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Obama's Dirty War
By Douglas Valentine
December 13, 2009

In his Nobel Peace Prize speech, President Bardem@ declared “we’re in Afghanistan to
prevent a cancer from spreading throughout thahtcpll The phrasing signals that his war
escalation will follow the dictates of what the Ctalls political and psychological warfare, the
cornerstones of counterinsurgency.

Shortly after his speech in Oslo on Thursday, Obaarae under withering criticism over his
administration’s refusal to comply with legal olatgpns that require all countries to prosecute
their government officials implicated in torture.

"We're increasingly disappointed and alarmed by therent administration's stance on
accountability for torture," said Jameel Jaffergdior of the ACLU’s National Security Project,
during a conference call with reporters.

"On every front, the [Obama] administration is eely obstructing accountability. This
administration is shielding Bush administration i@#ls from civil liability, criminal
investigation and even public scrutiny for theilerm authorizing torture."

While "the Bush administration constructed a |dgainework for torture,” Jaffer said, “now the
Obama administration is constructing a legal frawmvfor impunity.”

Before leaving office, Vice President Dick Chenejidshe approved the near drowning of
waterboarding on at least three “high value” detagand the “enhanced interrogation” of 33
other prisoners. Bush made a vaguer acknowledgemhenithorizing these techniques.

The ACLU and other civil rights groups said Bushd &dheney’'s comments amounted to an
admission of war crimes.

www.afgazad.com 1 afgazad@gmail.com




Under the Convention Against Torture, the eviderthat the Bush administration used
waterboarding and other brutal techniques to eiktr#ormation from detainees should have
triggered the United States to conduct a full itigagion and to prosecute the offenders. If the
United States refused, other nations would be atdidjto act under the principle of universality.

However, instead of living up to that treaty comment, the Obama administration is resisting
calls for government investigations and going tart®o block lawsuits that demand release of
torture evidence or seek civil penalties againtiafs implicated in the torture.

Protecting Yoo

Last week, Obama’s Justice Department asked adedppeals court in San Francisco to
dismiss a lawsuit filed against former Justice Dapant lawyer John Yoo, who authored some
of the memos that justified torture largely by eftding what the term means.

In seeking to quash that lawsuit filed by allegefirty bomb” plotter Jose Padilla, Obama’s
lawyers argued, ira friend-of-the-court briethat Justice Department lawyers who advise on
torture and other human rights issues are entitiedbsolute immunity from lawsuits.

“The Holder Justice Department insists that thée [lawyers] are absolutely not responsible,
and that they are free to act according to a faefostandard of conduct than that which governs
Americans generally,” wrote Scott Horton, a humights attorney and constitutional expertin
reportpublished on Harper's Web site.

Constitutional law professor Jonathan Turley wewenre further, asserting that the Obama
administration’s arguments reversed more than spades of U.S. legal precedents — dating
back to the post-World War Il Nuremberg trials —iethheld that legal wordsmiths who clear

the way for war crimes share the guilt with theuatperpetrators.

The Obama administration "has gutted the hard-fowghories in Nuremberg where lawyers
and judges were often guilty of war crimes in theigal advice and opinionsTurley said
"Quite a legacy for the world’s newest Nobel Pelaaee winner."

The Obama administration also has mounted an agjgeedefense in another high-profile case
regarding the Bush administration’s wrongdoing.

The Bush administration had invoked the state seqevilege in a 2007 lawsuit filed against
Jeppesen DataPlan, a subsidiary of Boeing, treaddssed of knowingly flying people kidnapped
by the CIA to secret overseas prisons where theye wertured. Bush’'s legal move was
successful in getting the case tossed out, buA@idJ appealed the decision.

When that appeal came up last February, ObamatEd@epartment shocked civil liberties and

human rights advocates by dispatching attorneyederal court in San Francisco, where they
invoked the same state secrets privilege.
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Even the judge was baffled, and asked a Justiceariapnt attorney if the change in U.S.
government leadership would lead to a change inetp@ position with regard to state secrets.
The answer was a resounding “no.”

Still, the appellate court ruled in April that tltsase could move forward, asserting that state
secrets can only be cited with regard to specifidence, and not used as a means to dismiss an
entire lawsuit. Justice Department attorneys wdl llack in court next week to appeal that
decision, carrying forward the Bush administrat®l@gacy of secrecy.

Concealing Evidence

The Obama administration also has tried to bloaky8m Mohamed, one of the victims named
in Jeppesen lawsuit, from obtaining documentaryl@we to support his claims that he was
tortured while in U.S. custody.

