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"Now in the first year of Cyrus king of Persia, that the word of the
LLORD by the mouth of Jeremiah might be accomplished, the L. ORD
stirved up the spirit of Cyrus king of Persia so that he made a proclamation
throughont all his kingdom and also put it in writing: Thus says Cyrus
king of Persia, "The LORD, the God of heaven, has given me all the
kingdoms of the earth, and he has charged me to build him a house at
Jerusalens, which is in Judah. Whoever is among you of all his people, may
the LORD his God be with him. 1.et him go up.""

2 Chronicles 36:22 (Revised Standard 1 ersion)



INTRODUCTION

Iran, the last remnant of the ancient Persian Empire, and its
People, are presently threated by an undeclared war waged by
the greatest superpower in history—the United States of
America.

Rather than attack, or to allow Israel to attack, the United
States should immediately reestablish diplomatic relations with
Iran, negotiate unconditionally and ensure the protection of
Iran from armed attack by Israel or any other nation.

The U.S. should adopt a comprehensive policy that seeks to
avoid the expansion of nuclear weapons to Iran and all other
nations. The goal of the policy should be the elimination of all
nuclear weapons by every nation, including Israel, within ten
years.

Resolution of the existing crisis requires a clear
understanding of the history of the Iranian people and the steps
and missteps that have led to the crisis.

A BRIEF YET ESSENTIAL HISTORY

The ancient Greek name for Iran was Persis, which was
usually spoken with fear — for good reason. At the beginning of
the Fifth Century BC, the Persian Empire under Darius the
Great was the most threatening force on Earth and was poised
to conquer the democratic city states of Greece and, perhaps,
the embryonic Roman republic beyond.

Darius was a cousin of Cyrus the Great, who had earlier, in
539 BC, freed the Tribes of Israel from captivity in Babylon and
paid for the rebuilding of their Second Temple in Jerusalem.

But for a series of unfortunate events (for the Persians),
modern study of the classics would be concentrated on the
Persian language, history, and literature, rather than upon Greek
and Latin.

In 499 BC, the Persian Empire extended from India in the
east to Asia Minor and Egypt in the west (including the area of
present-day Israel). After Athens aided some of the Greek
Tonian cities to revolt, Darius crushed the rebellion and became
determined to subject all the Greek city states to his rule.



Darius dispatched 600 ships across the Hellespont in 492
BC; however, half were destroyed in a sudden storm. Two years
later, he landed on the plain of Marathon near Athens. In a
brilliant maneuver, the outnumbered Athenians fell back in the
center allowing their stronger wings to tightly surround the
Persians, depriving them of the use of their bows and arrows.
0,400 Persians fell to the long Greek spears, while only 192
Greeks died.

Following the assassination of Darius in 480 BC, his son
King Xerxes attacked the Greeks, and he sacked Athens and
burned the Acropolis. It appeared that the war was won, since
Xerxes’ navy outnumbered the Athenian ships three to one and
had them contained between the island of Salamis and the coast
of Attica. In yet another brilliant maneuver, the Persians were
lured into the narrow straits by a false report that the Greeks
were retreating. The lighter Greek ships rammed the heavier
and clumsy Persian ships, sinking more than 200 and capturing
others.

The power of the Persian Empire was broken. It was
ultimately conquered by Alexander the Great in a series of
battles commencing in 334 BC ushering in the Hellenistic Age,
tollowed in time by the Christian Byzantine Empire. Remnants
of Persian power continued under the Susanids, who lost a

series of battles with Byzantine in the early Seventh Century
AD.

Islam. Following the death of Muhammad on June 8, 632,
a dispute over succession left the Caliphs (deputies of the
Prophet) in control of the political and military authority of
Islam. They were opposed by those who believed in the tribal
tradition known as Ridda in which the contract of allegiance was
terminated by the death of Muhammad.

Following consolidation under the Caliphs, the Arab armies
defeated the Byzantines in July 636. The Persian army was
defeated the following year, and the entire area of Iraq was
occupied; however, resistance continued on the Persian plateau
of Iran for many years.

The dispute over succession continued. In 656, the Caliph
Uthman was murdered by Egyptian mutineers in Medina, and
for the first time a descendant of Muhammad, Ali, was
appointed Caliph. An internal war within Islam ensued;
however, Ali was betrayed and assassinated by a supporter, and
a non-descendant again became Caliph.
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Ali’s son, Hussein and 72 believers were slaughtered in 680
at Karbala (in modern Iraq) to prevent his challenging the
caliphate; however, Hussein’s son, Ali, survived. Followers
continue to commemorate the killing of Imam Hussein each
year in March by a period of mourning and pilgrimages to
Karbala.

The traditional, or Sunni, branch became the dominate
force in Islam; however, most Muslims in southern Iraq
remained true to Ali and established the Shiite branch of Islam.
They expect the imminent return of the “Mahdi,” the "hidden"
or "twelfth" imam, who will save the wotld in the end of days.

Mongols. With the invasion of Genghis Khan’s Mongolian
army in 1219, all that remained of ancient Persia was destroyed,
along with its irrigation works. There was a brief economic
revival in the later part of the century; however, it was not until
the rule of Tamerlane in 1381 that Persia was united into the
area of modern Iran.

Tamerlane sponsored poetry and architecture and included
Iranians in his administration. His empire disintegrated
following his death and the area was ruled by various Mongol
tribes including the Uzbeks and Tukomans.

Safavids. Commencing in 1501, the Safavid dynasty
established the first native Iranian rule in almost 1,000 years.
Tracing their descent from one of Shia Islam’s Imams, the
Safavids established Iran as a geographic entity under the
leadership of a “Shah.” They declared Shiite Islam as the state
religion and used force and proselytization to convert most
Muslims in Iran to their beliefs. Iran became a theocracy in
which the Shah exercised both religious and governing
authority.

The Safavids were confronted with border challenges from
the Uzbeks in the north and in the west from invasion by the
Sunni Ottomans, who had secured control over southern Iraq.
In the early 17th Century, Iran managed to defeat the Uzbeks
and the Ottomans, extending its borders to include Iraq,
Georgia and Bahrain.

Although there were some reverses, the Safavid Empire
ultimately included Armenia, the Iranian coast on the Caspian
Sea and control over Afghanistan. In 1739, a military campaign
against India resulted in the pillage of Delhi. The Safavids
established commercial ties with English, Dutch and other

8



Western traders to export fine silks, carpets, porcelain, and
other artistic products.

In the early 19th Century, Iran lost two wars with Russia
and had to give up much of its Caucasus and Central Asia
territory. Iran turned to England for protection against Russia
and paid the price by having to surrender its claim to
Afghanistan.

Although England pushed Iran into making some
economic concessions and government reforms, corruption and
disorder ultimately resulted in the establishment of a
constitutional monarchy in 1906, with an elected parliament.

After an attempt to bomb the parliament and arrest the
deputies, the Shah went into exile, and England and Russia
divided Iran into spheres of influence in 1907. Thereafter,
England and Russia prevented Iran from developing basic
industry and technology, such as railroads, in order to protect
their expanding frontiers.

THE PAHLAVI DYNASTY

Iran sought to avoid involvement in World War I by
declaring its neutrality; however, it quickly became a
battleground for German, English, Russian and Turkish
interests.

Following the end of the war and the Russian revolution,
England attempted to impose a de facto protectorate over Iran
with the Anglo-Persian Agreement of 1919. The Iranian
parliament, however, refused to ratify the agreement.

In 1921, Reza Shah Pahlavi (born Reza Khan), a Russian-
trained Iranian military officer, seized power in Tehran. Fearing
a Russian Bolshevik takeover, England assisted in the coup.
Reza Shah Pahlavi was crowned as the new Shah in 1925.

The new Shah took effective control of the country by
relying on young European-trained administrators and military
officers. He instituted the draft, created a modern army, and
brought the independent tribes under government authority.

Reza Shah established an extensive system of public schools
and universities, expanded the economy, and corralled the
power of the Shiite imams by establishing secular law and



courts. He opened schools and employment to women and

abolished the veil.

To accomplish these goals, he reduced the role of
parliament and increased the power of the bureaucracy. Taxes

were increased, the Shah became wealthy, and the poor
suffered.

Reza Shah ended the economic favoritism of England,
including its oil concession, and increasingly viewed the Soviet
Union with suspicion. German commercial enterprise was
encouraged, and Germany became Iran’s largest trading partner.

Iran again declared its neutrality in World War II; however,
England and the Soviet Union simultaneously invaded on
August 26, 1941 and each carved out spheres of interest. The
two countries agreed to remove their troops within six months

of the War’s end.

