down. Well, there are two countries that are basically off
the curve. One of them is Canada, which has more fundamentalist com-
mitment than you would expect given its level of industrialization. The
other is the United States-which is totally off the chart: we're like a shat-
tered peasant society. I mean, the last study I saw of it was done in around
1980, and the United States was at the level of Bangladesh, it was very
close to Iran.** Eighty percent of Americans literally believe in religious
miracles. Half the population thinks the world was created a couple
thousand years ago and that fossils were put here to mislead people or
something-half the population. You just don't find things like that in other
industrial societies.*

Well, a lot of political scientists and others have tried to figure out why
this aberration exists. It's one of the many respects in which the United
States is unusual, so you want to see if it's related to some of the others and
there are others. For instance, the United States has an unusually weak
labor movement, it has an unusually narrow political system. Think: there is
no other industrialized Western country that doesn't have a labor-based
political party, and we haven't had one here since the Populist Party in the
1890s. So we have a very depoliticized population, and that could be one
cause of this phenomenon: if social and political life don't offer you oppor-
tunities to form communities and associate yourself with things that are
meaningful to you, people look for other ways to do it, and religion's an ob-
vious one. It's strikingly the case in the black communities, actually, where
the black churches have been the real organizing center which holds life to-
gether: I mean, there's terrible oppression, a lot of families are falling apart,
but the church is there, it brings people together and they can get together
and do things in that context. And the same is true in many white commu-
nities as well.

Now, I don't think you can draw too many sweeping conclusions from
religion itself-it's kind of like technology, it depends what you use it for.
Like, even among the fundamentalists, you've got Sojourners [a politically
progressive religious group], and you have Jerry Falwell [a right-wing
televangelist]. But it certainly does carry with it the potential of aligning
with other
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forms of fanaticism-and that's a big danger in the United States, because it's
a very significant movement here. In fact, by now just about every major
political figure in the country has to associate himself with it in some way.
In the 1980 election, for example, all of the three candidates [i.e. Carter,
Reagan, and independent candidate John Anderson] advertised themselves
as Born Again Christians. In the 1984 election, one of the candidates adver-
tised himself as a Born Again Christian, and the other was a Methodist min-
ister or something.”® In the 1988 election, Dukakis was secular, which is
unusual, but Bush said he was religious.

Actually, Bush, technically speaking, is not really President-because he
refused to take the Oath of Office. I don't know how many of you noticed
this, but the wording of the Oath of Office is written in the Constitution, so
you can't fool around with it-and Bush refused to read it. The Oath of Of-
fice says something about, "I promise to do this, that, and the other thing,"
and Bush added the words, "so help me God." Well, that's illegal: he's not
President, if anybody cares.*

ALL: All right! Yeah!

Happy? Yeah, let's impeach him.

I mean, it wasn't because Bush is religious-Bush knows where the near-
est church is ... because he has to show up there every once in a while. Or
take Reagan: what does it mean to say he was a Born Again Christian? It
means somebody told him he's a Born Again Christian. In Bush's case,
though, I presume he's totally secular, he just knows that by now you've got
to make a nod to this huge fundamentalist constituency-and since you're not
going to offer them anything they really want, you offer them symbolic
things, like saying "so help me God" or something like that.

But the point is, if things ever really come to a crunch in the United
States, this massive part of the population-I think it's something like a third
of the adult population by now-could be the basis for some kind of a fascist
movement, readily. For example, if the country sinks deeply into a
recession, a depoliticized population could very easily be mobilized into
thinking it's somebody else's fault: "Why are our lives collapsing? There
have to be bad guys out there doing something for things to be going so
badly"-and the bad guys can be Jews, or homosexuals, or blacks, or
Communists, whatever you pick. If you can whip people into irrational
frenzies like that, they can be extremely dangerous: that's what 1930s
Fascism came from, and something like that could very easily happen here.

"The Real Anti-Semitism"

MAN: Do you know about the connections between the Republican Party
and the neo-Nazis which were revealed a few months ago-and could you
talk a bit about what might be the significance of that in this context?
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That was sort of an interesting phenomenon; it's hard to know exactly
how seriously to take it, but it's certainly very real. I don't know how many
of you followed what happened with the Nazis in the Bush campaign
around last August-do you know about that stuff?

There's this part of the Bush campaign called the "Ethnic Outreach
Committee," which tries to organize ethnic minorities; obviously that
doesn't mean blacks or Hispanics, it means Ukrainians, Poles, that sort of
business. And it turned out that it was being run by a bunch of East Euro-
pean Nazis, Ukrainian Nazis, hysterical anti-Semites, Romanians who came
out of the Iron Guard, and so on. Well, finally this got exposed; some of the
people were reshuffled, some were put into other positions in the Re-
publican Party-but it all just passed over very quietly. The Democrats never
even raised the issue during the election campaign.”’

You might ask, why? How come the Democrats never even raised the
issue? Well, I think there was a very good reason for that: I think the Jewish
organizations like the Anti-Defamation League basically called them off.
The point is, these organizations don't ultimately care about anti-Semitism,
what they care about is opposition to the policies of Israel-in fact, opposi-
tion to their own hawkish version of the policies of Israel. They're Israeli
government lobbies, essentially, and they understood that these Nazis in the
Bush campaign were quite pro-Israel, so what do they care? The New Re-
public, which is sort of an organ for these groups, had a very interesting ed-
itorial on it. It was about anti-Semitism, and it referred to the fact that this
committee was being run by anti-Semites, Holocaust deniers, Nazis and so
on, and then it said: yes, that's all true, but this is just "antique and anemic"
anti-Semitism. Nazism is just "antique and anemic" anti-Semitism, not
terribly important, we shouldn't get too upset about it. And then it said: the
real anti-Semitism that we ought to be worried about is in the Democratic
Party, which is filled with "Jew-haters"-that was the phrase they used. And
part of the proof is, the Democrats were actually willing to debate a
resolution calling for Palestinian self-determination at their National
Convention, so therefore they're "Jew-haters" and that's the "real" anti-
Semitism in America. (That was in fact the title of a book by the Director of
the A.D.L., Nathan Perlmutter.)38 Well, the Democrats got the message
that they weren't going to win any points with this, so they never raised a
peep about it.

Incidentally, this is only one of the things that happened at that time-
there's another story which got even less publicity, and is even more reveal-
ing. The Department of Education has a program of grants that it dispenses
to fund projects initiated by local school systems, and for the last four or
five years the school board in Brookline, Massachusetts, has been trying to
get funding for a project on the Holocaust which always gets very favorably
reviewed, but is always turned down. Again in 1988-also right before the
election-the federal reviewing committee had to deal with their proposal.
As usual it got very favorable reviews, but instead of just turning it down,
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this time the government simply eliminated the entire program category
under which it was being submitted. Well, at that point some information
began to surface as to why the project kept getting turned down-and it
turned out that it was being refused every year because of letters the De-
partment was getting from people like Phyllis Schlafly [a right-wing ac-
tivist] attacking it for being unfair because it didn't give adequate space to
Nazis and Ku Klux Klan members. Besides, they said, it's kind of brain-
washing children, and turning them against things like the Holocaust, it's
just more of this neo-liberal tampering with people's thoughts. Parts of
these letters actually got published in the Washington Post and the Boston
Globe.”’

Well, you'd have thought there'd be an uproar. A program on the Holo-
caust gets turned down by the government, by the Reagan administration,
because it doesn't give enough space to Nazis and Klan members? Not a
peep, not a peep. And the point is, Phyllis Schlafly and that whole gang are
adequately pro-Israel-and therefore it doesn't matter what they think. They
can be in favor of the Klan, they can be in favor of the Nazis, they can say
you shouldn't be allowed to teach the Holocaust, it doesn't matter, as long as
they remain sufficiently supportive of hawkish Israeli policies. As long as
they meet that qualification, it's fine, they can say whatever they want.

Ronald Reagan and the Future of Democracy

WOMAN: You mentioned Reagan-I've heard you say his administration
was the first time the United States didn't really have a President. Would
you enlarge on that, and tell us what your thoughts are on the future of that
kind of government?

I think it has a big future, myself-in fact, I think the Reagan adminis-
tration was sort of a peek into the future. It's a very natural move. Imagine
yourself working in some public relations office where your job is to help
corporations make sure that the annoying public does not get in the way of
policy-making. Here's a brilliant thought that nobody ever had before, so far
as I know: let's make elections completely symbolic activities. The pop-
ulation can keep voting, we'll give them all the business, they'll have elec-
toral campaigns, all the hoopla, two candidates, eight candidates-but the
people they're voting for will then just be expected to read off a
teleprompter and they won't be expected to know anything except what
somebody tells them, and maybe not even that.

I mean, when you read off a teleprompter-I've done it actually-it's a very
odd experience: it's like the words go into your eyes and out your mouth,
and they don't pass through your mind in between. And when Reagan does
it, they have it set up so there are two or three of them around, so
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his head can keep moving and it appears as though he's looking around at
the audience, but really he's just switching from one teleprompter to
another. Well, if you can get people to vote for something like that, you've
basically done it-you've removed them from decision-making. It won't
work unless you have an obedient media which will fall over themselves
with what a wonderful, charismatic figure he is-you know, "the most
popular President in history," "he's creating a revolution," "the most
amazing thing since ice cream," and "how can we criticize him, everybody
loves him?" And you have to pretend that nobody's laughing, and so on.
But if you can do that, then you'd have gone a very long way towards mar-
ginalizing the public. And I think we probably got there in the 1980s pretty
close to there, anyway.

In all of the books that have come out by people in the Reagan adminis-
tration, it's been extremely difficult to hide the fact that Reagan didn't have
the foggiest idea what was going on.* Whenever he wasn't properly pro-
grammed, the things that would come out of his mouth were kind of like -
they weren't /ies really, they were kind of like the babbling of a child. If a
child babbles, it's not lies, it's just sort of on some other plane. To be able to
lie, you have to have a certain degree of competence, you have to know
what truth is. And there didn't seem to be any indication that that was the
case here. So in fact, all of the fuss in the Iran-contra hearings about "did
Reagan know or didn't he know" [about the National Security Council's il-
legal dealings with Iran and the Nicaraguan contras], or "did he remember
or didn't he remember?" 1 personally regarded as a cover-up. What's the
difference? He didn't know if nobody told him, and he didn't remember if
he forgot. And who cares? He wasn't supposed to know. Reagan's whole
career was reading lines written for him by rich folk. First it was as a
spokesman for General Electric, then it was for somebody else, and he just
continued to the White House: he read the lines written for him by the rich
folk, he did it for eight years, they paid him nicely, he apparently enjoyed it,
he seems to have been quite cheerful there, had a good time. He could sleep
late. And they liked it, the paymasters thought it was fine, they bought a
nice home for him, put him out to pasture.

It's very striking how he disappeared. For eight years, the public rela-
tions industry and the media had been claiming that this guy revolutionized
America-you know, the "Reagan Revolution," this fantastic charismatic
figure that everybody loved, he just changed our lives. Okay, then he fin-
ished his job, they told him to go home-that's the end. No reporter would
even dream of going out to see Reagan after that to ask him his opinion on
anything-because everybody knows he has no opinion on anything. And
they knew it all along. In the Oliver North trial, for example, stuff came out
about Reagan telling-I1 don't like to use the word "lie," because, as I say,
you have to have a competence to lie-but Reagan producing false state-
ments to Congress, let's put it that way. The press didn't even care: okay, so
Reagan lied to Congress, let's go on to the next thing. The point is, his job
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was done, so therefore he became irrelevant. Sure, they'll trot him out at the
next Republican Convention so everybody can applaud, but that's it.

In a way it was like royalty. I mean, the imperial family in England plays
areal role in depoliticizing the place, and Reagan reminded me a bit of that.
*! For instance, every session of Parliament in England opens with the
Queen reading a message written by the ruling political party, and every-
body pretends to take it seriously. But in another part of your brain, you
don't ask, "Did the Queen believe what she was saying?" or, "Did she un-
derstand what she was saying?" or "Will she remember what she was say-
ing?" or, "Did she lie to the Parliament?" Those are just not relevant
questions-because the Queen's job is to be royalty, and to be revered, and to
be admired, and to be the model woman that everybody's supposed to be
like. It's kind of like playing a game in the political system, even though
people there do in fact take it seriously in a sense-like they care if the
Princess Diana is having a spat with Something-Or-Other, they think about
it, and they talk about it, and so on. But of course, at some other level of
their intelligence, they know that it has nothing to do with life.

Well, the British have it sort of institutionalized, and you don't vote for
Queen. But suppose you could get to the point where elections in England
were not for Prime Minister and Parliament, but instead people voted for
Queen, and then things ran the way they do now, except the Prime Minister
is just appointed by the banks and the corporations. And in the election
campaign you'd ask, "Who's got the nicest hairdo?" you'd ask, "Who can
say things nicer?" "Who's got the best smile?" Well, then you'd have gone a
long way towards the desired goal of maintaining the formal functioning of
the system, but eliminating the substance from it. And that's pretty much
what we had with Reagan, I think.

Now, I don't know whether Reagan was contrived for that purpose or
whether it just worked out that way, but once having seen it in operation, I
expect that people will learn from it. And in fact, I think you could see
signs of it in the 1988 election as well. I mean, everybody-the media and
everyone else-agreed that there were no real issues in the campaign: the
only issue was whether Dukakis was going to figure out a way of ducking
all the slime that was being thrown at him. That's about the only thing
anybody was voting about, did he duck or didn't he duck? That's like
saying, "Don't bother voting."

MAN: But doesn't it make any difference who wins? I mean, suppose they
gave us Ollie North as President?

Yeah, look, I don't want to say that it makes no difference. The figure
who's there makes some difference-but the less difference it makes, the
more you've marginalized the public.

WOMAN: Do you vote?
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Do I? Well, differentially. I mean, I almost always vote for lower-level
candidates, like school committee representatives and things like that
because there it makes a difference, in fact. But as you get more and more
remote from popular control, it makes less and less of a difference. When
you get to the House of Representatives-well, it's sort of academic in my
case, because I live in one of these single-member districts where the same
guy always wins, so it doesn't really matter whether you vote or not. When
you get to Senator, it begins to become pretty symbolic anyway. At the
level of President, half the time I don't even bother-I think those are usually
very subtle judgments. | mean, it's a difficult judgment to try to figure out
whether Nixon or Humphrey is going to end the Vietnam War sooner [in
1968], that's an extremely subtle judgment to make; I actually didn't vote on
that one, because I figured Nixon probably would. I did vote against
Reagan, because I thought the guys around Reagan were extremely danger-
ous-Reagan himself was irrelevant, but the people in his administration
were real killers and torturers, and they were just making people suffer too
much, so I thought that might make a difference. But these are usually not
very easy judgments to make, in my opinion.

WOMAN: What do you think stopped the impeachment drive against Rea-
gan after the Iran-contra scandal?

It would just embarrass the hell out of everybody-I mean, nobody in
power wants that much disruption for something like that. Look, why don't
they bring every American President to trial for war crimes? There are
things on which there is a complete consensus in the elite culture: the
United States is permitted to carry out war crimes, it's permitted to attack
other countries, it's permitted to ignore international law. On those things
there's a complete consensus, so why should they impeach the President for
doing everything he's supposed to do?

In fact, you can ask all kinds of questions like that. For instance, at the
time of the Nuremberg trials [of Nazi war criminals after World War 11,
there was a lot of very pompous rhetoric on the part of the Western prose-
cutors about how this was not just going to be "victor's justice": it's not just
that we won the war and they lost, we're establishing principles which are
going to apply to us too. Well, by the principles of the Nuremberg trials,
every single American President since then would have been hanged. Has
anyone ever been brought to trial? Has this point even been raised? It's not
a difficult point to demonstrate.*

Actually, the Nuremberg trials are worth thinking about. The Nazis were
something unique, granted. But if you take a look at the Nuremberg trials,
they were very cynical. The operational criterion for what counted as a war
crime at Nuremberg was a criminal act that the West didn't do: in other
words, it was considered a legitimate defense if you could show that the
Americans and the British did the same thing. That's actually true. So
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part of the defense of the German submarine commander Admiral Doenitz
was to call an American submarine commander, Admiral Nimitz, to testify
that the Americans did the same thing-that's a defense. Bombing of urban
areas was not considered a war crime at Nuremberg; reason is, the West did
more of it than the Germans. And this is all stated straight out-like if you
read the book by Telford Taylor, the American prosecutor at the trials, this
is the way he describes it; he's very positive about the whole thing.* If the
West had done it, it wasn't a crime; it was only a crime if the Germans had
done it and we hadn't. I mean, it's true there were plenty of such things, but
still there's something pretty cynical about it.

In fact, even worse than the Nuremberg trials were the Tokyo trials [of
Japanese war criminals]: by the standards of the Tokyo trials, not just every
American President, but everyone would be hanged [at Tokyo, those who
failed to take affirmative steps to prevent war crimes or to dissociate them-
selves from the government were executed]. General Yamashita was an ex-
treme case: he was hanged because during the American conquest of the
Philippines, troops that were technically under his command, although he
had already lost all contact with them, carried out crimes-therefore se was
hanged. Ask yourself who's going to survive that one. Here's a guy who
was hanged because troops he had no contact with whatsoever, but which
theoretically in some order of battle had to do with his units, committed
atrocities. If those same principles apply to us, who's going to survive? And
that was just one case, I think we killed about a thousand people in the
Tokyo trials-they were really grotesque.*

WOMAN: Just going back to elections for a second-would you say the
'84 elections were the same as '88: no substance?

Well, in the 1984 elections there was still an issue. In the 1984 elections,
the Republicans were the party of Keynesian growth [the economist Keynes
advocated government stimulation of the economy]-they said, "Let's just
keep spending and spending and spending, bigger and bigger deficits, and
somehow that will lead to growth"-whereas the Democrats were the party
of fiscal conservatism: they had this sad-looking son of a minister
[Mondale] saying, "No, no good; we can't keep spending, we're going to get
in trouble, we've got to watch the money supply."

Okay, for anybody who gets amused at these things, the Republicans and
the Democrats had shifted their traditional positions 180 degrees; his-
torically, the Democrats have been the party of Keynesian growth, and the
Republicans have been the party of fiscal conservatism. But they shifted to-
tally-and what's interesting is, nobody even noticed this, I never even saw a
single comment on it in the press. Well, that tells you something: what it
tells you is, there are different sectors of the business community in the
country, and they sometimes have slightly different tactical judgments
about the way to deal with current problems. And when they differ on
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something, it'll come up in the election; when they don't differ on anything,
there won't be any issues.

Two New Factors in World Affairs

MAN: To move to a more general level, Professor-I'm interested whether
you think that there are any developments over the past few decades that
are new on the international scene, which people should be aware of as we
analyze things that are taking place in the world?

Well, in my view, there are at least two really major things that are com-
ing along that are new: one is a shift in the international economy.” And the
other is the threat to the environment-which just can't be ignored much
longer, because if facing it is delayed too much longer there isn't going to
be a lot more to human history.

I'll start with the environment. The reality is that under capitalist condi-
tions-meaning maximization of short-term gain-you're ultimately going to
destroy the environment: the only question is when. Now, for a long time,
it's been possible to pretend that the environment is an infinite source and
an infinite sink. Neither is true obviously, and we're now sort of ap-
proaching the point where you can't keep playing the game too much
longer. It may not be very far off. Well, dealing with that problem is going
to require large-scale social changes of an almost unimaginable kind. For
one thing, it's going to certainly require large-scale social planning, and that
means participatory social planning if it's going to be at all meaningful. It's
also going to require a general recognition among human beings that an
economic system driven by greed is going to self-destruct-it's only a ques-
tion of time before you make the planet unlivable, by destroying the ozone
layer or some other way.** And that means huge socio-psychological
changes have to take place if the human species is going to survive very
much longer. So that's a big factor.

Quite apart from that, there have been major changes in the international
economy. The world has basically been moving into three major economic
blocks; the United States is no longer the sole economic power like it was
after World War II. There's a Japan-based system, which involves Japan
and the countries around its periphery, like Singapore and Taiwan, the old
Japanese empire. There's Europe, which has been consolidating into the
European Common Market-and that could be a powerful economic unit; if
Europe gets its act together, it'll outweigh the United States: it's got a larger
economy, a bigger population, a more educated population, and they've got
their traditional colonial interests, which are in fact being reconstructed.
Meanwhile the United States has been building up its own counter-block in
North America through so-called "free trade" agreements, which are turning
Canada into kind of an economic colony and ba-
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sically absorbing Northern Mexico into the United States as a cheap-labor
area. The three regions are roughly comparable by most measures, with the
Asian region still far ahead in capital reserves.

No one understands quite how this situation will be affected by the fi-
nancial liberalization that has been so harmful to the global economy since
the mid-1970s. And there are also other intriguing issues. For example, the
European powers, especially Germany, are attempting to reconstruct the
traditional colonial relations between Central Europe and Eastern Europe
that existed before the Cold War-Central Europe has the industry and
technology and investment capital, and Eastern Europe and Russia provide
them with cheap manpower and resources. Meanwhile Japan is doing pre-
cisely the same thing with Russia on the Asian side, trying to construct
colonial relations with Siberia: Japan has plenty of extra capital, and Siberia
has plenty of resources that the Russians can't exploit properly because they
don't have the capital or the technology, so it's like a natural combination.
And if these efforts work, then we're going to have the two major enemies
of the United States, Japan and Europe, integrating with the Soviet Union, it
becoming kind of a semi-colonial area related to them. And that realizes the
worst nightmares of American planners.

See, there is an American geopolitical tradition which treats the United
States as an island power off the mainland of Europe; it's a bigger version
of British geopolitics, which treats England as an island power off the
mainland of Europe. I mean, Britain throughout its whole modern history
has tried to prevent Europe from becoming unified-that was the main theme
of British history, prevent Europe from being unified, because we're just
this island power off of Europe, and if they ever get unified we're in
trouble. And the United States has the same attitude towards Eurasia: we've
got to prevent them from becoming unified, because if they are, we become
a real second-class power-we'll still have our little system around here, but
it'll become kind of second-class.*” By "the United States," I mean powerful
interests in the United States, U.S.-based capital.

WOMAN: Then do you think it's possible that the U.S. may not be consid-
ered a superpower someday?

Well, you know, despite the relative decline in U.S.-based power, it's
still powerful without historical precedent.

WOMAN: I know it is militarily.

No, even economically. Look, it's a real scandal of the American eco-
nomic system that the general economic level here is so low. I mean, by
world standards, in terms of, say, infant mortality or lifespan, or most other
measures like that, people are not terribly well-off here-the United States is
well down the list. I think we're twentieth of twenty industrial powers in
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infant mortality, for example. We're at about the level of Cuba, which is a
poor Third World country, in terms of health standards.”® Those are ab-
solute scandals-the general population of the United States ought to be
better off than that of any other country in the world by just a huge margin.
No other industrial power has anything like our resources. We've got an ed-
ucated population, like basic literacy is relatively high. We have a compar-
atively uniform population: people speak English all over the place-you
can't find that in too many areas of the world. We've got enormous military
power. We have no enemies anywhere nearby. Very few powers in history
have ever had that situation. So these are just incomparable advantages, and
our economic system has not turned them to the benefit of the population
here, particularly-but they're there, and they're going to stay there.

Now take Japan: Japanese corporations and investors can collect a lot of
capital, but they're never going to get their own resources-they don't have
their own energy resources, they don't have their own raw materials, they
don't have agricultural resources. And we do: that makes a big difference.
In fact, American planners back in the late 1940s were very well aware of
this difference when they sort of organized the post-war world-so while
they helped Japan to reindustrialize, they also insisted on controlling its en-
ergy resources: the Japanese were not allowed to develop their own petro-
chemical industry, or to obtain their own independent access to petroleum
resources. And the reason for that is explained in now-declassified U.S. in-
ternal documents: as George Kennan [State Department official and diplo-
mat], who was one of the major planners of the post-war world, pointed out,
if we control Japan's energy resources, we will have veto power over Japan-
if they ever get out of line, we'll just choke off their energy supply.* Now,
whether or not that plan would still work you don't know, because the
world is changing in unpredictable ways. But for the moment, the United
States is still overwhelmingly powerful in world affairs-that's why we can
get away with so much.

Democracy Under Capitalism

MAN.: You mentioned that we're going to need participatory social plan-
ning to save the environment. I'm wondering, doesn't decentralization of
power also somehow conflict with trying to save the environment-! mean,
that can't be done without some sort of central agreement, don't you think?

Well, first of all, agreements don't require centralized authority, certain
kinds of agreements do. One's assumption, at least, is that decentralization
of power will lead to decisions that reflect the interests of the entire popula-
tion. The idea is that policies flowing from any kind of decision-making ap-
paratus are going to tend to reflect the interests of the people involved in
making the decisions-which certainly seems plausible. So if a decision is
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made by some centralized authority, it is going to represent the interests of
the particular group which is in power. But if power is actually rooted in
large parts of the population-if people can actually participate in social
planning-then they will presumably do so in terms of their own interests,
and you can expect the decisions to reflect those interests. Well, the interest
of the general population is to preserve human life; the interest of corpora-
tions is to make profits-those are fundamentally different interests.

MAN: In an industrial society, though, one might argue that people need to
have jobs.

Sure, but having jobs doesn't require destroying the environment which
makes life possible. I mean, if you have participatory social planning, and
people are trying to work things out in terms of their own interests, they are
going to want to balance opportunities to work with quality of work, with
type of energy available, with conditions of personal interaction, with the
need to make sure your children survive, and so on and so forth. But those
are all considerations that simply don't arise for corporate executives, they
just are not a part of the agenda. In fact, if the C.E.O. of General Electric
started making decisions on that basis, he'd be thrown out of his job in three
seconds, or maybe there'd be a corporate takeover or something because
those things are not a part of his job. His job is to raise profit and market
share, not to make sure that the environment survives, or that his workers
lead decent lives. And those goals are simply in conflict.

MAN: Give us an example of what exactly you mean by social planning.

Well, right now we have to make big decisions about how to produce en-
ergy, for one thing-because if we continue to produce energy by combus-
tion, the human race isn't going to survive very much longer. 50 Alright,
that decision requires social planning: it's not something that you can just
decide on yourself. Like, you can decide to put a solar-energy something-
or-other on your own house, but that doesn't really help. This is the kind of
decision where it only works if it's done on a mass scale.

MAN: 1 thought you might have been referring to population control.

Yeah, population control is another issue where it doesn't matter if you
do it, everybody has to do it. It's like traffic: I mean, you can't make driving
a car survivable by driving well yourself; there has to be kind of a social
contract involved, otherwise it won't work. Like, if there was no social con-
tract involved in driving-everybody was just driving like a lethal weapon,
going as fast as they can and forgetting all the traffic lights and everything
else-you couldn't make that situation safe just by driving well yourself: it
doesn't make much difference if you set out to drive safely if everybody
else



62 Understanding Power

is driving lethal-weapon, right? The trouble is, that's the way that capitalism
works. The nature of the system is that it's supposed to be driven by greed;
no one's supposed to be concerned for anybody else, nobody's supposed to
worry about the common good-those are not things that are supposed to
motivate you, that's the principle of the system. The theory is that private
vices lead to public benefits-that's what they teach you in economics
departments. It's all total bullshit, of course, but that's what they teach you.
And as long as the system works that way, yeah, it's going to self-destruct.

What's more, capitalists have long understood this. So most government
regulatory systems have in fact been strongly lobbied for by the industries
themselves: industries want to be regulated, because they know that if
they're not, they're going to destroy themselves in the unbridled competi-
tion.”!

MAN: Then what kind of mechanism for social planning do you think would
work? Obviously you're not too sanguine about our current form of
government.

Well, there's nothing wrong with the form-I mean, there are some things
wrong with the form-but what's really wrong is that the substance is
missing. Look, as long as you have private control over the economy, it
doesn't make any difference what forms you have, because they can't do
anything. You could have political parties where everybody gets together
and participates, and you make the programs, make things as participatory
as you like-and it would still have only the most marginal effect on policy.
And the reason is, power lies elsewhere.

So suppose all of us here convinced everybody in the country to vote for
us for President, we got 98 percent of the vote and both Houses of Con-
gress, and then we started to institute very badly needed social reforms that
most of the population wants. Simply ask yourself, what would happen?
Well, if your imagination doesn't tell you, take a look at real cases. There
are places in the world that have a broader range of political parties than we
do, like Latin American countries, for example, which in this respect are
much more democratic than we are. Well, when popular reform candidates
in Latin America get elected and begin to introduce reforms, two things
typically happen. One is, there's a military coup supported by the United
States. But suppose that doesn't happen. What you get is capital strike -
investment capital flows out of the country, there's a lowering of invest-
ment, and the economy grinds to a halt.

That's the problem that Nicaragua has faced in the 1980s-and which it
cannot overcome, in my view, it's just a hopeless problem. See, the Sandin-
istas have tried to run a mixed economy: they've tried to carry out social
programs to benefit the population, but they've also had to appeal to the
business community to prevent capital flight from destroying the place. So
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most public funds, to the extent there are any, go as a bribe to the wealthy,
to try to keep them investing in the country. The only problem is, the
wealthy would prefer not to invest unless they have political power: they'd
rather see the society destroyed. So the wealthy take the bribes, and they
send them to Swiss banks and to Miami banks-because from their per-
spective, the Sandinista government just has the wrong priorities. I mean,
these guys hate democracy just as much as Congress hates democracy: they
want the political system to be in the hands of wealthy elites, and when it is
again, then they'll call it "democracy" and they'll resume investing, and the
economy will finally start to function again.

Well, the same thing would happen here if we ever had a popular reform
candidate who actually achieved some formal level of power: there would
be disinvestment, capital strike, a grinding down of the economy. And the
reason is quite simple. In our society, real power does not happen to lie in
the political system, it lies in the private economy: that's where the deci-
sions are made about what's produced, how much is produced, what's
consumed, where investment takes place, who has jobs, who controls the
resources, and so on and so forth. And as long as that remains the case,
changes inside the political system can make some difference-I don't want
to say it's zero-but the differences are going to be very slight.

In fact, if you think through the logic of this, you'll see that so long as
power remains privately concentrated, everybody, everybody, has to be
committed to one overriding goal: and that's to make sure that the rich folk
are happy-because unless they are, nobody else is going to get anything. So
if you're a homeless person sleeping in the streets of Manhattan, let's say,
your first concern must be that the guys in the mansions are happy because
if they're happy, then they'll invest, and the economy will work, and things
will function, and then maybe something will trickle down to you
somewhere along the line. But if they're not happy, everything's going to
grind to a halt, and you're not even going to get anything trickling down. So
if you're a homeless person in the streets, your first concern is the happiness
of the wealthy guys in the mansions and the fancy restaurants. Basically
that's a metaphor for the whole society.

Like, suppose Massachusetts were to increase business taxes. Most of
the population is in favor of it, but you can predict what would happen.
Business would run a public relations campaign-which is true, in fact, it's
not lies-saying, "You raise taxes on business, you soak the rich, and you'll
find that capital is going to flow elsewhere, and you're not going to have
any jobs, you're not going to have anything." That's not the way they'd put
it exactly, but that's what it would amount to: "Unless you make us happy
you're not going to have anything, because we own the place; you live here,
but we own the place." And in fact, that's basically the message that is pre-
sented, not in those words of course, whenever a reform measure does
come along somewhere-they have a big propaganda campaign saying, it's
going to hurt jobs, it's going to hurt investment, there's going to be a loss of
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business confidence, and so on. That's just a complicated way of saying,
unless you keep business happy, the population isn't going to have
anything.

MAN: What do you think about nationalization of industry as a means of
allowing for this kind of large-scale social planning?

Well, it would depend on how it's done. If nationalization of industry
puts production into the hands of a state bureaucracy or some sort of
Leninist-style vanguard party, then you'd just have another system of ex-
ploitation, in my view. On the other hand, if nationalization of industry was
based on actual popular control over industry-workers' control over
factories, community control, with the groups maybe federated together and
so on-then that would be a different story. That would be a very different
story, in fact. That would be extending the democratic system to economic
power, and unless that happens, political power is always going to remain a
very limited phenomenon.

The Empire

WOMAN: Then is the basic goal of the United States when it intervenes in
Third World countries to destroy left-wing governments in order to keep
them from power?

No, the primary concern is to prevent independence, regardless of the
ideology. Remember, we're the global power, so we have to make sure that
all the various parts of the world continue serving their assigned functions
in our global system. And the assigned functions of Third World countries
are to be markets for American business, sources of resources for American
business, to provide cheap labor for American business, and so on. I mean,
there's no big secret about that-the media won't tell you and scholarship
won't tell you, but all you have to do is look at declassified government
documents and this is all explained very frankly and explicitly.