Terrorism-related charges against Mohamed werepaidpast year when his attorneys sued to
gain access to more than three dozen secret dotsinawas released in February after being
imprisoned for seven years and sent back to Gnetatig

In a legal brief, the ACLU said Mohamed was bea®iseverely on numerous occasions that he
routinely lost consciousness and during one gruestorture session “a scalpel was used to
make incisions all over his body, including his igerafter which a hot stinging liquid was
poured into his open wounds.”

Obama’s determination to protect these dirty seapéits predecessors even reached across the
Atlantic. The Obama administration told British iof&ls that intelligence sharing between the
U.S. and the U.K. might be disrupted if seven regth@aragraphs contained in secret U.S.
documents relating to Mohamed'’s torture allegatiwase made public by a British High Court.

Thosethreats were conveyebly Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, the CIA,da®bama’s
National Security Adviser James Jones, accordirigyitcssh Foreign Secretary David Miliband.

“The United States Government's position is thfatheé redacted paragraphs are made public,
then the United States will re-evaluate its ingghce-sharing relationship with the United
Kingdom with the real risk that it would reduce timelligence it provided,” the High Court
wrote in a ruling in February when it agreed togk#ee paragraphs blacked out.

“There is a real risk, if we restored the redagiathgraphs, the United States Government, by its
review of the shared intelligence arrangements/dcanflict on the citizens of the United
Kingdom a very considerable increase in the dantpeng face at a time when a serious terrorist
threat still pertains.”

After the High Court’s ruling, the Obama White Heussued a statement thanking the British
government “for its continued commitment to protsensitive national security information”
and added that the order would "preserve the loagding intelligence sharing relationship that
enables both countries to protect their citizens.”
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Following the High Court’s reversal, the New Yorknes publishe@ sharply worded editorial
criticizing the Obama administration’s hard-linespgmn in the Mohamed case.

“The Obama administration has clung for so longh® Bush administration’s expansive claims
of national security and executive power that iinsdanger of turning President George W.
Bush’s cover-up of abuses committed in the namégbting terrorism into President Barack
Obama’s cover-up,” the Times wrote.

Torture Photos

Obama also reversed a commitment earlier this tgeeglease photos of U.S. soldiers torturing
and abusing prisoners in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Obama said his decision stemmed from his pers@vaw of the photos and his concern that
their release would endanger American soldiershin fteld, but the reversal also came after
several weeks of Republican and right-wing mediacés on him as weak on national security.

The Obama administration then appealed to the S8ureme Court to overturn a federal court
order requiring release of the images, and Obaraales worked with Congresdo pass
legislation giving the Defense Secretary the powdweep the photographs under wraps.

The legislation passed in November and was prongigiyed by Obama. By blocking release of
the photographs, Obama essentially killed any nmegini chance of opening the door to an
investigation or independent inquiry of senior Rgoh and Bush administration officials who
implemented the policies that led to the abusetucag in the images.

In a conference call with reporters on Thursdag,ARLU also questioned the value of Obama’s
much-touted executive order — signed on his sedaydn office — demanding a shift away from
excessive secrecy toward a presumption in favopeh government.

“We have not seen the presumption translated hreae¢lease of more information,” Jaffer said.
“There are several cases which we are just atatmsinderstand why the information we are
requesting is still being withheld.”

Those documents include ones related to the Bushingtration’s warrantless wiretapping
program and transcripts of Combatant Status ReWViglaunals where detainees “describe the
abuse they suffered at the hands of their CIA iotators.”

However, the ACLU’s Freedom of Information lawswbntinues to unearth bits of new
evidence. For instance, the ACLU obtained hundadsew documents, including a one-page
guestionnaire apparently from the Justice Departs@ffice of Legal Counsel to the CIA.

“How close is each technique to the ‘rack and st@&whe questionnaire asked, referring to a
medieval torture device.
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“Anytime you need to ask a question like that ideeply disturbing and shows you've strayed
from constitutional norms,” said ACLU legal fellotex Abdo. “You're asking a question as to
whether the conduct you're about to authorize eslab rack and screw and that in and of itself
should be evidence enough that you're going toolfawever should get to that point.”

Other newly disclosed documents show that the BMlite House was deeply involved in
discussions about destroying 92 torture videotapes.

Investigations Needed

Perhaps, Obama’s most positive act on behalf oh agmernment came in April when he

resisted pressure from the CIA and ordered thaselef legal memorandums written by lawyers
in Bush’s Office of Legal Counsel, including Yoodatwo former OLC chiefs, Jay Bybee and

Steven Bradbury.

The memos used creative definitions regarding terto authorize the CIA to apply a variety of
torture techniques to so-called “high-value” prism) including beatings, waterboarding, sleep
deprivation, placing insects inside a confinemex to induce fear, exposing naked detainees to
extreme heat and cold, and shackling prisonersigoceilings of their prison cells or in other
painful “stress positions.”