The Shah abdicated in favor of his son, Mohammad Reza
Shah Pahlavi, who signed an agreement with England and the
Soviet Union to provide nonmilitary assistance and to allow the
shipment of war supplies across its borders.

Iran declared war on Germany in 1943 and became a
founding member of the United Nations.

At the end of the war, the Soviet Union carved out two
autonomous republics in northern Iran. Soviet troops remained
in Iran and prevented government forces from restoring
control, even as English and American troops evacuated as

agreed.

As a result of American and English pressure, the Soviet
Union finally evacuated, and in 1947, the United States and Iran
signed military agreements. The parties agreed to a "Mutual
Defense Assistance Agreement" on May 23, 1950, which
agreement is still in effect according to the list of "Treaties in
Force" maintained by the U.S. State Department.

Following the war, Iran began to develop its agriculture and
manufacturing resources and increasingly looked to the sale of
its oil reserves for finance. In 1951, the Iranian parliament voted
to nationalize the oil industry and England imposed an embargo
on the purchase of Iranian oil in retaliation.

The United States and Iran signed a Treaty of "Amity,
Economic Relations, and Consular Rights" on August 15, 1955,
which was ratified by the U.S. Senate and promulgated by
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President Eisenhower in 1957. The treaty proclaims: "There
shall be firm and enduring peace and sincere friendship between
the United State of America and Iran."

Friction arose between the Shah and his popular and
nationalistic prime minister, Mohammed Mossadeq, who
demanded more control over the government. Urged on by
British intelligence, the CIA arranged strategic bombings and
political harassments of religious leaders leading to the
overthrow of Mossadeq.

The Shah’s plans for internal development paid for by oil
revenues resulted in economic inflation and widespread
discontent; however, a series of prime ministers and renewed
development plans failed to satisfy the needs of the people.

In 1963, a national referendum approved the Shah’s “White
Revolution,” which nationalized forests and pastures, imposed
profit sharing in private enterprise, the establishment of a
Literacy Corps, women voting, and increased political
opposition.

Clerical leaders, however, including Ayatollah Khomeini,
opposed land reform and female suffrage, and his arrest sparked
violent riots. Protests to the passage of a law granting
diplomatic immunity to U.S. military personnel, and their staff
and families, resulted in the exile of Khomeini. The prime
minister was assassinated by members of a radical Islamic group
associated with Khomeini.

The Shah appointed Amir Hoveyda as prime minister, who
presided over a 12-year period of economic growth and political
stability. He revised the tax law, created a new civil service code
and appointed highly qualified civil administrators. Hoveyda
created a new Ministry of Higher Education and greatly
increased the number of colleges and universities.

The Shah improved relations with the Soviet Union and the
surrounding countries. With the support of the Nixon
Administration, the Shah used oil revenues to vastly improve
his military to police the Persian Gulf. President Nixon allowed
Iran to purchase any conventional weapon in the United States
arsenal.

Commencing in 1957, Iran signed a series of agreements
with the United States to provide uranium and technical
assistance in the development of an Iranian nuclear power
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program, and in 1967 Iran received both weapons grade
uranium and plutonium.

Iran signed the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty on the
first day it was opened for signature on July 1, 1968. Scientists
were trained in the United States, and Iranians developed the
ability to extract plutonium from spent uranium fuel using
chemicals.

In 1975, the United States and Iran signed an agreement in
which the U.S. was to build eight nuclear power plants and to
provide the fuel. It was subsequently agreed that Iran would be
permitted to reprocess the spent fuels into plutonium and to
invest in the U.S. enrichment facilities. Iran also signed
contracts with France and Germany for the construction of
nuclear power plants, as the Shah was planning to construct as

many as 23 plants by 1994.

Although political parties had been allowed to develop, the
Shah relied upon his secret police, SAVAK, to dampen political
opposition. The secular Iran Freedom Movement joined with
moderate clerics in using Islam for political mobilization.

Ayatollah Khomeini went further in writing that a
monarchy was abhorrent to Islam. He proposed a theocracy in
which the leadership belonged to the Islamic jurists. More and
more younger Iranians joined underground groups committed
to violent revolution.

The military buildup and ambitious development programs
began to cause severe economic and social disruption, and by
the mid-to-late 70s there was growing public disorder. In an
attempt to quell dissent, the government nationalized private
schools and committed to providing free secondary education
and health care.

The presence of large numbers of foreigners, primarily
Americans involved in military training and advice, combined
with the Westernization of society led many to believe that the
Shah’s programs were threatening Islam and causing a
deterioration in Iranian cultural values.

After the Shah established a one-party state in 1975,
concern over the suppression of basic freedoms attracted
international  attention, including that of the Carter
Administration, which brought pressure.
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The Shah began to release political prisoners and appointed
a new prime minister, who quickly became unpopular, as he
attempted to slow down the economy. After the government
planted a newspaper article accusing Khomeini of being an
English spy, widespread riots swept the country led by religious
leaders.

The Shah replaced the prime minister and attempted to
conciliate the clerics; however, the riots continued to grow until
the Shah imposed martial law in Tehran and other cities in
1978, and Khomeini was exiled to France. The strikes and riots
continued, and Khomeini called for the removal of the Shah
and the establishment of a democratic and Islamic government.

The Shah again replaced the prime minister, this time with
the commander of the Imperial Guard. He promised to correct
past mistakes, released political prisoners, and arrested many
former leaders and government officers.

THE ISLAMIC REVOLUTION

Strikes continued across the country virtually shutting down
the government, and the leader of the National Front, Shapour
Bakhtiar, agreed to form a new government if the Shah left the
country.

On January 16, 1979, the Shah left on a “holiday” from
which he never returned. Bakhtiar released political prisoners,
moved to disband SAVAK, lifted press restrictions and
promised free elections; however, Ayatollah Khomeini
denounced Bakhtiar’s administration as being illegal and strikes
continued.

Khomeini returned to Iran on January 26, 1979 and
established an alternative provisional government with power
shared between revolutionary committees and religious
authorities.

With the encouragement of the United States, the military
ceased all movement against the revolution and pledged its
suppott.

Ayatollah Khomeini became the “Supreme Leader” of Iran;
however, there was no central government. Semi-independent
revolutionary committees were formed in the towns and cities
and various religious clerics formed competing political parties.
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Revolutionary courts condemned hundreds to death, including
Hoveyda who had presided over 12 years of progress.

The interim government failed, a cleric was appointed to
head the Revolutionary Council which supervised the various
revolutionary committees, and Khomeini authorized formation
of an Islamic Revolutionary Guard force.

Resistance against the revolutionary government came from
the Khuzestan, Turkoman and Kurdish indigenous tribal areas,
and Khomeini deployed the army in putting down the
resistance.

The religious clerics began to deploy armed groups of
Hezbollah (partisans of the party of God) against moderate and
secular political opponents.

The Revolutionary Council nationalized and appropriated
much of the private sector, including insurance companies,
major industries, banks, and urban land.

A national referendum approved a new government in
which the only choice was an Islamic Republic, which was
established on April 1, 1979.

A new constitution replaced the monarchy with a president;
however, it ensured religious control of the government. The
constitution was approved by another national referendum.

Khomeini’s appointed prime minister met with President
Carter’s national security advisor, Zbigniew Brzezinski, in
November; however, with the admission of the seriously ill
Shah into the United States for medical treatment, all hope of
restoring friendly relations with the United States dissolved.

On November 4, 1979, as thousands marched in Tehran
demanding the Shah’s extradition, students occupied the United
States embassy and detained the diplomats and employees.

President Carter authorized Brzezinski to use Jordan’s King
Hussein as an intermediary to encourage Saddam Hussein to
invade Iran in response to a purported call for assistance from
rebelling officers of the Iranian army; however, Khomeini was
informed of the conspiracy by the Russians and the officers
were arrested.

Authorized by the United States, Saddam invaded Iran on
September 22, 1980, claiming that Iran had attempted to
assassinate his foreign minister.
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Carter’s failure to end the student occupation contributed
to his defeat by Ronald Reagan during the 1980 election.
However, acting behind Carter’s back, vice presidential
candidate George H. W. Bush secretly agreed with Iranian
agents to delay the release of the hostages until after the election
when Bush and Reagan were sworn into office. In return,
Reagan agreed to pay $52 million, unfroze Iranian bank
accounts and allowed Iran to secretly obtain U.S. military
supplies through Israel.

Ayatollah Khomeini brought a new vision to his concept of
a radical Islamist government, in that the vitality of the Iranian
revolution was to be exported beyond the borders of Iran as an
extension of God's plan. Thus, seeds were planted for growing
problems Iran was to have with its neighbors and other nations,
including Western Europe and the United States, that came to
be characterized as the Great Satan.

