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keith harmon snow.

Noam Chomsky:  The others, thank you. This one is interesting.  Douglas Pike, if he ever discovers….  There’s a secret, if he ever discovers, he’ll commit suicide if he’s still alive. It’s an interesting story.  He was the government scholar presumably, on intelligence in Vietnam. Back around the mid-sixties, I was on the MIT press board.  MIT was an open conduit for CIA and other publications.  It wasn’t very secret.  I was on the press board, sort of faculty, you know, you review proposals for books.  One book came along, which the editor presents, and says this one’s so obvious we don’t even need to talk about it, and he just went on, and I said well wait a minute, I want to look at it.  And it turned out it was a book by Douglas Pike called “Viet Cong,” and I was interested, so I said, do you have some recommendations for it, because you’re supposed to have recommendations, and he looked sort of embarrassed, and he said, “Well, we only have one recommendation, and the recommendation turned out to be from some ultra-right lunatic, who said you gotta publish this book right away, it’ll put an end to all their XXXXXX and what some leftie maniacs and so on are saying.  At that point, the fact was that we were waking up from being asleep, and even they agreed that we can’t publish a book on the basis of this.  So I said XXXXXXXXX send it to a reviewer, a real reviewer, and he asked who I would suggest, and I suggested George Cannes, who was the leading academic specialist on Southeast Asia, and he said no, he didn’t want to do that.  Finally he said, would you read it?  I said I would be glad to read it, but I’m not a specialist on this, and besides, I have strong opinions and I’m a XXXXXXXXXX reader.  So he said, well we don’t want to send it out, so you read it.  So I took it home, and I read it, and I came back, and I recommended it very strongly for publication, because it was so outrageous, I figured it would be a tremendous source of quotes for the antiwar movement, just to see what these guys are thinking, and on those grounds they published it, so that book is out there.  We’ve used it as a source of quotes ever since, especially from a government propaganda tract.

keith harmon snow:  What’s it called?

NC:  It’s called “Viet Cong”.  But he basically concedes in there, he says look, we’ve got a real problem in Vietnam, the only mass based political party in the whole country is the National Liberation Front.  If we were to allow any negotiations, it would be like— having our clients deal with them would be like a minnow being in a pool with a whale, and we obviously can’t do that.  We’ll have to destroy them by brute force, and then maybe we can have some kind of negotiations.  Anyhow, that’s how his book got published.  But if he finds that out he won’t be happy.

KHS:  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXx

NC:  …… as a propaganda tract, but for the other side.

khs:  I came across that book in a bookstore in XXXXXXXX and I’ve had it for ten years because I was trying to study the mechanisms of torture and repression.  I got really into it a few years ago, really looking at how the CIA or whoever works with Mobutu.

NC:  Did you find out much about Mobutu?

KHS:  There were special torture centers around Kinshasa…

NC:  That’s kind of timely now. You know Mobutu was the first foreign leader invited by George Bush number one, because he was such a great friend of theirs.  And those are the guys who are running the country right now, because he was their big hero, so anything that comes out about him would be of interest and quite timely.

KHS:  Do you know about David Gibbs’ book from the University of Arizona?  The Political Economy of Third World Interventions?

NC:  I know there is such a book.  Is it good?

KHS:  It’s amazing.  It looks at the foreign policy arena and says basically you guys are madmen.  The fact is it’s about corporations and interests competing for resources in the Congo, and he goes through how it’s all based on documents that have been released about the 1960’s.  So it looks at Maurice Templesman who, for instance, is right now on the board at the Harvard AIDS Institute, and he’s still completely associated with getting the diamonds out of Congo, and he sails off Martha’s Vineyard with the Clintons.  I mean, Amnesty International came to Umass recently and they gave a talk about what we need to do about stopping the diamond conflict, and I said, you’re based out of Boston, what you really need to do is go after Maurice Templesman, and they looked at me like I was from planet Zupthor.  I know you live on Pluto, so…  Such facts and information are just not accepted.  

Anyway, David Gibbs goes into quite a bit of detail about Mobutu and Zaire/Congo and its all the same players then as today.  Maurice Templesman, is totally in the power structure today, and Laurence Devlin (old CIA Africa hand), and the same people who put Mobutu in power back then.  It looks at the role of people like Adlai Stevenson, where did he line up with the corporate interests.  It’s a good book.  Another book, Genocide and Covert Operations, which was published in 1999, looks at some of the more recent stuff but the same players keep popping up.