In the face of this evidence, Senate Judiciary Cuteen Chairman Patrick Leahy and his
counterpart in the House, John Conyers, floatedpetimg proposals early in the year for a 9/11-
style “truth commission” or a blue-ribbon investiga panel to look into the circumstances that
led the Bush administration to create its policyasfure.

Obama signaled that he was open to the idea ofudgh“commission” but he said he was
concerned "about this getting so politicized that @annot function effectively, and it hampers
our ability to carry out critical national securiperations.”

After Republicans and neoconservative opinion wsiteent on the attack, Obama quickly
retreated, calling lawmakers to the White Houseaf@losed-door meeting in late April to talk
them out of the idea of moving forward with indegent investigations or even oversight
hearings into the Bush administration’s use ofui@rt

Underscoring Obama’s concerns about a high-profilestigation, White House press secretary
Robert Gibbs told reporters at the time: "the Rlesi determined the concept didn't seem
altogether workable in this case.”

Gibbs added, "The last few days might be eviderfcevtoy something like this might just
become a political back and forth.”

Hoping for bipartisanship on pressing issues like economy and health care, Democrats
scuttled the investigative plans. However, Repualpiec have shown no reciprocal interest in
bipartisanship, voting as a virtual bloc againsergvsignificant bill that Obama and the

Democrats have proposed.
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Despite Obama’s insistence of “looking forward, baickward,” there remains a chance that
hearings on Bush'’s torture practices might stilhle&d next year.

Leahy and Conyers have indicated they intend td helarings next year once a long-awaited
report by the Justice Department’s Office of Prsi@sal Responsibility (OPR) is released that
delves into Yoo, Bybee, and Bradbury's legal wornlrrgunding torture, according to
Christopher Anders, the ACLU'’s senior legislativainsel.

Leahy and Conyers “said a number of times that theuld have hearings when the OPR report
comes out,” Anders said in an interview. “It woudd a big surprise if they didn’t conduct
hearings. We fully expect them to hold hearings.”

Spokespeople for Conyers and Leahy did not retwifs cor respond to e-mails seeking
comment.

Talking to Oslo

Despite Obama’s spotty record on the war crimesgreav out of the Bush’s “war on terror,” the
President still focused his Nobel Peace Prize danep speech on the altruism of U.S. foreign
policy and America’s “moral and strategic interastabiding by a humanitarian code of conduct
when waging war, even against a “vicious advertaayabides by no rules.”

Obama’s criticism of Bush’s behavior was implititit not direct.

“That is what makes us different from those whomfight,” Obama said. “That is a source of
our strength. That is why | prohibited torture. Tieawhy | ordered the prison at Guantanamo
Bay closed. And that is why | have reaffirmed Amal$ commitment to abide by the Geneva
Conventions. We lose ourselves when we comprorhisevéry ideals that we fight to defend.
And we honor those ideals by upholding them natyden it is easy, but when it is hard.”

To many human rights advocates, however, Obamdikneords rang hollow, especially given
fresh reportshat his administration continues to operate $egmrsons in Afghanistan where
detainees allegedly have been tortured and wheréntarnational Committee for the Red Cross
has been denied access to some prisoners.

The ACLU’s Jaffer said there is “an obvious tensmm what the President is saying on the
commitment to human rights and the work we're ddiege in the United States to actually hold
people accountable for the violations of both damesd international law. ...

“Many of the methods that were approved by CIA dbéfense Department] interrogators
[during the Bush administration] had previously meescribed by multiple U.S. administrations
as war crimes and some of them have been proseasit@dr crimes.

“Waterboarding in particular is something that Heesen prosecuted as a war crime before

September 11. And yet we are not holding peoplewtable for having used those techniques,
authorized those techniques.
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“Increasingly, we’re frustrated by the gap betwdbe Obama administration’s rhetoric on
accountability and reality. We see the Obama adstmation actively obstructing accountability
on every front.”

Jason Leopold has his own Web site, The Public Radh at www.pubrecord.org. By
viewing this “cancer” as a political and ideoloditiareat — as much as a military one — the U.S.
counterinsurgency strategies will merge violencairsgl armed enemies with attacks on their
unarmed supporters, as has happened in such ¢smitaund the world, from Indochina to Latin
America to Africa.

In Algeria, the French dubbed their counterinsucgetta sale guerre,” the dirty war, due to its
reliance on terror to coerce the civilian populatiato submission. The elements of dirty war
traditionally include murder, kidnapping, tortudisappearances and the total disruption of the
nation’s political, cultural, and economic infrastture.