Looking to the west, Iran saw the majority Shia population
of Iraq as a fertile field for planting its version of radical
Islamism and began to diligently till the soil using the tools of
subversion and propaganda.

THE IRAN—IRAQ WAR

Fears of a Shia insurgency, a long-simmering border dispute
and a desire to replace Iran as the dominate nation in the
Persian Gulf influenced Saddam Hussein to launch his invasion
of Iran on September 22, 1980.

Saddam started the war believing the Sunnis of Iran would
join with his forces; however, in a display of nationalistic fervor,
most of the Iranian Sunnis fought against Iraq.

Although Iraq possessed superior military equipment, Iran
sent thousands of volunteers to the front to stop the invasion
and ultimately to push the Iraqi army back across the border.

By 1982, the war had been won by Iran; however, it
formally dragged on for six more years due to Iran’s insistence
upon the elimination of Saddam and the destruction of his
Baathist government, and by Khomeini's desire to consolidate
the Iranian Islamic revolution.

Iraq repeatedly bombed Iranian cities and attacked civilian
passenger trains and aircraft. Iran retaliated by launching
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missiles against Baghdad. Iraq deployed chemical weapons,
some of which had been supplied by the United States, against
Iranian forces, and in 1987 against the city of Sardacht. Despite
these violations of the Geneva Protocol, the Reagan
administration provided intelligence used by Iraq to calibrate its
attacks.

More than 100,000 Iranians died because of Iraq’s use of
chemical weapons. The United States also secretly allowed other
countries to transfer United States heavy weapons to Iraq in
violation of the Arms Export Control Act, and in December
1983, Donald Rumsfeld met with Saddam Hussein to reassure
him of U.S. friendship and materials support.

Both Iran and Iraq began to attack oil tankers in the Persian
Gulf, including those of neutral nations. More than 500
commercial vessels were damaged in what became known as the
“Tanker War,” with Iran directing most of the attacks against
Kuwaiti vessels. Many of these tankers were reflagged as
American ships, including those calling on Iraqi ports, and the
U.S. Navy began to provide protection.

In 1982, Reagan made a finding that the United States
“could not afford to allow Iraq to lose the war” and that he
would do “whatever was necessary and legal” to prevent the
loss.

All sales of weapons and any other assistance to Iran was
prohibited in 1984, and the U.S. opposed the making of any
loans to Iran. In 1987, President Reagan prohibited by executive
order the importation or exportation of any goods or services to
or from Iran.

After one of its frigates was damaged by an Iranian mine
and a tanker was stuck by an Iranian Silkworm missile, the U.S.
retaliated by destroying two Iranian ships and by attacking
Iranian oil platforms.

On July 3, 1988, the U.S. Navy shot down a civilian Iranian
airliner killing all 290 people on board, including 66 children.

Iran finally agreed to a ceasefire on August 20, 1988. More
than 500,000 soldiers and civilians on both sides died in the
conflict and untold thousands suffered grievous injuries.

Shortly after the ceasefire, Khomeini ordered the secret
execution of at least 5,000 and as many as 30,000 political
prisoners being held in Iranian jails.
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Khomeini died in 1989 and was replaced by Ayatollah Ali
Khamenei, who had served as the president of Iraq.

The de facto Commander-in-Chief of the Iranian military,
Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani was elected president in 1989 and
served until 1997. A pragmatist, Rafsanjani sought to achieve a
regional security agreement by which the Persian Gulf would be
stabilized and protected by the nations that surrounded it.

Rafsanjani worked for greater economic and security
cooperation and tempered the Islamic revolutionary rhetoric.
Iran continued to use terror in support of its foreign policy,
however, such as the overseas assassination of dissidents. This
policy interfered with the ability of Iran to improve its relations
with other nations, and most European nations withdrew their
envoys from Iran.

THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION

In early 1996, Speaker of the U.S. House of
Representatives, Newt Gingrich publicly demanded the
overthrow of the Iranian government, and the CIA established
an $18 million program to accomplish that objective.

After Iran responded with its own intelligence effort and
likely arranged for the bombing which killed 19 American Air
Force personnel in Khobar, Saudi Arabia in June 1996, the
Clinton administration considered bombing Iran; however, the
Pentagon concluded there were no successful options. Instead,
President Clinton secretly warned Iran and took effective covert
action against its intelligence operatives.

The Iranian intelligence offensive ended, and a moderate
president, Mohammad Khatami was elected in 1997. He wanted
to make the Islamic leadership more accountable to the people,
and his election created tensions between his reform
government and the conservative clergy.

Khatami wanted to end the isolation of Iran and to
reintegrate it into the society of nations. He ended the use of
overseas terror against dissidents and ceased supporting
opposition forces in other Persian Gulf nations.

Khatami was reelected in 2001; however, his reforms were
blocked by the religious authorities. Liberal candidates were
disqualified for election and newspapers were banned. An
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ultraconservative veteran who had fought in the Iran—Iraq War,
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, was elected president in 2005.

As president, Ahmadinejad has limited powers. The
government places the “Supreme Leader of the Revolution in
control of foreign policy, and a “Council of Guardians,”
consisting of six clerics and six judges has a veto over any
secular law that violates Islamic Law.

A 31-member “Expediency Council” advises the Leader on
national policy and mediates disputes between the Guardians
and the elected Parliament, which has the freedom to debate
government policy.

The president’s influence was reduced even further in the
December 2006 local elections in which voters overwhelmingly
chose reform candidates over those supported by Ahmadinejad.

As a signatory to the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty in
1968, Iran is entitled to develop nuclear power for peaceful
purposes; however, it renounced its right to develop nuclear
weapons and agreed to inspections by the International Atomic
Energy Agency IAEA).

Iran began to operate a nuclear research reactor provided
by the United States in 1967, and in 1974, the Shah stated that
Iran had “no intention of acquiring nuclear weapons, but if
small states [such as Israel] began building them, then Iran
might have to reconsider its policy.”

Construction also went forward on two nuclear power
stations by a German company and both were more than half
completed in 1979 when, following the revolution, a decision
was made to terminate the nuclear power program. During the
war, Iraq bombed both locations repeatedly destroying the core
areas.

Following the war, Iran decided to complete the reactors;
however, under pressure from the United States, Germany
refused to complete the project or even to ship the equipment
that had been paid for. Subsequently, a consortium of
companies from Argentina, Germany and Spain proposed to
complete one of the reactors; however, the United States once
again blocked the agreement.

In 1990 and 1995, Russia signed agreements to complete
the reactor and to construct two additional nuclear power
stations. Russia also agreed to discuss construction of a gas
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centrifuge uranium enrichment facility in Iran, and China began
to provide uranium hexafluoride gas which is used for enriching
uranium. All of this was done under IAEA safeguards.

The Clinton administration tried to convince Russia to back
out of the agreement, and when it refused, fears were raised that
the plutonium residue could be used for nuclear weapons. Iran
and Russia were, however, also negotiating for the storage of
the nuclear waste in Siberia. Nonetheless, under pressure from
Israel, the U.S. began to allege that, even if the nuclear power
plants could not be used to produce nuclear materials, they
would result in trained engineers and scientists who could help
develop nuclear weapons in the future.

Parallel to these efforts, which were done openly, Iran also
began a secret program in 1985 to enrich uranium, relying upon
plans for the construction of centrifuges obtained on the black
market from Dr. Abdul Khan, the developer of Pakistan’s
nuclear weapons. The program was exposed in 2002 when it
was revealed that Iran was converting yellowcake to uranium
gas at a facility in Isfahan and was constructing a uranium
enrichment plant at Natanz.

THE BUSH ADMINISTRATION

Threats. Commencing in October 2003, Iran allowed
inspectors from IAEA to inspect the enrichment project,
including Natanz and dozens of other atomic sites. Inspectors
were even allowed to wvisit military sites and to take
environmental samples.

No unusual activities were observed and the detection of
traces of highly enriched wuranium contamination were
satisfactorily explained to the IAEA, which concluded they were
of foreign origin. Moreover, the IAEA could find no evidence
of an Iranian nuclear weapons program.

In February 2006, following threats of sanctions and
pressure from the United States and Europe to curtail its
program, Iran drastically reduced access of inspectors to Natanz
and dozens of other atomic sites to the minimum required by its
agreements and refused to answer questions.

Pressured by the United States, the United Nations Security
Council voted in December 2006 that Iran should suspend “all
enrichment-related and reprocessing activities, including
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research and development; and work on all heavy-water related
projects, including the construction of a research reactor
moderated by heavy water.”

The Security Council decided that “all States should prevent
the supply, sale or transfer for the use by or benefit of Iran, of
related equipment and technology.” In addition, certain funds
associated with or providing support for Iran’s proliferation
sensitive nuclear activities or the development of nuclear
weapon delivery systems were ordered frozen.

