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Thomas DilLorenzo, the President of the Mises Institute, has already reviewed Paul C.
Graham’s Nonsense on Stilts: The Gettysburg Address and Lincoln’s Imaginary Nation
(Shotwell Publishing 2024) in characteristically excellent fashion, but the book is so
insightful that some further comments are warranted. It is clear that Graham has a
philosophical turn of mind and is a master of linguistic analysis.

His skill is amply on display in his dissection of Abraham Lincoln’s First Inaugural,
delivered in March 1861. In that address, Lincoln endeavored to respond to the main
arguments that secession was constitutional. Graham calls attention to a crucial point in
the beginning of the passage in which Lincoln does this. He said: “I hold that in
contemplation of universal law and of the Constitution the Union of these States is
perpetual.”

What is the “universal law” to which Lincoln appeals? Lincoln’s argument is that a nation,
by which he means a single sovereign body, cannot include provision for its own
dissolution. “Perpetuity is implied, if not expressed, in the fundamental law of all national
governments. . .no government ever had a provision in its organic law for its own
termination.”

Graham easily skewers this argument. Lincoln is assuming just what the states that
seceded denied, i.e., that America is a sovereign nation:

"Now, my dear reader, it may very well be the case that the fundamental law governing
national governments is that they are perpetual, but the ‘Union’ has a federal, not
national form of government. Lincoln seemingly took it for granted that there was one
American people with one form of government—a national one—and the states were like
counties—not sovereign bodies that created the institution Lincoln is characterizing as
national. It should go without saying that this was not the way the States saw each other
or themselves when they ratified this second American Constitution. . .

Note, again that the words ‘union’ and nation’ are used interchangeably, as if they were
one and the same thing. In the preceding statement he says that ‘the Union of these
States is perpetual.” Now he switches to the word 'nation,” saying that perpetuity is a
fundamental characteristic of a ‘national government’—a rhetorical ‘bait and switch’
maneuver. . .

Presumably, because a national government is ‘indivisible,” we may assume it is a
‘government proper,” the implication being that the actions of the Southern States made
the United States an improper form of government. Of course, it is easily perceived that
this argument is circular, pretending to be an argument from definition, but it is really a
form of equivocation or conflation of ideas by using two words with different meaning as
if they were the same (and clearly they are not)” ( In two instances, I have changed
Graham’s spelling)

The “second American Constitution,” according to Graham was an illegal overthrow of the
Articles of Confederation, usefully reprinted in the book in full.

One might raise this objection to Graham. “You say, and document fully, that the United
States was a compact between independent states, not a sovereign nation in Lincoln’s
sense; but you don’t reject the notion of sovereignty altogether. In fact, you say that the
states that joined in compact to establish the United States are sovereign. What is so
great about that? Can't these states also be oppressive?”

Indeed they can, but it clear both from the horrendous war against the Southern States



@

unleashed by Lincoln down to our own times that the remedy for problems within the
states does not lie with the chief agent of oppression, the central government.

In the Gettysburg Address, Lincoln, quoting the Declaration of Independence, said that
the United States was “dedicated to the proposition that all men are created equal.”
Graham argues powerfully that Lincoln misread the Declaration. The primary thrust of
that document is the “consent of the governed.” Because of gross violations by the
British King and Parliament, stated in a long list of grievances, of the traditional rights
and liberties of the colonies, these colonies declared that they were now independent
states.