The internal documentary record in the United States goes way back, and
it says the same thing over and over again. Here's virtually a quote: the
main commitment of the United States, internationally in the Third World,
must be to prevent the rise of nationalist regimes which are responsive to
pressures from the masses of the population for improvement in low living
standards and diversification of production; the reason is, we have to main-
tain a climate that is conducive to investment, and to ensure conditions
which allow for adequate repatriation of profits to the West. Language like
that is repeated year after year in top-level U.S. planning documents, like
National Security Council reports on Latin America and so on-and that's
exactly what we do around the world. 52

So the nationalism we oppose doesn't need to be lefi-wing-we're just as
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much opposed to right-wing nationalism. I mean, when there's a right-wing
military coup which seeks to turn some Third World country on a course of
independent development, the United States will also try to destroy that
government-we opposed Peron in Argentina, for example. 53 So despite
what you always hear, U.S. interventionism has nothing to do with resisting
the spread of "Communism," it's independence we've always been opposed
to everywhere-and for quite a good reason. If a country begins to pay at-
tention to its own population, it's not going to be paying adequate attention
to the overriding needs of U.S. investors. Well, those are unacceptable pri-
orities, so that government's just going to have to go.

And the effects of this commitment throughout the Third World are
dramatically clear: it takes only a moment's thought to realize that the areas
that have been the most under U.S. control are some of the most horrible
regions in the world. For instance, why is Central America such a horror -
chamber? I mean, if a peasant in Guatemala woke up in Poland [i.e. under
Soviet occupation], he'd think he was in heaven by comparison-and Gua-
temala's an area where we've had a hundred years of influence. Well, that
tells you something. Or look at Brazil: potentially an extremely rich country
with tremendous resources, except it had the curse of being part of the
Western system of subordination. So in northeast Brazil, for example,
which is a rather fertile area with plenty of rich land, just it's all owned by
plantations, Brazilian medical researchers now identify the population as a
new species with about 40 percent the brain size of human beings, a result
of generations of profound malnutrition and neglect-and this may be un-
remediable except after generations, because of the lingering effects of mal-
nutrition on one's offspring. 54 Alright, that's a good example of the legacy
of our commitments, and the same kind of pattern runs throughout the for-
mer Western colonies.

In fact, if you look at the countries that have developed in the world,
there's a little simple fact which should be obvious to anyone on five min-
utes' observation, but which you never find anyone saying in the United
States: the countries that have developed economically are those which
were not colonized by the West; every country that was colonized by the
West is a total wreck. I mean, Japan was the one country that managed to
resist European colonization, and it's the one part of the traditional Third
World that developed. Okay, Europe conquered everything except Japan,
and Japan developed. What does that tell you? Historians of Africa have
actually pointed out that if you look at Japan when it began its industrial-
ization process [in the 1870s], it was at about the same developmental level
as the Asante kingdom in West Africa in terms of resources available, level
of state formation, degree of technological development, and so on.”® Well,
just compare those two areas today. It's true there were a number of differ-
ences between them historically, but the crucial one is that Japan wasn't
conquered by the West and the Asante kingdom was, by the British-so now
West Africa is West Africa economically, and Japan is Japan.
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Japan had its own colonial system too, incidentally-but its colonies de-
veloped, and they developed because Japan didn't treat them the way the
Western powers treated their colonies. The Japanese were very brutal colo-
nizers, they weren't nice guys, but they nonetheless developed their colonies
economically; the West just robbed theirs. So if you look at the growth rate
of Taiwan and Korea during the period of Japanese colonization, it was ap-
proximately the same as Japan's own growth rate through the early part of
this century-they were getting industrialized, developing infrastructure,
educational levels were going up, agricultural production was increasing. In
fact, by the 1930s, Formosa (now Taiwan) was one of the commercial
centers of Asia.’® Well, just compare Taiwan with the Philippines, an Amer-
ican colony right next door: the Philippines is a total basket-case, a Latin
American-style basket-case. Again, that tells you something.

With World War 11, the Japanese colonial system got smashed up. But
by the 1960s, Korea and Taiwan were again developing at their former
growth rate-and that's because in the post-war period, they've been able to
follow the Japanese model of development: they're pretty closed off to
foreign exploitation, quite egalitarian by international standards, they
devote pretty extensive resources to things like education and health care.
Okay, that's a successful model for development. I mean, these Asian
countries aren't pretty; I can't stand them myself-they're extremely
authoritarian, the role of women you can't even talk about, and so on, so
there are plenty of unpleasant things about them. But they have been able to
pursue economic development measures that are successful: the state
coordinates industrial policy, capital export is strictly constrained, import
levels are kept low. Well, those are exactly the kinds of policies that are
impossible in Latin America, because the U.S. insists that those
governments keep their economies open to international markets-so capital
from Latin America is constantly flowing to the West. Alright, that's not a
problem in South Korea: they have the death penalty for capital export.
Solves that difficulty pretty fast. 57

But the point is, the Japanese-style development model works-in fact, it's
how every country in the world that's developed has done it: by imposing
high levels of protectionism, and by extricating its economy from free
market discipline. And that's precisely what the Western powers have been
preventing the rest of the Third World from doing, right up to this moment.

WOMAN: Is there any hope for disbanding America's empire, do you
think?

Well, it seems to me the situation is kind of like what one concludes
from looking at the very likely potential of ecological catastrophe: either
control over these matters is left in the hands of existing power interests and
the rest of the population just abdicates, goes to the beach and hopes that
somehow their children will survive-or else people will become sufficiently
orga-
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nized to break down the entire system of exploitation, and finally start put-
ting it under participatory control. One possibility will mean complete dis-
aster; the other, you can imagine all kinds of things. For example, even
profitability would no longer be all that important-what would be important
is living in a decent way.

Look, the general population here does not gain very much from holding
on to our imperial system-in fact, it may gain nothing from it. If you take a
look at imperial systems over history, it's not at all clear that they are prof-
itable enterprises in the final analysis. This has been studied in the case of
the British Empire, and while you only get kind of qualitative answers, it
looks as if the British Empire may have cost as much to maintain as the
profits that came from it. And probably something like that is true for the
U.S.-dominated system too. So take Central America: there are profits from
our controlling Central America, but it's very doubtful that they come any-
where near the probably ten billion dollars a year in tax money that's re-
quired to maintain U.S. domination there.*®

WOMAN: Those costs are paid by the people, though, while the profits are
made by the rich.

That's it exactly-if you ask, "Why have an empire?" you've just given the
answer. The empire is like every other part of social policy: it's a way for
the poor to payoff the rich in their own society. So if the empire is just an-
other form of social policy by which the poor are subsidizing the rich, that
means that under democratic social planning, there would be very little in-
centive for it-let alone the obvious moral considerations that would become
a factor at that point. In fact, all kinds of questions would just change,
radically.

Change and the Future

MAN: Mr. Chomsky, you present a very powerful view of the problems of
capitalism, which I totally accept. When you start talking about the dissi-
dence of the American population and the possibilities for large-scale
change, though, ['ve got to admit that [ have a little bit of trouble. I don't
see the same general disillusionment with the system that you describe. 1
think people maybe see things that are wrong in certain areas, maybe see
that they're powerless, but on the whole still really seem to buy into it--they
think Reagan was a hands-off guy, not a figurehead created by the public
relations industry.

Well, people aren't out in the streets revolting, that's true-you can just
look outside the door and see that. But by any index I know, the fact of the
matter is that the public has become dramatically more dissident and skep-
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tical. So for example, about half the population thinks that the government
is just run by "a few big interests looking out for themselves."” As to
whether Reagan was a hands-off guy or a figurehead, frankly that doesn't
matter very much. The reality is that people either know or can quickly be
convinced that they are not involved in policy-making, that policy is being
made by powerful interests which don't have much to do with them. Now, I
think they sometimes misidentify the powerful interests-for instance, they
include labor unions as among them; well, that's propaganda. But when
they mention corporations, big media, banks, investment firms, law firms
that cater to their interests, things like that, okay, then I think they're on
target.

So, yeah, people aren't out revolting in the streets, that's for sure. But I
think there's plenty of potential. I mean, the environmental movement is
big, and remember, it's a movement of the Seventies, not the Sixties. The
Third World solidarity movements are movements of the Eighties. The
antinuclear movement is a movement of the Eighties. The feminist
movement is Seventies and Eighties. And it's way beyond movements-there
are all kinds of people who are just cynical: they don't have any faith in
institutions, they don't trust anybody, they hate the government, they
assume they're being manipulated and controlled and that something's
going on which they don't know about. Now, that's not necessarily a move
to the /ef: that could be the basis for fascism too-it's just a question of what
people do with it. I mean, this kind of depoliticized, cynical population
could easily be mobilized by Jimmy Swaggart [a televangelist], or it could
be organized by environmentalists. Mostly it just depends on who's willing
to do the work.

WOMAN: But do you actually believe that these positive changes will
come?

I don't know, I really haven't the slightest idea. But nobody could ever
have predicted any revolutionary struggle-they're just not predictable. 1
mean, you couldn't have predicted in 1775 that there was going to be an
American Revolution, it would have been impossible to have predicted it.
But there was. You couldn't have predicted in 1954 that there was going to
be a Civil Rights Movement. You couldn't have predicted in 1987 that
there was going to be an uprising on the West Bank. I don't think at any
stage in history it has ever been possible to decide whether to be optimistic
or pessimistic, you just don't know-nobody understands how change
happens, so how can you guess?

Let me just take a concrete case. In 1968, M.L.T. [the Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology] was the deadest place in the world-there was no anti-
war activity, nothing was going on. And this was after the Tet Offensive:
Wall Street had turned against the war, M.IT. still hadn't heard about it.
Well, a small group of students who were in a little collective on campus
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decided they would set up a sanctuary for a soldier who deserted; that was
the kind of thing activists were doing back then. There was this working -
class Marine kid who wanted to desert as an anti-war gesture, so the idea
was, people would stay with him until the cops came, then they'd try to
make a public issue out of it. There was a discussion about this among ten or
fifteen students and two or three faculty members-and I came out against it,
because 1 was totally pessimistic; I thought it couldn't possibly work, I
thought that it would be a complete fiasco. But they went ahead with it.

Well, it turned out to be an incredible success. I mean, within about two
days, the whole of M.IT. was totally shut down-there weren't any classes,
nothing was going on, the whole student body was over in the Student Cen-
ter. It turned into a 24-hour mixture of seminars, and you know, this horrible
music that people listen to, all that kind of stuff-it was very exciting. And it
just changed the whole character of the place; ever since then, M.IT. has not
been the same. I mean, it's not that it turned into Utopia or anything, but a
lot of concern developed and a lot of activity started up, which still
continues, on issues which people didn't even consider before. Well, could
you have guessed? I mean, I guessed wrong, they guessed right. But as far
as | can see, it was basically like flipping a coin.
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The Military-Industrial Complex
WOMAN: What's been the point of the arms race, Dr. Chomsky?

Well, there are a lot of things, it's served a number of crucial functions.
Remember, any state, any state, has a primary enemy: its own population. If
politics begins to break out inside your own country and the population
starts getting active, all kinds of horrible things can happen-so you have to
keep the population quiescent and obedient and passive. And international
conflict is one of the best ways of doing it: if there's a big enemy around,
people will abandon their rights, because you've got to survive. So the arms
race is functional in that respect-it creates global tension and a mood of fear.

It's also functional for controlling the empire: if we want to invade South
Vietnam, let's say, we have to be able to make it look as if we're defending
ourselves from the Russians. If we're not able to do that, it's going to be a lot
harder to invade South Vietnam. The domestic population just won't accept
it-it's costly, it's morally costly if nothing else, to do these things.

The arms race also plays a crucial role in keeping the economy goingand
that's a big problem. Suppose that the arms race really did decline: how
would you force the taxpayers to keep subsidizing high-technology industry
like they've been doing for the past fifty years? Is some politician going to
get up and say, "Alright, next year you're going to lower your standard of
living, because you have to subsidize 1.B.M. so that it can produce fifth-
generation computers"? Nobody's going to be able to sell that line. If any
politician ever started talking that way, people would say: "Okay, we want
to start getting involved in social and economic policy-making t0o."

In fact, that danger has been very openly discussed in the business litera-
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ture in the United States for forty or fifty years.' Business leaders know per-
fectly well what every economist knows: that spending for civilian
purposes is maybe even more efficient, more profitable than spending for
military purposes. And they also know that there are any number of ways to
have the population subsidize high-technology industry besides through the
Pentagon system-business knows that perfectly well, and it also knows the
reasons against it. They remain what they always were.

If you take an economics course, they'll teach you, correctly, that if the
government spends n dollars to stimulate the economy, it doesn't really
matter what it's spent on: they can build jet planes, they can bury it in the
sand and get people to dig for it, they can build roads and houses, they can
do all sorts of things-in terms of stimulating the economy, the economic
effects are not all that different.” In fact, it's perfectly likely that military
spending is actually a less efficient stimulus than social spending, for all
kinds of reasons. But the problem is, spending for civilian purposes has
negative side effects. For one thing, it interferes with managerial preroga-
tives. The money that's funneled through the Pentagon system is just a
straight gift to the corporate manager, it's like saying, "I'll buy anything you
produce, and I'll pay for the research and development, and if you can make
any profits, fine." From the point of view of the corporate manager, that's
optimal. But if the government started producing anything that business
might be able to sell directly to the commercial market, then it would be
interfering with corporate profit-making. Production of waste-of expensive,
useless machinery-is not an interference: nobody else is going to produce
B-2 bombers, right? So that's one point.

The other point, which is probably even more serious from the perspec-
tive of private power, is that social spending increases the danger of democ-
racy-it threatens to increase popular involvement in decision-making. For
example, if the government gets involved, say around here, in building hos-
pitals and schools and roads and things like that, people are going to get in-
terested in it, and they'll want to have a say in it-because it affects them, and
is related to their lives. On the other hand, if the government says, "We're
going to build a Stealth Bomber," nobody has any opinions. People care
about where there's going to be a school or a hospital, but they don't care
about what kind of jet plane you build-because they don't have the foggiest
idea about that. And since one of the main purposes of social policy is to
keep the population passive, people with power are going to want to
eliminate anything that tends to encourage the population to get involved in
planning-because popular involvement threatens the monopoly of power by
business, and it also stimulates popular organizations, and mobilizes
people, and probably would lead to redistribution of profits, and so on.

MAN: How about just reducing taxes, instead of sending all this money into
the military-industrial complex?
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You can't reduce taxes much-because what else is going to keep the
economy going? Remember, it's been known since the Great Depression
that anything like free-market capitalism is a total disaster: it can't work.
Therefore every country in the world that has a successful economy is
somewhere close to fascism-that is, with massive government intervention
in the economy to coordinate it and protect it from hostile forces such as too
much competition. I mean, there just is no other way to do it really: if you
pulled that rug out from under private enterprise, we'd go right back into the
Depression again. That's why every industrial economy has a massive state
sector-and the way our massive state sector works in the United States is
mainly through the military system.

I mean, [.B.M. isn't going to pay the costs of research and development-
why should they? They want the taxpayer to pay them, say by funding a
N.A.S.A. program, or the next model of fighter jet. And if they can't sell
everything they produce in the commercial market, they want the taxpayer
to buy it, in the form of a missile launching system or something. If there
are some profits to be made, fine, they'll be happy to make the profits-but
they always want the public subsidies to keep flowing. And that's exactly
how it's worked in general in the United States for the past fifty years.

So for example, in the 1950s computers were not marketable, they just
weren't good enough to sell in the market-so taxpayers paid 100 percent of
the costs of developing them, through the military system (along with 85
percent of research and development for electronics generally, in fact). By
the 1960s, computers began to be marketable-and they were handed over to
the private corporations so they could make the profits from them; still,
about 50 percent of the costs of computer development were paid by the
American taxpayer in the 1960s.” In the 1980s, there was a big new "fifth -
generation" computer project-they were developing new fancy software,
new types of computers, and so on-and the development of all of that was
extremely expensive. So therefore it went straight back to the taxpayer to
foot the bills again-that's what S.D.I. [the Strategic Defense Initiative] was
about, "Star Wars." Star Wars is basically a technique for subsidizing high -
technology industry. Nobody believes that it's a defense system-I mean,
maybe Reagan believes it, but nobody whose head is screwed on believes
that Star Wars is a military system. It's simply a way to subsidize the devel-
opment of the next generation of high technology-fancy software, com-
plicated computer systems, fifth-generation computers, lasers, and so on.*
And if anything marketable comes out of all that, okay, then the taxpayer
will be put aside as usual, and it'll go to the corporations to make the profits
off it.

In fact, just take a look at the parts of the American economy that are
competitive internationally: it's agriculture, which gets massive state subsi-
dies; the cutting edge of high-tech industry, which is paid for by the Penta-
gon; and the pharmaceutical industry, which is heavily subsidized through
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public science funding-those are the parts of the economy that function
competitively. And the same thing is true of every other country in the
world: the successful economies are the ones that have a big government
sector. I mean, capitalism is fine for the Third World-we love them to be
inefficient. But we're not going to accept it. And what's more, this has been
true since the beginnings of the industrial revolution: there is not a single
economy in history that developed without extensive state intervention, like
high protectionist tariffs and subsidies and so on. In fact, all the things we
prevent the Third World from doing have been the prerequisites for de-
velopment everywhere else-I think that's without exception. So to return to
your question, there just is no way to cut taxes very much without the entire
economy collapsing.

The Permanent War Economy

MAN: I'm a little surprised to hear you say that the Pentagon is so impor-
tant to our economy.

There's hardly an element of advanced-technology industry in the United
States that's not tied into the Pentagon system-which includes N.A.S.A., the
Department of Energy [which produces nuclear weapons], that whole
apparatus. In fact, that's basically what the Pentagon's for, and that's also
why its budget always stays pretty much the same. I mean, the Pentagon
budget is higher in real terms than it was under Nixon-and to the extent that
it's declined in recent years, it's in fact had the effect of what they call
"harming the economy." For instance, the Pentagon budget started to de-
cline in 1986, and in 1987 real wages started to fall off for skilled workers,
in other words for the college-educated. Before that they'd been declining
for unskilled workers, and they started to go down for the college-educated
a year after the Pentagon budget began to drop off a bit. And the reason is,
college-educated people are engineers, and skilled workers, and managers
and so on, and they're very dependent on the whole Pentagon system for
jobs-so even a slight decline in military spending immediately showed up in
real wage levels for that sector of the population.’

Actually, if you look back at the debates which went on in the late 1940s
when the Pentagon system was first being set up, they're very revealing.
You have to examine the whole development against the background of
what had just happened. There was this huge Depression in the 1930s,
worldwide, and at that point everyone understood that capitalism was dead.
I mean, whatever lingering beliefs people had had about it, and they weren't
very much before, they were gone at that point-because the whole capitalist
system had just gone into a tailspin: there was no way to save it the way it
was going. Well, everyone of the rich countries hit upon more or less the
same method of getting out. They did it independently, but they more or
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less hit on the same method-namely, state spending, public spending of
some kind, what's called "Keynesian stimulation." And that did finally get
countries out of the Depression. In the Fascist countries, it worked very
well-they got out pretty fast. And in fact, every country became sort of
fascist; again, "fascism" doesn't mean gas chambers, it means a special form
of economic arrangement with state coordination of unions and corporations
and a big role for big business. And this point about everyone being fascist
was made by mainstream Veblenite-type economists [i.e. after the
American economist Veblen] right at the time, actually-they said,
everybody's fascist, the only question is what form the fascism takes: it
takes different forms depending on the country's cultural patterns.®

Well, in the United States, the form that fascism took at first was the
New Deal [legislative programs enacted in the 1930s to combat the De-
pression]. But the New Deal was too small, it didn't really have much
effect-in 1939, the Depression was still approximately what it had been in
1932. Then came the Second World War, and at that point we became really
fascist: we had a totalitarian society basically, with a command economy,
wage and price controls, allocations of materials, all done straight from
Washington. And the people who were running it were mostly corporate
executives, who were called to the capital to direct the economy during the
war effort. And they got the point: this worked. So the U.S. economy pros-
pered during the war, industrial production almost quadrupled, and we were
finally out of the Depression.’

Alright, then the war ended: now what happens? Well, everybody ex-
pected that we were going to go right back into the Depression-because
nothing fundamental had changed, the only thing that had changed was that
we'd had this big period of government stimulation of the economy during
the war. So the question was, what happens now? Well, there was pent-up
consumer demand-a lot of people had made money and wanted to buy
refrigerators and stuff. But by about 1947 and '48, that was beginning to tail
off, and it looked like we were going to go back into another recession. And
if you go back and read the economists, people like Paul Samuelson and
others in the business press, at that point they were saying that advanced
industry, high-technology industry, "cannot survive in a competitive,
unsubsidized free-enterprise economy"-that's just hopeless.® They figured
we were heading right back to the Depression, but now they knew the
answer: government stimulation. And by then they even had a theory for it,
Keynes; before that they'd just done it by instinct.

So at that point, there was general agreement among business and elite
planners in the United States that there would have to be massive govern-
ment funneling of public funds into the economy, the only question was
how to do it. Then came kind of an interesting ... it wasn't really a debate,
because it was settled before it was started, but the issue was at least raised:
should the government pursue military spending or social spending? Well, it
was quickly made very clear in those discussions that the route that gov-
ernment spending was going to have to take was military. And that was not
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for reasons of economic efficiency, nothing of the sort-it was just for
straight power reasons, like the ones I mentioned: military spending doesn't
redistribute wealth, it's not democratizing, it doesn't create popular con-
stituencies or encourage people to get involved in decision-making.’ It's
just a straight gift to the corporate manager, period. It's a cushion for
managerial decisions that says, "No matter what you do, you've got a
cushion down there" -and it doesn't have to be a big portion of total
revenues, like maybe it's a few percent, but it's a very important cushion.'

And the public is not supposed to know about it. So as the first Secretary
of the Air Force, Stuart Symington, put the matter very plainly back in
1948, he said: "The word to use is not 'subsidy,' the word to use is 'security.'
"11 In other words, if you want to make sure that the government can
finance the electronics industry, and the aircraft industry, and computers,
and metallurgy, machine tools, chemicals, and so on and so forth, and you
don't want the general public trying to have a say in any of it, you have to
maintain a pretense of constant security threats-and they can be Russia,
they can be Libya, they can be Grenada, Cuba, whatever's around.

Well, that's what the Pentagon system is about: it's a system for ensuring
a particular form of domination and control. And that system has worked
for the purposes for which it was designed-not to give people better lives,
but to "make the economy healthy," in the standard sense of the phrase:
namely, ensuring corporate profits. And that it does, very effectively. So
you see, the United States has a major stake in the arms race: it's needed for
domestic control, for controlling the empire, for keeping the economy run-
ning. And it's going to be very hard to get around that; I actually think that's
one of the toughest things for a popular movement to change, because
changing the commitment to the Pentagon system will affect the whole
economy and the way it's run. It's a lot harder than, say, getting out of
Vietnam. That was a peripheral issue for the system of power. This is a
central issue.

In fact, I've been arguing for years with friends of mine who are cam-
paigning for "conversion" of the economy from military production to so-
cial spending that they're basically talking nonsense. I mean, it's not that
business has to be told "for this many jet planes we could have this many
schools, isn't it awful to build jet planes?" You don't have to convince the
head of General Motors of that: he knew that forty years before anyone
started talking about "conversion," that's why he wanted jet planes. There is
no point in explaining to people in power that "conversion" would be better
for the world. Sure it would. What do they care? They knew that long ago,
that's why they went in the opposite direction. Look: this system was
designed, with a lot of conscious and intelligent thought, for the particular
purpose that it serves. So any kind of "conversion" will just have to be part
of a total restructuring of the society, designed to undermine centralized
control.

And I mean, you're going to need an alternative-it's not enough just to
cut off the Pentagon budget, that's just going to make the economy col-
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lapse, because the economy is dependent on it. Something else has to hap-
pen unless you just want to go back to the Stone Age. So the first thing sim-
ply has to be creating both a culture and an institutional structure in which
public funds can be used for social needs, for human needs. That's the mis-
take that a lot of the "conversion" people make, in my opinion: they're just
identifying what's obvious, they're not focusing enough on creating the
basis for an alternative.

WOMAN: What is the hope, then, for dismantling the whole military
system?

There have to be large-scale institutional changes, we need a real democ-
ratization of the society. I mean, if we continue to have domination of the
economic and political system by corporations, why should they behave
any differently? It's not that the people in the corporations are bad people,
it's that the institutional necessity of the system is to maintain corporate
domination and profit-making. I mean, if the Chairman of General Motors
suddenly decided to start producing the best quality cars at the cheapest
prices, he wouldn't be Chairman any longer-there'd be a shift on the stock
market and they'd throw him out in five minutes. And that generalizes to
the system as a whole. There is absolutely no reason why the people who
own the economy would want it to be set up in a way that undermines or
weakens their control, any more than there's a reason why they would want
there to be a political system in which the population genuinely partici-
pates-why would they? They'd be crazy. Just like they'd be crazy if they
opened up the media to dissident opinion-what possible purpose would
there be in that? Or if they let the universities teach honest history, let's say.
It would be absurd.

Now, that doesn't mean that there's nothing we can do. Even within the
current structure of power, there's plenty of latitude for pressure and
changes and reforms. I mean, any institution is going to have to respond to
public pressure-because their interest is to keep the population more or less
passive and quiescent, and if the population is not passive and quiescent,
then they have to respond to that. But really dealing with the problems at
their core ultimately will require getting to the source of power and
dissolving it-otherwise you may be able to fix things up around the edges,
but you won't really change anything fundamentally. So the alternative just
has to be putting control over these decisions into popular hands-there
simply is no other way besides dissolving and diffusing power democrati-
cally, I think.
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Libyan and American Terrorism

WOMAN: Switching to current events a bit, Mr. Chomsky-"terrorism" is a
phenomenon that really took off in the media in the 1980s. Why do you
think all of a sudden Libya became such a great threat to us?

Well, because from the very first minute that the Reagan administration
came into office, it immediately selected Libya as a punching bag.'> And
there were very good reasons for that: Libya's defenseless, Qaddafi is sort
of hateful and kind of a thug-a very small-time thug, I might say, but never-
theless a thug-and he's also an Arab, and there's a lot of anti-Arab racism
around.” And the Reagan administration needed to create fear: it had to
mobilize the population to do things they didn't want to do, like support a
massive increase in military spending.

I mean, Reagan could talk about the "Evil Empire," but he couldn't get
into any confrontations with the Evil Empire-because that's dangerous; the
Soviets can fight back, and they've got missiles and things like that. So the
trick was to find somebody who's frightening enough to scare Americans
into accepting a huge military build-up, but nevertheless weak enough so
you could beat him up without anyone fighting back. And the answer was
Qaddafi, and international terrorism generally.

International terrorism by Arabs is certainly real. I mean, overwhelm-
ingly international terrorism comes out of Washington and Miami, but there
is a relatively small amount of it that comes from the Arab world."* And
people don't like it-they blow up planes, and it's scary, and it's Arabs, it's
weird-looking guys who have dark faces and mustaches. How does it
become a big enough threat that we have to build more missiles and so on?
Well, it's Kremlin-directed international terrorism. IS This stuff was crafted
from the first moment-and furthermore, it was all utterly transparent right
from the very beginning, like I was writing about it as early as 1981.'° The
media pretend they don't understand it, scholarship pretends it doesn't
understand it, but it's been as predictable as a broken record: they put it on
in 1981, and it's still playing.

The whole media campaign on terrorism started with a series of C.I.A.
disinformation releases about Libya. In 1981 the C.I.A. leaked a story to the
press about U.S. efforts to assassinate Qaddafi, in the hope that this would
lead Qaddafi to some kind of erratic reaction which we could then use as an
excuse to bomb him. Okay, that was exposed: the first reference to C.I.A.
disinformation about Libya appeared in Newsweek in August 1981, when
Newsweek stated that it had been subjected to a disinformation campaign by
the government. 17 Since then, there have been about a half-dozen similar
cases in which Washington floated some lunatic story about Libya and the
media bought it, then discovered later that it was disinformation and
pretended they were all surprised; I mean, at some point you'd think they
would begin to ask what's going on, but apparently not. And some of
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these cases were completely crazy-there was a story about Libyan hitmen
wandering around Washington, S.W.A.T. teams on alert patrolling the
White House, that kind of thing. It was all total madness."®

Well, everyone of these confrontations with Libya has been timed for
some domestic purpose. The big one, the bombing of Libya in April 1986,
was timed for the contra aid vote in Congress-the point was to build up a lot
of hysteria beforehand, and it kind of worked: they rammed through a big
aid package a month or two later."” It was all a complete set-up, totally
prefabricated. First, a confrontation was arranged in which Libyan artillery
guns fired at a U.S. fighter plane. You'll notice that somehow it's always the
U.S. Navy or the U.S. Air Force that Libya is shooting at-they never shoot at
Italian planes, or French planes, or Spanish planes, it's always American
planes. Well, what's the reason? One possibility is the Libyans are insane:
they go after the people who are going to wipe them out. The other possi-
bility is that the Americans are trying to get shot at, which is of course the
truth. The reason the Libyans only shoot at American planes is because
American planes are sent over there to get shot at; nobody else sends planes
into the Gulf of Sidra, because there's no point in doing it, so therefore they
don't get shot at.

See, Libya says the Gulf of Sidra is a part of its territorial waters, and the
United States refuses to accept that. Well, there's a way that countries can
resolve such disputes: you take them to the World Court and get a ruling; a
law-abiding state does it that way. Alright, that option was raised in the
United States, but the State Department said, no, we can't do it, it's much
too desperate a situation; getting a decision from the World Court will take
two years. You know, we can't put off for two years whether the U.S. Navy
can go into the Gulf of Sidra, the United States will collapse. All this stuff
is so ludicrous you can barely repeat it.*

The beginning phase of the 1986 confrontation occurred when American
planes penetrated Libyan territorial air space and finally got shot athappily,
because they know they're never actually going to be hit by the Libyan air
defenses. They then flew back to the fleet, and the American Navy bombed
a bunch of Libyan navy vessels and killed lots of Libyans. That was great, a
real victory.

Following that, on April 5th, 1986, a discotheque in West Berlin was
bombed; two people were killed. Rather crucially, one of them was a Turk-
ish woman and the other was a black American G.I.-the reason was, this
was a black Third World bar, not an insignificant fact. The White House
immediately announced that they had evidence, intercepts and so on, that
showed that this terrorist act was perpetrated by Libya, though they never
presented any of this evidence.”’ Then nine days later, on April 14th, we
bombed Libya.

It was completely obvious that we were going to bomb them. In fact, I
have a way of monitoring the Associated Press wires on my personal com-
puter, and there were dispatches coming out all day because it was evident
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we were going to bomb them. So I don't know if you've ever looked at a
ticker-tape, but a story comes out about every minute, and all through the
day there were tons of stories coming out about Libya; the last one before
the bombing came through at 6:28 P.M. It was bylined West Berlin, and it
said: West German and U.S. military intelligence say they have no informa-
tion about any Libyan connection to the disco bombing, but they suspect a
possible Libyan connection.*

Okay, half an hour later, at precisely 7 p.M.-rather crucial, it was at 7
P.M. precisely-the United States started bombing Libya. Why 7 P.M.? Be-
cause that's when the national news started on the three U.S. television net-
works: this was the first bombing in history ever timed for prime-time
television, and I mean that literally. It was a tricky operation to arrange: you
had to synchronize a six-hour flight from England so that a squadron of F-
111 bombers would arrive in Libya precisely at 7 P.M., when the three
national networks began their newscasts. They had to travel all the way
across the Mediterranean, two planes had to turn around and so on, but still
they hit it precisely at 7-that means there had to have been extremely
careful planning: they didn't want the bombing to start at ten after seven,
say, because that would have lost the effect.

Now, every journalist who isn't totally insane knew that this was a setup:
I mean, how likely is it that you would get a bombing at 7 P.M. Eastern
Standard Time, precisely on the nose? And if you watched the news that
evening, some of you will remember that the anchormen, Peter Jennings
and those guys, started off by saying: "Alright, we're going to switch over
to Tripoli"-then they switched over to Tripoli, and there was the whole
A.B.C. news team. What the hell were they doing in Tripoli? They're never
in Tripoli. Well, they were in Tripoli because they knew perfectly well
there was going to be a bombing, that's why. [ mean, they didn't know the
exact minute, but everybody was in place in Tripoli because they knew the
place was going to be bombed. Of course, they all pretended it was this big
surpnse.