Iran made repeated proposals to resolve the issues
including: allowing intrusive inspections; allowing continuous
on-site presence of inspectors at conversion and enrichment
facilities; introducing legislation to permanently ban the
development, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons; refraining
from reprocessing or producing plutonium; limiting enrichment
below weapons grade; immediately converting all enriched
uranium into fuel rods and limiting production to actual needs;
and accepting foreign partners in its enrichment program.

Iran was believed to be operating approximately 362
centrifuges and had as many as 1,000 ready to run. Iran planned
for a total of 54,000 centrifuges.

Iran acknowledged having achieved an enrichment level of
3.6 percent, which is all that is necessary to generate electricity.
However, thousands of centrifuges are required to enrich
enough uranium to the 90 percent purity necessary for nuclear
weapons, and the construction of a workable warhead is an
entirely different matter.

A National Intelligence Estimate issued in 2005 concluded
that Iran would not be able to produce enough highly enriched
nuclear material to produce a nuclear weapon until “early to
mid-next decade,” conveying a consensus that 2015 would
probably be the eatliest.

On February 2, 2006, John Negroponte, then Director of
National Intelligence, testified that Iran probably did not have a
nuclear weapon nor the necessary fissile material for a weapon.
He stated that if Iran continued its current path it “will likely

have the capability to produce a nuclear weapon within the next
decade.”

In May 2006, Mohamed ElBaradei, director general of
TAEA stated, “Our assessment is that there is no immediate
threat.” He went on to say, “We should not jump the gun. We
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should be very careful about assessing the information available
to us.” He believes most of the Iranian leadership was still
interested in a negotiated solution and normal relations with the
world.

On September 30, 2006, President Bush signed the Iran
Freedom Support Act which imposed sanctions against any
country aiding Iran’s nuclear programs, including those to
which Iran is legally entitled wunder the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty. The act openly proclaims the goal of
effecting regime change and directs Bush to spend $10 million
in support of groups opposed to the Iranian government.

Ayatollah Ali Khamenei issued a fazwa forbidding the
production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons and Iran
has repeatedly offered to reinstate full inspections, if the United
Nations will drop the sanctions and return the matter to the
IAEA. Moreover, Khamenei’s chief foreign policy advisor
stated that suspending uranium enrichment is not a “red line”
and that the religious leaders might be ready to agree to some
kind of suspension.

President Bush had Iran in his sights ever since January
2002, when he included it as one of the “Axis of Evil” during
his State of the Union speech. By the time he failed in his
mission in Afghanistan by allowing Osama bin Laden and other
top al Qaeda members to escape and as he was withdrawing
troops to support his illegal attack on Iraq, plans were already
being made to engineer a regime change in Iran.

As early as February 2003, the Pentagon was circulating a
draft of a top-secret Presidential Directive regarding Iran,
calling it “a house of cards ready to be pushed over the
precipice.” The plan called for “using all available points of
pressure on the Iranian regime, including backing armed Iranian
dissidents and employing the services of the Mujahideen-e
Kalq,” a terrorist gang operating out of Iraq against Iran.

The Army began to conduct an analysis for a full-scale war
with Iran called TIRANNT (theater Iran near term), and the
U.S. joined with British planners to conduct war games in the
Caspian Sea.

In November 2003, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld
sighed off on CONPLAN 8022-02 approving a preemptive
strike strategy against Iran, and a top secret “Interim Global
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Strike Alert Order” was issued in 2004 establishing the military’s

readiness to attack Iran using aircraft and missiles.

In May 2004, Bush also issued National Security
Presidential Directive NSPD 35 authorizing the deployment of

nuclear weapons.

In January 2005, Vice President Dick Cheney said that Iran
was at the top of the administrations trouble spots and that
Israel “might well decide to act first” by attacking Iran, letting
“the rest of the world worry about cleaning up the diplomatic
mess afterward.”

The State Department was spending $66 million to
encourage regime change in Iran, and in March 20006, the Bush
administration declared that Iran was the number one security
threat to the United States.

Bush’s decision to “surge” the military in Iraq by at least
22,000 troops in 2007 was intended to increase pressure on Iran
as much as to stabilize Baghdad. Bush stated that the United
States would not sit down with Iran until after the U.S. had
gained “leverage.”

America began to deploy “force protection” military teams
into Iran to gather targeting data and to establish contact with
local anti-government groups. It began to arm and supply the
Mujahideen-e-Khalq terrorists and Kurdish resistance groups,
such as the Party for Free Life in Kurdistan, to conduct
clandestine operations within Iran.

Iran’s defense minister accused the U.S. of having
electronically jamming an Iranian plane causing it to crash inside
Iran in 2005, with several senior military leaders aboard.

The United States began to secretly fly surveillance drones
over Iran, including one shot down in 2007.

The Iranian Minister of Interior believed the U.S., Britain,
and Israel were “secking to destabilize Iran through a
coordinated plan.”

In fact, President Bush did establish the highly secret Iran
Syria Policy and Operations Group to coordinate efforts to
“contain” Iran and to project strength, rather than to seek
compromise or dialogue.

Led by deputy national security advisor Elliott Abrams and
assisted by the Vice President’s daughter, Elizabeth Cheney, the
Group’s mission included demonizing and isolating Iran,
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providing funds to groups seeking the overthrow of its
government, and transferring military hardware to surrounding
countries, including advanced missile defense systems.

Bush’s own National Security Council Director for Iranian
and Persian Gulf affairs from 2001 to 2004, Hillary Mann
Leverett, accused Bush of “trying to push a provocative,
accidental conflict” with Iran as a pretext to justify “limited
strikes” against its nuclear and military infrastructures, rather
than “an all-out invasion like what happened in Iraq.”

The Bush Administration's war plan was not limited to a
“surgical strike” against Iran’s 18 to 30 nuclear facilities. The
plan developed by the Pentagon envisioned a sustained
bombing campaign to humiliate the religious leadership and lead
the public to rise and overthrow the government. Hundreds of
targets were listed, including 99 percent having nothing to do
with nuclear proliferation.

Plans included the destruction of the Iranian Air Force,
more than 14 air bases, Kilo submarines, fast torpedo boats,
anti-ship missiles, the newly deployed Russian TOR-M1 anti-
missile defense systems, command and control centers, and any
ballistic missile capability. As many as 2,300 high-value targets
were identified.

Consideration was given to the use of “bunker-buster”
tactical nuclear weapons against Iran’s underground nuclear
sites, and F-16s capable of carrying these B61-11 atomic mini-
bombs were redeployed to the Incirlik American Air Force base
in Turkey. The United States also brought new Air Force bases
in Bulgaria and Romania online to serve as refueling stations for
Stealth and B-2 bombers.

Bush’s top military officers were strongly opposed to an
attack on Iran; however, as their “Commander in Chief,” Bush
believed he could order an attack on a moment’s notice,
including the use of nuclear weapons, without any declaration
of war or any other Congressional approval.

Bush established a special group in the Joint Chiefs of Staff
that could implement a bombing campaign within 48 hours of
his command. Using the justification that Iran was responsible
for the violence and civil war in Iraq, Bush planned to rely upon
Congress’s September 2001 Authorization for Use of Military
Force (against the war on terrorism) to attack Iran. Or he
believed he could simply attack and rely upon the War Powers
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Resolution of 1973, which gives a president up to 90 days to
commit forces to combat without the consent of Congress.

Negotiations. Even though the United States had done
everything in its power to isolate Iran after breaking diplomatic
relations in 1979, the Iranians immediately rallied to the support
of America following the al Qaeda attacks on September 11,
2001.

Iran was already supporting Afghan guerrillas who were
fighting against the Taliban in western Afghanistan, and the
Iranians were critically important to the stabilization of
Afghanistan after the Taliban were defeated.

As one of the 18 coalition countries, Iran participated in the
talks in Bonn which planned the interim Afghan government.
The role of the Iranian representative, Javad Zarif, a graduate of
the University of Denver, was pivotal in obtaining the
agreement of the Northern Alliance to allow Hamid Karzai, a
southern Pashtun tribal leader, to head the new government.

In December 2001, Iran pledged $500 million toward the
reconstruction of Afghanistan, which at the time was twice that
being offered by the United States.

For all these efforts on behalf of the United States, Iran was

rewarded one month later by being labeled as a member of the
“Axis of Evil” by Bush during his State of the Union address.

In early 2003, as the United States prepared to invade Iraq,
it again sought the assistance of Iran should pilots from
damaged U.S. aircraft end up in Iran and to help with the
anticipated flood of refugees who would cross the border.