Graham views with alarm the attempt to see America as a nation dedicated to a
proposition:

“Ought is a tricky word and leads us to the field of ethics or moral philosophy. Ought
requires a metaphysical foundation—take your pick, but it needs at least one. Ought
takes us away from any proposition demonstrably true or false and depends on a kind of
political or philosophical faith. . .It is for this reason that I hold to the position that even
if we were a nation (which we are not), it is a bad idea for a nation, any nation, to
dedicate themselves to a proposition, any proposition. Nothing good has ever come from
such a thing and nothing ever will if history or human experience, born out of time and
sifted out over multiple generations, is to be our guide.” (emphasis in original)

I take Graham to be saying, “Forget about the gossamer notion of universal ethical
“oughts”. Let’s stick with solid traditions, established through long experience, and
among these historical traditions is government by consent. I venture to suggest that
Graham has not escaped the realm of “ought”. Isn’t he committed to holding that the
colonies acted in a morally proper way in seceding, i.e., that they acted as they ought to,
or at least acted as they were morally permitted to do? How does Graham get from “is”
to “ought”, and if he denies that such a transition is needed, isn't that also a
“metaphysical” claim?

Graham’s position, fortunately, can be vindicated. Secession is a fundamental moral
right. As Ludwig_von Mises eloquently puts it:

“"The right of self-determination in regard to the question of membership in a state thus
means: whenever the inhabitants of a particular territory, whether it be a single village,
a whole district, or a series of adjacent districts, make it known, by a freely conducted
plebiscite, that they no longer wish to remain united to the state to which they belong at
the time, but wish either to form an independent state or to attach themselves to some
other state, their wishes are to be respected and complied with. This is the only feasible
and effective way of preventing revolutions and civil international wars...

“[T]he right of self-determination of which we speak is not the right of self-determination
of nations, but rather the right of self-determination of the inhabitants of every territory
large enough to form an independent administrative unit. If it were in any way possible
to grant this right of self-determination to every individual person, it would have to be
done.” https://mises.org/library/secession-day

Every collectivist revolution rides in on a Trojan horse of "Emergency." It was a tactic
of Lenin, Hitler, and Mussolini. In the collectivist sweep over a dozen minor countries
of Europe, it was the cry of the men striving to get on horseback. And "Emergency"
became the justification of the subsequent steps. This technique of creating
emergency is the greatest achievement that demagoguery attains. The invasion of
New Deal Collectivism was introduced by this same Trojan Horse.

— Herbert Hoover
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JEK's Other Assassination Joseph Pearce @

Ngo Dinh Diem, the first President of South Vietnam, and JFK were both Catholics, though
Catholics of very different persuasions.

he assassination of President Kennedy on November 22, 1963, was one of the landmark
moments and one of the most remembered events'in twentieth-century history. The
assassination of President Diem of Vietnam on All Souls’ Day 1963, only twenty days
earlier, is probably more important as a landmark moment but is largely forgotten.
Intriguingly, there is a creepy and uncanny connection between these two events which
represents one of the darkest moments in a history replete with dark moments.

Ngo Dinh Diem would become the final Prime Minister of Vietnam in 1954 and the first President of
South Vietnam a year later. Prior to his rise to power, Diem spent two years in the United States, during
which time he became friends with John E Kennedy, a young and aspiring politician. Diem and JFK
were both Catholics, though Catholics of very different persuasions. Diem was devout. He attended
Mass daily. Torn between his attraction to the religious life and his desire to help his country free itself
from the strangling grip of communism, he embraced the latter as a sense of duty, a cross he must bear.

During his time in the United States in the early 1950s, Diem stayed at the Maryknoll Mission society
seminaries in upstate New York and New Jersey. Although he was an internationally known political
figure, he shared the chores with the seminarians. High profile politicians who visited him were stunned
to see him taking out the rubbish, cleaning the floors, and doing other menial work. He was befriended
by Francis Cardinal Spellman, archbishop of New York. It was Cardinal Spellman who introduced Diem
to John F. Kennedy, who was then a young member of Congress.

Diem left the United States in May 1953 and spent some time in a Benedictine monastery in Belgium,
praying for discernment. On January 12, 1954, he joined the third order of the Benedictines,
committing himself to a life of observant prayer and practice in'accordance with the Rule of St.
Benedict. Later that year, he became the final Prime Minister of the short-lived state of Vietnam, prior to
Vietnam'’s division into North Vietnam, ruled by the communists, and South Vietnam, of which Diem

became the first president.