So, 7 P.M., the United States bombs Tripoli and Benghazi, kills plenty of
people: you go to the exciting events live, you hear the loud noises, the tele-
vision news is preempted because this is so exciting. Then they flash back
to Washington, and the Reagan administration spokesman, Larry Speakes,
gets on T.V., and for the next twenty minutes they preempt the destruction
to give you the State Department line. Meanwhile, the whole Washington
press corps is just sitting there, these pussycats like Sam Donaldson and the
rest of them, who would never ask an embarrassing question in a million
years. Speakes gets up and says, "We knew for certain ten days ago that
Libya was behind the disco bombing"-and nobody asked the obvious
question: if you knew for certain ten days ago, how come you didn't know
half an hour ago? Barring colossal incompetence in the newsrooms, every
journalist there knew what I knew-they read the A.P. wires at C.B.S. as
much as I do, I guess, so that means they knew that up until a half-hour be-



80 Understanding Power

fore the bombing, American and West German intelligence had no infor-
mation about a Libyan connection. But Larry Speakes gets up and says,
"We knew for certain ten days ago"-and none of them even batted an eye-
lash.” Nobody asked another obvious question: how come the bombing was
scheduled for 7 P.M. Eastern Standard Time? How did you set it up so that
a six-hour flight from London happened to arrive in Libya at precisely the
instant when the television news started in the U.S.? Nobody asked that
question. In fact, there's a whole series of questions which nobody asked
everyone in the press just swallowed the absurdities. Then Reagan got on
and pontificated for a while. Next day's news, a hundred percent-everybody
said, this is terrific, we finally showed these Libyans. Not a note of discord.
24

Now, let me go on with the personal side of this. Two weeks later, I hap-
pened to go to Germany-where, incidentally, I was giving a talk at a con-
ference on terrorism. When 1 got off at the airport in Frankfurt, the first
thing I did was pick up the German newspapers, and I also picked up Der
Spiegel, which is kind of like the German Newsweek. The front cover of
Der Spiegel was a picture of Reagan looking like some kind of madman
with missiles going over his head, and at the bottom was the phrase: "Terror
Against Terror.”® Now, that happens to be an old Gestapo slogan: when the
Gestapo went after the anti-Nazi resistance, they called it "terror against
terror." And I assume that everybody in Germany knew that it was a
Gestapo slogan-I guess that was the point, and especially when you looked
at the picture, the associations were pretty obvious: they were saying, "This
is like the Nazis." And the whole journal basically was devoted to
exploding the theory that Libya had anything to do with the disco bombing.
They said, there's no evidence for this, it's a total fabrication, Washington
has never provided any evidence. There were speculations as to who might
have done it, like it might have been drug-related, some people thought it
was Ku Klux Klan-related-the Klan is very strong there, coming out of the
American army-but there didn't seem to be any reason why Libya would
bomb a German Third World bar. And in fact, while I was in Germany, I
didn't meet a single person who thought that there was any plausibility
whatsoever to the Libyan connection.

Okay, I went to the conference on terrorism, and afterwards there was a
press conference. At the press conference, I was asked by German reporters
what I thought about all of this, and I told them the little bit I knew. After it
ended, a guy came up to me, a black American from Dorchester [in
Boston], and introduced himself. He was a G.I. who'd been living in
Germany for about twenty-five years-he'd served there, then decided he
didn't want to come back, so he stayed; a fair number of black Americans
have done that, actually. Now he was working as a reporter for Stars and
Stripes, the American army newspaper. Well, he told me that what I had
said about the bombing was part of the story, but that I didn't know the half
of it-it was much worse than I had said. I asked him what he meant, and he
said that as a reporter for Stars and Stripes, he had regularly been
interviewing the head
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of the hundred-person West German investigating team which was studying
the disco bombing [Manfred Ganschow], a man who also happened to be
the director of the West Berlin equivalent of the EB.I. [the Berlin Staats-
schutz]. And he said that ever since the first day he began interviewing him,
this guy had been telling him: "There's no Libyan connection, there's no
evidence for it, we don't believe it." I asked him if he could get me some-
thing on paper about this that I could publish, and he said he would.

He flew to Berlin and conducted another interview with this guy, then
came back to Frankfurt where I was, and gave me the transcript of the in-
terview. In it, he asked the guy: "Do you have any new information about a
Libyan connection?" And the guy said, "You've been asking me that ever
since the first day. I told you then we don't have any evidence, we still have
no evidence." The reporter kept pressing. He said, "Look, Helmut Kohl, the
Chancellor of Germany, now agrees that there's some plausibility to
Reagan's Libya story." And this guy said, "Well, politicians have to do what
they have to do, and they'll say their stuff, but I'm just telling you what the
facts are; the facts are, there's no evidence."” And it goes on from there.
There never was any evidence. A couple months later it even began to be
conceded that there was no evidence. So maybe Syrians did it, or maybe it
was some other thing, but the idea that there was any credible Libyan
connection just disappeared.”’

Actually, on the first anniversary of the bombing, the B.B.C. [British
Broadcasting Corporation] did a retrospective on the story in which they
reviewed all the background and went to European intelligence agencies for
assistance: their conclusion was that all of the European intelligence agen-
cies-including those from the most conservative governments-say they see
no plausibility to the idea that there was a Libyan connection to the disco
bombing.®® The whole thing was a lie. Nevertheless, it continues to be
repeated in the U.S. press.”

In fact, the B.B.C. also presented some further interesting information. If
you were following all of this at the time, you'll remember that there was a
very dramatic story told in the U.S. media after the disco bombing about
how the United States had picked up secret intercepts that Libya was going
to bomb some target in West Berlin just before the bombing, so they had
declared an alert and were running around to all the places U.S. soldiers go
in West Berlin, and they got to the discotheque just fifteen minutes too late-
you remember that story?30 It turns out it was a total fabrication. The
B.B.C. investigated it: neither the German intelligence and police nor any
Western embassy had ever heard about it-it was all completely fabricated.

Well, the point is, all of this stuff was known to American reporters. The
New York Times had a top-flight correspondent in Germany, James
Markham, and he was interviewing the head of West German intelligence
too, except he was never reporting any of this.>' In fact, none of it was ever
reported, the press played the whole thing as if they were completely blind-
they pretended all the way through that they didn't understand the business
about the timing; they didn't mention the fact that there was no ev-
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idence of a Libyan connection to the disco bombing right up to the moment
of the Tripoli attack; and they have yet to inform people that West Ger-
many itself never saw any evidence of a connection, and has always re-
garded it as a total fabrication. All of that is just unstatable in the U.S.
media-and in this context, it's not very surprising that the American pop-
ulation still believes the official line. Well, here's an example of real brain-
washing-and it's just got to be conscious in this case, I can't believe that the
press is that incompetent.

Actually, there's even one more part to the Tripoli bombing story, that I
know of at least. Remember the Pentagon's version of why we had to bomb
Libya the first time: it was that American planes had been flying over the
Gulf of Sidra to establish our right to be there, they were in international
waters forty miles off the Libyan coast, they detected Libyan planes pursu-
ing them, they disabled the Libyan radar, then in international waters, the
Libyans shot at our planes-therefore we had to shoot them down and sink
their naval boats, and ultimately bomb Tripoli a few days later and kill lots
of Libyan civilians. That was the Pentagon's story. Well, a couple days after
that, a very good, highly respected British correspondent, a guy named
David Blundy, went to Libya to investigate the story, and he discovered the
following. It turns out that at the time of the first American attack, there
were a bunch of British engineers in Libya who were there making repairs
on the Libyan radar systems-it was Russian radar, but the Russians couldn't
figure out how to fix it, so they had to call in British engineers to fix it. So
these engineers were there working on the radar, and by the time of the
incident with the American fighter planes, the radar was working perfectly
well and they were in fact monitoring the whole episode right as it
transpired. And what they claim is that the American planes were not in in-
ternational waters, they had in fact flown directly over Libyan ground ter-
ritory: they had followed Libyan commercial jets at first so they wouldn't
be picked up on radar, then they revealed themselves when they were over
Libyan ground territory, and at that point they picked up ground fire.*> And
the purpose just had to be to elicit Libyan ground fire. Then when they'd
been shot at, they went back out to sea and bombed the boats and shot
down the planes and so on.

Well, that has never been reported in the United States. And that was
very cautious non-reporting-because the New York Times and others just
had to have been aware of this story, they just never mentioned any of this
information.

MAN: I have a student who was on active duty in the Mediterranean at that
time, and he says that the American Navy went within a very short physical
distance of the Libyan shoreline-not only within twelve miles, but within
three miles. He was right there on the deck and saw it.

That's probably the same story; that's interesting.
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WOMAN: What was the point of it, though?

The immediate point was pretty clear: right then the Reagan administra-
tion was trying to create fanaticism in time for the Congressional vote on
aid to the Nicaraguan contras, which was coming up a few days later. In
fact, if anyone didn't understand this, Reagan drew the connection explic-
itly in a speech he made. He said: you know these Libyans, they're even
trying to set up an outpost in our Hemisphere-namely, in Nicaragua.*® In
case anybody didn't understand ...

MAN: I understand the operation was a real military fiasco as well.

Yes, there's a very good study of that by Andrew Cockburn, who's quite
a good military correspondent.** A couple of the planes broke down, the
bombs were going all over the place. I mean, they used laser-guided
bombs-"smart" bombs-and when laser-guided bombs miss, it means that
something got screwed up in the control mechanism, so they can go ten
miles away, they can go anywhere. I mean, no high-technology works for
very long, certainly not under complicated conditions, so all of these gadg-
ets were screwing up and the servicemen couldn't figure out where they
were. The night radar didn't work, a plane was shot down-it goes on and
on. And remember, this was with no enemy opposition.

It was the same with the Grenada invasion [in 1983], actually-that was
also a military fiasco. I mean, seven thousand American elite troops suc-
ceeded, after three days, in overcoming the resistance of about three dozen
Cubans and a few Grenadan military men; they got 8,000 Medals of Honor
for it.*® They mostly shot themselves, or shot each other. They bombed a
mental hospital. The airplanes were on a different radio frequency than the
ground troops. They didn't know there were two medical campuses. In fact,
there was an official report about it later by some Pentagon guy [William
Lind], who just described it as a total fiasco.*

MAN: They had to use tourist maps.

They had the wrong maps-and this is like bombing the Rowe Conference
Center [i.e. where Chomsky and the group were meeting], about that hard.

MAN.: Are these military planners rational?

There's a kind of rationality. But remember, they're not really expecting
to fight a war against anybody who can fight back-like, they're not planning
on fighting the Russians or anything like that. They're mostly doing
counterinsurgency stuff against defenseless targets like Libya and Grenada,
so it doesn't really matter whether the equipment works. The top brass
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in the Pentagon, they basically want a lot of high-powered, heavily
automated gadgetry that's expensive, because that's what makes you a big
bureaucracy and able to run a lot of things. I mean, there's an economic
purpose to the Pentagon, like I was talking about before: it's a way to get
the public to fund the development of high technology, and so on. But the
generals also want all this stuff too-it's kind of a power play. So these gen-
erals would rather have high-tech fancy aircraft than simple aircraft which
just do the job, because you're more powerful if you control more compli-
cated stuff. The perception they encourage is that everything's getting
fancier and fancier, and more and more complicated, so they need more and
more money, and more and more assistance, and more and more control--
and it doesn't really matter very much whether it works properly or not,
that's kind of secondary.”’

WOMAN: Gore Vidal refers to us as "the proud victors of Grenada."

Yeah, that's when Reagan got up and said, "We're standing tall again."*®

We're laughing-but remember, people didn't laugh at the time. The Grenada
invasion was considered a big shot in the arm: we're standing tall, they're
not going to push us around anymore, all hundred thousand of them. We
overcame their nutmeg.

The V.S. and the V.N.

MAN: Noam, do you see any positive role that the U.N. can play, for in-
stance sending U.N. peacekeeping forces to places instead of u.s. interven-
tion forces?

Well, the U.N. can only playa positive role if the great powers let it play
a positive role. So where the great powers more or less agree on something
and they just need a mechanism to effect~" , the U .... N. is useful. But if
the great powers are opposed-like, say the U "ted States is opposed to
something-okay, then it just doesn't happen.

MAN: What about if the U.N. didn't have a Security Council, or didn't give
veto power to the five permanent Security Council members? [The U.N. Se-
curity Council has 15 seats, 5 of which are permanently assigned to the
U.S., Britain, France, Russia, and China, and for "substantive"” Security
Council resolutions to go into effect none of the 5 permanent members can
have voted against them; unlike the General Assembly, the Security Coun-
cil has enforcement powers.]

It couldn't happen-because the great powers will not allow any inter-
ference with their affairs. Take the United States, which has been by far the
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leader in vetoing U.N. Security Council resolutions since the 1970s: if we
don't like what the U.N. is doing, the U.N. can go down the tubes-we just
ignore them, and that ends the matter.*” You don't kid around with an eight-
hundred-pound gorilla, you know.

In fact, it's quite interesting to trace the changes in the U.S. attitude to-
wards the U.N. over the years. In the late 1940s, the United States just ran it
completely-international relations of power were such that the U.S. just
gave the orders and everybody followed, because the rest of the world was
smashed up and starving after the Second World War. And at the time,
everybody here loved the U.N., because it always went along with us: every
way we told countries to vote, they voted. Actually, when I was a graduate
student around 1950, major social scientists, people like Margaret Mead,
were trying to explain why the Russians were always saying "no" at the
U.N.-because ~ere was the United States putting through these resolutions
and everybody was voting "yes," then the Russians would stand up and say
"no." So of course they went to the experts, the social scientists, to figure it
out. And what they came up with was something we used to call
"diaperology"; the conclusion was, the reason the Russians always say "no"
at the U.N. is because they raise their infants with swaddling clothes
[bandages wrapped around newborn babies to restrain and quiet them].
Literally-they raise their infants with swaddling clothes in Russia, so Rus-
sians end up very negative, and by the time they make it to the U.N. all they
want to do is say "no" all the time. That was literally proposed, people took
it seriously, there were articles in the journals about it, and so on.*’

Well, over the years, U.S. power over the U.N. began to drop-at least
relatively speaking. A lot of Third World countries entered the U.N., espe-
cially in the 1960s as a result of decolonization, so there was a lot more in-
dependence-and the U.N. just got out of control, we couldn't order it around
as much anymore. And as that happened, you could just trace the U.S.
attitude towards the U.N. getting more and more negative. For instance,
they started using this phrase which I'm sure you've heard, "the tyranny of
the majority." What's the tyranny of the majority? It's what's known as
"democracy” elsewhere, but when we happen to be in the minority, it
becomes "the tyranny of the majority." And starting around 1970, the
United States began vetoing everything that came up: resolutions on South
Africa, on Israel, on disarmament-you pick it, the United States was vetoing
it. And the Soviet Union was voting right along with the mainstream.*'
Okay, all of a sudden it turns out that the U.N. is a total disaster.

I'll never forget one article about this in the New York Times Magazine,
by their U.N. correspondent, Richard Bernstein. He went through this
whole business about how the entire world votes against the United States
all the time. He wasn't asking, "How do they raise American children?"
What he asked was, "Why is the world out of step?" Literally: "What's the
matter with the world, it's all out of step, it doesn't understand-what is it
with the world?" Then he began looking for defects in the world. I'm not
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exaggerating, that's exactly what it was like-and all of this stuff is done
without any self-consciousness, it's just said straight.**

It's the same with the World Court [the popular name for the Interna-
tional Court of Justice, the judicial organ of the U.N.J. When the World
Court issued an explicit decision against the United States in June 1986 or-
dering-ordering-the United States to terminate what it called "unlawful use
of force" and illegal economic warfare against Nicaragua, we just said to
heck with it, we ignored them. The week after, Congress increased U.S. aid
to the contras by another hundred million dollars.* Again, the commentary
across the board in the U.S.-the New York Times, the Washington Post, big
international law experts-was unanimous: the World Court has discredited
itself by passing this judgment, so obviously we don't have to pay any
attention to it.* It just discredits the World Court to criticize the United
States-that's like a truism here. Then right after that, when the U.N.
Security Council called on all states to observe international law-not
referring to ~he United States, but obliquely referring to this World Court
decision=::;-,and it was vetoed by the United States (11 to 1, with 3 absten-
tions); and when the General Assembly also passed the same resolution, the
first time 94 to 3 (Israel, El Salvador, and the United States), the next time
94 to 2 (Israel and the United States)-the press wouldn't even report it.*
Well, that's what it means to be a great power: you do whatever you feel
like.

And by now, the United States is practically strangling the U.N.-we're by
far its biggest debtor nation. In fact, the U.N. can barely function because
the United States won't pay its bills.* And parts of the U.N. that we don't
like, like U.N.E.S.C.O. [the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and
Cultural Organization--because it's working for the Third World we
practically put them out of business.

The United States launched a huge propaganda campaign against
U.N.E.S.C.O. in the 1970s and Eighties-it was full of outrageous lies, to-
tally fabricated, but nevertheless it sufficed to essentially eliminate the
Third World orientation of U.N.E.S.C.O. and make it stop doing things it
was doing around the Third World, like improving literacy and health care
and so on.” But that's just the reality of what the U.N. is going to face when
it pursues policies that are not in the interests of the great powers-it can just
go down the drain, the United States won't permit it.

WOMAN: But why is it that the press won't report any of these things?

Well, it's because the press has a job: its job is to keep people from un-
derstanding the world, and to keep them indoctrinated. Therefore it won't
report things like this-and again, that follows pretty logically from the na-
ture of the press institutions themselves. In fact, the way that the U.S. press
covers United Nations votes gives a very good illustration of how it works.
So for example, when the U.N. has a vote denouncing the ongoing Russian
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invasion of Afghanistan in November 1987, that they put on the front page.
But when the U.N. has a vote in the same session, in fact within a few days,
calling on all states to observe international law-this very muted resolution
after the World Court decision, it didn't even mention the United States
directly-then they won't put it on the front page, in fact they won't put it
anywhere.”

Or take the summit when the Soviet Union and the United States signed
the LN.F. [Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces] treaty, in December 1987.
Right at that time, there was a tremendous amount of media attention fo-
cused on arms treaties. Well, the line that the U.S. media constantly pre-
sented was, "Reagan the Peacemaker"-you know, "Reagan leading us to a
new age," "First arms control treaty [to abolish a class of weapons sys-
tems]," and so on. That was the standard picture across the whole American
press. Okay, that very month, the U.N. General Assembly had passed a
series of disarmament resolutions-but if you want to know the details of
them, you'll have to look them up in my book Necessary Illusions, because
it's about the only place you can find them in print in the Unite States. The
General Assembly passed a resolution calling for the banning of all
weapons in outer space, Star Wars-it went through 154 to 1, the U.S. was
the 1. They passed a resolution against the development of new weapons of
mass destruction; it was 135 to 1. They passed one calling for a nuclear test
freeze; it was 137 to 3, the United States picked up England and France on
that one. And so it went.

Do you think any of that made the newspapers in the United States? No,
because that's just the wrong story.* The story is "Reagan the Peacemaker,"
not "The United States is alone in the world, isolated in the world in
attempting to maintain the arms race" -that's not the story. And in fact,
when the New York Times did its summary report on what had happened at
the U.N. that year, you can bet your life that none of this stuff was in-
cluded-there wasn't one word.”

And the point is, if you want to be a "responsible" journalist, you have to
understand what's important, and what's important is things that work for
the cause-U.S. corporate power, that's the cause. And you will not stay in
the press very long unless you've internalized and come to understand these
values virtually intuitively-because there's a whole elaborate process of
filtering and selection in the institutions to eliminate people who don't
understand them and to help advance people who do. That's how you can
get commentators in the New York Times asking questions like "What's
wrong with the world?" when the U.S. is standing alone against every other
country, and not even batting an eyelash. And of course, it's also part of the
way the propaganda system keeps everyone else from understanding the el-
ementary realities too.



88 Understanding Power
Business, Apartheid, and Racism

WOMAN: Professor Chomsky, one issue where ['ve noticed that activists
get kind of a good press in the United States-and it seems out of synch with
what we usually see-is coverage of people protesting South African
apartheid {official system of racial segregation and white supremacy, the
legal basis for which was largely repealed in 1990-91]. I'm wondering if
you have any ideas why coverage of that might be a bit more positive.

I think you're right: anti-apartheid movements in the United States do get
a pretty good press-so when some mayor or something demonstrates
against South Africa, there's usually kind of a favorable report on it. And I
think the main reason is that Western corporations themselves are basically
anti-apartheid by this point, so that's going to tend to be reflected in the
media coverage.

See, South Africa has been going through an internal economic trans-
formation, from a society based on extractive industry to one based on
industrial production-and that transformation has changed the nature of
international interests in South Africa. As long as South Africa was
primarily a society whose wealth was based on extracting diamonds, gold,
uranium and so on, what you needed were large numbers of slaves,
basically-people who would go down into the mines and work for a couple
years, then die and be replaced by others. So you needed an illiterate,
subdued population of workers, with families getting just enough income to
produce more slaves, but not much more than that-then either you sent
them down into the mines, or you turned them into mercenaries in the army
and so on to help control the others. That was traditional South Africa. But
as South Africa changes to an industrial society, those needs also are begin-
ning to change: now you don't need slaves primarily, what you need is a
docile, partially educated workforce.

Something similar happened in the United States during our industrial
revolution, actually. Mass public education first was introduced in the
United States in the nineteenth century as a way of training the largely rural
workforce here for industry-in fact, the general population in the United
States largely was opposed to public education, because it meant taking
kids off the farms where they belonged and where they worked with their
families, and forcing them into this setting in which they were basically
being trained to become industrial workers.”' That was part of the whole
transformation of American society in the nineteenth century, and that
transformation now is taking place for the black population in South
Africa-which means for about 85 percent of the people there. So the white
South African elites, and international investors generally, now need a
workforce that is trained for industry, not just slaves for the mines. And that
means they need people who can follow instructions, and read diagrams,
and be managers and foremen, things like that-so slavery just is
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not the right system for the country anymore, they need to move towards
something more like what we have in the United States. And it's pretty
much for that reason that the West has become anti-apartheid, and that the
media will therefore tend to give anti-apartheid movements a decent press.

I mean, usually political demonstrations get very negative reporting in
the United States, no matter what they're for, because they show people
they can do things, that they don't just have to be passive and isolated-and
you're not supposed to have that lesson, you're supposed to think that you're
powerless and can't do anything. So any kind of public protest typically
won't be covered here, except maybe locally, and usually it will get very
negative reporting; when it's protest against the policies of a favored U.S.
ally, it always will. But in the case of South Africa, the reporting is quite
supportive: so if people go into corporate shareholder meetings or
something and make a fuss about disinvestment [withdrawing investments
from South Africa to pressure its government], generally they'll get a favor-
able press these days.

Of course, it's not that what they're doing is wrong-what they're doing is
right. But they should understand that the reason they're getting a rea-
sonably favorable press right now is that, by this point, business regards
them as its troops-corporate executives don't really want apartheid in South
Africa anymore. It's like the reason that business was willing to support the
Civil Rights Movement in the United States: American business had no use
for Southern apartheid, in fact it was bad for business.

See, capitalism is not fundamentally racist-it can exploit racism for its
purposes, but racism isn't built into it. Capitalism basically wants people to
be interchangeable cogs, and differences among them, such as on the basis
of race, usually are not functional. I mean, they may be functional for a pe-
riod, like if you want a super-exploited workforce or something, but those
situations are kind of anomalous. Over the long term, you can expect capi-
talism to be anti-racist-just because it's anti-human. And race is in fact a
human characteristic-there's no reason why it should be a regative char-
acteristic, but it is a human characteristic. So therefore identifications based
on race interfere with the basic ideal that people should be available just as
consumers and producers, interchangeable cogs who will purchase all of
the junk that's produced-that's their ultimate function, and any other
properties they might have are kind of irrelevant, and usually a nuisance.

So in this respect, I think you can expect that anti-apartheid moves will
be reasonably well supported by the mainstream institutions in the United
States. And over the long term, I suspect that apartheid in South Africa will
break down-just for functional reasons. Of course, it's going to be really
rough, because white privilege in South Africa is extreme, and the situation
of blacks is grotesque. But over time, I assume that the apartheid system
will erode-and I think we should press very hard to make that happen: like,
one doesn't turn against the Civil Rights Movement because you realize
that business interests are in favor of it. That's kind of not the point.
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Winning the Vietnam War

WOMAN: Mr. Chomsky, what's really going on in Vietnam-is it just the
horrible dictatorship it's portrayed to be, and do you see any prospects at
all for social or economic recovery there?

Well, Vietnam's a pretty tight and autocratic place-but it was obvious
that it was going to be that way. Don't forget, what we did to that country
practically wiped it out. You have to bear in mind what happened there.
Nobody here cares, so nobody studies it carefully, but over the course of
the Indochina wars the number of people killed was maybe four million or
more. ["Indochina" was the French colony comprising the area of Vietnam,
Cambodia, and Laos; the United States attacked each of those countries in
the 1960s and Seventies.] Tens of millions of others were displaced from
their homes. Large parts of the country were simply destroyed. There are
still thousands and thousands of deaths every year because of our use of
chemical weapons--children are born with birth defects, and cancers, and
tumors, deformities. I mean, Vietnam suffered the kind of fate there's noth-
ing to compare to in European history back to the Black Plague. It'll be a
century before they can recover-if then. 52

In fact, by about 1970, my own view, and [ wrote this at the time, was
that either nothing in the region would survive-which was a possibility or
else the only thing that would survive would be North Vietnam, which is a
harsh, orthodox Marxist-Leninist regime. And the reason why only North
Vietnam would have survived is because under conditions of tremendous
violence, the only thing that survives is the toughest people.*

See, libertarian structures are not very resilient-they can easily be wiped
out by violence, whereas tough authoritarian structures can often survive
that violence; in fact, one of the effects of violence is to magnify the power
of authoritarian groups. For example, suppose we came under physical
attack here-suppose a bunch of gangsters came and wanted to kill us, and
we had to find a way to survive. I suspect that what we would do (at least
what I would do) is to look for whoever around here is the toughest bastard,
and put them in charge-because they'd be the most likely to help us survive.
That's what you do if you want to survive a hostile attack: you subject your-
self to power and authority, and to people who know how to fight. That's in
fact the result of a hostile attack: the ones left in command at the end are
the elements who were capable of surviving, and usually they survived
because they're very violent. Well, our attack on Vietnam was
extraordinarily violent, and the more constructive National Liberation Front
in South Vietnam just couldn't survive it, but the tough authoritarian regime
of the North could-so it took over.

And because the pressures on them have never let up since the war, if
there ever were any possibilities for recovery afterwards, the United States
has ensured that Vietnam could never do anything with them. Because U.S.
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policy since the war has been to make Vietnam suffer as much as possible,
and to keep them isolated from the rest of the world: it's what's called
"bleeding Vietnam."** The Chinese leadership is much more frank about it
than we are-for example, Deng Xiaoping [China's dominant political figure
until the 1990s] says straight out that the reason for supporting Pol Pot in
Cambodia is that he's Vietnam's enemy, and he'll help us make Vietnam
suffer as much as possible. We're not quite as open about it, but we take
basically the same position-and for only slightly different reasons. China
wants Vietnam to suffer because they're an ideological competitor, and they
don't like having an independent state like that on their border; the United
States wants them to suffer because we're trying to increase the difficulty of
economic reconstruction in Southeast Asia-so we'll support Pol Pot through
allies like China and Thailand, in order to "bleed" Vietnam more
effectively. 55 [Pol Pot was the Cambodian Khmer Rouge Party leader re-
sponsible for a mass slaughter in that country in the mid-1970s.]

I mean, remember what the Vietnam War was fought for, after all. The
Vietnam War was fought to prevent Vietnam from becoming a successful
model of economic and social development for the Third World. And we
don't want to lose the war, Washington doesn't want to lose the war. So far
we've won: Vietnam is no model for development, it's a model for destruc-
tion. But if the Vietnamese could ever pull themselves together somehow,
Vietnam could again become such a model-and that's no good, we always
have to prevent that.*

The extent of the sadism on this is extraordinary, in fact. For example,
India tried to send a hundred buffalo to Vietnam, because the buffalo herds
there had been virtually wiped out-Vietnam's a peasant society, remember,
so buffalo mean tractors, fertilizer, and so on; the United States threatened
to cut off "Food for Peace" aid to India if they did it. We tried to block
Mennonites from sending wheat to Vietnam. We've effectively cut off all
foreign aid to them over the past twenty years, by pressuring other countries
not to give them anything. 57 And the only purpose of all these things has
been to make Vietnam suffer as much as possible, and to prevent them from
ever developing-and they've just been unable to deal with it. Whatever
minuscule hopes they might have had have been eliminated, because
they've made error after error in terms of economic reconstruction. I mean,
in the last couple years, they've tried to fool around with liberalizing mar-
kets to attract foreign investors and so on, but it's pretty hard to envision
any positive scenario for them.

Look, to try to deal with economic problems in general is not so simple-
the United States is doing a rotten job of it, with all the advantages in the
world. And to deal with problems of economic reconstruction under
conditions of total devastation, and lack of resources, and imposed isolation
from the world-that's very, very hard. I mean, economic development in the
West was a very brutal process, and that was under pretty good conditions.
For example, the American colonies in the eighteenth century were



92 Understanding Power

objectively better off than most Third World countries today-that's in ab-
solute terms, not relative terms, meaning you had to work less to feed your-
self, things like that. 58 And economic development here still was very
brutal, even with those enormous advantages. And remember, that was with
all of the resources in the world still around to be robbed-nobody has that
anymore, they've all been robbed already. So there are just real, qualitative
differences in the problems of Third World development today-and the
Vietnamese have problems far beyond that, problems they simply cannot
overcome at this point, as far as I can see.

[Editors' Note: Official U.S. relations with Vietnam changed in February
1994, as American businesses pressured the government to allow them to
join foreign-based corporations that were violating the embargo and mak-
ing profits off Vietnam:*’]

"Genocide': the United States and Pol Pot

MAN.: You said that we support Pol Pot in Cambodia through our allies.
Isn't there a chance that there could be another genocide there if the
Khmer Rouge gets back in power? I'm terrified of that possibility.

Yeah, it's dangerous. What will happen there depends on whether the
West continues to support them ...

MAN: But we may be heading for another genocide.

Well, look, the business about "genocide" you've got to be a little careful
about. Pol Pot was obviously a major mass murderer, but it's not clear that
Pol Pot killed very many more people-or even more people-than the United
States killed in Cambodia in the first half of the 1970s. We only talk about
"genocide" when other people do the killing. [The U.S. bombed and
invaded Cambodia beginning in 1969, and supported anti-Parliamentary
right-wing forces in a civil war there which lasted until 1975; Pol Pot ruled
the country between 1975 and '78.]

So there's a lot of uncertainty about just what the scale was of the Pol
Pot massacre, but the best scholarly work in existence today estimates the
deaths in Cambodia from all causes during the Pol Pot period in the hun-
dreds of thousands, maybe as much as a million.*® Well, just take a look at
the killing in Cambodia that happened in the first half of the decade from
1970 to 1975-which is the period that we're responsible for: it was also in
the hundreds of thousands.'

Furthermore, if you really want to be serious about it-let's say a million
people died in the Pol Pot years, let's take a higher number-it's worth bear-
ing in mind that when the United States stopped its attacks on inner Cam-
bodia in 1975, American and other Western officials predicted that in the
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aftermath, about a million more Cambodians would die just from the effects
of the American war.”® At the time that the United States withdrew from
Cambodia, people were dying from starvation in the city of Phnom Penh
alone-forget the rest of the country-at the rate of 100,000 a year.®® The last
U.S. A.J.D. [Agency for International Development] mission in Cambodia
predicted that there would have to be two years of slave labor and
starvation before the country could even begin to get moving again.** So
while the number of deaths you should attribute to the United States during
the Pol Pot period isn't a simple calculation to make, obviously it's a lot-
when you wipe out a country's agricultural system and drive a million
people out of their homes and into a city as refugees, yeah, a lot of people
are going to die. And the responsibility for their deaths is not with the
regime that took over afterwards, it's with the people who made it that way.

And in fact, there's an even more subtle point to be made-but not an in-
significant one. That is: why did Pol Pot and the Khmer Rouge carry out
their massacre in the first place? Well, there's pretty good evidence that the
Khmer Rouge forces took power primarily because they were the only ones
who were tough enough bastards to survive the U.S. attacks. And given the
destructive psychological effects of the American bombings on the peasant
population there, some sort of violent outpouring was fairly predictable and
there was a big element of just plain peasant revenge in what happened.®
So the U.S. bombings hit a real peak of ferocity in around 1973, and that's
the same period in which the Pol Pot group started gaining power. The
American bombardment was certainly a significant factor, possibly the
critical factor, in building up peasant support for the Khmer Rouge in the
first place; before that, they had been a pretty marginal element. Okay, if
we were honest about the term "genocide," we would divide up the deaths
in the Pol Pot period into a major part which is our responsibility, which is
the responsibility of the United States.

Heroes and Anti-Heroes

MAN: Noam, I have to say, I'm getting a little depressed by all of this neg-
ative information-we need it, there's no question about it, but we also need
a certain degree of empowerment. So let me just ask you, who are your
heroes?