NC:  Who wrote that one?

KHS:  Wayne Madsen.

NC:  Oh, that’s Madsen’s book.

KHS:  Yes, predominantly about Africa, but it covers the Clinton Administration’s role in Indonesia and Burma for example.  It talks about the same players that are associated with the Bush gang and the Clinton gang, who have these mining operations going on in Indonesia and Burma and the Congo.  

Anyway, you’re supposed to be the one who’s talking here.  

I mentioned this in an email, so I wanted to show you.  I found it in my grandfather’s study when he passed away, and I don’t have any opportunity to ask him what was he doing with it, but that’s where my family comes from.

NC:  Where are they from?

KHS:  Well, they founded Massachusetts.  My grandfather founded the historical societies in Williamsburg and Goshen, these little towns in Western Massachusetts.

NC:  So you’re right off the Mayflower.

KHS:  No, we were before the Mayflower.  My family likes to say we met the Mayflower.  

NC:  That’s interesting.

KHS:  Anyway, so how do we want to proceed?  I had an editor email me today and say, well we might be interested in an interview with Noam Chomsky, but it has to have a very spiritual angle, because it’s a spiritual magazine.  There’s a part of me that wants to leave you alone and let you have your time and relax instead of having to do another interview.

NC:  That’s okay. Let’s talk.

KHS:  So what is your spiritual perspective?  That’s not really where I’m going to go, but I’m going to ask a couple of questions about it.

NC:  It depends upon what you mean by it.  If you mean by it, some relationship to divinities, it’s zero.  If you mean by it, commitments, attitudes, concerns, then of course, like any other…XXXXXXXXXXX

KHS:  Have you ever felt like you were leading a movement of people that were going to rise up and somehow confront the power structure?

NC:  If I did, I would quickly abdicate.  I don’t want to be a leader, and I don’t want there to be other leaders around either.  They’re bad business.

KHS: Arundhati Roy has taken quite a shine to you, I guess.  

NC:  I think she’s great.

KHS:  Yes, she’s great, I met her in Delhi.  She’s amazing.  She wrote that essay, “The Loneliness of Noam Chomsky”.  It’s been pretty lonely for me, and I’m not even well known.  Like I said, I’m treated like I’m from another planet, because I’m trying to get to the XXXXXX about Africa.  How about you?

NC:  Well, she was being slightly ironic.  In fact, we were on a joint platform at Point Alegra last January, the two of us, and she read a couple of remarks from it, and we both made the obvious observation.  There were fifteen thousand people there and another twenty thousand trying to get in.  It’s loneliness in a very special sense.  It’s separation from doctrinally committed elite intellectuals, including the media and so on, but those are the ones you want to be separated from.  It’s not loneliness from the general population.  In fact, I probably spend an hour a night just turning down invitations I’d very much like to accept if I could.  There’s rarely a talk that has fewer than a couple of thousand people, everywhere, no matter where it is.  So there’s no loneliness.  She’s using the term loneliness in a rather ironic sense.

KHS:  This interview in the New Yorker, what did you think of it?

NC:  It was a vicious gossip column of the kind that they would produce to try to defame a hated political enemy.  It’s exactly what you would expect.

KHS:  It looks like they had an editor.  She spent some time with 

NC:  I can’t prevent people… I don’t refuse to let people follow me.  In fact, I have even interviewed some…

KHS:  She says in this one statement where she’s talking about how you were preoccupied for quite awhile with East Timor and getting it out into the public eye, and you compared the media treatment of that to XXXXXXXX.  She writes, “The press, Chomsky concluded, castigated American enemies while ignoring the misdeeds of American allies, imagining itself to be independent and critical, but actually functioned as a propaganda organ of the government.”

NC:  That’s virtually a quote.

KHS:  Yes, I would say that’s pretty much true of her and her article.

NC:  Yes, I think so.  But that’s true of the journal as well.