Obama’s Dec. 10 speech in Oslo also marked an taaptguncture for him as he took on the job
of selling a counterinsurgency war in Afghanistahjch has already been stained by the blood
of thousands of innocents killed in bombing raitiatttargeted militants mixed with non-
combatants.

Obama’s speech is being hailed by prominent U.8caowservatives who believe they have
surprisingly found in the young President a far eneffective spokesman for their interventionist
cause than the inarticulate George W. Bush.

“The shift in rhetoric at Oslo was striking,” obged neocon theorist Robert Kagan in a
Washington Post op-ed. “Gone was the vaguely &fisionist language that flavored earlier
speeches, highlighting the low points of Americaobgl leadership -- the coups and ill-
considered wars -- and low-balling the highligistisch as the Cold War triumph.”

Indeed, in his speech, Obama shoved six decadg®w®sé bloody low points behind one five-
word clause, “whatever mistakes we have made.”

Obama seems to have shouldered the job of salekmame war in Afghanistan. But it is not
necessary for Obama to win the support of the ntgjof the American people for the war since
many Americans simply will rally around the flagdasupport the troops.

Obama and his national security team are also atlateoublic opinion can change if the war is
not won quickly enough. Thus the public must be entadfeel there is an on-going, urgent need
for the war.

So, Obama packages the war as a cure for cancenales it a matter of personal survival, like
chemotherapy and radiation that take a terribledwlthe patient’s body, but are necessary for
the patient’s survival.

The public will suffer what it is told is the cufer what ails Afghanistan, if it believes the cure
will dispel fear and insecurity in America.
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Beyond relying on fear and patriotism, Obama’s wauncil knows that public confusion is
helpful. Most Americans don’t have the time to tedine truth — in this case, that there is no
“insurgency” or “counterinsurgency,” but ratheresistance movement by Afghan nationalists —
especially among the Pashtun tribe — to Americditary occupation.

What Is Counterinsurgency?

In his recent speeches, President Obama definegidaiseobjectives in Afghanistan as: 1)
suppressing the Taliban and national resistanage$oto American occupation and the Karzai
regime; 2) eliminating several score members ofQ¥eda; and 3) creating a stable pro-
American government and economic infrastructure.

David Galula, author of Counterinsurgency Warfdreeory and Practice (RAND Corporation,
1964) and a recognized authority on the mattegsstas that counterinsurgency includes
“building or rebuilding a political apparatus withithe population.”

In this sense any counterinsurgency is, in realty,insurgency. In Afghanistan, the Taliban
ruled for several years until the U.S. and the @&&ked Northern Alliance drove them out.

Obama may define the Taliban as the insurgentsthaufTaliban, who control many parts of
Afghanistan, view the Americans as backing an igency against Taliban rule.

Gen. Stanley McChrystal’'s military strategy for elting the Taliban is to “protect the people
from terror” through the tactic of “clear and hdld.

To “clear and hold” means to drive the Taliban oiutheir secure areas in the countryside, which
Obama proposes to do through his “surge” of 301000ps, and then occupy those areas while
systematically killing enough Taliban and natiosiaforces (in urban areas as well), so that they
no longer resist the occupation.

The model for this “clear and hold/surge” stratégiraq. According to the conventional wisdom
that dominates Official Washington, President Geovg. Bush’s 2007 “surge” and the “clear
and hold” strategy “won” the war in Irag.

The reality may have been much different — withagety of factors including paying off Sunni
tribes in 2006 and the grudging U.S. agreementO®820 withdraw from Iraq playing bigger
roles in the drop in violence — but that is not Wéashington’s influential neoconservatives and
their allies want people to believe.

For instance, Establishment journalists Evan Thoamas John Barry at Newsweek explain that
“clear and hold” works because it protects theetidly civilians” who provide the intelligence
that enables CIA and U.S. Special Forces to prigcisel and kill members of the resistance and
Al Qaeda.

“By ratcheting back the heavy use (and overusefjrepower,” they claim, “McChrystal has
reduced civilian casualties, which alienate thale@and breed more jihadists.”
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However, the reality is far less humane and clinica

First, the assertion that a counterinsurgency wagentler than the shock and awe of, say, the
Irag invasion is false. It is more a psy-war argaotriatended to deceive a target population in,
say, the United States into thinking that innocemésnot being killed.

Second, the assertion that only “jihadists” argeted for assassination is another deception. In
fact, thousands of people are fighting not forgielis reasons, but for nationalist reasons —
Afghans opposed to American invaders and theiaboliators.

Third, the notion that civilians provide informatibecause they are “friendly” to the Americans
is misleading, since most intelligence is coercesimply bought.