After the invasion, the Iranians suggested trading some of
the al Qaeda operatives it had in custody for some of the
Mujahideen-e-Khalq (MEK) terrorists detained by the U.S. in
Iraq. The United States declined the bilateral extradition,
partially because the terrorists might be useful against Iran in
the future.

At about the same time, the Iranians transmitted a two-page
proposal for negotiations with the United States through the
Swiss ambassador in Tehran who represented the U.S. interests
there. The proposal, which had been cleared at the highest
levels of the Iranian government, was sent by fax to the State
Department and another copy was directly delivered to Karl
Rove at the White House.
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The Iranians offered to negotiate compromises on its
nuclear program, to suspend its support of Hamas and Islamic
Jihad, to convert Hezbollah into a purely socio-political
organization, and to support a Palestinian peace agreement with
Israel — all part of a comprehensive resolution of its relations
with the United States.

Official consideration of the proposal was blocked by
administration neocons led by Cheney, with the blessing of
Bush. Former Secretary of State Powell says, “My position ...
was that we ought to find ways to restart talks with Iran, but
there was a reluctance on the part of the president to do so.”
Former Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice denied having ever
seen the proposal, even though she was Bush’s National
Security Advisor at the time.

In November 2005, Iraqi President Jalal Talabani visited
Iran with a proposal for the United States to participate in
bilateral talks about Iraq. Iran agreed to talk on the conditions
that the discussions be private and that they involve all
outstanding issues between the two countries.

Iran conducted a quiet diplomatic campaign to
communicate its readiness to negotiate with the United States
on broad security issues, and in April 2006, Iranian President
Ahmadinejad publically offered to negotiate.

In May 2006, Ahmadinejad sent a public letter to Bush in
which he proposed “new solutions for getting out of
international problems and the current fragile situation of the
world.” He asked, “How much longer can the world tolerate
this situation? Where will this trend lead the world to? How
long must the people of the world pay for the incorrect
decisions of some rulers? How much longer will the specter of
insecurity — raised from the stockpiles of weapons of mass
destruction — hunt the people of the world? How much longer
will the blood of the innocent men, women and children be
spilled on the streets, and people’s houses destroyed over their
heads? Are you pleased with the current condition of the world?
Do you think present policies can continue?”

U.S. intelligence analysts decided that the letter was an
important  diplomatic  opening;  however, the Bush
administration dismissed it.

Iran followed the letter with explicit requests for direct talks
on its nuclear program made through several intermediaries,
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including Mohamed ElBaradei, Indonesia, Kuwait, and UN
Secretary-General Kofi Annan. Administration neocons
continued to reject talks; however, other government experts
thought that America should at least respond.

The United States refused requests from other powers to
give explicit security guarantees to Iran that it would not
intervene politically or militarily in its internal affairs, and it
refused to rule out military action.

In June 20006, the five permanent members of the U.N.
Security Council, plus Germany (P5+1), proposed: to allow Iran
to upgrade its civilian air fleet through purchases from Boeing;
to waive trade sanctions; to allow Iran to join the World Trade
Organization; and to commit to the building of light-water
reactors through joint projects with other countries, if Iran
returned to a freeze on its enrichment of nuclear fuel.

The Iranians sought clarification over terms, timing, and
duration of the suspension; however, the offering countries
placed a three-week deadline on a decision and demanded that
Iran immediately suspend its uranium-enrichment activities
before formal negotiations began. Ahmadinejad stated, “My
colleagues are carefully considering the package of proposals of
the six countries, and in due time they will give a response.”

On May 14, 2006, Bush dismissed calls for direct talks with
Iran, saying the United Nations was the better forum. Secretary-
General Annan urged the United States to enter into direct talks
with Iran. Ahmadinejad said he was ready to talk to any country,
except Israel, but not under the threat of force.

Bush continued to harden his position by revoking
instructions to his ambassador in Baghdad to talk with Iran, just
as the other five nations were meeting again to discuss a new
offer. A national security council spokesman stated, “We will
assess the situation and see when talks with the Iranians about
the situation might be useful.” Bush began to push for sanctions
instead of negotiations.

Under pressure from its allies and many past and present
officials in its own government, the United States agreed at the
end of May 2006 to conduct direct talks with Iran if it first
agreed to suspend its programs to enrich uranium and reprocess
spent nuclear fuel. Asked if Bush was willing to forego the
military option temporarily if Iran accepted negotiations, Rice
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answered, “The president is not going to take any of his options
off the table, temporarily or otherwise.”

Not unforeseeably, Iran dismissed Bush’s offer saying it
would not bow to pressure, and limited sanctions were imposed
by the United Nations Security Council in December 2006.
Differences quickly developed between European governments
and the United States, which demanded quick action curtailing
exports to Iran and freezing its assets.

Mohamed ElBaradei, the winner of the 2005 Nobel Peace
Prize for having been right about the nonexistence of weapons
of mass destruction in Iraq, called for the resumption of
negotiations: “My priority is to keep Iran inside the system. ...
My worry right now is that each side is sticking to its guns. The
international community is saying ‘sanctions or bust.” Iran is
saying ‘nuclear enrichment capacity or bust’ and we need
somebody to reach out and be able to find a solution.”

In 2007, a National Intelligence Estimate regarding Iran's
intentions regarding nuclear weapons concluded that Iran had
halted its nuclear weapon design and weaponization work in
2003. In an apparent attempt to stop President Bush and the
Israelis from attacking Iran, a non-classified abstract of the
Estimate was published for public consumption.

Three high ranking retired military officers, Army Lt.
General Robert Gard, Marine Corps General Joseph Hoar, and
Navy Vice Admiral Jack Shanahan, issued a public statement in
2007 urging President Bush to open talks with the Iranian
government "without preconditions" in a bid to find a
diplomatic solution. They warned that an attack on Iran “would
have disastrous consequences for security in the region,
coalition forces in Iraq and would further exacerbate regional
and global tensions.”

THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION

The Essential Issues of the Current Crisis. As a charter
member of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty, Iran has the
right to peacefully use nuclear technology. Iran has steadfastly
maintained that its enrichment of nuclear materials is only
intended for the generation of energy and medical research;
however, the United Nations Security Council expressed
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concerns in 2006 about Iran's peaceful intentions and
demanded that Iran halt its uranium enrichment program.

Uranium in a gaseous form is "enriched" by using
centrifuges to increase the percentage of the "235" isotope to
increasingly higher levels. Nuclear power is generated by fuel
having a concentration of 3.5 percent, while medical research
requires a level of approximately 20 percent, and nuclear
weapons require a purity of at least 90 percent.

A primary issue is that once uranium is enriched to 20
percent, it can be more quickly enriched to the levels required
tfor nuclear weapons. Thus, the quantity of stock on hand of 20
percent uranium is of great concern to those who fear that Iran
is secretly intending to quickly develop nuclear weapons in a
"breakout."

Iran currently has more than 9,000 centrifuges producing
148 kilograms of 3.5 percent enriched uranium per month and
has 3,345 kilograms on hand. It currently has approximately 143
kilograms of 20 percent uranium, which is not enough to
produce a single nuclear weapon. That stockpile has been
recently reduced from 189.4 kilograms, as Iran has used some to
produce "fuel plates," which are used in its medical research
reactor. Once converted to fuel plates, the material cannot be
easily reconverted for further enrichment to weapons grade.

Initial Policies. Upon taking office, President Obama
stated his official policy regarding Iran was to obtain a
relationship based on "mutual interests and mutual respect.”" He
went on to say, "We do not interfere in Iran's internal affairs.
We have condemned terrorist attacks against Iran. We have
recognized Iran's international right to peaceful nuclear power."

The President challenged Iran to choose the kind of future
it wants and to "decide whether it wants to focus on the past, or
whether it will make the choices that will open the door to
greater opportunity, prosperity, and justice for its people."

Accepting the Nobel Peace Prize on December 10, 2009,
President Obama stated, "I know that engagement with
repressive regimes lacks the satisfying purity of indignation. But
I also know that sanctions without outreach—and condemnation
without discussion—can carry forward a crippling status quo.
No repressive regime can move down a new path unless it has
the choice of an open doot."
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Following his election, the incoming president Obama was
briefed by the outgoing president Bush regarding two secret
programs. One was the use of hunter-killer drones to strike at
targets in Pakistan and the other was a program code-named
Olympic Games intended to introduce computer viruses into
Iran's nuclear plants. Obama approved and expanded both
programs.

Drones. President Obama came to "love" drones and has
presided over the expansion of the nation's drone fleet to more
than 19,000. Obama used drones 268 times during his first three
years in office to kill more than 3,000 people, which was five
times more than were used during the entire Bush
administration. As many as 800 of the dead were civilians,
including at least four American citizens (who had not been

convicted of any crimes) and at least 174 children under the age
of 18.