Well, let me first just make a remark about the "empowerment” point,
which comes up again and again. I never know exactly how to respond to
it-because it's just the wrong question. The point is, there are lots of op-
portunities to do things, and if people do something with them, changes
will happen. No matter how you look at it, it seems to me that's always
what it comes down to.
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MAN.: Well, I guess I'm asking about your heroes so that you'll be a little
bit more specific about some of these "opportunities." For example, who do
you really admire when it comes to activism?

Well, my heroes are people who were working with S.N.C.C. [the Stu-
dent Nonviolent Coordinating Committee, a Civil Rights Movement orga-
nization] in the South-people who day after day faced very harsh conditions
and suffered badly, some of them were even killed. They'll never enter into
history, but I knew some of them, I saw some of them-they're heroes. Draft
resisters during the Vietnam War I think are heroes. Plenty of people in the
Third World are heroes: if you ever have the chance to go to a place where
people are really struggling-like the West Bank, Nicaragua, Laos-there's an
awful lot of heroism, just an awful lot of heroism. Among sort of middle-
class organizers, there are three or four people I know who would get the
Nobel Peace Prize if it meant anything, which of course it doesn't, in fact
it's kind of an insult to get it-take a look at who it goes t0.°° If you look
around, there are people like that: if you want heroes, you can find them.
You're not going to find them among anybody whose name is mentioned in
the newspapers-if they're there, you know probably they're not heroes,
they're anti-heroes.

I mean, there are plenty of people who when some popular movement
gets going are willing to stand up and say, "I'm your leader"-the Eugene
McCarthy phenomenon. Eugene McCarthy [a contender for the Democratic
Party Presidential nomination in 1968] is a perfect example of it. I re-
member John Kenneth Galbraith [American economist] once saying,
"McCarthy's the real hero of the Vietnam War opposition," and American
liberalism always writes about him as a great hero.” Well, if you take a
look at McCarthy's history, you can understand why. During the hard years
of building up the anti-war movement, nobody ever heard of Eugene
McCarthy. There were some people in Congress involved in opposing the
war, but it wasn't McCarthy; in fact, it wasn't even McGovern, if you want
to know the truth-it was Wayne Morse, Erest Gruening, Gaylord Nelson,
maybe a couple of others, but certainly not McCarthy. In fact, you never
even heard of Eugene McCarthy until around the time of the Tet Offensive
[in January 1968]. Around the time of the Tet Offensive, corporate America
turned against the war, there was a huge mass popular movement out there,
and Eugene McCarthy figured that he could get some personal power out of
it, so he announced himself as "Your Leader." He didn't really say
anything-if you look back, you don't even know which side he was on, if
you read the words-but somehow he managed to put across the impression
that he was this big anti-war leader.

He won the New Hampshire primary in '68 and went to the Democratic
National Convention. At the Democratic Convention, lots and lots of young
people showed up to work on his campaign-you know, "Clean for Gene"
and so on-and they got battered bloody by the Chicago police [in a police
riot with anti-war demonstrators]. McCarthy didn't bat an eyelash,
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disappeared. He had a lot of prestige at that point-totally ,-but he had a lot of
prestige as the self-elected spokesman of the anti-war movement, and if he'd
cared even marginally about anything ring, he would have used that
undeserved status to work against the war. But he quit: the power game was
over, it was more fun to write poetry and talk about baseball, so that's what
he did. And that's why he's a liberal hero--because he's a total fraud. I mean,
you couldn't have a more clear example of a total fraud.

Those are the kind of "heroes" that the culture is going to set up for
you--the kind who show up when there are points to be gotten and power
to be gotten, and who try to exploit popular movements for their own per-
sonal power-trips, and therefore marginalize the popular movements. Then
if things don't work out for them, they go on and do something else: that's
a "hero." Oryou know, after you get shot, after you're killed, like Martin
Luther King, then you can become a hero-but not while you're alive. Re-
member, despite all of the mythology today, Martin Luther King was
strongly opposed while he was alive: the Kennedy administration really dis-
liked him, they tried to block him in every possible way. I mean, eventually
the Civil Rights Movement became powerful enough that they had to
pretend that they liked him, so there was sort of a period of popularity for
King when he was seen to be focusing on extremely narrow issues, like
racist sheriffs in the South and so on. But as soon as he turned to broader
issues, whether it was the Vietnam War, or planning the Poor People's Cam-
paign [a 1968 encampment and protest march on Washington], or other
lings like that, he became a total pariah, and was actively opposed.®®

I. F. Stone is another case like that. I. F. Stone is a great hero of the press-
--they all talk about, "Boy, if we only had more people like Izzy Stone" and
so on. But if you take a look at the actual record, it's kind of revealing; I did
it once. Up until 1971, Izzy Stone was a total outcast, his name wasn't even
mentioned-and the reason is, he was publishing his radical news weekly /1.
E Stone's Weekly]. There were a lot of journalists ripping it off, but this guy
was a Communist, so you don't ever want to mention him. Then in 1971, he
couldn't continue putting out the Weekly anymore because he and his wife
were getting too old, so they stopped publishing it-and within a year he won
the George Polk Award, there were films being made about him, he was
being hailed everywhere as the great maverick reporter who proved what a
terrific press we had, "if only we had more people like him," and so on.
Everybody just plays along with the farce, everybody plays along.

"Anti-Intellectualism'’

WOMAN: Noam, ['ve noticed that in general there's a strong strain of anti-
intellectualism in American society.
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When you say there's "anti-intellectualism," what exactly does that
mean? Does it mean people think Henry Kissinger shouldn't be allowed to
be National Security Advisor?

WOMAN: Well, I feel there's a sense in which you're looked down on if you
deal with ideas. Like, I'll go back and tell the people I work with that 1
spent the whole weekend listening to someone talk about foreign policy,
and they won't look at that in a positive way.

Yeah, because you should have been out making money, or watching
sports or something. But see, I don't call that "anti-intellectual,” that's just
being de-politicized-what's especially "intellectual" about being concerned
with the world? If we had functioning labor unions, the working class
would be concerned with the world. In fact, they are in many places--
Salvadoran peasants are concerned with the world, they're not "intellec-
tuals."

These are funny words, actually. I mean, the way it's used, being an "in-
tellectual" has virtually nothing to do with working with your mind: those
are two different things. My suspicion is that plenty of people in the crafts,
auto mechanics and so on, probably do as much or more intellectual work
as plenty of people in universities. There are big areas in academia where
what's called "scholarly" work is just clerical work, and I don't think cleri-
cal work's more challenging mentally than fixing an automobile engine-in
fact, I think the opposite: I can do clerical work, I can never figure out how
to fix an automobile engine.

So if by "intellectual" you mean people who are using their minds, then
it's all over the society. If by "intellectual" you mean people who are a spe-
cial class who are in the business of imposing thoughts, and framing ideas
for people in power, and telling everyone what they should believe, and so
on, well, yeah, that's different. Those people are called "intellectuals"-but
they're really more a kind of secular priesthood, whose task is to uphold the
doctrinal truths of the society. And the population should be anti--
intellectual in that respect, I think that's a healthy reaction.

In fact, if you compare the United States with France-or with most of
Europe, for that matter-I think one of the healthy things about the United
States is precisely this: there's very little respect for intellectuals as such.
And there shouldn't be. What's there to respect? I mean, in France if you're
part of the intellectual elite and you cough, there's a front-page story in Le
Monde. That's one of the reasons why French intellectual culture is so far-
cical-it's like Hollywood. You're in front of the television cameras all the
time, and you've got to keep doing something new so they'll keep focusing
on you and not on the guy at the next table, and people don't have ideas that
are that good, so they have to come up with crazy stuff, and the intel-
lectuals get all pompous and self-important. So I remember during the Viet-
nam War, there'd be these big international campaigns to protest the war,
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and a number of times I was asked to co-sign letters with, say, Jean-Paul
Sartre [French philosopher]. Well, we'd co-sign some statement, and in
France it was front-page news; here, nobody even mentioned it. And the
French thought that was scandalous; I thought it was terrific-why the hell
should anybody mention it? What difference does it make if two guys who
happen to have some name recognition got together and signed a state-
ment? Why should that be of any particular interest to anybody? So I think
the American reaction is much healthier in this respect.

WOMAN: But I want to point out that you've told us about a number of
books this weekend which support some of the contentions you're making:
you would not know a lot of these things if you hadn't read that material.

That's right-but you see, that's a reflection of privilege, not a reflection of
intellectual life. The fact is that if you're at a university, you're very privi-
leged. For one thing, contrary to what a lot of people say, you don't have to
work all that hard. And you control your own work-I mean, maybe you
decide to work eighty hours a week, but you decide which eighty hours.
That makes a tremendous difference: it's one of the few domains where you
control your own work. And furthermore, you have a lot of resources--
you've got training, you know how to use a library, you see the ads for
books so you know which books are probably worth reading, you know
there are declassified documents because you learned that in school
somewhere, and you know how to find them because you know how to use
a reference library. And that collection of skills and privileges gives you
access to a lot of information. But it has nothing to do with being
"intellectual": there are plenty of people in the universities who have all of
this stuff, and use all of these things, and they do clerical work. Which is
perfectly possible-you can get the declassified documents, and you can
copy them, and compare them, and then make a notation about some
footnote referring to something else. That's in fact most of the scholarship
in these fields-take a look at the monographs sometime, there's not a
thought in people's heads. I think there's less real intellectual work going on
in a lot of university departments than there is in trying to figure out what's
the matter with my car, which requires some creativity.

WOMAN: Okay, let's accept that the auto mechanic is an intellectual-
then I think on the other side, we also have to accept that those people who
deal with books correctly, and aren't the clerical workers, are also
intellectuals.

Well, if by "intellectual" you just want to refer to people who use their
minds, yeah, okay. But in that sense, I don't think that people are anti-
intellectual. For example, if you take your car to a really hot-shot mechanic
who's the only guy in your town who can ever figure out what's wrong-the
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guys in the car manufacturing place can never do it, but this guy's just got a
real feel for automobiles; he looks at your car, and starts taking it apart ...

WOMAN: She ...

Or she, or whatever-you don't look down on that person. Nobody looks
down on that person. You admire them.

WOMAN: But people do look down on people who read books.

But look, this guy may have read books-maybe he read the manual.
Those manuals are not so easy to read; in fact, they're harder to read than
most scholarly books, I think.

But I'm not trying to disagree, I just think that we should look at the
thing a little differently. There's intellectual work, which plenty of people
do; then there's what's called "intellectual life,” which is a special craft
which doesn't particularly require thought-in fact, you're probably better off
if you don't think too much-and that's what's called being a respected
intellectual. And people are right to look down on that, because there's
nothing very special about it. It's just a not very interesting craft, not very
well done usually.

In my own view, it's wrong if a society has these kinds of differentia-
tions. My own early background was in a kind of Jewish working-class en-
vironment, where the people were not formally educated and they were
workers-like somebody could be a shop-boy, or a seamstress or something
like that-but they were very literate: I would call them intellectuals. They
weren't "intellectuals" in the sense that people usually talk about, but they
were very well-read, they thought about things, they argued about things--1
don't see any reason why that can't be what you do when you're a seam-
stress.

Spectator Sports

WOMAN: Could you talk a bit more about the role that sports play in
the society in de-politicizing people-it seems to me it's more significant
than people usually assume.

That's an interesting one, actually-I don't know all that much about it
personally, but just looking at the phenomenon from the outside, it's obvi-
ous that professional sports, and non-participation sports generally, playa
huge role. I mean, there's no doubt they take up just a tremendous amount
of attention.

In fact, I have the habit when I'm driving of turning on these radio call-
in programs, and it's striking when you listen to the ones about sports. They
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have these groups of sports reporters, or some kind of experts on a panel, and
people call in and have discussions with them. First of all, the audience
obviously is devoting an enormous amount of time to it all. But the more
striking fact is, the callers have a tremendous amount of expertise, they have
detailed knowledge of all kinds of things, they carryon these extremely complex
discussions. And strikingly, they're not at all in awe of the experts-which is a
little unusual. See, in most parts of the society, you're encouraged to defer to
experts: we all do it more than we should. But in this area, people don't seem to
do it-they're quite happy to have an argument with the coach of the Boston
Celtics, and tell him what he should have done, and enter into big debates with
him and so on. So the fact is that in this domain, people somehow feel quite
confident, and they know a lot--there's obviously a great deal of intelligence
going into it.

Actually, it reminds me in some ways of things that you find in non-
literate or non-technological cultures-what are called "primitive" cultures-
where for example, you get extremely elaborate kinship systems. Some
anthropologists believe these systems have to do with incest taboos and so
on, but that's kind of unlikely, because they're just elaborated way beyond
any functional utility. And when you look at the structure of them, they
seem like a kind of mathematics. It's as though people want to work out
mathematical problems, and if they don't have calculus and arithmetic, they
work them out with other structures. And one of the structures everybody
has is relationships of kinship-so you work out your elaborate structures
around that, and you develop experts, and theories, and so on. Or another
thing you sometimes find in non-literate cultures is developments of the
most extraordinary linguistic systems: often there's tremendous sophistica-
tion about language, and people play all sorts of games with language. So
there are puberty rites where people who go through the same initiation pe-
riod develop their own language that's usually some modification of the ac-
tual language, but with quite complex mental operations differentiating it-
then that's theirs for the rest of their lives, and not other people's. And what
all these things look like is that people just want to use their intelligence
somehow, and if you don't have a lot of technology and so on, you do other
things.

Well, in our society, we have things that you might use your intelligence ~
on, like politics, but people really can't get involved in them in a very serious
way--so what they do is they put their minds into other things, such as sports.
You're trained to be obedient; you don't have an interesting job; there's no work
around for you that's creative; in the cultural environment you're a passive
observer of usually pretty tawdry stuff; political and social life are out of your
range, they're in the hands of the rich folk. So what's left? Well, one thing that's
left is sports--so you put a lot of the intelligence and the thought and the self-
confidence into that. And I suppose that's also one of the basic functions it
serves in the society in general: it occupies the population, and keeps them from
trying to get involved with things that re-
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ally matter. In fact, I presume that's part of the reason why spectator sports
are supported to the degree they are by the dominant institutions.

And spectator sports also have other useful functions too. For one thing,
they're a great way to build up chauvinism-you start by developing these
totally irrational loyalties early in life, and they translate very nicely to
other areas. I mean, I remember very well in high school having a sudden
kind of Erlebnis, you know, a sudden insight, and asking myself, why do I
care if my high school football team wins? I don't know anybody on the
team. They don't know me. I wouldn't know what to say to them if I met
them. Why do I care? Why do I get all excited if the football team wins and
all downcast if it loses? And it's true, you do: you're taught from childhood
that you've got to worry about the Philadelphia Phillies, where 1 was. In
fact, there's apparently a psychological phenomenon of lack of self-
confidence or something which affected boys of approximately my age who
grew up in Philadelphia, because every sports team was always in last
place, and it's kind of a blow to your ego when that happens, people are
always lording it over you.

But the point is, this sense of irrational loyalty to some sort of meaning-
less community is training for subordination to power, and for chauvinism.
And of course, you're looking at gladiators, you're looking at guys who can
do things you couldn't possibly do-like, you couldn't pole-vault seventeen
feet, or do all these crazy things these people do. But it's a model that you're
supposed to try to emulate. And they're gladiators fighting for your cause,
so you've got to cheer them on, and you've got to be happy when the op-
posing quarterback gets carted off the field a total wreck and so on. All of
this stuff builds up extremely anti-social aspects of human psychology. I
mean, they're there; there's no doubt that they're there. But they're empha-
sized, and exaggerated, and brought out by spectator sports: irrational
competition, irrational loyalty to power systems, passive acquiescence to
quite awful values, really. In fact, it's hard to imagine anything that con-
tributes more fundamentally to authoritarian attitudes than this does, in
addition to the fact that it just engages a lot of intelligence and keeps people
away from other things.

So if you look at the whole phenomenon, it seems to me that it plays
quite a substantial social role. I don't think it's the only thing that has this
kind of effect. Soap operas, for example, do it in another domain-they teach
people other kinds of passivity and absurdity. As a matter of fact, if you
really want to do a serious media critique right across the board, these are
the types of things which occupy most of the media, after all-most of it isn't
shaping the news about El Salvador for politically articulate people, it's
diverting the general population from things that really matter. So this is
one respect in which the work that Ed Herman and I have done on the
media is really defective-we don't talk about it much. But this stuff is a
major part of the whole indoctrination and propaganda system, and it's
worth examining more closely. There are people who've written about it,
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Neil Postman and others-I just don't feel enough acquaintance with it to say
69
more.

Western European Activism and Canada

MAN: Professor Chomsky, I'm wondering whether there are any lessons
about activism that you think we should learn from Western Europe-they
seem to be very far ahead of us in terms of political organizing and
strategies.

No, I don't agree-we're always looking for a savior somewhere, and there
isn't any. I mean, there are a lot of things that have developed in the United
States which have not developed in Western Europe, and the popular
movements here are much healthier in many respects than the European
ones-theirs are very ideology-ridden: they've got "texts," and "theories,"
and all kinds of stuff that we don't have, which we're lucky we don't have.
There's really been a lot of very successful organizing here over the years.

MAN: But there are mass demonstrations there.

Yeah, but we've had mass demonstrations too-we just had one in
Washington a couple days ago [in support of abortion rights]. We know
how to do that stuff; it's not very hard. I mean, there are no big secrets
about any of this: there are very few lessons to transmit, so far as I know.
Look, people have been involved in very successful organizing in the
United States: the Civil Rights Movement, the anti-war movement, the
ecological movement, the feminist movement, all of these things have been
very successful developments.

MAN: What about all the West European social-welfare policies, though?

It's true, they have a lot of social-welfare programs we don't have-but
that's true of Canada too, you don't even have to go all the way to Europe.
For instance, they have a functioning public health insurance program in
Canada, which we don't have here in the United States. But see, that has to
do with the extreme power of private capital here, and with the fact that the
capitalist class in the United States is extraordinarily class-conscious, while
the working class is very diffuse and weak. So the result is, we don't have a
lot of things that by now are pretty much taken for granted in every other
industrial country: we have more homeless and less health.

Now, you can look at the specific historical particularities in the United
States that have made it that way-and that's worth doing-but really it's not a
big secret how to go about getting those kinds of programs. And if
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you want to understand what a reasonably rational national health care
program would look like, you don't have to go very far. There's a good
start, at least, right across the border.

MAN: Why does Canada have programs like that, though?

Well, there you have to look at the history: you have to ask, how has the
history of Canada been different from the history of the United States? And
there have been a lot of differences. For instance, one difference had to do
with the American Revolution-in the American Revolution, a large number
of people fled to Canada, lots in fact. And a lot of them fled because they
didn't like the doctrinaire, kind of fanatic environment that took hold

in the colonies. The percentage of colonists who fled in the American
Revolution was actually about 4 percent, it was probably higher than the
per-
centage of Vietnamese who fled Vietnam after the Vietnam War. And
remember, they were fleeing from one of the richest places in the world-
these were boat-people who fled in terror from Boston Harbor in the middle
of winter to Nova Scotia, where they died in the snow trying to get away
from all of these crazies here. The numbers are supposed to have been in
the neighborhood of maybe a hundred thousand out of a total population of
about two and a half million-so it was a substantial part of the population.
And among them were people from groups who knew they were going to
get it in the neck if the colonists won-blacks and Native Americans, for
example.”” And they were right: in the case of the Native Americans, it was
genocide; in the case of blacks, it was slavery.

And actually, that wasn't the only big migration to Canada which con-
tributed to some of the differences-there was also another major one around
the turn of the century, coming out of the American Midwest after the
Populist movement collapsed [the Populists were a political movement that
formed out of agrarian protest in the 1880s and broke apart after 1896]. The
Populists were the last gasp of large-scale popular democratic politics in the
United States, and they were mainly centered in the Midwest-radical
Kansas farmers and that sort of thing. And when they were finally defeated
and the Populist Party dissolved, a lot of them just left. I don't know the
numbers in this case, but a fair number of them went to Canada, and in fact
they became part of the basis for the Canadian social-democratic movement
which developed after that, and was responsible for pushing through a lot of
the social-welfare programs in Canada.”'

Apart from that, there are a lot of other things that have made Canada
different. For instance, the United States has always been a much more ad-
vanced capitalist country, by far--corporations in the modern sense were an
American invention, and ever since the beginning of the industrial revo-
lution, corporate America has always been much more powerful than its
Canadian counterpart. This was a much richer country; we kept trying to
invade Canada; Canada's much more sparsely settled and much less popu-
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lous than the United States; it was part of the British Empire; they have the
French-English split, with Quebec there; and so on. So there are a lot of
historical and other differences between the two of them, and I think it's a
good question to look into in more detail. But the fact is, there are advan-
tages and disadvantages to the two countries. A lot of things have been won
in the United States that are good, and are a model for other places-and as
far as organizing is concerned, it's the kind of thing you can do relatively
freely here, free of the fear of very much direct state repression. So there
are things you can learn everywhere: you can learn things from Nicaragua,
you can learn things from Vietnam, you can learn things from Western
Europe, and you can learn things from Canada. But if you want to go
somewhere for salvation, you're not going to find it.

Dispelling Illusions

WOMAN: Noam, in general, how would you say ordinary people should
go about trying to dispel their illusions about the world-what's the best way
to start?

Well, you don't sit in your room somewhere and dispel illusions-very
few people are capable of doing that. I mean, some people are capable of
doing it, but most aren't. Usually you find out what you think by interaction
with people, otherwise you don't know what you think-you just hear
something, and maybe you accept it, or you don't pay any attention to it, or
something like that. You learn about things because you're interested in the
topic, and when it's the social world, your interest in it often involves ought
to involve, at least-trying to change it, it's in that context that you learn.
And you learn by trying out ideas, and hearing reactions to them, and
hearing what other people have to say about the topic, and formulating
programs, and trying to pursue them, and seeing where they break down,
and getting some experience, and so on and so forth.

So dispelling the illusions is just a part of organizing and acting. It's not
something that you do in a seminar, or in your living room-not that you
can't do it there, but it's just a different kind of activity. Like, if you have
some illusions about classical Greece, let's say, then you can probably do it
in the library, to some extent at least. But if you're trying to dispel illusions
about a live, ongoing social process that's changing all the time, and that
you only get to see little pieces of-that's really not the way to do it. You do
it through interactions with other people, and by functioning in some kind
of community of concern, and of commitment, and of activism.

MAN: If I were to hold a meeting in my community and invite someone to
speak about the kinds of things we've been discussing this weekend, though,
1'd probably get a very small turnout.
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And also, don't forget, a lot of the destruction that you see in the world
happens because people are constantly organizing, and advancing, and
progressing, and taking things over, and struggling against their oppression.
I mean, the fact that all of these atrocities have been going on in Central
America in the 1980s is a sign of progress, you know. Up until around the
late 1970s, nobody here even commented on Central America. Why?
Because it was all under control, it was pure atrocities, nobody was fighting
back-so therefore no one here even paid attention to it. It only became an
issue in the 1980s because there was a great deal of very successful organiz-
ing there: they did overthrow the Somoza regime in Nicaragua, there were
huge peasant unions being formed for the first time in El Salvador and Gua-
temala, there was just a lot of extremely effective organizing taking place.
So then the death squads came, and the U.S. trainers came, and people like
you and me had to pay our taxes to have those people murdered. But they
still have not yet eradicated it. Despite all the terror in Guatemala-you could
even call it something like genocide-the working-class unions are
reconstituting, they're still there. And crucially, in the 1980s that activism
induced a solidarity movement in the United States which has interacted
very constructively with the people there: that's an extremely important
change, a dramatic change. So when we talk about what governments are up
to, of course everything looks bleak. But look around-there are all kinds of
other things happening, and that's what you do.
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The Totalitarian Strain

MAN: There's been a plethora of books recently by dissidents critiquing the
media-yours and Ed Herman's, and Ben Bagdikian's, Michael Parenti's,
Mark Hertsgaard's-but as I heard Alexander Cockburn say a couple days
ago, "It's still one nation under Time/Warner": there's all of this literature
that's available, but there really hasn't been much of a dent in the
structure.!

Where would there be a dent? Suppose you had a thousand books: would
that change the fact that Time and Warner Communications can form a
conglomerate? All of this literature is not tied up with any form--any form, 1
mean, not five people-of social organization that is trying to undermine the
corporate structure of the media. This work all is just an effort to educate
people so they're better able to protect themselves from the propaganda
system. And there 1 think there has been an effect: a lot of people are
attuned to propaganda in a way they weren't before. But none of this can be
conceived of as an attempt to change the corporate structure directly-there
isn't even a proposal about that in anyone of these books. Take Ben
Bagdikian's book, or the first chapter of Ed's and my book: they don't
suggest how we might change corporate capitalism, that's a completely
different topic. They just say, as long as you have corporate capitalism,
here's what the media are going to look like.

WOMAN: Are you going to do an article on what happened in Central
America recently-the Nicaraguan elections [of 1990, in which the Sandin-
ista Party lost to the U.S.-supported candidate, Violeta Chamorro]?

I am-not on the elections themselves, on the U.S. reaction to the elec-
tions.” Nicaragua's for them to write about, I write about the United States.

106
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But the reaction of the media here was pretty astonishing. The most re-
markable feature was the unanimity. I mean, there was an absolutely unani-
mous reaction across the entire mainstream spectrum, from Anthony Lewis
and Mary McGrory over to George Will and whatever other right-wing lu-
natic there is. In fact, about the only difference between the so-called
"liberals" and "conservatives" was that the liberals pointed to the fact that
the Nicaraguan people essentially voted with a gun to their heads and then
said, "The election was free and fair, uncoerced, a miracle of democracy,"
whereas the conservatives didn't bother saying the people voted with a gun
to their heads, they just said it was a miracle of democracy. *

Some of it was comical. For instance, the New York Times had a column
by David Shipler, a liberal journalist, which said, yeah, the embargo's
killing them, the contras are killing them, they know we're going to
continue the embargo unless they vote for our candidate. Headline:
"Victory For U.S. Fair Play." * The Boston Globe, which is a very liberal
newspaper-it's the outer limit in the mainstream-had a headline: "Rallying
to Chamorro." The theme was, okay, now all the people who love
Nicaraguans, like we've all done all these years, must rally to Chamorro.’
Well, say it was 1964, after Goldwater lost the Presidential race here two to
one--can you imagine anybody saying, "Okay, now every Goldwater voter
must 'rally to Johnson' "? That's straight out of Stalinist Russia. You don't
"rally to the leader" in a democracy-you do whatever you feel like doing.
But the idea that you've got to rally behind der Fuhrer is quite acceptable in
the American liberal
press.

In fact, it's interesting that the media themselves even recognized the
unanimity. So for example, the New York Times had an article by Elaine
Sciolino surveying the U.S. reaction, and the headline was, "Americans
United in Joy, But Divided Over Policy."® And the division over policy
turns out to be the question: who gets credit for having achieved this mag-
nificent result? See, that's where you get a liberal/conservative split: "did
the contras help or hurt?" Is it better to do it the way it's done in El Sal-
vador--leave women hanging from trees with their skin flayed off and
bleeding to death, leave thousands of corpses beheaded by the roadside so
that everybody else will get the point-or should you do what Senator Alan
Cranston suggested in 1986, to pick a dove: let them "fester in their own
juices," through economic strangulation and other means?’” Well, the fact
is, the right wing wins on that one: the contras obviously helped. But the
idea that everyone was "United in Joy" over the result, that was considered
perfectly legitimate. In other words, we're straight totalitarians: everyone is
united, we all march on command, there isn't one word of dissidence toler-
ated. Phrases like "United in Joy" are the kinds of things you might see in
the North Korean press, maybe. But it's interesting, American elites pride
themselves on being dedicated totalitarians, they think that's the way we
ought to be--we ought to be the worst totalitarian culture in the world, in which
everyone agrees.
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Look, anyone can see, a ten-year-old could see, that an election carried
out under conditions where a monstrous superpower is saying, "Vote for
our candidate or starve to death," is obviously not free. I mean, if some
unimaginable superpower were to threaten us, saying, "We're going to re-
duce you to the level of Ethiopia unless you vote for our candidate,”" and
then people here voted for their candidate, you'd have to be some kind of
crazy Nazi or something to say that it was a free election. But in the United
States, everyone says it-we're all "United in Joy." That's an interesting fact
about the United States, actually-what it shows is how deeply totalitarian
the culture really is. In fact, it would be very hard to mimic this even in a
well-run totalitarian state, but here it passes without anybody even noticing
it, because it's all so deeply ingrained. In any country that had even a mem-
ory of what democracy means, if you saw that everyone was "United in
Joy," the article would say, "There's something really wrong with this
country." Nobody can be "United in Joy" over anything. Pick the topic, it
just can't be that people are "United in Joy" about it-unless it's Albania,
then yeah, sure, you've got the guns pointed at you, you're "United in Joy."
But in the United States, nobody even sees that there's anything odd about
1t.

WOMAN: There was a breakthrough, though-the Wall Street Journal on its

front page ran an article written by a man from The Nation [a left-leaning
magazine] saying that we ought to be ashamed of what happened in
Nicaragua.

That wasn't on the front page, that was on the Op-Ed page-and that was
Alex Cockburn, who's the Wall Street Journal's once-a-month gesture to
"some other voice." Sure, | mean, when I say the unity was a hundred
percent, I know of precisely two exceptions in the mainstream press in the
United States. Obviously I haven't read everything in the mainstream press,
but I've looked at quite a lot, and I've been in touch with people all around
the country who've been looking, and I found only two exceptions: one was
Alex Cockburn in the Wall Street Journal, and the other was an editor I
know at the Boston Globe, Randolph Ryan, who managed to put something
about this in an editorial. * So the two of them were able to say what any
eight-year-old would see right off-and as far as I know, that's it for the
American press.

As a matter of fact, it was the same in the coverage before the elections.
I, and probably you, and a lot of other people were following the media
very closely just to see if there would be one phrase, just a phrase,
anywhere in the mainstream media, that said that a Sandinista Party victory
might be the best thing for Nicaragua-I haven't found a phrase. I mean,
even journalists who believe it couldn't say it. Now, obviously the issue is
contentious-it was contentious in Nicaragua-but here it's not, here you have
to have 100 percent unanimity.
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Furthermore, it was also assumed automatically, across the board, that
Chamorro was the democratic candidate-and nobody ever gave you a
reason why she was the democratic candidate. I mean, what are her demo-
cratic credentials? That's not anything you even have to argue in the United
States: Washington says she's the democratic candidate, and American
business says she's the democratic candidate, so that settles it-for American
intellectuals, there are no further questions to ask. And the interesting thing
is, again, nobody even sees that there's anything odd about this. Like,
nobody writes an Op-Ed saying, "Isn't it strange? Just because Washington
and the business community tell us she's the democratic candidate, does
that mean that we have to repeat it and not look for some reason, find out
what her democratic credentials are?" It wouldn't occur to anybody: the in-
tellectual community in the United States is so disciplined they simply
don't ask those questions.

A Lithuania Hypothetical

MAN: Dr. Chomsky, I just want to ask a question on this topic: Daniel Or-
tega [Nicaraguan President, Sandinista Party] was in power for how long,
a decade?

Yes.

MAN: And yet he lost the election.
Why "And yet"?

MAN: Well, he had control of that country for ten years.
What does it mean, "He had control of it"?

MAN: He controlled the press.

He did not. In fact, Nicaragua is the only country I know of in history
that allowed a major opposition press [La Prensa] to operate while it was
being attacked-a press which was calling for the overthrow of the govern-
ment by violence, which was identifying with the foreign-run mercenary
army attacking the country, and which was funded, partly openly and partly
covertly (though everybody knew), by the foreign power attacking the
country [i.e. the U.S.]. That's never happened before in history-the United
States would never tolerate anything like that for one second. Furthermore,
and quite apart from that, large parts of Nicaragua were flooded, and in fact
dominated, by U.S. propaganda. Remember, there are large areas of
Nicaragua where what people know is what they hear over the
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radio, and the United States ran major radio and television stations in Hon-
duras and Costa Rica which dominated the information flow in large sec-
tors of the Nicaraguan countryside.’

In fact, the level of freedom of the press in Nicaragua in the last ten
years just broke new libertarian standards: there's never been anything even
remotely comparable to it in history. Try to find a case.

MAN. But given ten years in power, it seemed rather remarkable that Or-
tega wasn't able to hold on to that mandate.

Really? Well let me ask you how remarkable it is. Suppose the Soviet
Union were to play the game the way we do. Lithuania just declared inde-
pendence, right [in March 1990]? Let's suppose that the Soviet Union were
capable of doing what we did in Nicaragua. So: it would organize a terror-
ist army to attack Lithuania; it would train it to attack "soft targets," civil-
ian targets; it would try to kill large numbers of health workers, teachers,
farmers, and so on."” Meanwhile, it would impose an embargo-suppose it
were able to do this-and block trade, block export and import, it would
pressure international institutions to stop providing any assistance.'' Of
course, to make the analogy accurate, we'd have to assume that Lithuania
begins at a level much lower than what it actually is.