The Newsweek correspondents, however, are corréenwhey say that Obama’s war is
modeled on the CIA’s Vietnam-era Phoenix Prograimose goal was to “target and assassinate
Viet Cong leaders.”

Waging a successful dirty war depends on identifyand killing enemy leaders — both
combatants and non-combatants — as well as spgeddimformation as to who is the enemy
and why they are being killed.

As is well known, the CIA developed the Phoenix gPamn in Vietnam as the ultimate,
systematic means for fighting a dirty war, encomspas both counterinsurgency and counter-
terror.

The CIA and U.S. Special Forces have further refittee Phoenix Program over the past 40
years. Phoenix-style operations have become thpameaf choice in the “global war on terror.”

Intelligence

Intelligence is gained primarily through 1) informs, 2) detainees, 3) interrogations, 4)
defectors, 5) electronic intercepts, 6) agents lira in surveillance and theft of documents
(etc), and 7) the insertion of penetration agemgle the enemy infrastructure.

1) Voluntary civilian informants typically work fomoney, ideology or personal reasons like
vengeance; more often civilian informants are cegre they have debts, secrets or are simply
framed and given no choice. Coercing informanthésCIA’s strong suit.

2) Detainees only provide coerced information —am effort to escape a jerry-rigged legal
system in which Americans deny them due procesglURing informants and detainees is one
of the major means that occupiers employ to riprtapdhrough suspicion, fear, confusion and
divided loyalties — a nation they wish to control.

3) In the Afghan conflict, interrogations are coathd largely by members of the Afghan

National Army (ANA) or the Afghan secret police (KB) under the supervision of their
counterpart CIA and U.S. military officers in jdyitmanaged facilities. “High Value” targets
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captured in unilateral U.S.-directed Phoenix openatare interrogated by CIA and U.S. military
intelligence personnel in secure (off-limits to Afms) facilities.

The CIA and U.S. military purchase from individuateembers of the corrupt the Karzai
government the right to operate secret unilater@riogation and detention centers, as well as
the right to use unilateral CIA and U.S. Specialcés paramilitary teams to target, capture and
kill resistance members.

After eight years, America’'s secret detention asrtlite centers are due to be handed over to the
Afghan secret police. Suspects will hereafter appefore “review boards” which will afford
them a slim chance to challenge their internmemt present evidence of their innocence.
Reporters and international human rights officralsy soon be granted access too.

Interrogation often is a word for torture. As rejgaor in the Nov. 28 Washington Post: "Two
Afghan teenagers held in U.S. detention north obl{ahis year said they were beaten by
American guards, photographed naked, deprived edpshnd held in solitary confinement in
concrete cells for at least two weeks while undexgalaily interrogation about their alleged
links to the Taliban."

4) After interrogation, defectors are indoctrinated former defectors who have repented.
Defectors are made to prove their loyalty by senas translators or interrogators, or by joining
CIA-funded militias and paramilitary teams, andriteent back into enemy territory to contact
Taliban and other resistance members and recru#é defectors.

5) Electronic intercepts are almost entirely umeitat, and are directed largely against the ANA,
KHAD and Karzai government to detect double agddtslateral intercepts are also the method
which U.S. security forces use to monitor the ai#ig of corrupt and drug-dealing officials in
the Karzai government. The CIA uses evidence alupbion to control these individuals.

6) The CIA and U.S. military run agents in liaisaith the ANA and KHAD, as well as
unilaterally, against the resistance and agairsfAtdA, KHAD and Karzai government.

Recruiting agents is especially difficult in Afghstan because the Taliban do not have politics,
per se. They also are not capitalists and haveumtumbed to the cash nexus. They do not have
bookkeepers nor do they organize in Western-stigeaicthies. They do not issue press releases,
broadcast their plans and strategies, or allowgmgraphy (which can confound CIA assassins).

These ideological precepts make them nearly impasvio blackmail, extortion and corruption
— the CIA’s standard means of penetrating the eniefngstructure, and the means by which it
controls top-ranking officials in the Karzai goverent.

The Taliban will meet with foreigners to negotidéad and mineral rights, as well as form

alliances - but they are loath to deal with Amemgawvhich further hampers the CIA’s ability to
insert agents in its ranks.
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In addition, the CIA and U.S. military gain intgénce about the Taliban, other resistance
groups and Al Qaeda through translated documemtterrogations conducted through
interpreters, and Afghan agents and informantsrél'tseno way of knowing if this intelligence is
reliable, but that does not much matter.

The main function of intelligence in a dirty war te support U.S. policies, both stated and
unstated. Intelligence managers skew intelligendis political purpose, as happened with the
bogus reports of WMD in Irag.