Diem’s strategy in defeating communist guerilla insurgency in South Vietnam was the implementation
of Catholic social teaching in the form of the Strategic Hamlet Program. This amounted to a localist
response to the communist terrorism. Local police forces were established and armed so that villages
were able to protect themselves without relying on centralized military intervention. The protected
village communities could then continue to farm and sustain the local economy without fear of
communist intrusion into their lives and without the need of the central government for economic or
military support. This was what would now be called sustainable development, achieved by the
implementation of the principles of subsidiarity and solidarity, the two pillars of Catholic social
teaching, as outlined by Pope Leo XIII in Rerum Novarum (1891) and Pope Pius XI in Quadragesimo
Anno (1931).

Compare Diem’s Catholic approach to land reform with the Marxist approach of Ho Chi Minh, the
president of North Vietnam. Following the example of Stalinist collectivization in the Soviet Union, the
communists in North Vietnam confiscated land from the peasants, placing it into the hands of the
government. This led, in 1956, to a massive peasants’ revolt, or people’s rebellion, against communist
rule. Following the lead of communist rulers in other countries, Ho Chi Minh responded by sending in
the army. At least ten thousand peasants were murdered and perhaps as many as 50,000.

Ironically, Diem’s biggest enemy in the following years would not be his sworn political enemies in
North Vietnam but his purported allies in the United States. By the beginning of the 1960s, the media in
the United States was adopting a radical liberal agenda, which was antagonistic toward Diem’s
Catholicism and was suspicious of his anti-communism. In addition, certain high-profile politicians in
the United States were antagonistic to Diem for not acquiescing in American neo-conservative
imperialism. This unholy alliance between the liberal media and U.S. imperialism would prove
ultimately deadly for Diem and hundreds of thousands of his fellow countrymen.
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The media and the U.S. government accused Diem of discriminating against non-Catholics and
demanded that he desist from choosing more Catholics to work in the government. In truth, however,
Catholics were being selected on merit and not because of their religious affiliation. The best schools in
Vietnam were run by the Catholic Church, a benign consequence of French colonialism, and so many of
the best-educated Vietnamese were Catholics. In addition, the Catholics, which included almost a’
million refugees from the anti-Catholic persecution in North Vietnam, were united in their opposition
to communism. They were natural allies in Diem’s efforts to build a just and sustainable alternative to

communism in Vietnam.

Even though Diem’s Catholic approach was bearing positive results through the success of the Strategic
Hamlet Program and other localist initiatives against Marxist insurgency, the American government
was growing increasingly antagonistic to Diem’s rule. President Kennedy based his perception of Diem
and the situation in Vietnam on reports from his friends and from the biased spin of the news media,
ignoring the reports on the ground from Vietnam charting Diem’s successes. The tragic reality is that
the Vietnam War and U.S. military involvement might have been avoided if Diem’s strategy had been
supported by President Kennedy and his administration.

Between 1961 and 1962, American policy toward Diem and the situation in Vietnam switched from
“sink or swim with Diem” to what would prove to be “sinking without him” into the disaster of a war
that could and should have been avoided. In 1963, heeding the advice of his anti-Diem associates,
President Kennedy informed the South Vietnamese generals that they would continue to receive his
support were they to overthrow the elected president of their own country in a military coup. Ironically,
President Kennedy’s betrayal of Diem came at a time when Diem’s strategy was proving successful in the
war against Marxist insurgency.

In March 1963, Robert Thompson, an expert on guerilla warfare, reported that he could say, “and in this
I am supported by all members of the mission, that the Government is beginning to win the shooting
war against the Viet Cong” Two months later, Robert McNamara, Kennedy’s Secretary of Defense,
reported that the war against communism was being won by the South Vietnamese government: “In the
military sector of the counter-insurgency, we are winning.”

Tragically, however, President Kennedy was more concerned about winning the following year’s
presidential election and was mindful of the impact that his support for Diem might have on the
election campaign. The media’s increasingly hostile reporting of Diem’s “autocratic” government meant

that support for Diem was now a political liability.