KHS:  It’s perceived to be progressive, the New Yorker.
NC:   It probably is.  It’s on the liberal side of the liberal/conservative spectrum.  But if you’ll notice, most of the things I write critical of the media and intellectuals are about the liberals.  They’re the most dangerous in my opinion.  Not without exception, but there’s a tendency for that spectrum of the narrow intellectual spectrum to be kind of guardians of how far you can go.  So you can go exactly as far as I do, but not one millimeter further.  That’s a very important part of any propaganda system.  So when conservatives write – there aren’t any conservatives, the people who call themselves conservatives – write about the liberal bias of the media, I don’t really disagree with them.  From their point of view, it’s a liberal bias.  And that’s a critical, crucially significant part of an effective doctrinal system.  If you want to have an effective doctrinal system, you don’t do it the way they do it in totalitarian states.  That doesn’t work.  It’s too obvious where the propaganda is coming from.  What you do is, if you’re intelligent about it, is create a narrow spectrum of permitted discussion, and make sure the boundaries are very tightly restricted.  And you permit, in fact encourage, criticism of power systems, as long as it remains within those bounds, but don’t permit it to go one millimeters beyond.  You can criticize, say, the Vietnam war, since you have this over here.  You can criticize it as being… beginning with, well, quote “the most left wing representative in the media, Anthony Lewis, to quote him, you were allowed to write in 1969 as he did, that the Vietnam war began with benign efforts to do good, or something like that, but ended up being a disaster which is too costly for us.  That’s 1969, a year and a half after the business world had turned against the war decisively.  Yes, that’s the role of the left wing critic in the New York Times, to say we began with wonderful objectives, highly benevolent, but it ended up costing us too much, so therefore it’s a disaster.  That kind of criticism is not only permitted, but it’s encouraged.  On the other hand, what wouldn’t be permitted, and would drive them to a frenzy if it was ever allowed to appear, is the truth…  That there were never any benign intentions or anything other than to conquer South Vietnam, and the war ended up and began as a disaster for the South Vietnamese, who we practically destroyed.  Finally, it ended up being costly enough for the United States that Anthony Lewis would criticize it, but that’s the kind of criticism you were getting about the Russian invasion of Afghanistan in Pravda.  So yes, that kind of criticism is not only tolerated but encouraged, but that’s the limit.  You don’t go beyond that.  And that is very substantially the role of what’s called the liberal critics.  And again, it’s not without exception, there are serious exceptions, and in fact, it’s not liberal or conservative.  There are very sensible criticisms from the other end of the narrow spectrum.  But pretty much, as a tendency, it’s correct.  

KHS:  You talk about the bounds of permitted discourse.  That’s why you’re considered to be from planet Neptune, because you don’t fall within the bounds, and that’s why you’re not tolerated.  They don’t invite you or tolerate you to be published in the mainstream media, so people believe, for instance again, that the Atlantic Monthly…  You’re saying, basically, that that falls within the spectrum of what’s allowed and tolerated.  If you open it up…  To me, this is how simple it is.  If you open it up, here’s this article “Supremacy by Stealth”.  I don’t know if you’ve seen it.  It’s pretty ugly, I think.  People read it.  These are progressive folks that I know.  They think this is great, it’s what you’ve got to be reading, it’s got a new level of discussion and they’re looking at the problems intelligently.  And I open it up and I find an ad for Lockheed-Martin on page 13.

NC:  More interesting is what you find in his article.  What you find in his article is jingoist fanaticism which is highly supportive of power and is kind of plagiarized from the most vulgar days of European imperialism, with a few names changed.  And yes, that’s presented as new thinking, the strategy for the new age, all the usual clichés.

KHS:  Of empire.

NC:  Of empire, yes.  I mean, a little reworked for a little different rhetoric, but very familiar.

KHS:  So it’s tolerated, it’s known that the people that publish the magazine know perfectly well that that’s serving elite interests.

NC:  Probably not.  They may see themselves as crusaders fighting for freedom and justice.

KHS:  A new vanguard of intelligence.

NC:  But there’s nothing surprising about that.  It’s been interesting to read, as you probably know, in recent years a lot of Russian archives have been released and are being pored over intensively in the West.  There’s a whole industry trying to read through the Russian archives and see if they can find some tidbits here and there which will justify US cold war policies, and it’s been pretty thin.  They haven’t found very much, but it’s interesting to read, and one of the interesting things to read is to see how close their internal discussion is to their external propaganda.  So we know the external propaganda.  We read Soviet propaganda and dismiss it as ludicrous.  On the other hand, when they’re talking to each other, they tend to talk the same way.  So you hear these thugs talking to each other about how we have to defend democracy, it’s the most important value, and we have to protect the people’s democracies of Eastern Europe from being undermined by fascists who are trying to destroy democracy, and democracy is the foundation for peace and we have to maintain it and so on.  They’re talking to each other.