Any policy can find sup-porting intelligence, esiadly when the meaning of words is garbled
by collaborators and indoctrinated employees wle raguired to report positively from the
field, for their own survival and/or profit.

As one Phoenix Program veteran explained to mee "Vietnamese lied to us; we lied to the
Phoenix Directorate; and the Directorate madet@ documented fact. It was a war that became
distorted through our ability to create fiction.”

Intelligence programs have two other major funddiom a dirty war. One is to map out the
clandestine organizations that drive the resistasméhey can be destroyed.

At the secret detention centers it operates in Afggtan, the CIA draws up blacklists of Taliban
and other members of the resistance based ondbeial and family ties, position within the
infrastructure, age, sex and profession.

The idea is to send paramilitary teams out to ecapgtiem, make them inform on their comrades,
turn them into double agents, or kill them andifi@milies and friends. None have any right to
due process.

Some instances of these death squad operationsshaaeed during U.S. military disciplinary
proceedings. For instance, in one case, an Afghdentified as suspected insurgent leader
Nawab Buntangyar was encountered on Oct. 13, 200&n Afghan army patrol led by U.S.
Special Forces Capt. Dave Staffel.

While the Americans kept their distance out of fiber suspect might be wearing a suicide vest,
the man was questioned about his name and the éansrchecked his description against a list
from the Combined Joint Special Operations Taskcé&dkfghanistan, known as “the kill-or-
capture list.”

Concluding that the man was Buntangyar, Staffeed Master Sgt. Troy Anderson to fire
from a distance of about 100 yards away, puttibgléet through the man’s head and killing him
instantly.

The soldiers viewed the killing as “a textbook eydanof a classified mission completed in
accordance with the American rules of engageméimg, International Herald Tribune reported.
“The men said such rules allowed them to kill Bmgtgar, whom the American military had
designated a terrorist cell leader, once they pedjtidentified him.”
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Staffel's civilian lawyer Mark Waple said the Arnsy’Criminal Investigation Command
concluded that the shooting was “justifiable howgi but a two-star general in Afghanistan
then instigated a murder charge against the two. Betthat case foundered over accusations
that the charge was improperly filed. [IHT, Sept, 2007]

In Afghanistan, the CIA also focuses Phoenix-stgems on Taliban judicial officials operating
religious law courts and assessing and collectx@g; resistance members operating business
fronts for purchasing, storing or distributing foadd supplies, including farm products; public
health officials who distribute medicine; secufficials who target American collaborators and
agents; officials in transportation, communicatemmd postal services; military recruiters; and
military leaders and forces.

The other major purpose of the intelligence prograsnto understand how resistance leaders
organize Afghans to cope with the violence the @A U.S. military are visiting upon them.
Through opinion poll and surveys, the CIA tries understand what drives people into the
resistance or, conversely, into the arms of theupbiKarzai regime.

Based on this attitudinal or socio-psycho-anthrogmlal intelligence, the CIA seeks to establish
its own parallel government, free of corruptiont lmodeled on Afghan sensibilities.

How to Disguise a Dirty War

The CIA forms its parallel government under covethe U.S. State Department and its AID
missions, in conjunction with the military. Agasywar is the main ingredient.

Traditionally, Christian "missions" brought medieinand literacy to uncivilized native
populations in Africa, North and South America, asia. In the process, the benighted natives
were softened up for conquest, colonization andoggtion, no matter how well-intentioned the
missionary.

Indeed, the more effective the missionary’s mesdhgesofter the natives became.

The CIA through AID missions serves the same softenp function today, though its Gospel
is materialistic “economic development,” not thérispal Word of God.

In either case — by accepting the outsider's maedgi material goods and message — the natives
tacitly accept the outsider’s authority. They aoaverted into a compliant workforce; recruited
into the occupation army; become petty bureaucratthe puppet government; and, most
importantly, assist the internal security apparatus

As with the Christian missionaries of old, the mwdAID worker may be well-intentioned. But
he or she is no less and agent of conquest.

As one U.S. aid worker in Afghanistan recently s@idne: “The ANA [the Afghan National

Army] is really good: people trust them and shatelligence with them, something they are not
willing to do with internationals.”
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Obviously, this AID worker does not acknowledge Tradiban as being Afghans.

Though | do not have enough information to citepac#fic example about AID organizations in
Afghanistan serving as CIA fronts, I'll describeeotinat existed in Thailand during the Vietnam
War.