The crucial importance of the liberal media in laying the foundations for the Vietham War cannot be
overstated. Mindful of the role of the media in facilitating the Chinese and Cuban Revolutions, the
Catholic-convert writer Clare Boothe Luce played the prophet with remarkable prescience: “Is the
history of the Liberal Press...going to repeat itself? The evidence is that it is”

In a telegram sent on August 29, 1963, marked “Top Secret, Eyes Only;” President Kennedy authorized
the violent overthrow of Diem’s civilian government, officially an ally of the United States, by the South

Vietnamese military. This is surely one of the greatest acts of treachery by any American president.

The coup took place on All Saints’ Day, 1963. Having fled to the house of a friend, Diem and his brother
attended Mass at the local church on the morning of All Souls” Day. They then spent some time in
prayer. They were in the Grotto of the Virgin Mary, outside the church, when the soldiers arrived with a
couple of American jeeps and an armored personnel carrier. Once Diem and his brother were secured
in the hold of the personnel carrier, the order to murder them was carried out immediately as the
vehicle drove away. Their gallbladders were cut out while they were still alive, and then they were shot.

According to General Minh, the leader of the coup, the Americans expected and wanted Diem to be
murdered. Ironically, this was due to his popularity with the people of South Vietnam. “Diem could not
be allowed to live,” Minh insisted, “because he was too much respected among simple, gullible people in
the countryside, especially the Catholics and the refugees.”



Three days after the murders, Madame Nhu, the widowed wife of Diem’s brother, foresaw that the @
murder of her husband and brother-in-law would have catastrophic consequences. “Whoever has the
Americans as allies does not need any enemies,” she said. “I can predict to you all that the story in

Vietnam is only at its beginning”

A little over two years later, in February 1966, President Lyndon B. Johnson was candid about the role of
the American government in the coup and the murder of Diem: “[W]e killed him. We all got together
and got a...bunch of thugs and we went in and assassinated him. Now, we've really had no political
stability since then.”

This was an understatement. The war would drag on for almost a decade longer. By its end, almost
60,000 members of the U.S. military were killed, as well as around 300,000 South Vietnamese
combatants and a similar number of South Vietnamese civilians. When the deaths of North Vietnamese
troops and civilians are added, the final body count is likely to have been more than a million people.

Three weeks after the assassination which he had ordered, President Kennedy would also be
assassinated. Death, like a thief in the night, had visited him when he and the rest of the world had least
expected it. It would not be appropriate to pass judgment on his eternal soul, but there’s no denying that
he died with the blood of two innocent men on his hands.

As the catastrophic consequences of Diem’s murder unfolded, even his political enemies in Vietnam
came to see his assassination as a mistake of unparalleled proportions. As for the Catholics of Vietnam,
they continue to venerate Diem as a martyr. Perhaps the Church should do so also. As Josef Cardinal
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Frings affirmed in 1965: “The greater part of the world has not given just recognition of this noble man’

The primary source for this essay is Geoffrey Shaw’ excellent book, The Lost Mandate of Heaven: The

| House Passes Bill To Work Against Countries ANTI >
| Normalizing With Syria o)
" The bill is designed to expand already crippling econ?mic sanctions on Syria WA R,U

& by Dave DeCamp February 15, 2024 at 557 pm ET News ' Syria Your best source for antiwar
s news, viewpoints, and activities

B On Wednesday, the House passed a bill that prohibits the US from opening diplomatic
§ relations with the Syrian government of Bashar al-Assad and expands harsh sanctions on
| Syria to prevent other countries from normalizing with Syria.

The Assad Regime Anti-Normalization Act passed in a vote of 389-32, demonstrating broad
bipartisan support for the economic war against Syria. Only 28 Democrats and four
& Republicans voted against the bill. The legislation now heads to the Senate.