Obama also continued the use of drones to spy on Iran,
including the latest stealth aircraft. The Sentinel avoids radar
detection and can hide in the sky 50,000 feet over its
surveillance target.

On December 4, 2011, Iran's cyber warfare unit took
control of a CIA Sentinel in its airspace and safely landed it. The
U.S. falsely stated it had lost control of the drone during a
routine mission over Western Afghanistan.

The United States requested return of the drone; however,
Iran filed a formal complaint in the United Nations Security
Council stating the drone flight was a "blatant and unprovoked
air violation by the United States government [and] is
tantamount to an act of hostility ... in clear contravention of
international law...."

Special Forces. Although President Obama originally
condemned terrorists’ attacks against Iran and promised to not
interfere in its internal affairs, he has continued and expanded
other Bush programs involving acts of aggression classically
defined as warfare against the nation of Iran and its people.

First established in 1987, the U.S. Special Operations
Command is composed of specialized units of all the service
branches, and its most elite and super-secret component is the
Joint Special Operations Command (JSOC). Operating outside
the normal military chain-of-command, the JSOC is personally
accountable to the president as the Commander-in-Chief (CIC)
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and is responsible for executing individuals on the president's
"hit list," which includes U.S. citizens.

As the CIC, the president does not have to issue "findings"
or to have the approval of Congtress to deploy his special forces.
In his sole discretion, the president can authorize his "private
army" to maintain secret prisons, engage in assassination
programs and conduct covert wars.

Just as it has been said that Obama "loves" drones, he is
infatuated with Special Operations. He has increased funding
every year. Obama used the money to deploy military forces to
help overthrow Muammar Gaddafi in Libya, without
Congressional approval, and he ordered his private army to
assassinate Osama bin Laden in Pakistan.

Up from 60 at the end of the Bush administration,
SOCOM is now operating in at least 75 countries with an

annual budget of $10.5 billion and 66,000 personnel. It
conducts an average of 70 secret missions every day.

Beginning in the Bush administration, U.S. special forces
and CIA personnel began to regularly cross into Iran to
"destabilize" the country's religious leadership, to seize
members of the Revolutionary Guard for interrogation and to
"prepare the battle space" for invasion.

Support of Terrorists. The U.S. has also provided financial
and material support to groups in Iraq that were dedicated to
the violent overthrow of the Iranian "regime." These groups
included the Baloch, Iranian People's Resistance Movement,

Party for a Free Life in Kurdistan, and the Mujahideen-e-Khalq
(MEK.)

The Iranian media began to report increased terrorist
attacks, including explosions at industrial and gas transportation
sites. Rather than undermining the religious leadership,
however, the attacks may have resulted in increased public
supportt for the regime in its defense against the "Great Satan."

The MEK, a Marxist-Islamist group, has been engaged in a
violent internal war with Iran's religious leadership for more
than 30 years. Its violence earned it a place on the U.S. State
Department's list of terrorist organizations in 1997.

Even so, beginning in the Bush administration, the U.S.
actively trained members of the organization at a secret
Department of Energy site in Nevada. The six-month training
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course by JSOC instructors consisted of small-unit tactics,
weaponry, and communications. It is, of course, a felony
offense to provide material assistance to any organization on the
list of terrorist organizations.

Murder of Scientists. Although there is no evidence that
the Obama administration continued the secret training, it is
generally understood that the MEK has made good use of its
training to intercept Iranian communications and has continued
to share the information with U.S. intelligence officers.

It is more certain that Israel used MEK terrorist assets
directly against scientists associated with Iran's nuclear program.
Four nuclear scientists have been murdered since 2007.

The Obama administration denies direct involvement in the
murders; however, it is very likely the murderers made use of
U.S. intelligence. Two administration officials have confirmed
the attacks were financed and trained by the Israeli Mossad.

Following the killing of a scientist by a car bomb, Secretary
of Defense Leon Panetta said the murder was "not what the
United States does." He did acknowledge having some idea of
who might have been involved; however, he did not condemn
the crimes.

Former Republican presidential candidate Rick Santorium
probably expressed the opinion of many U.S. government
officials, "On occasion, scientists working on the nuclear
program in Iran turn up dead. I think that's a wonderful thing,
candidly."

Cyber Attacks. The Bush administration operated a CIA
sabotage program in Iran which substituted defective parts and
designs causing systems to break down or explode. Not entirely
successful, the sabotage program provided the genesis of a new
and improved plan to destroy Iranian nuclear production
facilities using a computer virus. Initially, a virus known as a
"beacon" examined the system and reported it capabilities to
controllers.

Upon taking office, President Obama ordered an expansion
and acceleration of the "Olympic Games" program in a series of
cyber-attacks that ultimately destroyed a fifth of the 5,000

centrifuges Iran was operating.

Created in cooperation with Israel, the virus was only
discovered when it escaped onto the Internet and began to
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recreate itself in computers around the world. Even so, Obama,
who was personally involved in every decision involving the
virus, ordered the attacks to continue.

Another cyber weapon known as "Flame" infiltrated the
computers of Iranian officials allowing its controllers to listen in
to conversations and steal data from bluetooth-enabled cell
phones. Technicians at the Iranian Ministry of Oil had to cut
Internet connections to defeat the complicated virus as it was
gathering and reporting data on Iran's oil production. Iranian
computer experts identified two computer "IPs" in the United
States as the source of the hacking.

President Obama was aware of the risks of introducing
cyber warfare, but believed it was necessary until economic
sanctions sufficiently reduced Iran's oil revenues to compel the
country to cease processing nuclear materials.

Negotiations and Sanctions. Although the imposition of
economic sanctions against a nation can be devastating to its
people, it is not considered to be an "act of war" under current
international law.

First ordered by President Carter in 1979, every subsequent
U.S. president has supported and imposed increasingly harsh
economic sanctions against Iran. Sanctions include prohibiting
both imports and exports from and to Iran and freezing the
assets of Iranian companies and individuals in other countries.

During a televised debate during the presidential campaign,
Obama was asked if he would meet with the "leaders" of Iran
"without precondition" during his first year as president.
Obama said, "I would, and the reason is this: that the notion
that somehow not talking to countries is punishment to them ...
is ridiculous."

Iran President Ahmadinejad sent an open letter to
President-elect Obama shortly after the election congratulating
him and seeking "actions based on justice, respect for the rights
of human beings and nations, friendship and non-intervention
in the affairs of others." President-elect Obama "studied" the
letter; however, he never responded to it directly.

In March 2009, President Obama sent a videotaped Persian
New Year message to the leaders and people of Iran in which
he repeatedly referred to the "Islamic Republic of Iran." The
intent of the message was a recognition of the government and
to reassure Iran that he was not seeking a regime change.
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President Obama followed with a letter to Ayatollah Ali
Khamenei in May 2009. The response was not encouraging, and
Obama sent a second letter in June. The contents of the letters
have not been revealed except that President Obama requested
dialogue and engagement between the two countries.

The letters arrived during Iranian elections which were
accompanied by widespread street protests. The Iranian

government made thousands of arrests and at least 30 people
were killed.

President Obama did not congratulate President
Ahmadinejad on his reelection; however, Obama did strongly
condemn "these unjust actions" stating that "the United States
and the international community have been appalled and
outraged by the threats, beatings and imprisonments of the last
few days."

Ayatollah Khamenei did not respond to the second letter;
however, during a sermon in June 2009, he stated, "The U.S.
president said we were waiting for a day like this to see people
on the street . . . Some people attributed these remarks to
Obama, and then they write letters to say we're ready to have
ties, that we respect the Islamic Republic, and on the other
hand, they make such comments. Which one should we
believer"

Like two ships passing in the night, the two nations failed
to achieve a dialogue and their leaders continued to speak past
each other. In reality, rather than passing by each other, the two
nations are on a collision course.

In September 2009, Obama revealed that Iran was building
a secret underground plant to enrich uranium. The next month
in October, direct talks involving the U.S. and its allies took
place in Geneva. On the condition that Iran would ship its
enriched fuel out of the country for refinement, the U.S. and its
allies offered to provide Iran with the processed fuel it needed
for its reactots.

In February 2010, Iran announced it was beginning to
enrich nuclear material to 20 percent for medical purposes.

In April 2010, President Ahmadinejad turned up the heat
by formally requesting the United Nations to investigate the
events of September 11, 2001 which were "carried out as the
main pretext to attack the Middle East."
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Following a meeting in May with Iran's President
Ahmadinejad in Tehran, Brazil's President Lula and Turkey's
Prime Minister Erdogan announced a nuclear fuel exchange
agreement with Iran designed to alleviate the nuclear
enrichment crisis. In a joint declaration, Iran agreed to
immediately ship half of its enriched uranium to Turkey in a
demonstration of good faith to restart negotiations.