In 1967 the CIA formed DEVCON, a component of Taylssociates, a CIA proprietary
company that marketed itself as a community devety counseling service. DEVCON in turn
sponsored the Hilltribe Research Center in Chiaag M

The CIA used the Hilltribe Research Center as a wfagnaintaining contact with agents and
recruiting informants. As a cover for its espionagivities (and to baptize the natives in the
cash nexus), the Center bought and marketed théidnafts of native people in the area.

As part of the CIA’s parallel government in Thatiarthe Center also employed teachers,
agronomists, animal husbandry-men and engineeeselhai nationals doubled as intelligence
agents and served as cut-outs to debrief the fpilable on insurgents and drug traffickers.

(The Hilltribe Research Center also famously emgtbfPuttaporn Khramkhruan, a CIA agent
who was arrested for smuggling opium to the Unittes. CIA agents in the Karzai
government are most certainly following in Puttapsifootsteps.)

As with the Thai employees of DEVCON, Afghans wiadlaborate with the CIA must inform
on their countrymen, often directly to CIA officasho may be posing as AID workers. All AID
workers and their Afghan counterparts are affilateith the parallel government and are
obligated to preach the party line: they referhte tesistance as “insurgents” in exchange for
their prosperity and for their survival.

As the U.S. AID worker in Afghanistan told me: “Seity comes before development. The
wrath on informants [should the resistance prewailll make the rape camps of Serbia look like
picnics in the park.”

The terror that accompanies collaboration enabl& Army “civic action” and “psywar” teams
(often under CIA direction) to train Afghan conwetiow to build perimeter defenses around
their villages.

When not administering medicine and forming mi§itid).S. Special Forces units, having learned
how to dress and act like natives, slip into thentryside at night and, using intelligence from
their assets, "snatch and snuff" the local Tali@ad resistance cadre. Urban units do likewise in
cities.

Sometimes they also may engage in “black propadauwities, inflicting some outrage on the
population that can be blamed on the enemy.

Instilling terror in the converted, as well as thesistance, is the main job of the
counterinsurgent, his allies (and useful idiots)thie media, and aid workers: people whom
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author Graham Greene would describe as acting ‘dikéumb leper who has lost his bell,
wandering the world, meaning no harm.”

The critical importance of terror is well undersdday the gurus at CIA headquarters. As former
CIA Director William Colby said, "The implicationrdatent threat of terror was sufficient to
insure that the people would comply.”

As the prime apologist of the CIA's Phoenix Progr&ulby knew the importance of wrapping
American terror in humanitarian and educationalkpges and selling it to the public as
“protecting the people from terrorism.” That is ettg how he described Phoenix to Congress: as
protecting people from terrorism.

It doesn’t matter that many Taliban men, women emttiren may be pure in thought and deed,
or that their motivations may be honorable, simgdgking to defend their homes from foreign
occupiers.

Most do not participate in terrorism or even gukriction, and yet they and their sympathizers
are dehumanized — a necessary step for those @ttincthe computerized Phoenix blacklists in
Langley and Kabul, and targeted for destruction.

Meanwhile, at least in the mainstream American nmeslia, the U.S. government’s intentions
are always characterized as heroic, generous, teeeapeutic. Which is how good can be made
to equal bad.

Protecting the People

Dependent on official government sources, the be8ts media often helps justify the killing of
the enemy’s civilian supporters by blurring distions between combatants and non-
combatants.

In Afghanistan — as in Vietnam — special prograrfisrdounties to help target the enemy’s
political leaders, like a Taliban “shadow” or “sedd governor in a province where Karzai’'s
official or “first” governor is likely despised byhe indigenous population because of his
corruption.

As Griff Witte wrote in the Washington Post on D&;.2009, the Taliban has “an elaborate
shadow government of governors, police chiefsridisadministrators and judges that in many
cases already has more bearing on the lives ofakfgithan the real government.”

Witte quoted Khalid Pashtoon, “a legislator frone thouthern province of Kandahar who has
close ties to Karzai,” as saying: “These peopltherxshadow government are running the country
now."

Witte cites the case of “the shadow governor, Ma@lkaheed Khail,” who “is regarded as

fearsome but clean. A former minister in the Talibgovernment, he became the shadow
governor here last year after being released fromeignment custody. Residents said he spends
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most of his time in exile in Pakistan but occasiynerosses the border to discuss strategy with
his lieutenants.”

In many parts of Afghanistan, Witte continues, “Afgs have decided they prefer the severe but
decisive authority of the Taliban to the corruptanmd inefficiency of Karzai's appointees. From
Kunduz province in the north to Kandahar in thetspaven government officials concede that
their allies have lost the people's confidence #rad, increasingly, residents are turning to
shadow Taliban officials to solve their problems.”

All of these statements are confirmed by my indejeen source in Afghanistan.