The bill was introduced as a reaction to Arab countries repairing relations with the Assad

. government and Syria being brought back into the Arab league. Hawks in the US are opposed
to Syria’s regional integration and are hoping they can prevent it using sanctions under the
|| Caesar Act.

The Caesar Act was implemented in 2020 and allows the US to sanction any individual or

|| entity that does business with the Syrian government. The sanctions are specifically designed
|| to prevent Syria from rebuilding, and Secretary of State Antony Blinken has previously said
it’s US policy to “oppose the reconstruction of Syria” as long as Assad remains in power.
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The text of the bill declares that it’s US policy ‘“‘to actively oppose recognition or
normalization of relations by other governments with any Government of Syria that is led by
" Bashar Al-Assad, including by fully implementing the mandatory primary and secondary

* sanctions in the Caesar Syria Civilian Protection Act.”

On top of the economic sanctions on Syria, the US has about 900 troops occupying the eastern
I portion of the country, where it backs the Kurdish-led SDF and controls oil fields. Recent
reports have suggested the US was considering a withdrawal from Syria as its forces have been
under attack since October due to US support for the Israeli slaughter in Gaza. But an SDF
commander said last week that he received assurances from the US that a withdrawal was not
* on the table.




THE GOLDEN JOURNEY TO SAMARKAND

PROLOGUE

b

e who with songs beguile your pilgrimage
And swear that Beauty lives though lilies die,
We Poets of the proud old lineage

Who sing to find your hearts, we know not why, -

What shall we tell you? Tales, marvellous tales

Of ships and stars and isles where good men rest,

Where nevermore the rose of sunset pales,
And winds and shadows fall towards the West:

And there the world's first huge white-bearded kings

In dim glades sleeping, murmur in their sleep,
And closer round their breasts the ivy clings,
Cutting its pathway slow and red and deep.

THE GOLDEN JOURNEY TO SAMARKAND

EPILOGUE
At the Gate of the Sun, Baghdad, in olden time

THE MERCHANTS :

Away, for we are ready to a man!

Our camels sniff the evening and are glad.
Lead on, O Master of the Caravan:

Lead on the Merchant-Princes of Baghdad.

THE CHIEF DRAPER :

Have we not Indian carpets dark as wine,
Turbans and sashes, gowns and bows and veils,
And broideries of intricate design,

And printed hangings in enormous bales?

THE CHIEF GROCER :

We have rose-candy, we have spikenard,
Mastic and terebinth and oil and spice,
And such sweet jams meticulously jarred
As God's own Prophet eats in Paradise.

THE PRINCIPAL JEWS :

And we have manuscripts in peacock styles
By Ali of Damascus; we have swords
Engraved with storks and apes and crocodiles,
And heavy beaten necklaces, for Lords.

THE MASTER OF THE CARAVAN :
But you are nothing but a lot of Jews.

THE PRINCIPAL JEWS :
Sir, even dogs have daylight, and we pay.

THE MASTER OF THE CARAVAN :
But who are ye in rags and rotten shoes,
You dirty-bearded, blocking up the way?

THE PILGRIMS :
We are the Pilgrims, master; we shall go
Always a little further: it may be

Beyond the last blue mountain barred with snow,

James Elroy Flecker
1884-1915

Across that angry or that glimmering sea,
White on a throne or guarded in a cave

There lives a prophet who can understand
Why men were born: but surely we are brave,
Who take the golden road to Samarkand.

THE CHIEF MERCHANT :
We gnaw the nail of hurry. Master, away!

ONE OF THE WOMEN :
O turn your eyes to where your children stand.
[s not Baghdad the beautiful? O stay!

THE MERCHANTS in chorus :
We take the Golden Road to Samarkand.

AN OLD MAN :

Have you not girls and garlands in your homes,
Eunuchs and Syrian boys at your command?
Seek not excess: God hateth him who roams!

THE MERCHANTS :
We take the golden road to Samarkand.

A PILGRIM WITH A BEAUTIFUL VOICE :
Sweet to ride forth at evening from the wells
When shadows pass gigantic on the sand,
And softly through the silence beat the bells
Along the Golden Road to Samarkand.