Okay, now suppose that after ten years of this, Lithuania has been re-
duced to the level of Ethiopia, alright? And suppose that then there's an
election, and Moscow says: "Look, we're going to continue this, all of it,
unless you vote for the Communist Party." And now suppose that the
Lithuanians do vote for the Communist Party. Would you find that remark-
able?

MAN. I don't think Nicaragua was reduced to the level of Ethiopia.

Oh yeah, they were. They were reduced to the level of-well, maybe
Haiti."> But just answer my question: would you find that remarkable?

MAN: Under those circumstances, I guess I wouldn't.

Okay, but then why do you find it remarkable when it happened in
Nicaragua?

MAN.: Well, I don't have access to all the facts you do.

You have every fact I told you-every fact I told you, you knew. Every
fact I told you you can find on the front pages of the New York Times. It's
just that when you hear the White House announce, "We're going to con-
tinue with the embargo unless Chamorro wins," you have to be able to
think enough so you conclude, well, these people are voting with a gun to
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their heads." If you can't think that far, it doesn't matter what the newspapers say. And
the beauty of a really well-indoctrinated intellectual class is they can't think that far.
They can think that far easily in the case of Lithuania, but they can't think that far in
the case of the United States, even though the actual situation is the hypothetical one
that I described. So often the information is there, in a sense-it's just that it's not there,
because people are so indoctrinated that they simply don't see it.

Perpetuating Brainwashing Under Freedom
MAN: Why is it that across the board in the media you can't find examples
of people using their brains?
You can find them, but typically they're not in the mainstream press.

MAN: Why is that?

Because if they have the capacity to think freely and understand these types of
things, they're going to be kept out by a very complicated filtering system-which
actually starts in kindergarten, I think. In fact, the whole educational and professional
training system is a very elaborate filter, which just weeds out people who are too
independent, and who think for themselves, and who don't know how to be
submissive, and so on-because they're dysfunctional to the institutions. I mean, it
would be highly dysfunctional to have people in the media who could ask questions
like this. So by the time you've made it to Bureau Chief or Editor, or you've become a
bigshot at C.B.S. or something, the chances are that you've just got all this stuff in your
bones-you've internalized values that make it clear to you that there are certain things
you just don't say,and in fact, you don't even think about them anymore.

This was actually discussed years ago in an interesting essay by George Orwell,
which happens to be the introduction to Animal Farm. Animal Farm is a satire on
Soviet totalitarianism, obviously, and it's a very famous book, everybody reads it. But
what people don't usually read is its introduction, which talks about censorship in
England-and the main reason people don't read it is because it was censored, nicely; it
simply wasn't published with the book. It was finally rediscovered about thirty years
later and somebody somewhere published it, and now it's available in some modern
editions. But in this essay Orwell said, look, this book is obviously about Stalinist
Russia, however it's not all that different in England. And then he described how
things work in England. He said: in England there isn't any commissar around who
beats you over the head if you say the wrong thing, but nevertheless the results are not
all that different. And then he had a two-line description of how the press works in
England, which is pretty accu-
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rate, in fact. One of the reasons why the results are similar, he said, is be-
cause the press is owned by wealthy men who have strong interests in not
having certain things said. The other, which he said is equally pertinent, is
that if you're a well-educated person in England-you went to the right prep
schools, then to Oxford, and now you're a bigshot somewhere-you have
simply learned that there are certain things that it is not proper to say."*

And that's a large part of education, in fact: just internalizing the under-
standing that there are certain things it is not proper to say, and it is not
proper to think. And if you don't learn that, typically you'll be weeded out
of the institutions somewhere along the line. Well, those two factors are
very important ones, and there are others, but they go a long way towards
explaining the uniformity of ideology in the intellectual culture here."

Now, of course, it's not a hundred percent-so you'll get a few people fil-
tering through who will do things differently. Like I say, in this "United in
Joy" business, I was able to find two people in the United States who were
not "United in Joy," and were able to say so in the mainstream press. But if
the system is really working well, it's not going to do things which under-
mine itself. In fact, it's a bit like asking, "How come Pravda under Stalin
didn't have journalists denouncing the Gulags [Soviet penal labor camps]?"
Why not? Well, it would have been dysfunctional to the system. I suspect
it's not that the journalists in Pravda were lying-I mean, that was a different
system, they used the threat of force to silence dissidents, which we don't
use much here. But even in the Soviet Union, chances are very strong that
if you actually bothered to look, you'd find that most of the journalists
actually believed the things they wrote. And that's because people who
didn't believe that kind of thing would never have made it onto Pravda in
the first place. It's very hard to live with cognitive dissonance: only a real
cynic can believe one thing and say another. So whether it's a totalitarian
system or a free system, the people who are most useful to the system of
power are the ones who actually believe what they say, and they're the ones
who will typically make it through.

So take Tom Wicker at the New York Times: when you talk to him about
this kind of stuff, he gets very irate and says, "Nobody tells me what to
write." And that's perfectly true, nobody tells ~im what to write-but if he
didn't already know what to write, he wouldn't be a columnist for the New
York Times. Like, nobody tells Alex Cockburn what to write, and therefore
he's not a columnist for the New York Times, because he thinks different
things. You think the wrong thoughts, you're not in the system.

Now, it's interesting that the Wall Street Journal allows this one
opening, Alex Cockburn. I mean, the opening is so minuscule that it's not
even worth discussing-but it so happens that once a month, there is one
mainstream journal in the United States which allows a real dissident to
write a free and open column. So that means, like, .0001 percent of the
coverage is free and independent. And it's in the Wall Street Journal, which
doesn't care: for
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their audience the New York Times is Communist, so here's a guy who's
even more Communist.

And the result of all of this is that it's a very effective system of ideologi-
cal control-much more effective than Soviet totalitarianism ever was. In
fact, if you look at the entire range of media in the Soviet Union that people
were actually exposed to, they had much more dissidence in the 1980s than
we do, overtly, and people were in fact reading a much broader range of
press, listening to foreign broadcasts, and so on-which is pretty much un-
heard of in the U.S.'"® Or just to give one other example, during the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan, there was even a newscaster [Vladimir Danchev]
who made broadcasts over Moscow radio for five successive nights back in
1983, denouncing the Russian invasion of Afghanistan-he actually called it
an "invasion"-and calling on the Afghans to resist, before he was finally
taken off the air."” That's unimaginable in the United States. I mean, can
you imagine Dan Rather or anybody else getting on the radio and denounc-
ing the U.S. "invasion" of South Vietnam, and calling on the Vietnamese to
resist? That's inconceivable. The United States couldn't zave that amount of
intellectual freedom.

MAN: Well, I don't know if that's "intellectual freedom,” for a journalist to
say that.

Sure it is. It's intellectual freedom when a journalist can understand that
2 + 2 = 4; that's what Orwell was writing about in 1984. Everybody here
applauds that book, but nobody is willing to think about what it means.
What Winston Smith [the main character] was saying is, if we can still un-
derstand that 2 + 2 = 4, they haven't taken everything away. Okay? Well, in
the United States, people can't even understand that 2 +2 =4,

MAN: Couldn't an editorialist say it, though, even if a reporter can't?
Have any of them done it, in thirty years?

MAN: I don't know.
Well, I'll tell you, nobody has; I've checked, actually.18

WOMAN: You make it sound so uniform, though-like there's only one or
two people in the entire U.S. media who aren't dishonest or blindly serving
power.

Well, that's really not my point: obviously in any complex institution,
there are going to be a fair number of people who want to do their work
with integrity, and are good at it, and don't just end up serving power-these
systems aren't totally monolithic, after all. A lot of people go into
journalism
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with a real commitment to professional integrity-they like the field, and
they want to do it honestly. And some of them continue to do an admirable
job of'it-in fact, some of them even manage to do it at journals like the New
York Times.

In fact, to a large degree I think you can tell when the New York Times's
editors want a story covered accurately just by looking at who they send to
the place. For instance, when they send John Kifner, that means they want
the story told-because he's an honest journalist, and he's going to tell the
story. I mean, I don't know him personally, but you can just tell from his
work that he's a journalist of real integrity, and he's going to dig, he's going
to find out the truth, and he's going to write about it-and the editors must
know that. So I don't know anything about how they assign stories at the
Times, but I'm willing to make a bet that when there's a story the Times's
editors want told, they'll send Kifner, and when his job is done they'll prob-
ably send him back to the "Metro" desk or something.

On the other hand, most of the people at the Times who make it to be
correspondent or editor or whatever tend to be either very obedient or very
cynical. The obedient ones have adapted-they've internalized the values and
believe what they're saying, otherwise they probably wouldn't have made it
that far. But there are also some plain cynics. James LeMoyne at the Times
is a perfect example: James LeMoyne is an absolute crook, he's one of the
most dishonest journalists I've ever seen. The dishonesty of his reporting is
so extreme, in fact, that it can't just be indoctrination in his case. Actually,
LeMoyne's tenure as a correspondent in Central America ended up with an
exposure so bad that even the 7Times had to publish an admission about it.
Did you follow that?

In 1988 LeMoyne had written a story which talked about two people in
El Salvador who he claimed were tortured by left-wing guerrillas trying to
undermine the elections; it was one part of a whole effort in the American
press at the time to maintain support for the U.S. client regime in El Sal-
vador despite its atrocities.'” Well, a freelance journalist in Central Amer-
ica, Chris Norton, saw LeMoyne's article and was surprised by it, because
the atrocities LeMoyne described were supposed to have taken place in an
area of the country reporters couldn't get to, because it was under military
occupation. Norton wanted to figure out just how LeMoyne knew about
these people being tortured, so he went up as close to that region as he
could, and he talked to the mayor, and to the priest, and to people in the
community-and he discovered that one of the alleged victims didn't exist,
and the other was perfectly fine. He then went back to San Salvador and did
some more checking-and he discovered that LeMoyne had simply taken the
story straight from a San Salvadoran newspaper, where it had been at-
tributed to an army officer. It was in fact just straight army disinformation
of a standard sort, which LeMoyne then reported in the New York Times as
if he knew something about it. Then the State Department picked it up from
the New York Times and distributed it to Congress to show that the Sal-
vadoran guerrillas were undermining the election.



Chapter Four 115

Well, Norton uncovered this, then another freelance journalist, Mark
Cooper, picked up Norton's story and published something about it in the
L.A. Weekly, an alternative weekly in Los Angeles. The piece then
appeared in the Fairness and Accuracy in Reporting journal, Extra!-
F.A.LR. is a very good media analysis group in New York. Still no
reaction from the Times. Finally, Alex Cockburn got ahold of it, and
mentioned it in his column in The Nation.” Well, by that time word was
sort of getting around about this, so the Times figured they had to react, and
they published a correction-I think it's the longest correction they've ever
published, it's several paragraphs long. It said, our usual high standards
were not met in this case, one thing or another like that.”'

Well, that's kind of an extreme example-but it's by no means the only
case like that. In fact, just let me mention one other one, which was even
more important-here LeMoyne really plied his trade.

Journalism LeMoyne-Style:
A Sample of the Cynical Aspect

As you know, for years it was necessary for the U.S. government to
maintain the pretense that the contras in Nicaragua were a guerrilla force,
not a U.S. proxy army. Now, it's perfectly obvious that they were not a
guerrilla force-there are no guerrillas in history that have had anything
remotely like the degree of support we gave the contras: there are no
guerrillas in history that had three supply flights a day bringing them food
and supplies and weapons, and who complained that they didn't have
enough airplanes, and that they needed more helicopters. I mean, the whole
thing was completely ridiculous: these guys had armaments that some units
of the American army didn't have, they had computer centers, they had
communications equipment. And they needed all of that, because
Nicaragua was under constant surveillance by high-performance American
reconnaissance aircraft to determine where Sandinista troops were being
deployed, and the contras had to have some way of receiving that
information.*

But the point is, it was necessary for the propaganda system to pretend
that the contras were like the F.M.L.N. in El Salvador-just a regular in-
digenous guerrilla force opposing the government. And part of the method
for claiming that these two forces were equivalent was to say that the
F.M.L.N. guerrillas also had outside support from a foreign government--in
other words, from the government of Nicaragua-and that was the only
reason they could survive. Well, it's conceivable that the F.M.L.N. was get-
ting outside support, but if so, it would have been some kind of a miracle---
because it was undetectable. I mean, it's not that the United States is a
primitive, stone-age society: there are technological means around to dis-
cover evidence of such things, but they never were able to detect any sup-
port coming from Nicaragua at all.

According to the State Department propaganda, the main arms flow
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from Nicaragua to the F.M.L.N. was across the Gulf of Fonseca.” Well,
David MacMichael, who was the C.I.A. analyst in charge of analyzing this
material in the early 1980s and then quit the Agency, testified at the World
Court and pointed out what this meant. He described the situation: the Gulf
of Fonseca is thirty kilometers wide; it's completely patrolled by the u.s.
Navy; there's an island in the middle of it which had a super-sophisticated
U.S. radar system that could pick up boats up and down the Pacific Coast;
there were U.S. Navy S.E.A.L. teams running all around the place-yet they
never even picked up a canoe. So if Nicaragua were sending arms across
the Gulf of Fonseca, they had to have had some super-sophisticated
methods.” I mean, the Nicaraguans had no problem whatsoever detecting
the U.S. arms flow to the contras-they told reporters exactly where it was
coming from; it was unreported in the United States, because the reporters
chose not to report it, but the Nicaraguans had no problem detecting it.”*
Anyway, that was the propaganda line that had to be maintained in the
American press, that was the official story. Now we come back to James
LeMoyne.

The United States government opposed the Central American peace ac-
cords that were signed in 1987 [Esquipulas II, the so-called "Arias plan"],
so it was therefore necessary to demolish them. And one of the ways of de-
molishing them was to increase aid to the contras. The press committed it-
self with great passion to helping this effort along; LeMoyne was right up
front. Right after the accords were signed, LeMoyne published an article in
which he wrote: there is "ample evidence" that the Salvadoran guerrillas are
being supplied with arms by Nicaragua in violation of the peace accords,
and without that support the guerrillas couldn't survive.”® Alright, that had
always been the necessary story, but just then it was especially important to
drive it home-because right then the United States was tripling its supply
flights to the contras in response to the accords, and of course in violation
of the accords.”” So the press wouldn't report that we were escalating our
support for the contras, but they kept reporting that the Nicaraguans were
illegally arming the F.M.L.N. in El Salvador-and now James LeMoyne says
that there is "ample evidence" of it.

Well, when that story appeared, F.A.LLR. wrote a letter to the New York
Times, asking them to please have James LeMoyne enlighten their readers
about the "ample evidence" of this arms flow to the F.M.L.N.-since the
World Court couldn't find it, and no independent investigator's been able to
find it, and the guys who worked on it in the C.I.A. didn't know about it:
could they please do that? Well, the Times didn't publish their letter, but
F.A.LR. did get a personal response back from the Foreign Editor, Joseph
Lelyveld, who said, yes, maybe LeMoyne's report was a bit imprecise this
time, it didn't meet his usual high standards, and so on.*®

Then followed a period in which the Times had plenty of time to correct
the "imprecision"-but instead article after article appeared by LeMoyne,
George Volsky, Steven Engelberg and others, repeating exactly the same
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falsehood: that there was ample evidence of an arms flow from Nicaragua.
» But F.A.LR. just kept after them, and finally they got another letter back
from Lelyveld, the Foreign Editor-this was around March now, their first
letter was in August. Lelyveld said he had recently assigned LeMoyne to
do a major story on the arms flow to the F.M.L.N., to really nail the thing
down once and for all, and that they should wait for that story. Okay, they
waited. Nothing happened. Six months later, they figured nothing was
going to happen, so they published this interchange of letters with Lelyveld
in the F.A.L.LR. newsletter, and said: we don't see the story, what's going on?
30

Two months after that, a story did finally appear in the Times-I think it
was LeMoyne's last story before he left the Times, or whatever he did, took
a leave or something. This is now fifteen months after his original story
about the "ample evidence," nine months after he was assigned to do the
follow-up. And if you take a look at the article the Times finally published,
you'll discover that the "ample evidence" had turned into no evidence.
LeMoyne said: well, there really is no direct evidence of any supply of
arms from Nicaragua; some people say this, some people say that, but
there's nothing concrete, there's nothing to point to. So that's the end of the
story: it turns out the "ample evidence" is no evidence.’!

Now, that's no joke-this is fabrication in the service of the state that has
led to tens of thousands of people being killed, because maintaining this
pretense over the years has been one of the ways in which the U.S. govern-
ment has supported the terror in El Salvador and extended the war against
Nicaragua. It's not a small point. This is serious lying, very serious. And it's
just one of thousands of cases demonstrating that the media in the United
States serve the interests of state-corporate power, they are organs of prop-
aganda, as in fact one would expect them to be.*

Rethinking Watergate

MAN: But how do you explain Watergate, then? Those reporters weren't
very sympathetic to power-they toppled a President.

And just ask yourself why he was toppled-he was toppled because he
had made a very bad mistake: he had antagonized people with power.

See, one of the serious illusions we live under in the United States,
which is a major part of the whole system of indoctrination, is the idea that
the government is the power-and the government's not the power, the gov-
ernment is one segment of power. Real power is in the hands of the people
who own the society; the state-managers are usually just servants. And
Watergate is actually a perfect illustration of the point-because right at the
time of Watergate, history actually ran a controlled experiment for us. The
Watergate exposures, it turns out, came at exactly the same time as the
COINTELPRO exposures-I don't know if you know what I mean.
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MAN: COINTELPRO?

See, you probably don't-but that already makes my point, because the
COINTELPRO exposures were a thousand times more significant than
Watergate. Remember what Watergate was, after all: Watergate was a mat-
ter of a bunch of guys from the Republican National Committee breaking
into a Democratic Party office for essentially unknown reasons and doing
no damage. Okay, that's petty burglary, it's not a big deal. Well, at the exact
same time that Watergate was discovered, there were exposures in the
courts and through the Freedom of Information Act of massive F.B.I. oper-
ations to undermine political freedom in the United States, running through
every administration back to Roosevelt, but really picking up under Ken-
nedy. It was called "COINTELPRO" [short for "Counterintelligence Pro-
gram"], and it included a vast range of things.

It included the straight Gestapo-style assassination of a Black Panther
leader; it included organizing race riots in an effort to destroy the black
movements; it included attacks on the American Indian Movement, on the
women's movement, you name it. It included fifteen years of F.B.I. disrup-
tion of the Socialist Workers Party-that meant regular F.B.I. burglaries,
stealing membership lists and using them to threaten people, going to busi-
nesses and getting members fired from their jobs, and so on.” Well, that
fact alone-the fact that for fifteen years the F.B.I. had been burglarizing and
trying to undermine a legal political party-is already vastly more important
than the fact that a bunch of Keystone Kops broke into the Democratic
National Committee headquarters one time. The Socialist Workers Party is
a legal political party, after all-the fact that they're a weak political party
doesn't mean they have less rights than the Democrats. And this wasn't a
bunch of gangsters, this was the national political police: that's very
serious. And it didn't happen once in the Watergate office complex, it was
going on for fifteen years, under every administration. And keep in mind,
the Socialist Workers Party episode is just some tiny footnote to
COINTELPRO. In comparison to this, Watergate is a tea party.

Well, look at the comparison in treatment-I mean, you're aware of the
comparison in treatment, that's why you know about Watergate and you
don't know about COINTELPRO. So what does that tell you? What it tells
you is, people in power will defend themselves. The Democratic Party rep-
resents about half of corporate power, and those people are able to defend
themselves; the Socialist Workers Party represents no power, the Black
Panthers don't represent any power, the American Indian Movement doesn't
represent any power-so you can do anything you want to them.

Or take a look at the Nixon administration's famous "Enemies List,"
which came out in the course of Watergate [exposed in 1973, the document
named 208 Americans from various professions under the title "Opponents
list and political enemies project"]. You've heard of that, but did you hear
about the assassination of Fred Hampton? No. Nothing ever happened to
any of the people who were on the Enemies List, which I know perfectly
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well, because I was on it-and it wasn't because / was on it that it made the
front pages. But the F.B.I. and the Chicago police assassinated a Black
Panther leader as he lay in his bed one night during the Nixon
administration [on December 4, 1969]. Well, if the press had any integrity
at all, if the Washington Post had any integrity, what they would have said
is, "Watergate is totally insignificant and innocuous, who cares about any
of that in comparison with these other things." But that's not what
happened, obviously. And that just shows again, very dramatically, how the
press is lined up with power.

The real lesson of Nixon's fall is that the President shouldn't call Thomas
Watson [Chairman of 1.B.M.] and McGeorge Bundy [former Democratic
official] bad names-that means the Republic's collapsing. And the press
prides itself on having exposed this fact. On the other hand, if you want to
send the F.B.I. to organize the assassination of a Black Panther leader,
that's fine by us; it's fine by the Washington Post too.

Incidentally, I think there is another reason why a lot of powerful people
were out to get Nixon at that time-and it had to do with something a lot
more profound than the Enemies List and the Watergate burglary. I suspect
it had to do with the events of the summer of 1971, when the Nixon ad-
ministration basically broke up the international economic arrangement that
had existed for the previous twenty-five years [i.e. the so-called "Bretton
Woods" system, established in 1944 at the United Nations Monetary and
Financial Conference at Bretton Woods, New Hampshire]. See, by 1971 the
Vietnam War had already badly weakened the United States economically
relative to its industrial rivals, and one of the ways the Nixon ad-
ministration reacted to that was by simply tearing apart the Bretton Woods
system, which had been set up to organize the world economy after World
War II. The Bretton Woods system had made the United States the world's
banker, basically-it had established the U.S. dollar as a global reserve cur-
rency fixed to gold, and it imposed conditions about no import quotas, and
so on. And Nixon just tore the whole thing to shreds: he went off the gold
standard, he stopped the convertibility of the dollar, he raised import duties.
No other country would have had the power to do that, but Nixon did it,
and that made him a lot of powerful enemies-because multinational
corporations and international banks relied on that system, and they did not
like it being broken down. So if you look back, you'll find that Nixon was
being attacked in places like the Wall Street Journal at the time, and I
suspect that from that point on there were plenty of powerful people out to
get him. Watergate just offered an opportunity.

In fact, in this respect I think Nixon was treated extremely unfairly. I
mean, there were real crimes of the Nixon administration, and he should
have been tried-but not for any of the Watergate business. Take the bomb-
ing of Cambodia, for instance: the bombing of Cambodia was infinitely
worse than anything that came up in the Watergate hearings-this thing they
call the "secret bombing" of Cambodia, which was "secret" because the
press didn't talk about what they knew.** The U.S. killed maybe a cou-
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ple hundred thousand people in Cambodia, they devastated a peasant soci-
ety.35 The bombing of Cambodia did not even appear in Nixon's Articles
of Impeachment. It was raised in the Senate hearings, but only in one
interesting respect-the question that was raised was, why hadn't Nixon
informed Congress? It wasn't, why did you carry out one of the most
intense bombings in history in densely populated areas of a peasant
country, killing maybe 150,000 people? That never came up. The only
question was, why didn't you tell Congress? In other words, were people
with power granted their prerogatives? And once again, notice that what it
means is, infringing on the rights of powerful people is unacceptable:
"We're powerful, so you've got to tell us-then we'll tell you, 'Fine, go bomb
Cambodia." " In fact, that whole thing was a gag-because there was no
reason for Congress not to have known about the bombing, just as there
was no reason for the media not to have known: it was completely public.

So in terms of all the horrifying atrocities the Nixon government carried
out, Watergate isn't even worth laughing about. It was a triviality. Water-
gate is a very clear example of what happens to servants when they forget
their role and go after the people who own the place: they are very quickly
put back into their box, and somebody else takes over. You couldn't ask for
a better illustration of it than that-and it's even more dramatic because this
is the great exposure that's supposed to demonstrate what a free and critical
press we have. What Watergate really shows is what a submissive and
obedient press we have, as the comparisons to COINTELPRO and
Cambodia illustrate very clearly.

Escaping Indoctrination

'MAN: But do you think things are ever going to change? Aren't we always
going to have people entrenched in power, left or right, who want to pre-
serve that power, and will use all of the means at their disposal to do it--
and all we can really do is just sit back and complain about it?

That's the attitude .of people who thought that there was nothing you could
do about feudalism and slavery. And there was something you could do
about feudalism and slavery, but not by sitting and complaining about it.
John Brown didn't sit and complain about it.

MAN: He didn't get very far.

He did. They overthrew slavery, and the Abolitionists played a big role
in that.

[Brown's 1859 attempt to set off a slave revolt by seizing a federal ar-
mory in Harpers Ferry, Virginia, electrified the country and intensified the
Abolitionist movement.
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MAN: So as long as we criticize, try to offer constructive criticism, there's
hope of changing the system?

If the constructive criticism leads to the point where mass popular move-
ments form that do something to change the system, sure, then there's hope.
I mean, there wouldn't have been an American Revolution if people had
been writing pamphlets but not doing anything more than that.

WOMAN: Then what's the trick to holding on and not giving up-because it
seems like a lot of people need it.

The trick is not to be isolated-if you're isolated, like Winston Smith in
1984, then sooner or later you're going to break, as he finally broke. That
was the point of Orwell's story. In fact, the whole tradition of popular con-
trol has been exactly that: to keep people isolated, because if you can keep
them isolated enough, you can get them to believe anything. But when peo-
ple get together, all sorts of things are possible.

MAN.: It just seems so hopeless, though, because you make it sound like the
entire press organization is locking dissidents out.

That's largely true-but like I say, there's a lot of flexibility possible. I
mean, it's true that the ideological barrier in the U.S. media is extreme--
other countries have more openings for dissidence in the mainstream than
we do, even though their economic systems are basically the same. But still
there is quite a range of possibility for opening up the press here, even as it
now stands: it doesn't have to be .0001 percent open to dissident perspec-
tives, it could be .1 percent or something. So I actually think there are
plenty of changes possible in the United States, even from within the insti-
tutions.

Remember that the media have two basic functions. One is to indoctri-
nate the elites, to make sure they have the right ideas and know how to
serve power. In fact, typically the elites are the most indoctrinated segment
of a society, because they are the ones who are exposed to the most propa-
ganda and actually take part in the decision-making process. For them you
have the New York Times, and the Washington Post, and the Wall Street
Journal, and so on. But there's also a mass media, whose main function is
just to get rid of the rest of the population-to marginalize and eliminate
them, so they don't interfere with decision-making. And the press that's de-
signed for that purpose isn't the New York Times and the Washington Post,
it's sitcoms on television, and the National Enquirer, and sex and violence,
and babies with three heads, and football, all that kind of stuff. But the ap-
proximately 85 percent of the population that is the main target of that
media, they don't have it in their genes that they're not interested in the way
the world works. And if they can escape from the effects of the de-educa-
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tion and indoctrination system, and the whole class system it's a part ofit's
after all not just indoctrination that keeps people from getting involved in
political life, by any means-if they can do that, then yeah, they're a big
audience for an alternative, and there's some hope.

In fact, there's a very interesting history about this in England. For a long
time in England, there was a mass, popular, daily labor press of quite good
newspapers, with a huge readership-a much bigger readership than all the
elite press in England combined, actually. It was the Daily Herald and the
News Chronicle and the Sunday Citizen. And this was not just Alex Cock-
burn once a month in the Wall Street Journal, but every day there were
newspapers giving a picture of the world and expressing a set of values rad-
ically different from those of the business community. And not only did
they have a big circulation, but their audience was also very much in-
volved-for instance, there were surveys showing that people actually read
those newspapers much more than subscribers to things like the Guardian
and the London Times. But they disappeared in the 1960s, and they disap-
peared due to market pressures-it didn't have anything to do with the
number of readers they had, it had to do with the amount of capital they
could attract. Could you get advertisers, could you get capital for invest-
ment? In short, could you appeal to the business community, which hap-
pens to hold the real power? And over time, they couldn't.®

It's the same thing here: for instance, in the United States there isn't even
any such thing as a "labor reporter" anymore (except in the business press,
actually)-but there are plenty of "business reporters." And again, that
doesn't reflect people's interests: a lot more people are interested in the prob-
lems of workers than are interested in the bond market, if you count their
numbers-but if you multiply their numbers by their power in the society,
then yeah, it's true, the market for news about money and stocks is much
greater than the market for news about issues which matter to working
people.

But that's just the fact about an inegalitarian system: when you have a
serious disproportion of power, independent forces are likely to collapse--
just because they can't get access to enough capital in the end. Like in
England, some media corporation didn't come along and try to offer this
huge mass audience another paper with a social-democratic line. Business
doesn't work that way-it's not trying to educate people to overthrow it, even
if you could make a profit off it. I mean, if you could convince Rupert
Murdoch that he can make a ton of money by publishing a newspaper
which has a social-democratic or even more radical line, something calling
for workers' management of corporations for instance, he wouldn't do it--
because there are some things that are more important than profits, like
maintaining the entire system of power.

In fact, this is also pretty much the same reason why American elites
want military spending instead of social spending: if it turned out, as is
likely, that using taxpayers' money for socially useful purposes was even
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more profitable than sending it through the military system, that still
wouldn't change the decision to prefer military spending-because social
spending is going to interfere with the basic prerogatives of power, it's go-
ing to organize popular constituencies, and have all these other negative
side effects that you want to avoid.

WOMAN: So what you're saying is, even if there were a major cultural
change, with people at the grassroots level actually demanding a much
more open press, there still wouldn't be the capital to support that press?

No, people would have to take control of that capital. I mean, for one
thing, if there really were a mass of people demanding that kind of press,
they would have the capital-not at the level of big corporations, but like
unions, say. When unions are a mass organization, they can accumulate
strike funds, even though they can't compete with management and owner-
ship in terms of total resources. But for another thing, there's no law of na-
ture which says that control over capital has to be in a few hands-that's like
saying that political power has to be in a few hands. Why? There wasn't a
law that said that the king and the nobles had to run everything, and there
isn't a law that says that corporate owners and managers have to run every-
thing either. These are social arrangements. They developed historically,
they can be changed historically.

Understanding the Middle East Conflict

MAN. If I can just change the topic a little, Professor-1'd like you to talk a
bit about the situation in the Middle East these days. People say the Pales-
tinians are utilizing the media more than they ever have before to draw at-
tention to Israeli repression [i.e. during the Palestinian uprising of the late
1980s}. I'm wondering whether you think that will have any effect on
Israel's occupation of the Palestinian territories on the West Bank and the
Gaza Strip in the future?

[Editors’ Note: The following discussion of the Israeli/Palestinian con-
flict forms the foundation of Chomsky's analysis of the so-called "peace
process” that began in the early 1990s, which is discussed in chapters 5
and 8.}

Well, this business about the Palestinians "using the media" is mostly
racist garbage, in my view. The fact of the matter is that the Intifada is a
big, mass, popular revolution in reaction to the absolutely brutal treatment
the Palestinians have been living under-and it's going on in places where
there are no television cameras, and places where there are.

See, there's a whole racist line which is very common in the United
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States. One of my favorite versions of it appeared in the journal Commen-
tary, in an article written by some professor in Canada. It said: the Pales-
tinians are "people who breed, and bleed, and advertise their misery." 37
Straight Nazi propaganda. I mean, imagine if somebody said that about
Jews: "Jews are people who breed, and bleed, and advertise their misery."
But that's the kind of thing you hear-it's a particularly vulgar version of it,
but the line is: look, the Palestinians are just doing it for the cameras be-
cause they're trying to discredit the Jews.

They do exactly the same thing when there are no cameras.

The real point is, Israel is having a lot of trouble putting down this pop-
ular revolution. I mean, the repression of the Palestinians in the West Bank
is not qualitatively different right now from what it's been for the last
twenty years-it's just that it's escalated in scale since the Palestinians started
fighting back in the Intifada. So the brutality you see occasionally now on
television has in fact been going on for the last twenty years, and it's just
the nature of a military occupation: military occupations are harsh and
brutal, there is no other kind [Israel seized the West Bank, Gaza Strip, and
Golan Heights from Jordan, Egypt, and Syria during the Six Day War in
1967, and has controlled them ever since]. There's been home-destruction,
collective punishments, expulsion, plenty of humiliation, censorship-I
mean, you'd have to go back to the worst days of the American South to
know what it's been like for the Palestinians in the Occupied Territories.
They are not supposed to raise their heads-that's what they say in Israel,
"They're raising their heads, we've got to do something about it." And that's
the way the Palestinians have been living.**

Well, the United States has been quite happy supporting that-so long as
it worked. But in the last few years, it hasn't worked. See, people with
power understand exactly one thing: violence. If violence is effective,
everything's okay; but if violence loses its effectiveness, then they start
worrying and have to try something else. So right now you can see U.S.
planners reassessing their policies towards the Occupied Territories, just as
you can see the Israeli leadership reassessing them-because violence isn't
working as well anymore. In fact, the occupation's beginning to be rather
harmful for Israel. So it's entirely possible that there could be some tactical
changes coming with respect to how Israel goes about controlling the
Territories--but none of this has anything to do with "using the media."