Although the agreement was like the one proposed to Iran
in Geneva in 2009, the U.S. blasted the agreement. In doing so,
it insulted and belittled the efforts of two of its allies and it
derailed diplomacy in favor of increased sanctions.

Following the adoption of Resolution 1929 by the UN
Security Council in June 2010, which prevents countries from
providing financial services to Iran, President Obama signed the
Comprehensive Iran Sanctions, Accountability, and Divestment
Act of 2010. CISADA imposed significant barriers on foreign
access to the U.S. financial system if they engage in restricted
transactions with Iran.

Obama banned imports of Iranian carpets and foods and
threatened to interfere with the importation of gasoline into
Iran, which can only refine two-thirds of its domestic needs.
Venezuela's national oil company was sanctioned in May 2011
for trading with Iran.

In June 2011, new sanctions against Iran's Revolutionary
Guard and law enforcement agencies were announced.

In October 2011, the U.S. arrested an Iranian American
used-car salesman and charged him and an Iranian national with
attempting to hire an undercover DEA informant posing as a
member of a Mexican drug cartel to assassinate the Saudi
ambassador to the United States. The Iranian national was
alleged to be a member of the Revolutionary Guard's secret
Quds Force. The indictment of Manssor Arbasiar has yet to be
tried, as he is "cooperating" with the U.S. government. Iran has
denied any involvement.

A defense funding bill in December 2011 empowers new
sanctions against financial institutions that do business with
Iran's central bank. These sanctions were scheduled for the first
part of 2012, unless waived by President Obama.

Iranian  Vice President Mohammad Reza Rahimi,
responding to European Union threats to boycott Iranian crude,
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stated that Iran would close the Strait of Hormuz in reprisal for
any Western sanctions on the country's oil exports.

The commander of Iran's navy said that closing the passage
would be "easier than drinking a glass of water" and
commenced a naval exercise to demonstrate how he would do it
by using swarms of rocket-mounted speedboats and anti-ship
missiles.

In January 2012, the White House posted the following
statement on its official website: "Barack Obama supports
tough and direct diplomacy with Iran without preconditions.
Now is the time to use the power of American diplomacy to
pressure Iran to stop their illicit nuclear program, support for
terrorism, and threats toward Israel. Obama and Biden will
offer the Iranian regime a choice. If Iran abandons its nuclear
program and support for terrorism, we will offer incentives like
membership in the World Trade Organization, economic
investments, and a move toward normal diplomatic relations. If
Iran continues its troubling behavior, we will step up our
economic pressure and political isolation. In carrying out this
diplomacy, we will coordinate closely with our allies and
proceed with careful preparation. Seeking this kind of
comprehensive settlement with Iran is our best way to make
progress."

President Obama followed up with a third secret letter to
Ayatollah Khamenei, warning that closing the Strait of Hormuz
was a "red line," the crossing of which the U.S. would not
tolerate. Khamenei's military advisor responded, "If Iran is
endangered," it would use "political and other means" to defend
itself."

Khamenei took a softer line, "The Iranian nation has never
pursued and will never pursue nuclear weapons . . . Iran is not
after nuclear weapons because the Islamic Republic, logically,
religiously and theoretically, considers the possession of nuclear
weapons a grave sin and believes the proliferation of such
weapons is senseless, destructive and dangerous."

Turkish Prime Minister Erdogan personally carried a
message from Obama to Ayatollah Khamenei and President
Ahmadinejad in April 2012 signaling that an Iranian nuclear
program might be acceptable to the U.S., if there was evidence
that Khamenei meant what he said. The messages also stressed
that "there is great urgency" for serious negotiations.
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Having sent that signal, however, the U.S. hardened its
position in a new round of talks between Iran and the P5+1
group.

Negotiating more with its allies to obtain their concurrence
than with Iran, the U.S. demanded the immediate closing and
ultimate dismantling of Iran's underground nuclear enrichment
facility at Fordo, a halt to the enrichment of 20 percent uranium
and the shipment of all such material out of the country.

These conditions were presented to Iran during P5+1 talks
in Baghdad in May, which were continued until June in
Moscow. The P5+1 side refused to allow Iran to participate in
expert-level preparatory meetings before the Moscow talks. Iran
warned that foot-dragging by P5+1 was undermining the
negotiations and the two days of talks in Moscow failed to
produce an agreement.

Iran stated that it presented "legal, constructive, fair and
friendly proposals on ways to resolve issues" at the talks, and
UN Secretary General Ban Ki-moon praised Iran's significant
role in regional and international developments.

President Ahmadinejad reinforced the earlier commitment
by Ayatollah Khamenei saying, "All Iran's nuclear energy
activities have so far been based on international regulations”
and that Iran has never sought to build nuclear weapons.

On July 1, 2012, the European Union imposed an embargo
on oil exports by Iran, slowing and stopping the flow of oil
through member nation oil companies. In addition, since the
EU nations are the primary insurers of Iran's oil shipments, it
also imposes a significant increase in the cost of insurance for
all other nations.

By the end of July, President Obama followed the EU's lead
by imposing additional sanctions on Iranian oil sales and
financial transactions. He stated, "With these actions, we are
once again reaffirming our commitment to hold the Iranian
government accountable for its actions." Obama warned, "We
will expose any financial institution, no matter where they are
located, that allows the increasingly desperate Iranian regime to
retain access to the international financial system."

It is questionable whether the inability of Iran to process
international banking transactions will cause its government to
do or not do anything; however, it is certain that the extreme
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economic sanctions will fall hardest on vulnerable middle-class
private business owners.

It was the middle class which led the opposition to the
disputed 2009 elections, and which felt the heavy blow of
government repression. The sanctions will likely increase
inflation and joblessness in Iran and may very well be the death
knell of the reform movement. The government will be
empowered, rather than weakened by the sanctions.

There is no doubt that Iran has offered to stop enriching
uranium at 20 percent and that it has indicated it is amenable to
shipping its stock of 20 percent uranium out of the country. It
appears Iran is prepared to negotiate these conditions; however,
it cannot concede the product of negotiations to commence
negotiations. Everyone who ever negotiated a contract,
bargained for a better price, or played poker should be able to
understand Iran's position.

U.S. OIL SECURITY INTERESTS IN THE
MIDDLE EAST

Historically, the United States did not play a major political
role in the Middle East, except for supporting the activities of
its oil companies which operated there. As we have seen earlier,
the primary foreign powers were France, England, Germany
and, to a certain extent, Russia.

Following World War II, the United States began to exhibit
a greater interest in the region, and President Truman was the
tirst head of government to recognize Israel on May 14, 1948,
the same date it proclaimed its independence as the State of
Israel.

In 1950, President Truman wrote to King Ibn Saud of
Saudi Arabia saying, "the United States is interested in the
preservation of the independence and territorial integrity of
Saudi Arabia. No threat to your Kingdom could occur which
would not be a matter of immediate concern to the United
States."

In response to the invasion of Egypt by Israel, France and
England in 1956, President Eisenhower established the
"Eisenhower Doctrine," which responded to requests for
American economic and/or military assistance from any nation
threatened by armed aggression from another state. Eisenhower
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feared that the region, which contained a large percentage of the
world's oil reserves, could fall to communism. For the first time,
the "Doctrine" made U.S. oil security a justification for
economic and military action.

The Doctrine was expanded by President Carter in 1980 in
response to the Russian invasion of Afghanistan. The "Carter
Doctrine" stated "An attempt by any outside force to gain
control of the Persian Gulf region will be regarded as an assault
on the vital interests of the United States of America, and such
an assault will be repelled by any means necessary, including
military force."

These "Doctrines," combined with the history of
involvement by every subsequent president as outlined in the
above chapters, clearly demonstrate that the United States was
and continues to be prepared to use military force to ensure the
flow of oil from the Middle East, which it considers to be
essential to its economy.

Whether the preservation of oil security justified the various
military and economic actions taken by the United States is
questionable, and history will be the ultimate judge. For now, oil
security is the policy, and it is the justification for the punitive
actions being taken by the United States against the sovereign
nation of Iran and the threats it is making for even more dire
consequences.

The question is whether Iran's possession of refined
uranium sufficiently threatens the flow of oil, or whether the
United States is acting primarily on behalf of another nation,
which feels more directly threatened by Iran's nuclear capability.

THE SEPARATE SECURITY INTERESTS OF
THE UNITED STATES AND ISRAEL

A balanced analysis of the security interests of the United
States vis-a-vis Israel requires a careful review of their security
interests and the history of their interaction.