A MERCHANT :

We travel not for trafficking alone:

By hotter winds our fiery hearts are fanned:
For lust of knowing what should not be known
We take the golden road to Samarkand.

THE MASTER OF THE CARAVAN :
Open the gate, O watchman of the night!

THE WATCHMAN :
Ho, travellers, I open. For what land
Leave you the dim-moon city of delight?

THE MERCHANTS (with a shout)
We take the golden road to Samarkand.

(The Caravan passes through the gate)

THE WATCHMAN (consoling the women)
What would ye, ladies? It was ever thus.
Men are unwise and curiously planned.

A WOMAN :

They have their dreams, and do not think of us.
. (in the distance, singing)

VOICES OF THE CARAVAN :

We take the golden road to Samarkand.



No, the Palestinians Did Not Vote for More Terrorism in the
2006 Elections MIKE WHITNEY » FEBRUARY 19, 2024 - 2,300 WORDS @

Is this statement true or false: Israel is justified in flattening Gaza because the Palestinians
elected Hamas in 2006 which proves they support terrorism.

5 i. True
=g
O S 2. False
@ pemenf :
2
% S The answer is “2”. The 2006 elections do not prove that the Palestinians support terrorism.
’__i Z Quite the contrary. What the polling data shows is that the majority of people voted on issues
,W%I' = completely unrelated to terrorism. Here’s what they voted for:
) ?m; 1. Safety and Security (37%)
? 2. Decreased Corruption (25%)

V1

What a surprise, eh? So, the Palestinians want the same thing that people want everywhere;
More security and less corruption.

No one—and I mean no one—voted for Hamas because they thought the group would instigate
more bloody confrontations with Israel. The fact that “safety and security” were the Number 1
e l issue, shows that there’s no appetite for more conflict at all. Palestinians—at least the majority
@ 7 of Palestinians—want peace. That's what all the surveys tell us. Unfortunately, the media has
— tried to convince people that the opposite is true, that the people of Gaza voted for Hamas

o because they still cling to the idea of “pushing the Jews into the sea.” But that’s just not true.
! ©  See for yourself:

e =  Anexit poll conducted by Near East Consulting on 15 February 2006 on voters participating in
=~ ©  the 2006 PA elections revealed the following responses to major concerns:

. and

Support for a Peace Agreement with Israel:

sting. Importar

;\i S 79.5% in support
5 ; 15.5% in opposition
u‘{ Should Hamas change its policies regarding Israel:

e Yes — 75.2%
R No — 24.8%

Under Hamas corruption will decrease:
Yes — 78.1%
No — 21.90%

Under Hamas internal security will improve:
Yes — 67.8%
No — 32.2%

Hamas government priorities:

1) Combatting corruption

2) Ending security chaos

3) Solving poverty/unemployment

Now, I know that many people would like to scapegoat the Palestinians for the ghastly
massacre that is going on today, but it just doesn’t square with the facts. Palestinians voted for
Hamas—not because they thought the group was a perfect match with their own values—but
because they appeared to be less corrupt than the disreputable puppets in Fatah. Americans
should be sympathetic to these feelings given the similarities between the 2006 Gaza balloting
and the 2016 Presidential elections in the US. In the American election, many people voted for
Trump—not because they couldn’t see he was a deeply-flawed candidate with no political



experience—but because his opponent was the most crooked and vindictive politician in
American history. Trump was clearly the ‘lesser of two evils’, just as Hamas was the lesser of
two evils.

But there’s more to this story than most people realize. And, that is, that Hamas had .
ordered the complete cessation of suicide bombings more than a year before the
election. Did you know that?

It’s true; no more suicide missions, no more blown-up buses, retail shops and cotfee houses.
No more bereaved families, wailing mothers and endless funeral processions. It all stopped.
And it stopped because Hamas stopped it.

Did the voters in Gaza know that?