KHS:  Are you talking about the current people in our system, or are you talking about…?

NC:  No, I’m talking about the worst monsters in the Stalinist period back in the 1940’s.  That’s the way they talk to each other, and they have no reason to disguise their feelings.  It’s a perfectly open internal discussion, and I’m sure that’s exactly what they felt.  The fact that it sounds exactly like Bush, Wolfowitz editorials in the newspaper today, that tells you something.  It tells you that yes, this is the standard rhetoric of people with power and their acolytes, and the rhetoric doesn’t tell you anything.  It doesn’t tell you anything when they say it, it doesn’t tell you anything when their counterparts here say it.  What you do is look at their practices and their commitments, and you dismiss the rhetoric, which doesn’t mean they don’t believe it.  Maybe they do believe it.  I suppose the, you know, Gromyko and the rest of them may have believed every word they were saying, just like the editors of the Atlantic Monthly.  Does that tell us anything?  It tells us nothing.  It carries no information.  That’s the way people develop belief systems to justify their own preferences and actions. 

KHS:  So is that true for the reporters who are doing the work?  Do they believe what they write?  I mean, they’ve been credentialed.  They’re allowed to write what they write because the system knows, or whoever, knows perfectly well they’re not going to say anything threatening.

NC:  The fact of the matter is, quite a number of the reporters are far more cynical about the media system than I am.  They know how far they can go, what they can’t say.  They try to sneak things in at moments of openings.  They understand the way the editorial process filters and controls.  That’s true of a sector of reporters.  In fact, close personal friends.  On the other hand, I suppose most reporters are like most intellectuals, namely, you reach that position because you have internalized beliefs which are supportive of institutional structures.  It doesn’t mean you’re being dishonest.  The CEO of a corporation may perfectly well believe that he’s devoting his life day and night to serving the people, giving them the best possible products at the cheapest cost and giving his workers the best imaginable conditions and he’s a self-sacrificing saint who is devoted totally to that.  A CEO may well believe that.  The fact of the matter is that what he’s doing is maximizing profits and market share in a completely pathological fashion, and he’s doing it because otherwise he wouldn’t be CEO, and in fact, the law requires it.  That’s what we see from the outside, when we look at it.  In fact, what’s happening, if you look at what’s in his mind, it’s very likely what I just described.   That’s why it’s not of very much interest to ask yourselves what’s inside the mind of a person who exercises power in one or another institution.  Usually, it’s a self-justifying system of beliefs, and there are very few people who are capable of saying, “I’m a savage monster and I’m doing it because it benefits me, and I don’t care what happens to anyone else.”  Humans aren’t like that.  There are people probably who are like that.  But I doubt if there are many.  If you ask a mafia don or a corporate executive or a political leader or a reporter or something, they will tend, by and large, to have internalized a system of justification for what they’re doing that.  And we know that from personal life.  How many of us going around saying,  I really was… did some rotten things, stole a toy from my little brother or something like that.  You don’t look at yourself that way, even if you know at some level that that’s what you did.  That’s what people are like.  If you’re interested in understanding the world, you don’t pay much attention to that.

KHS:  You’re talking about this pathological decision-making…

NC:  It is pathological.  