WOMAN: What do you think a solution might be for resolving the conflict
in the region, then?

Well, outside of the United States, everybody would know the answer to
that question. I mean, for years there's been a very broad consensus in the
world over the basic framework of a solution in the Middle East, with the
exception of two countries: the United States and Israel.* It's going to have
to be some variety of two-state settlement.
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Look, there are two groups claiming the right of national self--
determination in the same territory; they both have a claim, they're com-
peting claims. There are various ways in which such competing claims
could be reconciled-you could do it through a federation, one thing or an-
other-but given the present state of conflict, it's just going to have to be
done through some form of two-state settlement.* Now, you could talk
about the modalities-should it be a confederation, how do you deal with
economic integration, and so on-but the principle's quite clear: there has to
be some settlement that recognizes the right of self-determination of Jews
in something like the state of Israel, and the right of self-determination of
Palestinians in something like a Palestinian state. And everybody knows
where that Palestinian state would be-in the West Bank and Gaza Strip,
along roughly the borders that existed before the Six Day War in 1967. And
everybody knows who the representative of the Palestinians is: it's the
Palestine Liberation Organization [P.L.O.].

All of this has been obvious for years-why hasn't it happened? Well, of
course Israel's opposed to it. But the main reason it hasn't happened is be-
cause the United States has blocked it: the United States has been blocking
the peace process in the Middle East for the last twenty years-we're the
leaders of the rejectionist camp, not the Arabs or anybody else. See, the
United States supports a policy which Henry Kissinger called "stalemate";
that was his word for it back in 1970.*" At that time, there was kind of a
split in the American government as to whether we should join the broad
international consensus on a political settlement, or block a political settle-
ment. And in that internal struggle, the hard-liners prevailed; Kissinger was
the main spokesman. The policy that won out was what he called "stale-
mate": keep things the way they are, maintain the system of Israeli oppres-
sion. And there was a good reason for that, it wasn't just out of the blue:
having an embattled, militaristic Israel is an important part of how we rule
the world.

Basically the United States doesn't give a damn about Israel: if it goes
down the drain, U.S. planners don't care one way or another, there's no
moral obligation or anything else. But what they do care about is control of
the enormous oil resources of the Middle East. [ mean, a big part of the way
you run the planet is by controlling Middle East oil, and in the late 1950s,
the United States began to recognize that Israel would be a very useful ally
in this respect. So for example, there's a National Security Council Memo-
randum in 1958 which points out that the main enemy of the United States
in the Middle East (as everywhere) is nationalism, what they call "radical
Arab nationalism"-which means independence, countries pursuing a course
other than submission to the needs of American power. Well, that's always
the enemy: the people there don't always see why the enormous wealth and
resources of the region have to be in the control of American and British
investors while they starve, they've never really gotten that into their heads-
and sometimes they try to do something about it. Alright,
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that's unacceptable to the United States, and one of the things they pointed
out is that a useful weapon against that sort of "radical Arab nationalism"
would be a highly militarized Israel, which would then be a reliable base
for U.S. power in the region.*

Now, that insight was not really acted upon extensively until the Six Day
War in 1967, when, with U.S. support, Israel essentially destroyed Nasser
[the Egyptian President)-who was regarded as the main Arab nationalist
force in the Middle East-and virtually all the other Arab armies in the re-
gion too. That won Israel a lot of points, it established them as what's called
a "strategic asset" -that is, a military force that can be used as an outlet for
U.S. power. In fact, at the time, Israel and Iran under the Shah (which were
allies, tacit allies) came to be regarded by American planners as two parts
of a tripartite U.S. system for controlling the Middle East. This consisted
first of all of Saudi Arabia, which is where most of the oil is, and then its
two gendarmes, pre-revolutionary Iran and Israel-the "Guardians of the
Gulf," as they were called, who were supposed to protect Saudi Arabia
from indigenous nationalist forces in the area. Of course, when the Shah
fell in the Iranian Revolution in 1979, Israel's role became even more im-
portant to the United States, it was the last "Guardian." **

Meanwhile, Israel began to pick up secondary functions: it started to
serve as a mercenary state for the United States around the world. So in the
1960s, Israel started to be used as a conduit for intervening in the affairs of
black African countries, under a big C.I.A. subsidy. And in the 1970s and
Eighties, the United States increasingly turned to Israel as kind of a weapon
against other parts of the Third World-Israel would provide armaments and
training and computers and all sorts of other things to Third World dic-
tatorships at times when it was hard for the U.S. government to give that
support directly. For instance, Israel acted as the main U.S. contact with the
South African military for years, right through the embargo [the U.N. Se-
curity Council imposed a mandatory arms embargo on South Africa in
1977 after the U.S. and Britain had vetoed even stronger resolutions).44
Well, that's a very useful alliance, and that's another reason why Israel gets
such extraordinary amounts of U.S. aid.*

The Threat of Peace

But notice that this whole system only works as long as Israel remains
embattled. So suppose there was a real peace settlement in the Middle East,
and Israel was just integrated into the region as its most technologically
advanced country, kind of like Switzerland or Luxembourg or something.
Well, at that point its value to the United States is essentially over-we al-
ready have Luxembourg, we don't need another one. Israel's value to the
United States depends on the fact that it is threatened with destruction: that
makes them completely dependent on the United States for survival, and
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therefore extremely reliable-because if the rug ever is pulled out from
under them in a situation of real conflict, they will get destroyed.

And that reasoning has held right up to the present. I mean, it's easy to
show that the United States has blocked every move towards a political set-
tlement that has come along in the Middle East-often we've just vetoed
them at the U.N. Security Council.* In fact, up until very recently, it's been
impossible in the United States even to falk about a political settlement.
The official line in the United States has been, "The Arabs want to kill all
the Jews and throw them into the sea" -with only two exceptions. One is
King Hussein of Jordan, who's a "moderate," because he's on our side. And
the other was President Sadat of Egypt, who in 1977 realized the error of
his ways, so he flew to Jerusalem and became a man of peace-and that's
why the Arabs killed him, because the Arabs'll kill anybody who's for
peace [Sadat was assassinated in 1981]. That has been the official line in
the United States, and you simply cannot deviate from it in the press or
scholarship.

It's total lies from beginning to end. Take Sadat: Sadat made a peace
offer to Israel in February 1971, a better offer from Israel's point of view
than the one he later initiated in 1977 [which led to the Camp David peace
talks]. It was a full peace treaty exactly in accord with U.N. Resolution 242
[which had called for a return to pre-June 1967 borders in the region with
security guarantees, but made no mention of Palestinian rights ]-the United
States and Israel turned it down, therefore it's out of history.”” In January
1976, Syria, Jordan and Egypt proposed a two-state peace settlement at the
U.N. Security Council on the basis of U.N. 242, and the P.L.O. supported
the proposal-it called for territorial guarantees, the whole business: the
United States vetoed it, so it's out of history, it didn't happen.*® And it just
goes on from there: the United States was unwilling to support any of these
peace offers, so they're out of history, they're down Orwell's memory hole.
49

In fact, it's even at the point where journals in the United States will not
permit letters referring to these proposals; the degree of control on this is
startling, actually. For example, a few years ago George Will wrote a col-
umn in Newsweek called "Mideast Truth and Falsehood," about how peace
activists are lying about the Middle East, everything they say is a lie. And
in the article, there was one statement that had a vague relation to fact: he
said that Sadat had refused to deal with Israel until 1977.%° So I wrote them
a letter, the kind of letter you write to Newsweek-you know, four lines-in
which I said, "Will has one statement of fact, it's false; Sadat made a peace
offer in 1971, and Israel and the United States turned it down." Well, a
couple days later I got a call from a research editor who checks facts for the
Newsweek "Letters" column. She said: "We're kind of interested in your
letter, where did you get those facts?" So I told her, "Well, they're pub-
lished in Newsweek, on February 8, 1971 "-which is true, because it was a
big proposal, it just happened to go down the memory hole in the United
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States because it was the wrong story.”' So she looked it up and called me
back, and said, "Yeah, you're right, we found it there; okay, we'll run your
letter." An hour later she called again and said, "Gee, I'm sorry, but we
can't run the letter." I said, "What's the problem?" She said, "Well, the edi-
tor mentioned it to Will and he's having a tantrum; they decided they can't
run it." Well, okay.

But the point is, in Newsweek and the New York Times and the Wash-
ington Post and so on, you simply cannot state these facts-it's like belief in
divinity or something, the lies have become immutable truth.

WOMAN: Then what happened with the Camp David Accords-why did the
United States and Israel agree to deal with Egypt at that point?

Well, if you look back to around 1971 or so, you'll find that all the
American ambassadors in the Middle East were warning Kissinger that
there was going to be a war if the United States kept blocking every diplo-
matic option for resolving the conflict. 52 Even the big oil companies were
in favor of a political settlement, they were telling the White House: "Look,
if you block every diplomatic option, the Arabs are going to go to war,
they've got no choice." 53 But in the White House they were just laughing,
it was all a big joke-just like they were laughing in Israel. And on purely
racist grounds.

See, intelligence systems are very flawed institutions: they're highly
ideological, they're fanatic, they're racist, and as a result the information
that comes through them is usually grossly distorted. Well, in this case the
intelligence information was, "Arabs don't know how to fight." The chief of
Israeli military intelligence, Yehosifat Harkabi, his line was, "War is not
the Arab's game"-you know, these gooks don't know which end of the gun
to hold, you don't have to worry about them. And the American military,
the C.I.A., everyone obviously was producing the same information: if
Sadat mobilizes an army in the Sinai, you kind of laugh, "What do these
guys think they're doing? We'll leave seven hundred men on the Bar-Lev
Line and that'll stop them." 54 So the United States refused to pursue a
diplomatic settlement, and that refusal then brought on the 1973 war-where
suddenly it turned out that war was the Arab's game: the Egyptians won a
major victory in the Sinai, it was quite a military operation, in fact. And it
just shocked U.S. and Israeli intelligence, it really frightened them-because
like I say, state planners usually understand violence, even if they can't un-
derstand anything else. So in the '73 war, it suddenly became clear that the
assumption that "war is not the Arab's game" was false: Egypt wasn't a
military basket-case.

Okay, as long as Egypt was a basket-case, the United States had been
content to let them be a Russian ally-if the Russians want to sink money
into this morass, that's fine, we don't mind, we just laugh at them. But in the
1973 war, it suddenly became clear that Egypt wasn't just a basket-case,
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they knew how to shoot and do all these other things that matter, so
Kissinger decided to accept what had in fact been long-standing Egyptian
offers to become an American client-state. Well, that's what Egypt had
wanted all along, so they immediately kicked out the Russians and got on
the American gravy-train. And now they're the second-biggest recipient of
u.s. aid, though still way behind Israecl-and at that point Sadat became a
"moderate," because he had switched to our side. And since Egypt was
considered the major Arab deterrent to hawkish Israeli policies, the obvious
back-up position was just to remove them from the conflict, so Isracl would
be free to solidify its control in the region-as it has done, in fact. See, before
the 1973 war, U.S. planners thought that Israel didn't have to worry about
any Arab forces at all. Now they saw that that was wrong-so they moved to
extract Egypt from the conflict. And that was the great achievement of the
Camp David peace process: it enabled Israel to integrate the Occupied
Territories and attack Lebanon without any Egyptian deterrent. Alright, try
to say that in the u.S. media.

Incidentally, by now you are beginning to be able to say it in the
strategic analysis literature. So if you read articles by strategic analysts,
they're starting to say, yeah, that's the way it worked. 55 Of course that's
the way it worked, that's the way it was designed. That's the way it was
obviously going to work right at the time of Camp David-I mean, I was
writing about this in 1977.% If you eliminate the major Arab deterrent force
and increase U.S. aid to Israel to the level of 50 percent of total U.S. aid
worldwide, and Israel is committed to integrating the Occupied Territories
and attacking and disrupting Lebanon, if you get that configuration of
events, what do you think is going to happen? It's transparent, a child could
figure it out. But you can't say it, because to say it would imply that the
United States is not the leader of the world peace forces, and is not
interested in justice and freedom and human rights around the world.
Therefore you can't say any of these things here, and by now you probably
can't even see them.

Water and the Occupied Territories

MAN.: But doesn't Israel need the Occupied Territories for defense pur-
poses, with respect to the other Arab states on its borders-isn't that the
main reason for holding on to them?

Well, there I can only talk about the way that they look at it-the way the
top Israeli decision-makers look at it. So there's a very interesting book
published in Hebrew, called Mechiro shellhud, which is a detailed docu-
mentary record of the period from 1967 to 1977, when the Labor Party was
in power in Israel [the Occupied Territories were originally seized by Israel
in 1967]. It's by a guy named Yossi Beilin, who was the top advisor to
Shimon Peres and is kind of a Labor Party dove, and he had access to
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all sorts of Labor Party documents. And the book is almost a daily record
of cabinet meetings in Israel between 1967 and '77-right in the period when
they were trying to figure out just what to do with the Occupied Territories.
57

Well, there's virtually no mention of security, barely a mention of it. One
thing that does get mentioned a lot is what they call the "demographic
problem"-the problem of what do you do about too many Arabs in a Jewish
state. Okay, that's called the "demographic problem" in Israel, and in fact,
people here refer to it that way too. 58 The purpose of that term, which
sounds like kind of a neutral sociological term, is to disguise the fact that
it's a deeply racist notion-we would see that right off if we applied it here.
Like, suppose some group in New York City started talking about the "de-
mographic problem"-there are too many Jews and blacks. There are too
many Jews and blacks in New York City, and we've got to do something
about it, because they're taking over-so we've got to deal with the "demo-
graphic problem." It wouldn't be very hard to decode this. But in Israel and
in this book of cabinet records, there's a lot of talk about the "demographic
problem," and it's easy to see what that means.

Another thing they talk about a lot is water-and that's a very crucial
thing, which is not discussed very much in the United States but it's proba-
bly the main reason why Israel is never going to give up the West Bank.
See, this is a very arid region, so water is more important than oil, and there
are very limited water resources in Israel. In fact, a lot of the wars in the
Middle East have been about water-for instance, the wars involving Israel
and Syria have usually been about the headwaters of the Jordan, which
come from Syria, Jordan, and Lebanon. And as a matter of fact, one of the
main reasons why Israel is holding on to the so-called "Security Zone" it
seized in southern Lebanon [in the 1982 invasion] is that that area includes
a mountain, Mount Hermon, which is a big part of the watershed that brings
water to the region. Actually, the invasion of Lebanon was probably an at-
tempt, among other things, to get ahold of the Litani River, a little farther to
the north-but they were driven back by Shiite resistance and couldn't hold
on to it, so they had to pull back.

Well, economic facts are classified in Israel, so you can't be sure of the
exact numbers, but most of the studies on this, including some American
studies, indicate that Israel is getting about a third of its water from the
West Bank. And there really is no alternative to that, short of some sort of
technological innovation-like, maybe someday someone will invent a
technique of desalination, so they could use seawater. But at the moment,
there is no other alternative: there are no underground water sources except
the West Bank sources, Israel didn't get the Litani River, they obviously
aren't going to get the Nile-so there just is no other water source for them,
except the West Bank sources.

And in fact, one of the occupation policies that the Arabs in the West
Bank have found most onerous is that Israel forbids them to dig deep wells.
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Well, that's very hard on Arab agriculture-I mean, an Arab farmer on the
West Bank has the same water allotment for farming that a Jewish city-
dweller in Tel Aviv has just for drinking. Think about that: the drinking--
water for a Jewish city resident is the same as the total water for an Arab
farmer, who's got to do irrigation, and take care of livestock, and do every-
thing else you do on a farm. And the Arabs are not allowed to sink deep
wells, they're only allowed to sink shallow wells that you do without equip-
ment-the deep wells are Jewish wells, only for Jewish settlers, and they get
something like twelve times as much water, or some huge amount more
water. 59

Okay, so water's a big issue that comes up in the documents, there's the
"demographic problem," there are historical reasons, and some other things
too-but the fact is, there is very little talk about security concerns.

I mperial Ambitions and the Arab Threat

MAN: Well, I don't know about these cabinet records-but the fact is that
when Israel was originally conceived in 1948, it was immediately lunged
upon by virtually everybody on its borders: all of the Arab countries imme-
diately tried to destroy it, and prevent its very existence. Wouldn't you say
the Israeli people are justified in remembering that history still, as they set
national policies today?

Well, you're right that that's the standard line about what happened. But
it's not true. Keep in mind the background facts. In November 1947, the
U.N. General Assembly made a recommendation for a three-way partition
of Palestine into a Jewish state, an Arab state, and a small internationally-
administered zone that would have included Jerusalem [the area was under
British imperial control].60 Now, I should stress that this was a General
Assembly recommendation, and General Assembly recommendations have
no force: they are only recommendations. Israel insists that they have no
force, I should say-Israel is by far the greatest violator of General Assembly
recommendations, beginning in December 1948, when Israel rejected the
General Assembly call for allowing Palestinian refugees the right of return
[they had fled violence that broke out in Palestine beginning in November
1947]. In fact, Israel was accepted into the United Nations on condition that
it accept that requirement, and it claimed that it would accept it-but then it
immediately refused to carry through on that promise.6l And it goes on
right until today: I don't know how many, but probably hundreds of General
Assembly recommendations have been rejected by Israel.

Anyway, such a recommendation was made by the General Assembly in
November 1947, and at that point war broke out in Palestine among the
Palestinians and the Zionists Jewish nationalists]. The Zionists were by far
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the more powerful and better organized force, and by May 1948, when the
state of Israecl was formally established, about 300,000 Palestinians already
had been expelled from their homes or had fled the fighting, and the Zion-
ists controlled a region well beyond the area of the original Jewish state that
had been proposed by the U.N. Now, it's then that Israel was attacked by
its neighbors-in May 1948; it's then, after the Zionists had taken control of
this much larger part of the region and hundreds of thousands of civilians
had been forced out, not before.

And furthermore, there's very good scholarship on this that's come out in
Israel now which shows, I think pretty conclusively, that the intervention of
the Arab states was very reluctant, and that it was to a large extent directed
not against Israel, but against King Abdullah of Transjordan (what's now
Jordan), who was basically a client ruler for the British. And the Arab states
in fact did it because they felt that Abdullah was just a pawn of Britain, and
they had good reason to believe that he was assisting the British in
reconstructing their imperial system in the region in various ways [Britain
had arranged to turn formal administration of Palestine over to the United
Nations in May 1948]. It'll be a hundred years before any of this material
enters mainstream American scholarship, I should say-but it's very good
scholarship, and it's important.®’

So anyway, the area that's now Jordan was being ruled by a British
client, and the other Arab states in the region regarded the Jordanian mili-
tary, quite correctly, as just a British army with kind of a guy with Arab
headgear leading them. And they were very much concerned about the fact
(which they knew at some level, even if they didn't know all of the details)
that Abdullah and the Zionists were cooperating in a plan to prevent the es-
tablishment of a Palestinian state-which in fact did happen, Abdullah and
the Zionists did carry out that plan of partitioning the area that was to be the
Palestinian state between them.** And furthermore, Abdullah also had much
greater plans of his own: he wanted to take over Syria, and become the king
of "Greater Syria." And there was apparently a plan in which Israel was
going to attack Syria, and then Abdullah was going to move into Syria to
defend the Syrians and end up afterwards holding the whole pie, by pre-
arrangement. Well, that plan never quite got worked out, as history shows-
but the other Arab states had wind of it, so then they moved in against Israel
to try to block Abdullah's goals.®

And there were powerful reasons for that, remember: this was the period
of decolonization, and the major concern of the people of the region at the
time was to get the British out-and Abdullah was just a pawn of the British,
and they didn't want to see British imperialism reestablished. Of course,
they didn't want the state of Israel around either, and they opposed it-but
that was probably a minor consideration in the attack; really a minor
consideration, actually. In fact, in 1949 both Syria and Egypt made very
explicit proposals for a peace treaty with Israel, and Israel rejected them-
Israel didn't want such a peace treaty.66
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Alright, the reason all of this material is only coming out recently is
there are rules in Israel about not releasing archives until several decades
later--so the history is usually written about thirty or forty years late (and
then of course, it's also very distorted for other reasons). But there's really
nothing in any of the things I've said that should be a great surprise to
anyone who really knows the history-yes, now there are archival records
and new scholarship to back it up, and I think it's very convincing
scholarship and will come to be recognized as the right story. But it's really
no great surprise: something like that was always understood. For example,
the agreement between Ben-Gurion [first Israeli Prime Minister] and
Abdullah to partition Palestine has been known for years-that's come out in
memoirs, everybody's talked about it, and so on.”” But you're right, it's not
part of the standard line in the United States-it just happens to be the correct
story.

MAN.: But just to challenge you on some of this-I thought that what Israel
was trying to preserve in the agreement to partition Palestine was the idea
that Jordan would not send troops into Israel. That's why they were really
cooperating with Abdullah--Ben-Gurion and the rest of the Israeli leader-
ship at the time were very concerned about the fact that there were huge
trained armies in Jordan, which were a big threat to them.

No, on the contrary-they weren't much concerned about that. In fact,
Ben-Gurion actually had to intervene to prevent his armies from taking
over part of what's now the West Bank [in October 1948], because the Jor-
danian Legion had already been essentially destroyed and was out of arms,
and the Israeli military command thought they could easily take over more
territory. See, Yigal Allon, who was the commander of the Israeli army,
didn't know about this agreement with Abdullah to prevent the establish-
ment of a Palestinian state-and there was a bitter battle between Ben--
Gurion and the army, in which Ben-Gurion had to hold the army back in
order to honor this secret agreement he had entered into.®® So really there
was no military threat from Jordan, not at all.

MAN: But the Israeli army held back at that point because Ben-Gurion still
had some hope that perhaps peace would prevail if they held back.

No-in fact we know very well what Ben-Gurion wanted, because he left
ample diaries and so on. And his position, which he was very clear and
explicit about-and there's a lot of documentation about this in my book 7he
Fateful Triangle-was that Israel should not accept any boundaries, re-
gardless of whether there was peace or not, because the limits of what he
called "Zionist aspiration" are much broader: they include southern Syria,
Transjordan, big areas which he laid out. And he said, we'll kind of hold off
now, but somehow we'll ultimately get them all-in fact, with regard to
Lebanon, Ben-Gurion was proposing that Israel take over Southern
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Lebanon on some pretext as late as the mid-1950s.% So we know all about
what he wanted, and like the rest, it's very different from the stories you al-
ways hear.

Prospects for the Palestinians

WOMAN: Then is there any hope at all for justice for the hundreds and
hundreds of thousands of Palestinians who have been displaced from their
homeland over the years-as well as for those who are still in Israel and the
Territories?

Well, the objective reality is that most of the Palestinian refugees will
never go back to Palestine-that's just a fact of life, just like the American
Indians will never get back what they had on the American continent. So in
that respect, there'll never be justice. And there's just no way out of that: if
there was ever any prospect of Palestinians in any large number going back
to what was formerly Palestine, Israel would probably blow up the world,
which they're capable of doing,7° And that's never going to happen.

So the only question is, what kind of limited form of justice can be
achieved? And that's tricky. I mean, if Israel can't suppress the Intifada at a
reasonable cost, the United States and Israel might shift from their rejec-
tionist stance and become willing to accept some variety of Palestinian self-
determination. And if that happens, then you'll have to look seriously at
what you mean by a "two-state settlement"-and the reality is, it's not very
easy to envision, for some of the reasons I've mentioned: there are resource
problems, there are problems of integration of the areas, there are border-
setting issues. Remember that the U.N. resolution partitioning Palestine [in
1947] did not strictly speaking call for two states, it called for an economic
confederation-and that was quite realistic.”! Anybody who's been there
knows that two states don't make much sense-because the regions are just
too closely integrated, and the borders are too crazy, and when you look
even more seriously you see even further that it wouldn't work. So the only
thing that makes any sense is some sort of confederation. But you can
pretty well predict what will happen: there will be two states, except only
one of the states will really exist, the other one will just collect garbage.

In fact, I suspect that'll be the next proposal, and it'll all come under the
banner of a "two state" settlement-and that's going to be a lot harder to
argue about, because then people will really have to think behind the head-
lines to see what's going on. But achieving some kind of meaningful federa-
tion between the Israclis and the Palestinians, with really divided
sovereignty-that's going to be extremely hard, we just have to face that.
And that's about the only kind of solution that makes any sense, I think--it's
the only limited form of justice I can see.
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MAN: There's also the different mentality between the Arabs and Jews that
figures into it too, don't you think-isn't that always going to get in the way
of peace?

They're the same kind of people, they have the same kind of mentality.
They bleed when they're cut, they mourn when their children are killed. I'm
not aware of any difference between them.

Legitimacy in History

WOMAN: Do you think the passage of time can give legitimacy to Israel,
even if maybe it was started out on the wrong sort of basis, displacing the
indigenous population in a racist manner and so on?

Well, yeah-the general answer to your question just has to be yes. If not,
we'd have to go back to the days of hunter-gatherer societies, because all of
history has been illegitimate.

I mean, take a case close to the Palestinians, which we as Americans
ought to think about-take the United States. Now, I think the treatment of
the Palestinians by Israel has been bad, but in comparison to the treatment
of the native population here by our forefathers, it's been a paradise.

Here in the United States, we just committed genocide. Period. Pure
genocide. And it wasn't just in the United States, it was all up and down the
Hemisphere. Current estimates are that north of the Rio Grande, there were
about twelve to fifteen million Native Americans at the time Columbus
landed, something like that. By the time Europeans reached the continental
borders of the United States, there were about 200,000. Okay: mass
genocide. Across the whole Western Hemisphere, the population decline
was probably on the order of from a hundred million people to about five
million.”” That's pretty serious stuff-it was horrifying right from the be-
ginning in the early seventeenth century, then it got worse after the United
States was established, and it just continued until finally the native popula-
tions were basically stuck away in little enclaves. The history of treaty vio-
lations by the United States is just grotesque: treaties with the Indian
nations by law have a status the same as that of treaties among sovereign
states, but throughout our history nobody ever paid the slightest attention to
them--as soon as you wanted more land, you just forgot the treaty and
robbed it; it's a very ugly and vicious history.” Hitler in fact used the
treatment of the Native Americans as a model, explicitly--he said, that's
what we're going to do with the Jews.™

In fact, a book came out in Germany recently called, in German, The
Five Hundred Year Reich--actually, it's part of a big effort that's beginning
to develop around the world to try to turn 1992 into a year of memory of
genocide, instead of a year of celebration of the 500th anniversary of what's
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called Columbus's "discovery" of America. And in Germany, people under-
stand that title: Hitler was going to establish a "Thousand Year Reich," and
the point of the book is that the colonization of the Western Hemisphere
was essentially Hitlerian-and it's lasted for five hundred years.”

I should add, actually, that throughout American history this genocide
has been accepted as perfectly legitimate. So for example, there were
people who spoke up for blacks and opposed slavery-there were the
Abolitionists and there was the Civil Rights Movement. But you won't find
much support for the American Indians. And the same was true of
scholarship: for instance, in Samuel Eliot Morison's history of Columbus-
you know, big Harvard historian-he talks about what a great man Columbus
was, terrific person and so on, and then he has this little line saying, of
course Columbus did set off a program of what he calls "complete
genocide," and he was a major mass-murderer himself. But then he says,
that was only a minor flaw, he was really a terrific seaman, this and that
and the other thing.”

In fact, let me tell you a personal story to indicate just how far out of his-
tory all of this really is. A few Thanksgivings ago I took a walk with some
friends and family in a National Park, and we came across a tombstone
which had just been put in along the path. It said: "Here lies an Indian
woman, a Wampanoag, whose family and tribe gave of themselves and
their land that this great nation might be born and grow." Okay, "gave of
themselves and their land"-in fact, were murdered, scattered, dispersed, and
we stole their land, that's what we're sitting on. You know, there can't be
anything more illegitimate: the whole history of this country is illegitimate.
Our forefathers stole about a third of Mexico in a war in which they
claimed that Mexico attacked us, but if you look back it turns out that that
"attack" took place inside of Mexican territory [the U.S. acquired the area
from Texas to California after the Mexican War in 1848].”7 And it goes on
and on. So you know, what can be legitimate?

Take the development of the state system in Europe. The state system in
Europe, which was finally sort of established in 1945, is the result of
savage wars and murders and atrocities going back hundreds and hundreds
of years. In fact, the main reason why the plague of European civilization
was able to spread all over the world in the past five hundred years is that
the Europeans were just a lot more vicious and savage than anyone else,
because they'd had a lot more practice murdering one another-so when they
came to other places, they knew how to do it, and were very good at it.
Well, the European state system has continued to be an extremely bloody
and brutal arrangement, right to today. I mean, there are wars all over the
Third World just because the national boundaries the European invaders
imposed on these places have nothing to do with anything, except where
one European power could expand at the expense of other European
powers.

Okay, if anything has no legitimacy, it's this. But that's our nation-state
system, and we just have to begin with it. I mean, it's there, and it has what-
ever legitimacy-I wouldn't say that it's "legitimate," I'd just say that it ex-
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ists, we have to recognize that it exists, and states have to be given
whatever rights they are accorded in the international system. But the
indigenous populations have to be given comparable rights too, I think-at
least. So when 1 denounce apologetics for Israel's oppression, remember,
it's not in any particular criticism of Israel. In fact, I think Israel is just as
ugly a state as every other state. The only difference is that Israel has a
fabricated image in the United States-it's regarded as having some unique
moral quality, and there's all sorts of imagery about purity of arms, and
high noble intent and so on.” It's complete mythology, just pure fabrication:
Israel's a country like every other country, and we should recognize that
and stop the nonsense. To talk about legitimacy is ridiculous-the word
doesn't apply, to their history or anyone else's.

Qualifications to Speak on World Affairs, A
Presidential Campaign

MAN: Mr. Chomsky, I'm wondering what specific qualifications you have
to be able to speak all around the country about world affairs?

None whatsoever. I mean, the qualifications that I have to speak on
world affairs are exactly the same ones Henry Kissinger has, and Walt Ros-
tow has, or anybody in the Political Science Department, professional his-
torians-none, none that you don't have. The only difference is, I don't
pretend to have qualifications, nor do I pretend that qualifications are
needed. I mean, if somebody were to ask me to give a talk on quantum
physics, I'd refuse-because I don't understand enough. But world affairs are
trivial: there's nothing in the social sciences or history or whatever that is
beyond the intellectual capacities of an ordinary fifteen-year-old. You have
to do a little work, you have to do some reading, you have to be able to
think, but there's nothing deep-if there are any theories around that require
some special kind of training to understand, then they've been kept a
carefully guarded secret.

In fact, I think the idea that you're supposed to have special qualifica-
tions to talk about world affairs is just another scam-it's kind of like
Leninism [position that socialist revolution should be led by a "vanguard"
party]: it's just another technique for making the population feel that they
don't know anything, and they'd better just stay out of it and let us smart
guys run it. In order to do that, what you pretend is that there's some eso-
teric discipline, and you've got to have some letters after your name before
you can say anything about it. The fact is, that's a joke.

MAN: But don't you also use that system too, because of your name--
recognition and the fact that you're a famous linguist? I mean, would 1 be
invited to go somewhere and give talks?
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You think 1 was invited here because people know me as a linguist?
Okay, if that was the reason, then it was a bad mistake. But there are plenty
of other linguists around, and they aren't getting invited to places like this-
so 1 don't really think that can be the reason. 1 assumed that the reason is
that these are topics that I've written a lot about, and I've spoken a lot about,
and I've demonstrated a lot about, and I've gone to jail about, and so on and
so forth-I assumed that's the reason. If it's not, well, then it's a bad mistake.
If anybody thinks that you should listen to me because I'm a professor at
M.IT., that's nonsense. You should decide whether something makes sense
by its content, not by the letters after the name of the person who says it.
And the idea that you're supposed to have special qualifications to talk
about things that are common sense, that's just another scam-it's another
way to try to marginalize people, and you shouldn't fall for it.

WOMAN: Seeing as you're such a big draw with audiences, though, and
since you do have some name-recognition-I'm wondering, what would you
think about running a Presidential campaign? I mean, huge crowds come
out to listen to your talks all around the country, those people might
support something like that and want to begin getting involved with it.

Well, it's true about the audiences-but 1 don't think that has to do with
name-recognition or anything like that. See, there are only about ten people
in the country, literally, who do this kind of thing-John Stockwell, Alex
Cockburn, Dan Ellsberg, Howard Zinn, Holly Sklar, only a couple others-
and we all get the same reaction. 1 think it's just a matter of people all over
the country being hungry to hear a different viewpoint. And what's more,
we all get the same reaction wherever we go-it's the same in towns where
nobody's ever heard of me. Like, 1 was in central Michigan last week, they
didn't know who 1 was from Adam, but it was the same kind of crowd.