Of course, they knew that, and it’s doubtful that Hamas would have won the election is the
group had continued with the bombings. Because that’s not what the ‘average guy’ wants.

And, guess what happened after the bombings stopped?

Then Hamas decided to enter the political arena. Again, this was a significant
development that was downplayed in the media but sent tremors through the Israeli political
establishment.

Why?

Because Israeli leaders put the two developments together and could see what was going on.
Hamas was shifting its approach from armed struggle to a political track. That is a
tectonic change in policy that represented a grave threat to Israel’s broader Zionist strategy
which involves the seizing of more land to form a Greater Israel.

But how was Israel going to seize more land if the Hamas boogieman had
transformed himself into a dovish politician who no longer engaged in acts of
terrorism? That is the conundrum that Israel faced.

It’s also worth mentioning, that as soon as Hamas won the election, they declared a
unilateral ceasefire with Israel. (which put even more pressure on Israel.) In other words,
Israel continued the attacks on Gaza, but Hamas refused to respond.

Additionally, Israel imposed a suffocating blockade on Gaza that has persisted until
today. And the reason they did this, was because the threat of ‘peace breaking out’
was too serious to ignore. If Hamas was going to pursue a peaceful political track,
then Israel would have to increase the provocations, the incitements and the
brutality.

But, why?

Once again, it’s because Israel needs a boogieman to justify its operational plan for
territorial expansion. It’s that simple. They can’t simply take the land by force without
first concocting a pretext that will conceal their real motive. So, even though everyone knows
that Israel is expelling the Palestinians in order to control all the land from the Jordan River to
the Mediterranean Sea, they still need to justify the operation in terms of a (fictitious) national
security threat that they need to confront. Hamas, of course, is that fictitious threat that
must be eradicated by turning all of Gaza into a smoldering pile of rubble. See how
it works? Check out this brief excerpt from an article at Counterpunch in 2007:

Hamas recently renounced violence by maintaining a unilateral ceasefire for well
over a year. The same period saw a steady escalation of Israeli raids, arrests,
killings, and settlements in the occupied territories. Everyone, including Israel’s
general staff, knows that Hamas would return to a ceasefire if it thought Israel were
serious about reciprocating. Hamas leader-in-exile Khaled Meshaal’s recent
proposal for a 10-year ceasefire was summarily rebuffed. Pushing the Wedge in
Palestine, Counterpunch




Bottom line: The Palestinians voted for the wrong party, so the Palestinians had to be
punished. That’s not the way democracy is supposed to work. C 5{ :

And, what is particularly ironic about these developments, is that it was the United States that
forced the elections to begin with. The Palestinians didn’t care about elections. How were
elections going to help them? No, it was the Bush Administration and their risible democracy-
spreading agenda that forced the balloting. In fact, Bush and Co pumped $2.3 million
into the Palestinian elections via USAID which was “allegedly designed to bolster
the image of President Abbas and his Fatah party.”

Interesting, isn’t it, that we actually know how much money was spent meddling in a foreign
election. And, yet —even after all that meddling—the plan failed. Hamas won anyway.

And that is when Israel freaked out. They said the elections proved that the Palestinians
supported terrorism which—as we’ve already shown—is not the case at all. The Palestinians
did not vote for terrorism, they voted for security and honest government. The
whole Israel-media narrative is a fairytale.

But the critics are correct in saying that Hamas steadfastly refused to acknowledge “Israel’s
right to exist”. That is true, but there’s also an explanation. Here’s more from James Brooks:

As for ‘recognizing Israel’s right to exist’, we simply note that Israel has yet to
recognize the state of Palestine’s ‘right to exist’. Israel currently forbids a
Palestinian state and negates the Palestinians’ national rights daily with its
strangling military occupation. Under the circumstances, it hardly seems
unreasonable for Hamas to withhold recognition of this ‘right to exist’ until it is
reciprocated in word and deed.” (Counterpunch)

He’s right; why should Hamas make concessions to Israel that Israel won’t make to Hamas? All
Israel needs to do is accept UN Resolutions requiring it to stay within its 1967 internationally-
accepted borders, and everything will be fine. Which brings us to the next point, which is; Is
Hamas willing to live side-by-side with Israel in peace?