KHS:  Insanity

NC:  Take corporations:  they’re the dominant institutions in modern society, overwhelmingly.  They are designed by law to be pathological.  They are required to be pathological, in an almost technical sense.  About a century ago, corporations were created by the state to protect the wealthy and the powerful from the ravages of market forces, which can be very destructive, and this is one of the ways of protecting them.  They were granted the rights of persons, which is a major assault against classical liberalism.  Classical liberalism is based on the principle that rights adhere in human beings, the flesh and blood, not in totalitarian entities, which have the rights of persons.  A corporation is, of course, a totalitarian entity.  So that’s a major attack on the fundamentals of civil rights and human rights, but it went on from there.  They were granted the rights of pathological persons, and required to be pathological.  This came to the courts in a famous case in Dodge vs. Ford.  It was around the time of the First World War.  Henry Ford, a pretty awful person in many ways, didn’t entirely understand how the capitalist system works.  He wanted to raise wages and lower costs so he could sell cars cheaply to people and pay a decent wage to his workers.  That’s not the way the system works.  He was brought to court by two of his shareholders, the Dodge brothers.  They wanted to build their own motor company, which ended up being Dodge, Chrysler and the rest.  They accused Ford of robbing them by raising wages and carrying out actions that were reducing the value of their shares, namely by producing cars cheaply and raising wages.  They went off to the courts, and they won!  The courts determined that a corporation must be a pathological monster by law.  Its sole commitment is to maximize shareholder value.  You look at the rest of the legal system:  Corporations are permitted to act like decent persons, but only if it is pure hypocrisy.  If that corporation wants to give away free drugs to the poor, they’re allowed to do that if it’s for public relations purposes to maximize their profit and power.  In that case, it’s permissible.  So you’re allowed to be a pure hypocrite and do something that on the surface looks decent, although that’s not your purpose, but your legal requirement is to be pathological.  Furthermore, you’re committed to grow, to expand the power and profit.  Suppose we had a human being of flesh and blood who was somehow emotionally deformed or genetically programmed so that the only thing the person could do is to maximize his own power and wealth, independent of whatever suffering it caused to others, and he was allowed to pretend to do something decent, but only if it maximized his own power and wealth, and was dedicated to expanding so he could control more and more.  Well, we would lock that person up.  It’s too much of a danger to society, and we might send him to a mental institution and try to carry out therapy, but if he couldn’t overcome those characteristics, you’d lock him up.  It’s just too much of a danger, and we have designed a system in which these pathological persons are supposed to rule the system.  Furthermore, by now their rights go way beyond the person’s.  That’s pathological, and it doesn’t make the slightest bit of difference to that institutional structure what may be going on in the mind of a society, but the pathological human being can’t exist because nobody can be that crazy.  Such a person might perceive themselves as a benevolent saint who is doing everything for the benefit of the people around him.  Does that change the fact that he is what he is?  No.

KHS:  It sounds like a few of the people behind the Star Wars program, like Edward Teller.

NC:  I doubt it.  I don’t think there can be a human being of flesh and blood who approaches the institutional pathology of corporate entities, as required by law.  Here I am, agreeing entirely with Milton Friedman.  That’s why I say it’s not a matter of liberal or conservative.  Freidman is absolutely right.  He describes corporations this way, and he’s correct, and he’s got the law behind him.

KHS:  I often say to people in my lectures that the onus is on the corporation to prove that they’re not lying to you, at this point, and that…  People look at me like it’s unfair, and it’s even pathological, in a sense, for me to think that way.  But I see it quite differently.  You have to perceive that you’re being lied to by the propaganda, or you’ve got to filter through it.

NC:  Well, you’re being lied to?  I don’t know.  But you’re being deceived.  I mean, when you watch an ad on television, do you assume that someone’s telling the truth?  Does anybody?  No sane person assumes that they’re being told the truth.  You assume you’re being deceived.  That’s the point of the ad.

KHS:  Well, you talked about thought control in a democratic society.  How does it happen that so many people follow the system in such a way if they aren’t internalizing what the ad is telling them.

NC:  First of all, it’s not clear how much people are internalizing.  Most people are pretty cynical about institutions.  They don’t trust institutions.  They do assume that they’re being deceived most of the time.  Attitudes towards elections are very striking in this respect.  The majority of the population just doesn’t take them very seriously and thinks it’s nothing to do with them.

KHS:  USA Today.  I was going to show you this ad, talking about ads.  You’ve seen it perhaps, maybe you know about it:  the Jessica Lynch story.

NC:  Yes.  Well, I don’t know how many people believe that.  She herself said that it’s mostly fabrication, and they knew it was mostly fabrication before they made the program.  Maybe some people believe it, and maybe people watch it as an adventure show.

KHS:  But this is a Pentagon-released photograph, so what’s the connection between the military and the production of this advertisement in the ABC News.  Do you have any thoughts about that?

NC:  Well, you know the Pentagon itself has an enormous propaganda agency.  In the book that Edward Herman and I wrote on “Manufacturing Consent”, there’s a section which actually he wrote in which he went and detailed the level of propaganda, propaganda agencies that come straight out of the Pentagon, and that’s certainly true.  You expect the government to be dedicated to deceit and control and lying and so on.  Much more significant is the voluntary censorship by the intellectual community and the media as they subordinate themselves to this system.  You don’t have to.  You do expect governments to lie and deceive.  That’s what power systems are about, just as you expect advertisement to be deceptive.  The question is, do you subordinate yourself to it?   That’s a choice.