WOMAN: But seeing as you do get all this draw, why not run a
Presidential campaign?

First of all, there's nobody around to run for President, and if there
were ...

WOMAN: You, Stockwell ...

Anybody who wants to be President, you should right away say, "I don't
want to hear that guy anymore."

WOMAN: I'm sorry?

You should say, "I don't want to listen to that person anymore." Any-
body who wants to become your leader, you should say, "I don't want to
follow." That's like a rule of thumb which almost never fails.
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WOMAN: But what about just to create a forum where more of the popula-
tion would hear this different point of view?

Well, if you want to use it kind of instrumentally, like jujitsu or some-
thing-use the properties of the system against it-okay. But I don't really
think that makes any sense, frankly.

WOMAN: The form of government we have just has to be overthrown, in
your view? There's no way of doing it through reform?

It's not a relevant distinction: if you could ever get to the point where a
reformist candidate had a chance, you'd already have won, you'd already
have done the main thing. The main thing is to develop the kind of mass
support which would make a revolution meaningful. At that point, some
crook will come along and say, "I'm your leader, I'll do it for you."

MAN: What do you think could have that effect, though? Just like Noam
Chomsky, say, going and talking to five hundred people here and there?
Just keep plugging away?

Yeah, you keep plugging away-that's the way social change takes place.
That's the way every social change in history has taken place: by a lot of
people, who nobody ever heard of, doing work.

MAN: Did you go through a phase of hopelessness, or ...
Yeah, every evening.
MAN: 1 feel like I'm kind of stuck in one.

Every evening. I mean, look: if you want to feel hopeless, there are a lot
of things you could feel hopeless about. If you want to sort of work out ob-
jectively what's the chance that the human species will survive for another
century, probably not very high. But I mean, what's the point?

MAN: You've just got to work at it.

Yeah, what's the point? First of all, those predictions don't mean any-
thing-they're more just a reflection of your mood or your personality than
anything else. And if you act on that assumption, then you're guaranteeing
that that'll happen. If you act on the assumption that things can change, well,
maybe they will. Okay, the only rational choice, given those alternatives, is
to forget the pessimism.
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Based on discussions in New York, Massachusetts, Maryland, Colorado,
1llinois, and Ontario in 1990 and between 1993 and 1996.

Soviet Versus Western Economic Development

WOMAN: In a best-case scenario for the future, how do you envision an
economic system that works?

Well, our economic system "works," it just works in the interests of the
masters, and I'd like to see one that works in the interests of the general
population. And that will only happen when they are the "principal archi-
tects" of policy, to borrow Adam Smith's phrase.' I mean, as long as power
is narrowly concentrated, whether in the economic or the political system,
you know who's going to benefit from the policies-you don't have to be a
genius to figure that out. That's why democracy would be a good thing for
the general public. But of course, achieving real democracy will require that
the whole system of corporate capitalism be completely dismantled-because
it's radically anti-democratic. And that can't be done by a stroke of the pen,
you know: you have to build up alternative popular institutions, which could
allow control over society's investment decisions to be moved into the hands
of working people and communities. That's a long job, it requires building
up an entire cultural and institutional basis for the changes, it's not
something that's just going to happen on its own. There are people who have
written about what such a system might look like-kind of a "participatory
economy," it's sometimes called.” But sure, that's the way to go, I think.

MAN: But Mr. Chomsky, we just went through a long experience with anti-
capitalism like the kind you're advocating-and it didn't work out very well.
It was tried, and the experiment failed. Why are you now advocating the
same old thing again?
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I'm not. On the contrary-1 presume you're talking about the Soviet
Union?

MAN: Exactly.

Well, there are really two points that ought to be made. First of all, the
Soviet Union was basically a capitalist system. The first thing that Lenin
and Trotsky did when they took power in October 1917, remember, was to
destroy all of the forms of socialist initiative that had developed in Russia
since the start of the Russian Revolution in February 1917 [the Russian
Tsar was overthrown by popular revolution in February 1917; Lenin's
Bolshevik Party took over eight months later in a military coup]. Just now I
was talking about workers and communities participating in decision-
making-the first thing the Bolsheviks did was to destroy that, totally. They
destroyed the factory councils, they undermined the soviets [elected local
governing bodies], they eliminated the Constituent Assembly
[democratically elected parliament initially dominated by a rival socialist
group, which was to govern Russia but was dispersed by Bolshevik troops
in January 1918]. In fact, they dismantled every form of popular
organization in Russia and set up a command economy with wages and
profits, on sort of a centralized state-capitalist model. * So on the one hand,
the example you're referring to is just the extreme opposite of what I was
talking about, not the same.

Secondly comes another question. Whatever you think of the Soviet eco-
nomic system, did it work or did it fail? Well, in a culture with deeply total-
itarian strains, like ours, we always ask an idiotic question about that: we
ask, how does Russia compare economically with Western Europe, or with
the United States? And the answer is, it looks pretty bad. But an eight-year-
old would know the problem with that question: these economies haven't
been alike for six hundred years-you'd have to go back to the pre-
Columbian period before East and West Europe were anything more or less
alike economically. Eastern Europe had started becoming sort of a Third
World service-area for Western Europe even before the time of Columbus,
providing resources and raw materials for the emerging textile and metal
industries of the West. And for centuries, Russia remained a deeply impov-
erished Third World country.* I mean, there were a few small pockets of
development there and also a rich sector of elites, writers and so on-but
that's like every Third World country: Latin American literature is some of
the richest in the world, for example, even though its people are some of the
most miserable in the world. And if you just look at the Soviet Union's eco-
nomic development in the twentieth century, it's extremely revealing. For
instance, the proportion of Eastern European to Western European income
was declining until around 1913, then it started rising very fast until around
1950, when it kind of leveled off. Then in the mid-I1960s, as the Soviet
economy began to stagnate, the proportion started to decline a bit, then it
declined a bit more into the late 1980s. After 1989, when the Soviet Em-
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pire finally broke up, it went into free-fall-and it is now again approxi-
mately what it was in 1913.° Okay, that tells you something about whether
the Soviet economic model was successful or not.

Now, suppose we asked a rational question, instead of asking an insane
question like "how did the Soviet Union compare with Western Europe?" If
you want to evaluate alternative modes of economic development--whether
you like them or not-what you ought to ask is, how did societies that were
like Chapter Five 141

the Soviet Union in 1910 compare with it in 19907 Well, history doesn't
offer precise analogs, but there are good choices. So we could compare
Russia and Brazil, say, or Bulgaria and Guatemala-those are reasonable
compathe Soviet Union in 1910 compare with it in 1990? Well, history
doesn't offer precise analogs, but there are good choices. So we could
compare Russia and Brazil, say, or Bulgaria and Guatemala-those are rea-
sonable comparisons. Brazil, for example, ought to be a super-rich country:
it has unbelievable natural resources, it has no enemies, it hasn't been prac-
tically destroyed three times by invasions in this century [i.e. the Soviet
Union suffered massive losses in both World Wars and the 1918 Western
intervention in its Civil War]. In fact, it's a lot better equipped to develop
than the Soviet Union ever was. Okay, just compare Brazil and Russia-
that's a sane comparison.

Well, there's a good reason why nobody undertakes it, and we only make
idiotic comparisons-because if you compare Brazil and Russia, or Guate-
mala and Hungary, you get the wrong answer. Brazil, for maybe 5 or 10
percent of its population, is indeed like Western Europe-and for around 80
percent of its population, it's kind of like Central Africa. In fact, for
probably 80 percent of the Brazilian population, Soviet Russia would have
looked like heaven. If a Guatemalan peasant suddenly landed in Bulgaria,
he'd probably think he'd gone to paradise or something. So therefore we
don't make those comparisons, we only make crazy comparisons, which
anybody who thinks for a second would see are preposterous. And every-
body here does make them: all the academics make them, all the develop-
ment economists make them, the newspaper commentators make them. But
just think for a second: if you want to know how successful the Soviet
economic system was, compare Russia in 1990 with someplace that was
like it in 1910. Is that such a brilliant insight?

In fact, the World Bank gave its own analysis of the success of the
Soviet development model. The World Bank is not a radical outfit, as I'm
sure you realize, but in 1990 it described Russia and China as "relatively
successful societies that developed by extricating themselves from the
international market," although finally they ran into trouble and had to
return to the fold.® But "relatively successful"-and as compared with
countries they were like before their revolutions, very successful.

In fact, that's exactly what the U.S. was worried about in the Cold War in
the first place, if you want to know the truth-that Soviet economic de-
velopment just looked too good to poor Third World countries, it was a
model they wanted to follow. I mean, in part the Cold War went on because
it turned out to be a very good way for the two superpowers to keep control
over their respective empires-each using fear of the other to mobilize its
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own population, and at the same time kind of tacitly agreeing not to inter-
fere with the other's domains. But for the U.S., the origin of the Cold War
and in fact the stated concern of American planners throughout-was that a
huge area of the traditional Third World had extricated itself from ex-
ploitation by the West, and was now starting to pursue an independent
course.” So if you read the declassified internal government record-of which
we have plenty by now-you'll see that the main concern of top Western
planners right into the 1960s was that the example of Soviet development
was threatening to break apart the whole American world system, because
Russia was in fact doing so well. For example, guys like John Foster Dulles
[American Secretary of State] and Harold Macmillan [British Prime
Minister] were frightened out of their wits by Russia's developmental
success-and it was successful. ® I mean, notice that Russia is not referred to
as a "Third World" country today, it's called a "failed developed country" or
something like that-in other words, it did develop, although ultimately it
failed, and now we can go ahead and start reintegrating it back into the
traditional Third World again.

And in fact, you can see that process taking place ever since the Soviet
Empire dissolved-and with the standard effects. The so-called "economic
reforms" we've been instituting in the former Soviet-bloc countries have
been an absolute catastrophe for most of their populations-but Western
investors and a standard Third World elite of super-rich are making huge
fortunes, in part by skimming off most of the "aid" that gets sent there, in
various ways.’ In fact, UN.L.C.E.F. [United Nations International Chil-
dren's Emergency Fund] put out a study a little while ago estimating just the
simple human cost, like deaths, of what they call the "capitalist reforms" in
Russia and Poland and the others (and incidentally, they approved of the
reforms)-and for Russia, they calculated that there have been about a half-
million extra deaths a year just as a result of them. Poland's a smaller
country, so it was a smaller number, but the results were proportional
throughout the region. In the Czech Republic, the percentage of the popu-
lation living in poverty has gone from 5.7 percent in 1989 to 18.2 percent in
1992; in Poland, the figures are something like from 20 percent to 40 per-
cent. So if you walk down the streets of Warsaw now, sure, you'll find a lot
of nice stuff in the shop windows-but that's the same as in any Third World
country: plenty of wealth, very narrowly concentrated; and poverty,
starvation, death, and huge inequality for the vast majority."

And actually, that's the reason the so-called "Communist" Parties in
Eastern Europe and Russia are getting votes these days. I mean, when they
describe that here, they say, "it's nostalgia, they forget how bad it was in the
old days" -but there's no nostalgia. 11 I don't think anybody there actually
wants to go back to the Stalinist dungeon again-it's not that they're nostalgic
about the past, it's that they're apprehensive about the future. They can see
what's coming very well, namely Brazil and Guatemala, and as bad as their
system was, that's worse. Much worse.
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Supporting Terror

So the fact that Russia had pulled itself out of the West's traditional
Third World service-area and was developing on an independent course
was really one of the major motivations behind the Cold War. I mean, the
standard line you always hear about it is that we were opposing Stalin's ter-
ror-but that's total bullshit. First of all, we shouldn't even be able to repeat
that line without a sense of self-mockery, given our record. Do we oppose
anybody else's terror? Do we oppose Indonesia's terror in East Timor? Do
we oppose terror in Guatemala and El Salvador? Do we oppose what we
did to South Vietnam? No, we support terror all the time-in fact, we put it
in power.

Just take a look at U.S. aid, for instance. There have been a lot of studies
of it, including studies by people who write in the mainstream, and what
they show is that there is in fact a very high correlation between U.S. for-
eign aid and human rights abuses. For example, Lars Schoultz at the Uni-
versity of North Carolina-who's the major academic specialist on human
rights in Latin America and a highly respected mainstream scholar-pub-
lished a study on U.S. aid to Latin America almost fifteen years ago, in
which he identified an extremely close correlation between U.S. aid and
torture: as he put it, the more a country tortures its citizens and the more
egregious are the violations of human rights, the higher is U.S. aid.

In fact, it's true at this very moment. The leading human rights violator
in the Western Hemisphere by a good margin is Colombia, which has just
an atrocious record-they have "social cleansing”" programs, before every
election members of the opposition parties get murdered, labor union
leaders are murdered, students, dissidents are murdered, there are death
squads all around. Okay, more than half of U.S. aid to the entire
Hemisphere goes to Colombia, and the figure's increasing under Clinton."
Well, that's just normal, and like I say, similar results have been shown
world-wide." So claims about our concern for human rights are extremely
difficult to support: in precisely the regions of the world where we've had
the most control, the most hideous things you can imagine happen
systematically--people have to sell their organs for money in order to
survive, police death squads leave flayed bodies hanging by the roadsides
with their genitals stuffed in their mouths, children are enslaved, and worse,
those aren't the worst stories. "

As for Stalin, leaders in the West admired him, they didn't give a damn
about his terror. President Truman, for example, described Stalin as "smart
as hell," "honest," "we can get along with him," "it'll be a real catastrophe if
he dies." He said, what goes on in Russia I don't really care about, it's not
my business, so long as "we get our way 85 percent of the time."'® We get
our way 85 percent of the time with this nice, smart, decent, honest guy, we
can do business with him fine; he wants to murder 40 million people, what
do we care? Winston Churchill was the same: the British documents are
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now being declassified, and after the Yalta Conference in February 1945,
Churchill was praising Stalin in internal cabinet meetings as a man of honor
we can trust, who can help lead us forward to a new world, a "champion of
peace," "illustrious," and so on.'” He was particularly impressed with the
fact that Stalin didn't lift a finger while British troops occupied Greece [be-
ginning in November 1944] and under Churchill's order treated Athens like
"a conquered city where a local rebellion is in progress," carrying out a big
massacre to destroy the Greek anti-Nazi resistance and restore the Nazi col-
laborators to power. Stalin just stood there quietly and let the British do it,
so Churchill said he's a really nice guy.'®

None of these guys had anything against Stalin's crimes. What's more,
they had nothing against Hitler's crimes-all this talk about Western leaders'
principled opposition to atrocities is just a complete fabrication, totally
undermined by a look at the documentary record."” It's just that if you've
been properly educated, you can't understand facts like these: even if the in-
formation is right in front of your eyes, you can't comprehend it.

"People's Democratic Socialist Republics”

Well, let me just end with one last point to do with your question. One of
the issues which has devastated a substantial portion of the left in recent
years, and caused enormous triumphalism elsewhere, is the alleged fact that
there's been this great battle between socialism and capitalism in the twen-
tieth century, and in the end capitalism won and socialism lost-and the
reason we know that socialism lost is because the Soviet Union disinte-
grated. So you have big cover stories in The Nation about "The End of So-
cialism," and you have socialists who all their lives considered themselves
anti-Stalinist saying, "Yes, it's true, socialism has lost because Russia
failed."” I mean, even to raise questions about this is something you're not
supposed to do in our culture, but let's try it. Suppose you ask a simple
question: namely, why do people like the editors at The Nation say that
"socialism" failed, why don't they say that "democracy" failed?-and the
proof that "democracy" failed is, look what happened to Eastern Europe.
After all, those countries also called themselves "democratic"-in fact, they
called themselves "People's Democracies," real advanced forms of democ-
racy. So why don't we conclude that "democracy" failed, not just that "so-
cialism" failed? Well, I haven't seen any articles anywhere saying, "Look,
democracy failed, let's forget about democracy." And it's obvious why: the
fact that they called themselves democratic doesn't mean that they were
democratic. Pretty obvious, right?

Okay, then in what sense did socialism fail? I mean, it's true that the
Soviet Union and its satellites in Eastern Europe called themselves "social-
ist" -but they also called themselves "democratic." Were they socialist?
Well, you can argue about what socialism is, but there are some ideas that
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are sort of at the core of it, like workers' control over production, elimina-
tion of wage labor, things like that. Did those countries have any of those
things? They weren't even a thought there. Again, in the pre-Bolshevik part
of the Russian Revolution, there were socialist initiatives-but they were
crushed instantly after the Bolsheviks took power, like within months. In
fact, just as the moves towards democracy in Russia were instantly de-
stroyed, the moves towards socialism were equally instantly destroyed. The
Bolshevik takeover was a coup-and that was perfectly well understood at
the time, in fact. So if you look in the mainstream of the Marxist move-
ment, Lenin's takeover was regarded as counter-revolutionary; if you look
at independent leftists like Bertrand Russell, it was instantly obvious to
them; to the libertarian left, it was a truism.”'

But that truism has been driven out of people's heads over the years, as
part of a whole prolonged effort to discredit the very idea of socialism by
associating it with Soviet totalitarianism. And obviously that effort has
been extremely successful-that's why people can tell themselves that so-
cialism failed when they look at what happened to the Soviet Union, and
not even see the slightest thing odd about it. And that's been a very valuable
propaganda triumph for elites in the West-because it's made it very easy to
undercut moves towards real changes in the social system here by saying,
"Well, that's socialism-and look what it leads to."

Okay, hopefully with the fall of the Soviet Union we can at least begin
to get past that barrier, and start recovering an understanding of what
socialism could really stand for.

The Organ Trade

WOMAN: You mentioned "social cleansing" and people in the Third World
selling their body parts for money. I don't know if you saw the recent Bar-
bara Walters program ...

The answer is, "No by definition."

WOMAN: Well, I have to admit I watched it. She had a segment on some
American women who were attacked by villagers in Guatemala and put in
jail for allegedly stealing babies for the organ trade. The gist of the story
was that the Guatemalan people are totally out of their minds for suppos-
ing that babies are being taken out of the country and used for black mar-
ket sale of organs.”> What 1'd like to know is, do you know of any evidence
that this black market trade in children's organs does in fact exist, and do
you think the U.S. might be playing a role in it?

Well, look: suppose you started a rumor in Boston that children from the
Boston suburbs are being kidnapped by Guatemalans and taken to Guate-
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mala so their bodies could be used for organ transplants. How far off the
ground do you think that rumor would get?

WOMAN: Not far.

Okay, but in Guatemalan peasant societies it does get off the ground. Do
they have different genes than we do?

WOMAN: No.

Alright, so there's got to be some reason why the story spreads there and
it wouldn't spread here. And the reason is very clear. Though the specific
stories are doubtless false in this case, there's a background which is true--
that's why nobody would believe it here, and they do believe it there: be-
cause they know about other things that go on.

For one thing, in Latin America there is plenty of kidnapping of children.
Now, what the children are used for, you can argue. Some of them are kid-
napped for adoption, some of them are used for prostitution-and that goes
on throughout the U.S. domains. I mean, you take a look at the U.S.
domains-Thailand, Brazil, practically everywhere you go-there are young
children being kidnapped for sex-slavery, or just plain slavery.” So
kidnapping of children unquestionably takes place. And there is strong evi-
dence-I don't think anybody doubts it very much-that people in these re-
gions are killed for organ transplants.** Now, whether it's children or not, I
don't know. But if you take a look at the recent Amnesty International re-
port on Colombia, for example, they say almost casually-just because it's so
routine-that in Colombia they carry out what's called "social cleansing": the
army and the paramilitary forces go through the cities and pick up
"undesirables," like homeless people, or homosexuals, or prostitutes, or
drug addicts, anybody they don't like, and they just take them and murder
them, then chop them up and mutilate their bodies for organ transplants.
That's called "social cleansing," and everybody thinks it's a great idea.”
And again, this goes on throughout the U.s. domains.

In fact, it's even beginning now in Eastern Europe as they're being turned
back into another sector of the Third World-people are starting to sell or-
gans to survive, like you sell a cornea or a kidney or something.*

WOMAN: Your own?

Yeah, your own. You just sell it because you're totally desperate-so you
sell your eyes, or your kidney, something that can be taken out without
killing you. That goes on, and it's been going on for a long time.

Well, you know, that's a background, and against that background these
stories, which have been rampant, are believable-and they are in fact be-
lieved. And it's not just by peasants in the highlands: the chief official in the
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Salvadoran government in charge of children [Victoria de Aviles], the
"Procurator for the Defense of Children," she's called, recently stated that
children in El Salvador are being kidnapped for adoption, crime, and organ
transplants. Well, I don't know if that's true or not, but it's not an authority
you just dismiss. In Brazil too there's been a lot of testimony about these
things from very respectable sources: church sources, medical
investigators, legal sources, and others.”’

Now, it's interesting: I didn't see the Barbara Walters program you men-
tioned, but I've read the State Department reports on which she probably
based her stuff-and they're very selective in their coverage. They say, "Oh,
it's all nonsense and lies, and it was all started by the Communists," and
they trace it back to sort of Communist sources-which doubtless picked it
up, but they are not the sources. The State Department carefully excluded
all the other sources, like the church sources, the government sources, the
mainstream legal investigators, the human rights groups-they didn't men-
tion them, they just said, "Yeah, the stories were picked up by the Russian
propaganda apparatus back in the bad old days." But that's not where it
comes from. Like I say, the Russians couldn't start these stories in the
Boston suburbs-and there's a reason why they couldn't start them in the
Boston suburbs and somebody could start them in Guatemala. And the rea-
son is, there's a background in Guatemala against which these things are not
implausible-which is not to say these women are being correctly charged;
undoubtedly they're not, these women are just women who happened to be
in Guatemala. But the point is, that background makes it easy for people
there to be frightened, and in that sort of context it's quite understandable
how these attacks can have happened.

The Real Crime of Cuba

WOMAN: Mr. Chomsky, I'm wondering, how do you explain our
embargo on Cuba-why is it still going on, and can you talk a bit about the
policies that have been behind it over the years?

Well, Cuba is a country the United States has considered that it owns
ever since the 1820s. In fact, one of the earliest parts of U.S. foreign rela-
tions history was the decision by Thomas Jefferson, John Quincy Adams
and others to try to annex Cuba. At the time the British navy was in the
way, and they were a real deterrent, so the plan, in Adams's words, was to
wait until Cuba falls into our hands like a ripe fruit, by the laws of political
gravitation.”® Well, finally it did, and the U.S. ran it-with the usual effects-
all the way up until 1959.

In January 1959, Cuba had a popular nationalist revolution. We now
know from declassified U.S. government documents that the formal deci-
sion to overthrow Castro was made by the American government in March
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1960-that's very important, because at that point there were no Russians
around, and Castro was in fact considered anti-Communist by the U.S.
[Castro did not align with the Soviet Union until May 1961, after the U.S.
had severed diplomatic relations with Cuba in January and had sponsored
an invasion attempt in April.] 29 So the reason for deciding to overthrow
the Castro government can't have had anything to do with Cuba being a
Russian outpost in the Cold War-Cuba was just taking an independent path,
which has always been unacceptable to powerful interests in the United
States.

Strafing and sabotage operations began as early as October 1959. Then,
soon after his inauguration in 1961, John F. Kennedy launched a terrorist
campaign against them which is without even remote comparison in the
history of international terrorism [Operation MONGOOSE].30 And in
February 1962, we instituted the embargo-which has had absolutely dev-
astating effects on the Cuban population.

Remember, Cuba's a tiny country right in the U.S. sphere of influence--
it's not going to be able to survive on its own for very long against a mon-
ster. But over the years, it was able to survive-barely-thanks to Soviet
support: the Soviet Union was the one place Cuba could turn to to try to re-
sist the United States, and the Soviets did provide them with sort of a mar-
gin for survival. And we should be realistic about what happened there:
many important and impressive things have been achieved, but it's also
been pretty tyrannical, so there's been an upside and a downside. However,
the country certainly was succeeding in terms that are meaningful to other
populations in the region-I mean, just compare Cuba with Haiti or the
Dominican Republic right next door, or with any other place in Latin
America which the United States has controlled: the difference is obvious,
and that's exactly what the United States has always been concerned about.

Look, the real crime of Cuba was never the repression, which, whatever
you think about it, doesn't even come close to the kind of repression we
have traditionally supported, and in fact implemented, in nearby countries:
not even close. The real crime of Cuba was the successes, in terms of things
like health care and feeding people, and the general threat of a "demonstra-
tion effect" that follows from that-that is, the threat that people in other
countries might try to do the same things. That's what they call a rotten
apple that might spoil the barrel, or a virus that might infect the region--and
then our whole imperial system begins to fall apart. I mean, for thirty years,
Cuba has been doing things which are simply intolerable-such as sending
tens of thousands of doctors to support suffering people around the Third
World, or developing biotechnology in a poor country with no options, or
having health services roughly at the level of the advanced countries and
way out of line with the rest of Latin America.”’’ These things are not
tolerable to American power-they'd be intolerable anywhere in the Third
World, and they're multiply intolerable in a country which is expected to be
a U.S. colony. That's Cuba's real crime.*
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In fact, when the Soviet Empire was disintegrating and the supposed So-
viet threat in Cuba had evaporated beyond the point that anyone could
possibly take it seriously, an interesting event took place, though nobody in
the u.S. media seemed to notice it. For the last thirty years the story had al-
ways been, "We have to defend ourselves against Cuba because it's an out-
post of the Russians." Okay, all of a sudden the Russians weren't there
anymore-so what happens? All of a sudden it turned out that we really had
Cuba under an embargo because of our love for democracy and human
rights, not because they're an outpost of Communism about to destroy us-
now it turns out that's why we have to keep torturing them-and nobody in
the American press even questions this development. The propaganda
system didn't skip a beat: check back and try to find anybody who even
noticed this little curiosity.

Then in 1992, a liberal Democrat, Robert Torricelli, pushed a bill
through Congress called the Cuban Democracy Act, which made the em-
bargo still tighter-it forbids foreign-based US. subsidiaries from trading
with Cuba, it allows seizure of cargo from foreign ships that trade with
Cuba if they enter u.S. waters, and so on. In fact, this proposal by the liberal
Democrat Torricelli was so obviously in conflict with international law that
George Bush himself even vetoed it-until he was out-flanked from the right
during the Presidential campaign by Bill Clinton, and finally agreed to
accept it. Well, the so-called "Cuban Democracy Act" was immediately de-
nounced by I think every major US. ally. At the UN., the entire world con-
demned it, with the exception of two countries-the United States and Israel;
the New York Times apparently never discovered that fact. The preceding
year, there had been a U.N. vote on the embargo in which the United States
managed to get three votes for its side-itself, Israel, and Romania. But
Romania apparently dropped off this year.

But the U.S. makes its own rules-we don't care what happens at the UN.,
or what international law requires. As our UN. ambassador, Madeleine
Albright, put it in a debate: "if possible we will act multilaterally, if
necessary we will act unilaterally"-violently, she meant.*> And that's the
way it goes when you're the chief Mafia Don: if you can get support from
others, fine, otherwise you just do it yourself-because you don't follow any
rules. Well, that's us, and the Cuba case illustrates it about as well as you
could.

The enhanced embargo has been quite effective: about 90 percent of the
aid and trade it's cut off has been food and medicine-and that's had the
predictable consequences. In fact, there have been several articles in
leading medical journals recently which describe some of the effects: the
health system, which was extremely good, is collapsing; there's a
tremendous shortage of medicines; malnutrition is increasing; rare diseases
that haven't been seen since Japanese prison camps in the Second World
War are reappearing; infant mortality is going up; general health conditions
are going down.* In other words, it's working fine-we're "enhancing
democracy." Maybe
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we'll ultimately make them as well off as Haiti or Nicaragua, or one of
these other countries we've been taking care of all these years.

I mean, putting sanctions on a country in general is a very questionable
operation-particularly when those sanctions are not being supported by the
population that's supposedly being helped. But this embargo is a partic-
ularly brutal one, a really major crime in my opinion. And there's a lot that
can be done to stop it, if enough people in the United States actually get to-
gether and start doing something about it. In fact, by now even sectors of
the U.S. business community are beginning to have second thoughts about
the embargo-they're getting a little concerned that they might be cut out of
potentially lucrative business operations if the other rich countries of the
world stop obeying our rules and just begin violating it.>> So there's a lot of
room for change on this issue-it's certainly something that ought to be
pressed very strongly right now.

Panama and Popular Invasions

WOMAN: Noam, I'm wondering how you explain the very high popular
approval ratings in the United States for the government's attacks on
Grenada, Libya, Panama and so on. You often talk about the population
becoming more dissident-but in the polls after the Panama invasion, about
80 percent of the American people said that they supported it. My
Congressman told us the results ofa poll he sent out-81 percent of 23,000
respondents to the question "Do you support the Panama invasion?" said
yes, they did support it.

Well, I think there's been approval mostly because the interventions you
mentioned were all quick and successful. I mean, if you can do something
where you have an overwhelming advantage, the other side can't fight back,
you can't lose, you'll win in a couple days and then people can just forget
about it, sure, you'll get a high approval rating. That's just standard
jingoism-but I do not think that kind of support can be sustained for very
long the way it could a couple decades ago.

The approval ratings are also high because people don't get any infor-
mation about what really happens in these operations. For instance, I don't
think anybody here actually knows what happened in Panama. After the
first couple days of the invasion, the news coverage in the U.S. just
stopped. So there were big round-ups of union leaders, the political
opposition was all rounded up and jailed, and so on and so forth-but none
of that stuff was even reported in the United States.*® Or for example, when
Quayle [American Vice-President] went down to Panama in December
1989, if you watched the news coverage on television all you saw was
everybody cheering-but if you looked carefully, you'd have noticed that
everybody in the crowd was white. In fact, the New York Times claimed
that Quayle had not
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even gone to the black neighborhood in Panama City, El Chorrillo, at all on
his trip-but that was a flat-out lie.*? He did go, the motorcade went through
there, and there was an accurate Associated Press report about it by a good
journalist, Rita Beamish. She said that in the church Quayle went to where
all the television crews were, everybody was cheering, but they were all
rich white folk. She said that as the motorcade went by in the black
neighborhood, people were silent, stolid, looking out the windows of what
was left of their homes, no clapping, no nothing.*® Okay, so that story didn't
appear in the New York Times, what appeared was "We're heroes in
Panama."

Or another thing nobody here knows is that every year since the U.S. in-
vasion-as the Panamanians themselves call it-Panama commemorates it
with a national day of mourning. Nobody here knows that, obviously, be-
cause the press doesn't report it.*” I mean, the government George Bush in-
stalled in Panama itself described the country as "a country under military
occupation." 40 There's a group of eight Latin American democracies
called the "Group of Eight," and Panama was expelled from it in March
1990, because, as they pointed out, a country under military occupation
cannot possibly be considered "democratic." 41 Well, none of this has
appeared in the American press either.

And if you just look at how the U.S. media presented the reasons for the
invasion at the time, it becomes even more obvious why people in the
United States generally supported it. What were supposed to be the reasons
for invading Panama and getting rid of Noriega?

MAN: Drug trafficking.

Drug trafficking? Noriega was much more of a drug trafficker in 1985
than in 1989-why didn't we have to go and invade Panama and get rid of
him in 1985? I mean, if we actually had newspapers in the United States,
which we don't, the first thing they would have asked is, "Why did we have
to get rid of Noriega in 1989, but not in 1985?" Well, take a look: what was
the difference between 1989 and 1985?

MAN: He was on the C.I.A. payroll in '85.

Yeah, he was on the payroll-he was our thug in 1985, so therefore we
didn't have to get rid of him. But in the intervening years he was getting too
independent, too big for his britches: he wasn't following orders, he was
supporting the Contadora treaty [a plan for peace in Central America], and
other bad stuff like that.*> Well, the United States doesn't want anything like
that in its domains, so at that point we had to get rid of him. But again, none
of this was presented in the U.S. media at the time of these polls--what was
presented was: he's the narco-trafficker that's destroying the United States,
he's getting your kid hooked on cocaine. Alright, with that
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kind of media presentation, it's not surprising that 80 percent of the popu-
lation would want us to invade Panama and throw him in jail. So frankly, I
would interpret the poll results you mention quite differently.