And, the answer is: Yes, it is. This is from an article by Elaine Hagopian:

After Hamas won the elections in 2006, its leadership accepted a two-
state solution based on the pre-war June 4, 1967 borders, but this was
unacceptable to Israel. Earlier, Israel destroyed secular Fatah leader and
Palestinian Authority President Arafat for failing at Camp David in July 2000 to
comply with its demands to accept permanent Israeli control over Palestinian life
and land confined in enclaves. Hamas became the new challenge to Israel’s vision.
Gaza: History Matters, Counterpunch

Let me get this straight: Hamas accepts a two-state solution?

Yep, it sure does, in fact, here it is from the horse’s mouth himself. This is a short excerpt from
a Washington Post interview with Hamas Prime Minister Ismail Haniyeh in 2006. Haniyeh
said that he wanted to see an end the “vicious cycle of violence” and vehemently denied the
claim that “Hamas is committed to destroying Israel”. He said, “We do not have any
feelings of animosity toward Jews. We do not wish to throw them into the sea. All
we seek is to be given our land back, not to harm anybody....We are not war seekers nor are we
war initiators. We are not lovers of blood. We are oppressed people with rights.”

Wa Post: “Would Hamas recognize Israel if it were to withdraw to the '67 borders?”



Haniyeh: “If Israel withdraws to the 67 borders, then we will establish peace in
stages... We will establish a situation of stability and calm which will bring safety
for our people.

Wa Post: “Do you recognize Israel’s right to exist?”

Haniyeh: “The answer is to let Israel say it will recognize a Palestinian
state along the 1967 borders, release the prisoners and recognize the rights of
the refugees to return to Israel. Hamas will have a position if this occurs.”

Wa Post: “Will you recognize Israel?

Haniyeh: “If Israel declares that it will give the Palestinian people a
state and give them back all their rights, then we are ready to recognize
them.”

Haniyeh’s answers are straightforward and rational. He asked for nothing that isn’t already
required under existing United Nations resolutions; a return to the 1967 borders, basic human
rights, and settlement of the final status issues. An agreement could be facilitated tomorrow if
Israel was willing to conform to international law. Instead, Israel has chosen to invade Gaza.
Here’s more from Haniyeh:

“We want what Americans enjoy — democratic rights, economic sovereignty and
justice. We thought our pride in conducting the fairest elections in the Arab world
might resonate with the United States and its citizens. Instead, our new
government was met from the very beginning by acts.of explicit, declared sabotage

by the White House. Now this aggression continues against 3.9 million civilians
living in the world’s largest prison camps. America’s complacency in the face of
these war crimes is, as usual, embedded in the coded rhetorical green light: “Israel
has a right to defend itself.” The Gaza Bloodbath, Counterpunch

Here’s a bit more on the topic:

In 2009, former President Jimmy Carter visited the West Bank and Gaza where he met with
Ismail Haniyah, who he thought would be a reliable partner in future negotiations. Carter also
met with Hamas Chief Khaled Meshaal in Damascus who assured the ex-president that Hamas
would accept any agreement reached between the Palestinian Authority and Israel, provided it
was approved by the Palestinian people in a national referendum. Carter’s interaction with
Hamas leaders disproved western pro-Israel pundits who had claimed that Hamas
would never commit to such an agreement. They were wrong. Hamas wants peace.
Here’s a short blurb from an article in the Jewish Telegraphic Agency in 2015:

Former U.S. President Jimmy Carter said Hamas leader Khaled Meshal is
in favor of the peace process with Israel and that Hamas is not a
terrorist organization.

Carter also told Israel Channel 2 on Saturday that Israeli Prime
Minister Benjamin Netanyahu is not in favor of a tw