KHS:  You said some of the people in the media are very cynical about they’re doing and trying to slip things in.  Isn’t that subordinating yourself to it?  I refuse to work for an organization that’s not going to publish what I consider to be the real stuff.

NC:  Yes, choice.  I have close friend who I respect very much who try to work around the edges of the system, and see what they can get in and what they can’t get in.  Sometimes they quit, sometimes they’re fired, sometimes they stay.  I think there are all reasonable choices.  I don’t criticize them.

KHS:  I tried to get in in Tokyo, through Newsweek, and figured out really quickly that they weren’t going to publish the story.  They wanted me to continue to investigate, and then they paid me for it, but then they didn’t publish it.

NC:  Newsweek and Time, if anybody does a study, they will discover that their reporters are among the most frustrated journalists in the profession, and there’s a reason for that.  In fact, I’ve heard it from a number of them.  In fact, you can see it if you look at the way the journals work.  When you read a story in Newsweek, there’s a story, and then at the bottom it says that this was carried out with the help of X, Y and Z.  Well, what that means is that X, Y and Z wrote the story and sent it in to the Newsweek offices, and they reworked the story to come out the way they want from the point of view of their editorial line, which may be the opposite of what the reporter said.  They wrote the story, and then they put on the bottom, “with the help of” the people who actually did it.  That’s one reason why some journalists, talking about personal friends, left these journals and went to work for television, because if you’re a television reporter, you may get…  You know, you’re the ABC correspondent in Beirut or something.  You may get a minute, but it’s your minute.  You send it in half an hour before the program, and they can use it or can it, but they can’t change it.  When you write an article for Newsweek, you don’t know what’s going to come out.  For professionals who have some integrity, that’s very frustrating.

KHS:  You mention that the Pentagon, that you and Edward Herman did this study about the Pentagon’s information agencies.  It seems like a lot of people believe after the Church Committee hearings, the Pentagon stopped producing propaganda, the connections to the media were basically displaced, and torture and the other instruments of state-perpetrated terror were eliminated or stopped.  What’s the reality?

LC:  The reality is that was one of those openings.  The Church Committee hearings were very important.  The most important of the Church Committee hearings are the ones in which they looked into multinational corporations.  Congress has subpoena power.  Corporations are effectively totalitarian institutions.  Congress does have the right to penetrate that unaccountability.  They can subpoena their records.  They almost never do it, because corporate is much too great, but the Church Committee did, and they ran a series of important studies on multinational corporations, which is one of our main sources of information on things like how the energy corporations work and son.  It’s very rarely cited, bit I quoted it, and that was extremely important, and some of their other work was too – the study of US terror, etc.  The same is true of the Pike Committee, a House committee about the same time, which did a serious investigations of US terror and subversive operations, which I think was never published except for the Village Voice.  They released a lot of important information, and that led to some modification of the way in which the propaganda system operates, but no fundamental one, and we know that perfectly well.  For example, the Reagan administration set up an office of public diplomacy which was carrying out functions like what they called “Operation Truth”, which was a massive propaganda campaign.  It was declared illegal by Congress finally, and they technically had to cancel it.  It was actually revealed by some very good reporters, Alphonse Chardi of the Miami Herald was the first, and a couple of other reporters revealed some, and finally it leaked through and was cancelled by Congress.  Otto Reich, who was the head of it, essentially was charged with running an illegal operation, is now a high official of the current administration, naturally.  But one of the high officials quoted in it was very candid.  He said, “This is the kind of operation that you carry out in enemy territory,” and that’s correct:  They regard the population as an enemy – the domestic population.  It was aimed at the United States.  The population is the enemy.  You have to control them.  You have to control them by propaganda, deceit.  This was a few years after the Church Committee.  It’s all public.  Did they change anything?   Here’s your answer.  And of course, nothing much else changed either.  They’re just new techniques of control.  For example, “embedding” reporters is outlandish.  It’s a new technique of control.

KHS:  Torture and assassinations?

LC:  They continue, all the time.  

KHS:  All over the place?