In fact, there are still other things which go into explaining them, I think.
For example, take George McGovern [1972 Presidential candidate who
campaigned on an anti-war platform]. George McGovern did not support
the invasion of Panama-in fact, about two months afterwards he wrote an
Op-Ed piece in the Washington Post saying he had opposed it from the very
moment Bush did it. But he also said that he had refrained from saying so
at
the time.” So if he'd been asked about it in a poll, he probably would have
answered that he did support the invasion. And the reason is, if you're a red-
blooded patriotic American, then when the government is conducting a
violent act you're supposed to rally around the flag. That's part of our
brainwashing, you know-to have that concept of patriotism drilled into
our heads. And people really do feel it, even people like George McGovern,
somebody who surely would have been in the 20 percent, but if he'd been
polled about it would have voted with the 80 percent. We don't want to be
"anti-American,” to use the standard term-which in itself is a pretty startling
propaganda triumph, actually. Like, go to Italy and try using the word "anti-
Italianism," call somebody there "anti-Italian" and just see what happens-
they'd crack up in ridicule. But here those totalitarian values
really do mean something to people, because there have been very extensive
and systematic efforts to control the population in ways like that, and they
have been highly successful. I mean, there's a huge public relations industry
in the United States, and it doesn't spend billions of dollars a year for noth-
ing, you know.* So you really have to be a little bit more careful and nu-
anced when you interpret these kinds of poll results, in my view.

And the fact is, in the 1980s and Nineties, U.S. interventions in the Third
World have been of quite a different character than ever before in the past.
Direct U.S. military interventions in the last twenty years have been guided
by a very simple principle, which was not true before in our history: never
attack anybody who can fight back-and that's not accidental. So take a look
at who we attacked directly in the 1980s. Grenada: a hundred thousand
people, the nutmeg capital of the world, defended by 43 Cuban para-
militaries and a couple Grenadan militiamen. Libya: it's totally defenseless,
you can bomb them, you can knock their ships out of the water, you can do
anything you want to them, because there's no way for them to react. Or
look at Panama: Panama was already under U.S. military occupation at the
time of the invasion-literally. I mean, American forces were able to try dry
runs on their targets a couple days before the "invasion" to make sure
everything would go smoothly, and the whole thing was over and done with
in a day or two.* Well, as long as you can carry out an attack against a
completely defenseless target like that, sure, then you can get up and strut
around with manly poses and talk about how brave you are. But you don't
ever attack anybody who can fight back anymore-if there's anybody who
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can fight back, you've got to resort to other methods: subversion, merce-
nary states, things like that.

Okay, that's just a major shift in U.S. policy. It's not a constraint that
Kennedy and Johnson labored under-when they wanted to attack some
country, they just attacked it, didn't give it a second thought. Johnson sent
23,000 U.S. Marines to invade and wreck the Dominican Republic in 1965-
where people did fight back, incidentally. And the two of them sent a huge
expeditionary force of over half a million men to invade Vietnam, which
went on for years and years without any popular response here. Well, that's
the sign of a big change-and I think the change is that the American
population simply won't tolerate the traditional kind of intervention any
longer, they'll only accept the kind of invasion we carried out in Panama.*
That's my understanding of the political scene, at least.

Muslims and U.S. Foreign Policy

MAN: Dr. Chomsky, I have a question. Would you agree that in this
attack on the less powerful people of the world generally, there is also a
secret, vicious war being waged on the Muslim people? And what do you
think is in store for Muslims in general in the world?

Well, it does happen to be the case that plenty of Muslims have been get-
ting it in the neck from the United States-but that's not because they're
Muslims, it's because they're not sufficiently under control. There are plenty
of white Christian people who are also getting it in the neck. In the 1980s,
the United States fought a vicious war in Central America primarily against
the Catholic Church-and that means European priests, not just priests from
indigenous origins-because the Church had started working for what they
called "the preferential option for the poor," therefore they had to go.*’” In
fact, when Americas Watch [a human rights organization focused on North
and South America] did their wrap-up study on the 1980s, they pointed out
that it was a decade framed by the murder of the Archbishop in 1980 and
the murder of six Jesuit intellectuals in 1989, both in El Salvador-yeah, that
wasn't accidental.*®

See, the Catholic Church became the main target of the U.S. attacks in
Central America because there was a radical and very conscious change in
critically important sectors of the Church (including dominant elements
among the Latin American bishops) who recognized that for hundreds of
years it had been a Church of the rich and the oppressors, which was telling
the poor, "This is your fate, accept it." And so they decided to finally be-
come a Church in part devoted to the liberation of the poor-and they im-
mediately fell under attack.

So you're right, it is true that the U.S. is attacking a substantial part of the
world that happens to be Muslim, but we're not attacking it because



Chapter Five 155

they're Muslim-we don't care if they're Martians. The question is, are they
obedient?

This is very easy to prove, actually. For instance, there's a lot of talk in
the u.s. about "Islamic fundamentalism," as if that's some bad thing we're
trying to fight. But the most extreme Islamic fundamentalist state in the
world is Saudi Arabia: are we going after the leaders of Saudi Arabia? No,
they're great guys-they torture and murder and kill and all that stuff, but
they also send the oil profits from their country to the West and not to the
people of the region, so they're just fine.” Or take non-state agents: I
suppose the most extreme fanatic Islamic fundamentalist in the world is
Gulbuddin Hekmatyar in Afghanistan, who got over a billion dollars of aid
from the United States and Saudi Arabia and is now tearing what's left of
Afghanistan to pieces. Yeah, he's a good guy, he's been fighting on our
side-narco-trafficker, terrorist, all those things, but doing what we wanted.*

On the other hand, if Islamic fundamentalists are organizing clinics in
the slums of Cairo, they're going to have to go, just as the liberation the-
ologians in Latin America who happened to be Basques-you know, blue
eyes, blond hair and so on-had to go. I mean, there is a racist element to
U.S. policy, of course, but the basic motivation is not that, I think. The real
goal is just maintaining obedience-as in Cuba, as in Panama, and so on.

Haiti: Disturbance at an Export Platform

MAN: Mr. Chomsky, Haiti and Jean-Bertrand Aristide [populist Haitian
priest elected president in 1990J have been all over the news in recent
years, and it seems to me our present policies towards Haiti don't quite fit
the overall picture you describe. In that country at least, it does seem that
the United States is trying to institute democracy of some sort-after all, we
ousted the coup leaders [who deposed Aristide in 1991J and restored the
popularly-elected leader to power in 1994. It appears to me your thesis
might be breaking down a little on this one, and I'm interested if you have
an analysis of that: what's been happening in Haiti?

Well, I'll start with the context, and we can see how different things are.
The United States has been supporting the Haitian military and dictators for
two hundred years-it's not a new policy. And for the last twenty or thirty
years, the U.S. has basically been trying to turn Haiti into kind of an export
platform with super-cheap labor and lucrative returns for U.S. investors.
And for a long time it seemed to be working: there was a lot of repression,
the population was under control, American investors were making big
profits, and so on. Then in 1990, something happened which really
surprised the hell out of everyone. There was this free election in Haiti,
which everyone here assumed would be won by the former World
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Bank official we were backing [Marc Bazin], who had all the resources,
and foreign support, and so on-but meanwhile something had been going on
in the slums and peasant communities of Haiti that nobody here was paying
any attention to: a lively and vibrant civil society was forming, with big
grassroots organizations, and people getting involved in all kinds of activi-
ties. There was in fact a huge amount of popular organizing and activism--
but who here was paying any attention? The C.I.A. doesn't look at stuff like
that, certainly American journalists don't. So nobody here knew. Well, all
of a sudden, in December 1990, these grassroots organizations came out of
the woodwork and won the election. Catastrophe.

At that point, the only question for people who know anything about
American history should have been, "how are they going to get rid of this
guy?"-because something like the Aristide victory simply is not tolerable in
our sphere: a populist movement based on grassroots support, and a priest
infected with liberation theology? That won't last. And of course, the U.S.
instantly started to undermine the Aristide government: investment and aid
were cut off, except to the Haitian business community so it could start
forming counter-Aristide forces; the National Endowment for Democracy
went in to try to set up counter-institutions to subvert the new government,
which by an odd accident are exactly the institutions that survived intact
after the 1991 coup, though nobody here happened to notice that little
coincidence; and so on.”!

But nevertheless, despite all this, within a couple months of the election
the Aristide regime was in fact proving itself to be very successful-which of
course made it even more dangerous from the perspective of U.S. power. It
was getting support from international lending institutions, because it was
cutting down on bureaucracy; it was finally starting to put the country in
order after decades of corruption and abuses by the U.S.-backed Duvalier
family dictatorship; drug trafficking was being cut back; atrocities were
reduced far below the normal level; the flow of refugees to the U.S.
virtually stopped.*

Okay, September, there's a military coup, and Aristide is overthrown.
Theoretically the United States announced an embargo and sanctions on the
new junta-but that was pure fraud: the Bush administration made it very
clear, instantly, that it was not going to pay any attention to the sanctions
(meaning nobody else in the world had to pay any attention to them either).
Bush established what they called an "exemption" to the embargo-in other
words, about eight hundred U.S.-owned firms were made "exempt" from it.
The New York Times really had to do a little work on that one. They
described this as "fine-tuning" the embargo-you know, to direct it more
exactly against the coup leaders, since we don't want the Haitian people to
suffer, as we've demonstrated so clearly over the years.”> Meanwhile, total
U.S. trade with Haiti stayed not very much below the norm during the
course of this "embargo," and in fact, in 1993 under Bill Clinton it went up
by 50 percent.’* Somehow the free press seemed to miss
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this completely. Nobody thought enough to do what I did: give a call to the
Commerce Department and ask for the trade figures; it takes approximately
two minutes, and you discover exactly what happened. But I guess that's
beyond the resources of the press here, because they never managed to find
it out.

Well, as this was all going on, the Haitian generals in effect were being
told: "Look, murder the leaders of the popular organizations, intimidate the
whole population, destroy anyone who looks like they might get in the way
after you're gone. We'll give you a certain amount of time to do it, then
when your job is done, we'll let you know and you can go off to the south
of France and be very nicely treated; and don't worry, you'll have plenty of
money when you retire, you'll be rich and comfortable for the rest of your
lives." And that's exactly what Cédras [the coup leader] and those guys did,
that's precisely what happened-and of course they were given total amnesty
when they finally did agree to step down [after a diplomatic mission by
former u.s. President Jimmy Carter in October 1994].

Alright, the day before the u.s. troops were sent into Haiti, a big story to
do with this came across the Associated Press news-wires-meaning every
newsroom in the country knew about it. What it said was that a justice De-
partment investigation had just revealed that American oil companies were
supplying oil directly to the Haitian coup leaders in violation of the em-
bargo, which everybody knew, but also with the official authorization of the
u.s. government at the highest level, which not everybody knew. I mean, you
could have guessed as much, but you didn't know for certain that the
administration in Washington was openly permitting American
corporations to support the Haitian junta until this story broke. And what
this justice Department investigation had found was that the Secretary of
the Treasury under Bush essentially had just told the big American oil com-
panies, yeah it's illegal, but don't worry about it, we won't pursue it-and the
same exact thing was going on under Clinton too.

Okay, the following day I did a Nexis [news media database] search on
this, just out of curiosity, and it turns out that that story did in fact appear in
the American press-in something called Platt's Oilgram, a journal for the
oil industry. Somehow they discovered it. It was also in a bunch of local
papers, like the Dayton Ohio Whatever and so on-just because local editors
aren't always sophisticated enough to know the things you're not supposed
to publish. But it never hit the national press, save for a couple lines buried
in the Wall Street Journal somewhere, which didn't give the full picture.*

And remember, this was at precisely the time when everybody in the
country was focusing on Haiti: there were American troops being sent
there, supposedly to throw out the coup leaders, there were thousands of
stories about Haiti and the embargo, but the media completely silenced this
report of the justice Department investigation. And keep in mind, that was
the biggest story of the week-what it said was, there never were any sanc-
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tions, never: not under Bush, not under Clinton. Well, that would have
given the whole thing away, of course, so therefore it simply did not appear
in the major American media.

So the American troops moved in, and the generals who led the coup ba-
sically were told, "You did your job, now you can go away and be rich and
happy." Aristide was finally allowed to return to office for a few months to
finish out his term-with the popular organizations that had elected him now
massacred. And do you remember Bill Clinton's big speech about this on
T.V. [in September 1994], when he said that President Aristide has shown
what a true democrat he is because he's agreed to step down in early 1996,
when the Haitian constitution says he has to step down? You remember
that? Well, the Haitian constitution didn't say he had to step down in early
1996-Bill Clinton said that. The Haitian constitution says that the president
is supposed to be in office for a term of five years, it doesn't deal with the
question of what happens if three of those five years are spent in forced
exile, while U.S.-trained terrorists have stolen his office and are murdering
the population as he sits in Washington. That's Bill Clinton's interpretation,
it's the United States's interpretation.”” I mean, people who hate democracy
as much as we do will say, "Okay, that counts." But if you actually believe
in democracy, that means that the people who voted for Aristide-which was
the overwhelming majority of the Haitian population-have a right to five
years with him as president. But just try to find anyone in the United States
who even notices the possibility of this. Actually, it has been mentioned in
Canada-but I haven't been able to find a word suggesting it in the United
States, again reflecting just how profound is the contempt for democracy
here.™

So Aristide was allowed in for a few months with his hands tied, and
with a national economic plan being rammed down his throat by the World
Bank, a standard structural adjustment package.”® I mean, it was referred to
in the press as "the program that Aristide is offering the donor nations"-
offering it with a gun to his head-and it has lots of nice rhetoric around in it
for the benefit of Western journalists. But when you get right down to the
core part of it, what it says is the following.

It says: "The renovated government," meaning Aristide, "must focus its
energies and efforts on civil society," particularly export industries and for-
eign investors.” Okay, that's Haitian civil society-foreign investors in New
York City are Haitian civil society, not grassroots organizations in Haiti,
they're not Haitian civil society. And what that means is, under these World
Bank economic conditions, whatever foreign resources do come into Haiti
will have to be used to turn the country back into what we've always
wanted it to be in the first place: an export platform with super-cheap man-
ufacturing labor and agricultural exports to the United States that keep the
peasants there from subsistence farming as the population starves.

So the upshot is, things in Haiti have been returned to 1990 again-but
with one important difference: the popular movements have been deci-
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mated. I mean, people in Haiti were extremely happy when the coup leaders
were finally kicked out-and boy, if I'd been living there, I'd have been
happy too: at least there weren't murderers in control torturing and killing
them anymore. But that's basically the choice between water-torture and
electric-torture, really. I guess water-torture's better, or so people say. But
the hope for Haitian democracy is finished, at least for the moment-it'll just
go back to being a u.s. export platform again. Meanwhile, there'll be more
rousing speeches here about our love for democracy and free elections, and
just how far we'll go to uphold our democratic ideals around the world.
Maybe in fifty years they'll even discover the business about the oil.

Texaco and the Spanish Revolution

Incidentally, there's a little historical footnote here, if you're interested.
The oil company that was authorized by the Treasury Department under
Bush and Clinton to ship oil to the Haitian coup leaders happened to be
Texaco. And people of about my age who were attuned to these sorts of
things might remember back to the 1930s, when the Roosevelt administra-
tion was trying to undermine the Spanish Republic at the time of the Span-
ish Revolution in 1936 and '37-you'll remember that Texaco also played a
role.

See, the Western powers were strongly opposed to the Spanish Republi-
can forces at that point during the Spanish Civil War-because the Repub-
lican side was aligned with a popular revolution, the anarcho-syndicalist
revolution that was breaking out in Spain, and there was a danger that that
revolution might take root and spread to other countries. After the anarcho-
syndicalist organizations were put down by force, the Western powers
didn't care so much anymore [anarcho-syndicalism is a sort of non-Leninist
or libertarian socialism]. But while the revolution was still going on in
Spain and the Republican forces were at war with General Franco and his
Fascist army-who were being actively supported by Hitler and Mussolini,
remember-the Western countries and Stalinist Russia all wanted to see the
Republican forces just gotten rid of. And one of the ways in which the Roo-
sevelt administration helped to see that they were gotten rid of was through
what was called the "Neutrality Act"-you know, we're going to be neutral,
we're not going to send any support to either the Republican side or the
Fascist side, we're just going to let them fight their own war.®' Except the
"Neutrality Act" was only 50 percent applied in this case.

You see, the Fascists were getting all the guns they needed from Ger-
many, but they didn't have enough oil. So therefore the Texaco Oil Com-
pany-which happened to be run by an outright Nazi at the time [Captain
Thorkild Rieber], something that wasn't so unusual in those days, actually-
simply terminated its existing oil contracts with the Spanish Republic and
redirected its tankers in mid-ocean to start sending the Fascists the oil
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they needed, in July 1936. It was all totally illegal, of course, but the Roo-
sevelt administration never pushed the issue.

And again, the entire American press at the time was never able to dis-
cover it-except the small left-wing press: somehow they were able to find
out about it. So if you read the small left-wing press in the United States
back in 1937, they were reporting this all the time, but the big American
newspapers just have never had the resources to find out about things like
this, so they never said a word.”® I mean, years later people writing diplo-
matic history sort of mention these facts in the margins-but at the time there
was nothing in the mainstream.®* And that's exactly what we just saw in
Haiti: the American press would not tell people that the U.S. was actively
undermining the sanctions, that there never were any sanctions, and that the
U.S. was simply trying to get back the old pre-Aristide business climate
once again-which was pretty much achieved.

Averting Democracy in Italy

MAN: Noam, since you mentioned the U.S. opposing popular democracy
and supporting fascist-type structures in Spain and Haiti-1 just want to
point out that that also happened in Italy, France, Greece, and other allied
Western countries after World War 11. I mean, there's a big history of the
U.S. undermining democracy and supporting fascist elements in the past
half century or so, even in the rich European societies.

That's right-in fact, that was the first major post-war operation by the
United States: to destroy the anti-fascist resistance all over the world and
restore more or less fascist structures to power, and also many Fascist col-
laborators. That happened everywhere, actually: from European countries
like Italy and France and Greece, to places like Korea and Thailand. It's the
first chapter of post-war history, really-how we broke up the Italian unions,
and the French unions, and the Japanese unions, and avoided the very real
threat of popular democracy that had arisen around the world by the end of
World War 11.%

The first big American intervention was in Italy in 1948, and the point
was to disrupt the Italian election-and it was a huge operation. See, U.S.
planners were afraid there was going to be a democratic election in Italy
which would result in a victory for the Italian anti-fascist movement. That
prospect had to be avoided for the same reason it always has to be avoided:
powerful interests in the United States do not want people with the wrong
sort of priorities in charge of any government. And in the case of Italy,
there was a major effort to prevent the popular-democratic forces that had
comprised the anti-fascist resistance from winning the election after the
war.® In fact, U.S. opposition to Italian democracy reached the point of
almost sponsoring a military coup around the late 1960s, just to keep the
Commu-
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nists (meaning the working-class parties) out of the government.”” And it's
probable that when the rest of the internal U.S. records are declassified,
we'll find that Italy was actually the major target of C.I.A. operations in the
world for years after that-that seems to be the case up until around 1975,
when the declassified record sort of runs dry.®

It was the same story in France-and the same throughout Europe. In fact,
if you look back, the main reason for the partition of Germany into Eastern
and Western countries-which was Western-initiated, remember--was put
rather nicely by George Kennan [of the U.S. State Department], who was
one of the main architects of the post-war world. Back in 1946, he said: we
have to "wall off" Western Germany (nice phrase) from the Eastern Zone,
because of the danger that a German Communist movement might develop-
which would just be too powerful; Germany's an important, powerful
country, you know, and since the world was kind of social-democratic at
that time, a unified socialist movement in a place like Germany or Japan
would have been totally intolerable. So therefore we had to wall off
Western Germany from the Eastern Zone in order to prevent that possibility
from taking place.”

In Italy, it was an especially serious problem-because the anti-fascist re-
sistance there was huge, and it was extremely popular and prestigious. See,
France has a much better propaganda system than Italy, so we know a lot
more about the French resistance than the Italian resistance. But the fact of
the matter is the Italian resistance was way more significant than the French
resistance-1 mean, the people who were involved in the French resistance
were very courageous and honorable, but it was a very small sector of the
society: France as a whole was mostly collaborationist during the Nazi oc-
cupation.” But Italy was quite different: the Italian resistance was so sig-
nificant that it basically liberated Northern Italy, and it was holding down
maybe six or seven German divisions, and the Italian working-class part of
it was very organized, and had widespread support in the population. In
fact, when the American and British armies made it up to Northern Italy,
they had to throw out a government that had already been established by the
Italian resistance in the region, and they had to dismantle various steps
towards workers' control over industry that were being set up. And what
they did was to restore the old industrial owners, on the grounds that re-
moval of these Fascist collaborators had been "arbitrary dismissal" of le-
gitimate owners-that's the term that was used.” And then we also
undermined the democratic processes, because it was obvious that the re-
sistance and not the discredited conservative order was going to win the up-
coming elections. So there was a threat of real democracy breaking out in
Italy-what's technically referred to by the U.S. government as "Commu-
nism"-and as usual, that had to be stopped.

Well, as you say, the same thing also happened elsewhere at the timeand
in other countries it was much more violent, actually. So to destroy the anti-
Nazi resistance in Greece and restore the Nazi collaborators to power
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there, it took a war in which maybe 160,000 people were killed and
800,000 became refugees-the country still hasn't recovered from it.”* In
Korea, it meant killing 100,000 people in the late 1940s, before what we
call the "Korean War" even started.” But in Italy it was enough just to carry
out subversion-and the United States took that very seriously. So we funded
ultra-right Masonic Lodges and terrorist paramilitary groups in Italy, the
Fascist police and strikebreakers were brought back, we withheld food, we
made sure their economy couldn't function.” In fact, the first National
Security Council Memorandum, N.S.C. 1, is about Italy and the Italian
elections. And what it says is that if the Communists come to power in the
election through legitimate democratic means, the United States must
declare a national emergency: the Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean should
be put on alert, the United States should start subversive activities in Italy
to overthrow the Italian government, and we should begin contingency
planning for direct military intervention-that's if the resistance wins a legiti-
mate democratic election.”

And this was not taken as a joke, not at all-in fact, there were people at
the top levels of the U.S. government who took even more extreme posi-
tions than that. For instance, George Kennan again, who's considered a
great humanist, thought that we ought to invade Italy even before the elec-
tion and not allow anything like that to happen in the first place-but he was
kind of held down by other people who said, look, we can probably buy off
the election by the threat of starvation and extensive terrorism and
subversion, which in the end turned out to be correct.”®

And these sorts of policies were still being followed by the United States
right into the 1970s, when the declassified records dry up. The end of the
documentation that we have at this point is around 1975-that's when the
House Pike Committee Report released a lot of information about U.S. sub-
versive activities-and who knows whether it went on after that.”” Most of
the literature about this is in Italian, but there's some in English-for exam-
ple, Ed Herman and Frank Brodhead have a good book on the so-called
"plot to kill the Pope" disinformation story, which includes an interesting
discussion of some of the more recent material on Italy-and there are oth-
ers.”® And as I say, the same sorts of policies also were carried out in
France, Germany, Japan, and so on.

Actually, the U.S. also reconstructed the Mafia as part of this whole ef-
fort to split the European labor movement after the war. I mean, the Mafia
had mostly been wiped out by the Fascists-Fascists tend to run a pretty tight
ship, they don't like competition. So Hitler and Mussolini had essentially
wiped out the Mafia, and as the American liberating armies moved into
Sicily and then through Southern Italy and into France, they reconstituted it
as a tool to break strikes. See, the U.S. needed goons to break strikers'
knees on the waterfront and that kind of thing, and where are you going to
find guys like that? Well, the answer was, in the Mafia. So in France, the
C.I.A.-working together with the leadership of the American
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labor movement, incidentally-resurrected the Corsican Mafia. And the
Mafia don't just do it for fun, you know-I mean, maybe they also enjoy it,
but they want a payoff. And as kind of a quid pro quo for smashing up the
French labor movement, they were allowed to reconstitute the heroin trade,
which had been reduced to virtually zero under the Fascists-that's the origin
of the famous "French Connection," the main source of the post-war heroin
racket.”

And there were also covert activities in this period involving the
Vatican, the U.S. State Department, and British and American intelligence
to save and employ many of the worst Nazi war criminals, and use them in
exactly the same sorts of operations the Nazis used them for, against the
popular resistance forces in the West and then in Eastern Europe. For
example, the guy who invented the gas chambers, Walter Rauff, was
secreted off to work on counterinsurgency in Chile. The head of Nazi
intelligence on the Eastern Front, Reinhard Gehlen, joined American
intelligence doing the same kind of work for us in Eastern Europe. The
"Butcher of Lyon," Klaus Barbie, worked for the Americans spying on the
French until finally they had to move him out through the Vatican-run
"ratline" to Latin America, where then he finished out his career.®® That was
another part of the whole postwar effort of the United States to destroy the
prospects for independent democracy-and certainly it's something which
took place.

P.R. in Somalia

MAN. Professor Chomsky, in light of all this I'm wondering, do you think
there has ever been such a thing as a humanitarian intervention by the
U.S.? Take what we were supposed to have been doing in Somalia, for
example: that was framed as a humanitarian action here-do you think that
was all image, or was there also some reality to it too?

Well, states are not moral agents; they are vehicles of power, which
operate in the interests of the particular internal power structures of their
societies. So anybody who intervenes in another country, except maybe
Luxembourg or something, is going to be intervening for their own pur-
poses-that's always been true in history. And the Somalia operation, to take
the case you mention, certainly was not humanitarian.

I mean, the U.S. waited very carefully until the famine there was pretty
much over and the major international aid organizations, like the Red Cross
and Save the Children and so on, were getting about eighty percent of their
aid into the country (using Somalis to do most of the work, it turns out)
before it decided to move in.*' So if the U.S. government had had any
humanitarian feelings with regard to Somalia, it had plenty of time to show
it-in fact, it could have shown it from 1978 through 1990, when the U.S.
was the chief supporter of Siad Barre, the Somali warlord who destroyed
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the country and killed maybe fifty or sixty thousand people with U.S. assis-
tance, long before the famine.* But when our favorite tyrant collapsed, the
"1 u.s. pulled out, a civil war then erupted, there was mass starvation-and
the u.s. did nothing. When the famine and fighting were at their peak, in the
first half of 1992, the u.s. still did nothing.

By around the time of the November 1992 Presidential election here, it
was clear that Somalia could provide some good photo op's--if we send
thirty thousand Marines in when the famine is declining and the fighting is
calming down, we'll get really nice shots of Marine colonels handing out
cookies to starving children; that'll look good, it'll be a real shot in the arm
for the Pentagon budget. And in fact, it was even described that way by
people like Colin Powell [then Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff] and
others-they were saying, well, you know, it'll look good for the Pentagon.*

Of course, it should have been obvious to them that pretty soon it was
going to turn into a nightmare: when you put a foreign military force into a
country, it won't be long before they're fighting the local population. That's
almost automatic, even if the population had welcomed them. Take
Northern Ireland, for example: the British were called in by the Catholic
population [in August 1969]; a couple months later, they were murdering
the Catholic population.® That's what foreign armies are like, the dynamics
are clear-and in the case of Somalia, it was only a question of time before 1,
the shooting started.*

MAN: Then you were opposed to the whole u.s. operation?

By that point I was sort of, like, neutral. I mean, you couldn't really tell
whether it would cause more good than harm, though it was certainly not a
humanitarian intervention. But the more important point is, there was al-
ways a much better alternative.

Look: the U.S. should have given aid right away, and the U.N.
should have remained there throughout the famine. But by the time you got
to mid) 1992, things were already beginning to improve--and they were
beginning to improve partly under the leadership of a U.N. negotiator, an
Algerian named Mohammed Sahnoun, who was doing extremely well by
all accounts: he was starting to bring local groups together, he had a lot of
respect from all sides in the conflict, he was working with traditional elders
and women's groups and so on. And they were starting to rehabilitate So-
malian society, and to address some of its problems-he was just extremely
effective by the testimony of all the international aid agencies, and a lot of
others. But he was thrown out, because he publicly opposed the incompe-
tence and corruption of the U.N. operation. They simply got rid of him--and
that means the U.S. supported it.*

So you see, you really didn't need an intervention at that time: the best
thing would have been just to continue giving support to Sahnoun and oth-
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ers like him, who were trying to bring together the various parts of Soma-
lian civil society. I mean, that's the way you've got to do it, or else there
isn't really going to be any lasting progress-you have to help the civil
society reconstruct itself, because they're the only ones who can ultimately
solve their own problems. And Sahnoun and others were doing that, so it
would have been very efficient just to help them continue doing it. But of
course, that was never a thought here: you don't get any P.R. for the
Pentagon that way.

So you can ask whether in the end the Somalis benefited or were harmed
by what we did, and I'm not certain what the answer is. But whatever
happened, they were secondary: they were just props for photo
opportunities. Maybe they were helped by it-1 hope so-but if so it was purely
incidental.

The Gulf War

MAN: Probably the major U.S. foreign policy event of recent years was the
Gulf War. What would you say was the media's contribution to that? As I
remember it, the coverage in the United States was all "rah-rah" support
as we bombed Iraq.

It's true there was a lot of that-but in my view, the much more significant
period for reviewing the media on the Gulf War is not what people usually
concentrate on, and what the media themselves are willing to talk about:
that is, the six weeks of the actual bombing January 16 to February 27,
1991], when the constraints on reporting were naturally pretty tight and
there was the predictable patriotic jingoism. The most important period was
between August 1990 and January 1991-the period when a decision had to
be made about how to respond to Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait [on
August 2,1990].

The decision to use violence is always a very serious one. In a
functioning democratic society-I don't mean one with democratic forms, but
I stress "functioning"-that decision would only be taken after a lot of public
discussion of the issues, and consideration of the alternatives, and weighing
of the consequences. Then, after appropriate public debate, maybe a
decision would be made to resort to violence. Well, that never happened in
the case of the Gulf War-and it was the fault of the American media that it
never happened.

Look: the fundamental question throughout the pre-war period was
whether the U.S. would pursue the peaceful means that were available--and
which are in fact required to be pursued by international law-for a
diplomatic settlement and negotiated Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait, or
whether on the other hand we would undercut any possibility for a diplo-
matic settlement, and move straight to the arena of violence.®” Well, we
don't know whether diplomatic means actually were available in this case,
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but we don't know that for a very simple reason: Iraq put them on the table,
but they were rejected, and they were rejected at once by the Bush adminis-
tration starting in mid-August 1990, and running right through to the start
of the bombing in mid-January.*

What was the media's role in this? Well, they suppressed the story, basi-
cally. I mean, you'd have to be a real media addict to know that Iraq had
made proposals in mid-August 1990 that frightened the State Department
enough so that they were worried they would have to try to-as the New
York Times correspondent put it in a moment of carelessness-"reject the
diplomatic track." 89 And that suppression continued right up until the
bombing started in January 1991: there were diplomatic offers on the table,
whether serious or not we don't know, for Iraqi withdrawal in the context of
a conference on regional issues, and other things which certainly sounded
negotiable-and indeed were regarded by U.S. Middle East specialists in the
government as, as they put it, "serious" and "negotiable" proposals.” But
barely anybody knew about this. In Europe, I think virtually no one knew.
In the United States, you could have known it if you read the one
newspaper in the country that actually followed the story, namely Newsday
in Long Island. And Newsday followed it in part I suspect-although I can't
prove this-because they were being leaked material from somebody in the
government who was trying to smoke out the New York Times, which had
failed to publish it. See, Newsday is a very funny publication to see
information being leaked to-it's good, but it's a small suburban newspaper.
However, it does happen to be on sale at every newsstand in New York, so
when their whole front page has a big headline saying "Iraq Sent Pullout
Deal to U.S.," the New York Times can't pretend not to see it, and they'll
have to publish some sort of back-page acknowledgment and dismissal the
next day-which is indeed what happened.”’

But the point is, by refusing to allow the discussion and debate-and even
the information-that would be the basis for sane decision-making about the
need for war in a democratic society, the media set the stage for what
turned out to be, predictably, a very destructive and murderous conflict.
People don't want a war unless you absolutely have to have one, but the
media would not present the possibility that there were alternatives-so
therefore we went to war very much in the manner of a totalitarian society.
% That's really the main point about the media and the Gulf War, in my
View.

Of course, it didn't stop there-there were also plenty of the things that
you referred to as well. So before and during the war, the Bush administra-
tion had to build up an image in people's minds of Iraq as a monstrous mil-
itary superpower, in order to mobilize enough popular hysteria so that
people here would go along with their policies. And again, the media did
their job 100 percent. So I don't know how well you remember what was
going on around the country back then, but people were literally quaking in
their boots about the extraordinary might of Iraq-it was a superpower
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with artillery we'd never dreamt of, all this kind of stuff.”® I mean, this was
a defenseless Third World country that was so weak it had been unable to
defeat post-revolutionary Iran in eight years of warfare [from 1980 to '88]-
and that was with the support of the United States, the Soviet Union, all of
Europe, the Arab oil countries: not an inconsiderable segment of world
power. Yet with all those allies, Iraq had been unable to defeat post-
revolutionary Iran, which had killed off its own officers' corps and barely
had an army left: all of a sudden this was the superpower that was going to
conquer the world? You really had to be a deeply brainwashed Western in-
tellectual even to look at this image-a defenseless Third World country
threatening the two most advanced military forces in the world, the United
States and Britain-and not co