And yet, while Witte reflects the facts of the neativhen interviewing an Afghan, he veers into
propaganda when quoting official U.S. sources.
Specifically, he claims that all Taliban officialwe combatants: “There are no clear lines
between the Taliban's fighting force and its sha@owinistration. Insurgents double as police
chiefs; judges may spend an afternoon hearing ctisastake up arms at dusk.”

For instance, regarding the role of a province&ctsd governor,” Witte writes that this political
leader “sneaks in only at night. He issues edintdslamic Emirate of Afghanistan’ stationery,
plots attacks against government forces and fingsl@awver-ranking Taliban official tainted by
even the whiff of corruption.”

Through the phrase “plots attacks against goverhiioeoes,” Witte's article contributes to the
notion that all political figures in the Talibaneaflegitimate” military targets whether they are
engaged in combat or not.

Secret Government

The entire intelligence apparatus in Afghanistarthis foundation of the CIA’'s own secret
government. And just as the CIA operates underctwer of U.S. and NATO AID missions, it
lurks behind the Karzai government.

Obama now is struggling to present the Karzai gawent in the best terms possible, though in
reality it is no different than the corrupt poldiapparatus the CIA built in South Vietnam.

In 1965, the CIA named Air Force General Nguyen Ega@s chief of national security in South
Vietnam. In exchange for a lucrative narcotic smimggfranchise, Ky then sold the CIA the
right to create a parallel government of collabar@tand miscreants. Called the Revolutionary
Development Program, it consisted of numerous Ql¥ed action programs composed of South
Vietnamese officials on the CIA payroll.

The same phenomenon exists in Afghanistan, wher€thA has awarded members of Karzai's
inner clique essentially immunity to traffic in watics in exchange for their acquiescence to
U.S. operations inside Afghanistan, including coaations, detention centers, informants, hit
teams, etc.
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The CIA’s tolerance of drug dealing by their clieit legendary. In Indochina, one freewheeling
CIA agent in Thailand, Puttaporn Khramkhruan, usidprotected status to smuggle opium to
the United States. After Puttaporn finally was sted in 1973, William Colby and the CIA
prevented the Justice Department from prosecuiimg h

Similarly in the 1980s, the CIA ensured that U&Bv Enforcement agencies looked the other way
regarding cocaine smuggling by the Nicaraguan eorgbels and heroin trafficking by the
Afghan mujahedeen fighting the Soviets in Afghaamst

This history is not lost on Karzai and the bandithis regime. A recent article by the McClatchy
Newspapers noted that after U.S. militarists bldck&ediplomatic solution in Afghanistan — in
favor of Obama’s surge — Karzai was spared fromrigaio make meaningful reforms; he even
refused to send his drug-dealing brother, Ahmed Waizai, into a comfortable exile.

After eight years of U.S. military occupation andsmle by the corrupt Karzai regime, the

Afghans cooperating with this operation — the infants, interrogators, hit teams and corrupt
pols — understand the wrongheadedness of whatréhelging, but their prosperity and lives

depend on U.S. patronage.

As a result, the definition of “insurgent” gets slka to mean anyone who is not allied with the
Karzai regime or compliant with the U.S. occupation

| would like to close this article by quoting frodohn Cook, a U.S. military officer assigned to
the Phoenix Program in Vietnam. CIA officers gawstiuction to Phoenix advisers at the
Viethamese Central Intelligence School. Cook said:

“There were forty of us in the class, half Americhalf Vietnamese. The first day at the school
was devoted to lectures by American experts ininkargency business. Using a smooth, slick
delivery, they reviewed all the popular theoriea@@rning communist-ori-ented revolutions....

“Like so many machines programmed to per-form aigher level than necessary, they dealt
with platitudes and theories far above our dirtifdiwar. They spoke in impersonal tones about
what had to be done and how we should do it, ageifwere in the business of selling life
insurance, with a bonus going to the man who dwddiost policies.

“Those districts that were performing well with tlgpiota system were praised; the poor
per-formers were admonished. And it all fitted tbge nicely with all the charts and figures
they offered as support of their ideas."

Like many of his colleagues, Cook resented "théeptedus men in high position" who gave him
unattainable goals, then complained when he dideauth them.

Forty years later, the Obama administration is ekibg on the same bloody journey.

As he demonstrated in Oslo, Obama’s job is nowrésgrve the myth of America as altruistic
liberator. But the larger truth is that the “carfid®bama seeks to destroy in Afghanistan is more
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a projection of the dark side of the American pgytttan a real threat to U.S. national security or
to the safety of the American people.

Obama’s counterinsurgency is part of a dirty wanforld dominance.
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