LC:  All over the place.  Just take a look at Amnesty International’s records.  Out of one side of their mouth, the administration talks about their love of democracy and freedom.  Out of their other side, the side that matters, it talks about acts.  Supporting some of the murders, and some of the most brutal states in the world -- Uzbekistan, for example.  Is Karamov any different from Saddam Hussein?  Not fundamentally.  Omar Bango in Equatorial Guinea.  They love him.  You know he was just invited to the White House.  He’s one of the worst killers and murderers, but he happens to sit on a big oil well, so fine, if he wants to torture, that’s his business, and so on, throughout the world.  If you can think of anything that’s changed, I’d be interested in seeing it.

KHS:  Obiyan actually just signed the Congo Basin Forest Initiative, that he described, which Colin Powell went over there to orchestrate, and that’s in National Geographic.  There’s this program to save these little national parks, thirteen of them, and Omar Bango signed it, and so did Paul Kigami and Usebanni.  Dos Santos certainly, and the guy from Central African Republic and Congo Brazaville, but if you look behind it’s the American timber industry.  They’re just creating little islands of biodiversity so that they can go after all the rest with the oil companies and National Geographic makes Bongo out to be a hero, but two thousand students were massacred about the same time as Tieneman Square.  I mentioned that to you.

LC:  And Obiyan was invited to the White House with great pomp and ceremony, returned to Equatorial Guinea and actually had a free election, in which he only won 98% of the vote, which proves it was free.  These are the people who are orating about their love of democracy and being worshipped by the correspondents in the media like David Ignatius in the Washington Post because they’re grand visionaries calling for democracy.  Yeah, that’s the way highly obedient subordinated intellectuals are supposed to respond to systems of power.  There’s nothing new about it, it goes way back.  We regard it with utter contempt when we see it in the case of enemies.  We praise it when we do it ourselves.  There’s nothing we can do about that, either.  

KHS:  When we do it ourselves, or with corporate client states.

LC:  Yes, corporate client states.

KHS:  If all that stuff has continued, there’s continuity since the seventies and eighties, it’s just gone underground more in some sense, hasn’t it?

LC:  It’s so close to the surface, I don’t…

KHS:  What about black programs?  Didn’t stuff go into black programs that otherwise was more open, after the Church Committee hearings?  For instance, you’re old enough to remember cloud seeding.  What do you think happened to that stuff?  In 1956, they told Eisenhower, this is going to be more important than the atom bomb.

LC:  I don’t think it’s hidden.  So for example, just two days ago in the London Financial Times – I didn’t see it reported here (that the best international business paper) – there was a report of a conference underway, I think in Kenya, if I’m not mistaken, reaffirming and extending the Montreal Convention on protection of the ozone layer – one of the few conventions that’s actually had some effect, and there was a big problem, because the Bush administration was trying to block efforts to ban methyl bromide.  Methyl bromide is an extremely dangerous toxic agent that harms not only the environment but is very harmful to human beings.  On the other hand, it’s very good for agribusiness.  They can use it to kill pests in the ground and so on, and it is destructive to the ozone layer, and the European Union and others were trying to enforce a ban on its use and the Bush administration intervened to prevent it.  Is that any different?

KSH:  I guess I was talking more specifically about…

LC:  That’s not a black program.  It’s an open program.

KHS:  Right.  I was talking more specifically about weather as a weapon.  That may be going on, it may not be.  Actually, there’s much more important things goinn on than control of weather, and they’re perfectly open.  So if you take a look at the website for the Space Command, they describe quite frankly programs which are very likely to destroy the human species, in the short term.  They’re talking about their program…Right after the national security strategy was announced in September 2002, causing a furor all over the world, including the foreign policy elite here.  Two months later, the Space Command announced its quadrennial program or something, some program for the next few years, in which they said we must move from what they called “control of space” to “ownership of space”.  Ownership means a guarantee that no one will ever challenge our total control of space.  That’s the national security strategy, and we need it, because we want to put up a space platform which can be used for offensive military weapons of high destructive capacity, probably including nuclear weapons, that can be used to carry out instantaneous unwarned military attacks on any place in the world.  The world will be under very tight surveillance with hypersonic drones so we’ll know who’s crossing the street in Baghdad or something, and sitting in a Colorado command post you can destroy anything you feel like.  So what’s going to happen to that?  Are others just going to sit there and say “thank you”.  No, they’re going to try to counter it.  They’re already trying to counter.  There are lots of ways to counter it, one of them being terror, another being a huge buildup of military forces.  This is a prescription for suicide.  That’s open, not black.

KHS:  Yes, I agree.

LC:  I’ve got to go.   One more question.

KHS:  Thank you….