That analysis demonstrates that Israel will always put its
interest before any other nation, including the United States, if
its leadership believes Israel's existence is at risk. One should
not expect anything different, given the experience of the
Jewish people in Europe during World War II; however, that
experience does not give Israel the right to dictate the foreign
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policy of United States, whose interest may diverge from Israel
when all risks are evaluated.

The people of the United States, and those who make
international policy on their behalf, must be mindful that the
interests of the two countries have not always coincided. Several
examples from the history of the past 60 years are instructive.

Baghdad and  Egypt Bombings. Following
independence, the Israeli government encouraged the
immigration of Jews from other countries to quickly increase its
population. This was known as making A/%yah (Hebrew: ascent).

In 1948, more than 140,000 Jews lived in Iraq, making up
one-sixth of Baghdad's population. These were the descendants
of the Jews who chose to remain in 536 B.C., when the Tribes
of Israel were freed from their captivity by Cyrus the Great.

Israeli Zionists encouraged the Iragi-Jewish population to
leave Iraq; however, the Iraqi government declared Zionism to
be a capital offense, required registration, a renouncing of
citizenship and a forfeiture of property to leave. Many Iraqi-
Jews were able to escape through Iran to Israel; however, many
were afraid or unwilling to disturb the status quo.

Commencing in March 1950, a series of bombings occurred
in Baghdad at the American Cultural Center and Library, the
U.S. legation's information office, and other locations where
Jews gathered. The Jewish population was seized with panic,
and ultimately all but a few thousand left the country.

The Mossad denied it was involved in the bombings;
however, the acts served to sour American-Iraqi relations and
the rapid emigration of the population did in fact take place.
The British embassy in Baghdad concluded that the bombings
were done by Zionists, and a former CIA senior officer wrote
that they were done by Zionists to "portray the Iraqis as anti-
American and to terrorize the Jews."

The Mossad also recruited a group of Zionist Egyptian
Jews in 1954 to plant bombs in the U.S. Information Service
library and other American targets in Cairo and Alexandria. The
Mossad intended to blame the Muslim Brotherhood for the
attacks; however, the plot failed, and the conspirators were
arrested and convicted.

The conspiracy was code named "Operation Susannah,"
and the failed attempt became known as the "Lavon Affair"
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after Israeli defense minister Pinhas L.avon, who was forced to
resign as a result. After denying complicity for 50 years, the
surviving agents were provided with a certificate of appreciation
by Israeli President Moshe Katzav in 2005.

All these acts of terrorism were denied by Israel, and
historians are divided as to responsibility; however, the adage
Cui bono (Latin: to whose benefit?) often correctly identifies the
party that had the most to gain, or the least to lose.

Suez Crisis. In 1956, acting in conspiracy with England
and France, Israel invaded the Sinai Peninsula without warning.
The purpose of the invasion was for England and France to
regain control of the Suez Canal, which had been nationalized,
and to remove President Gamal Abdel Nasser from power in
Egypt.

Israel considered Nasser to be a genocidal maniac, who was
intent upon exterminating the Israeli people. Israel also viewed
with alarm the large amounts of Soviet weapons being
accumulated by Egypt and Nasser's denial of Israeli shipping
through the Suez Canal.

France and England began to bomb Cairo and northern
Egypt, and Israel seized the Gaza Strip and large portions of the
Sinai. English and French commandos attacked Port Said and
Port Fouad at the Canal entrance; however, Nasser effectively
blocked it to all shipping by sinking 40 ships that were in transit

when the invasion started.

Failing to obtain a Security Council resolution due to vetoes
by France and England, the United Nations General Assembly
acted under the 1950 "United for Peace" resolution to
recommend appropriate steps to end the fighting.

The General Assembly resolution was proposed by the
United States. President Eisenhower believed that U.S. support
of the invasion would cause a backlash in the Middle East,
which would allow the USSR greater influence in the region.

President Eisenhower received Congressional authorization
to use military force to stop aggression in the Middle East, if
requested by any nation (The Eisenhower Doctrine). He also
supported economic sanctions against Israel, including all
private support, until it withdrew from Egyptian territory.

Under threats to be ejected from the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, England and France withdrew their troops within
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a week; however, Israel threatened to annex the portions of the
Sinai Peninsula it had captured. Succumbing to international
pressure, Israel withdrew to its borders in 1957; however, there
was no peace settlement with Egypt.

Attack on USS Liberty. In 1967, following earlier reprisal
raids into the Jordanian occupied West Bank, which were
condemned by the United Nations, Israel launched a surprise air
and armor invasion of the West Bank, Sinai Peninsula, and the
Gaza Strip. Fearing an FEgyptian military buildup, the
preemptive war by Israel lasted six days and resulted in the
defeat of Egypt.

On June 8, 1967, the third day of the war, the USS Liberty, a
United States spy ship, was on duty in international waters
north of the Sinai Peninsula monitoring the electronic
communications of the warring parties. The Liberty was
attacked, without warning, by Israeli Air Force fighter planes
and Israeli Navy torpedo boats. Thirty-four Americans were
killed, 170 were wounded and the ship was severely damaged.

Officially, both governments labeled the attack a mistake due
to confusion about the ship's identity; however, all the ship
survivors and the U.S. Secretary of State at the time, Dean Rusk,
have always maintained the attack was deliberate. Israel
subsequently paid compensation for the deaths, injuries, and
damage to the ship.

Secretary Rusk stated: “At the time of the attack, the USS
Liberty was flying the American flag and its identification was
clearly indicated in large white letters and numerals on its hull.

Experience demonstrates that both the flag and the
identification number of the vessel were readily visible from the
air.... Accordingly, there is every reason to believe that the USS
Liberty was identified, or at least her nationality determined, by
Israeli aircraft approximately one hour before the attack. ... The
subsequent attack by the torpedo boats, substantially after the
vessel was or should have been identified by Israeli military
forces, manifests the same reckless disregard for human life.”

Spying on the United States. Israel is not included in the
"Five Eyes," a designation that allows the U.S., Canada,
England, Australia, New Zealand to share top secret
information. It is understood that the Five Eyes do not spy on
each other.
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Israel is a member of "Friends on Friends," which is
supposed to mean that friends don't spy on their friends. That
supposition is not supported by the facts in the case of Israel,
dating back to the beginning of the relationship.

Israel was able to jumpstart its nuclear program in the
1960s by establishing an undercover company in the United
States to penetrate another company that provided weapons-
grade uranium to the Department of Defense. Israeli agents
were able to misappropriate 200 pounds of high-grade uranium
for its secret atomic bomb program.

After being denied access by the U.S. government, Israel
secretly obtained high-speed krytron switches used to trigger
nuclear explosions by going through another intermediary
company in California. Fifteen shipments of 800 krytrons were
delivered to the Israeli Ministry of Defense between 1979 and
1984. The owner of the company was indicted, and he and his
wife fled to Israel. They were captured in Spain in 2001,
extradited to the U.S., where the owner pled guilty to violating
the Arms Export Control Act. He was sentenced to 40 years in
prison but was released after four years.

Commencing in 1984, Jonathan Pollard, who was born in
the United States, began to serve as a spy for Israel while
working for U.S. Naval Intelligence. Pollard received $10,000
cash, a diamond ring and $1,500 a month for passing highly
classified intelligence to his Israeli controller, including nuclear
targeting information for the Soviet Union and detailed
information about the U.S. global electronic surveillance
network.

Pollard's activities were discovered and reported by a
coworker. His wife and his Israeli controller fled to Israel.
Pollard was convicted and sentenced to life in prison in 1987.
Israel refused to turn over most of the documents that Pollard
had stolen and treated the investigation with hostility. It refused
to allow the controller to be interviewed and promoted him to
the command of an Air Force base.

Israel granted citizenship to Pollard in 1995 and has
acknowledged that he spied for the country. He was visited by
Benjamin Netanyahu in prison in 2002. Pollard's request for
presidential clemency is presently being considered by the
Obama administration.
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Following Pollard's conviction, Israel swore to the U.S. that
it would cease its espionage activities against the United States.
Since then, the spying has continued unabated, as has been the
flow of U.S. assistance in the amount of $60 billion, mostly in
military hardware.

Stewart Nozette, a former White House National Space
Council planetary scientist, pled guilty to attempted espionage
against the United States in 2011, after attempting to sell missile
defense and nuclear secrets to an undercover FBI agent
pretending to be a Mossad agent. Nozette bragged that the
material he had for sale had cost the United States between
$200 million and $1 billion to develop."

Nozette later admitted he had already received $225,000 in
"consulting fees" between 1998 and 2008 from (state-owned)
Israel Aerospace Industries for obtaining and turning over
secret "technical data." Nozette was sentenced to 13 years in
prison; however, the Israeli government and its company were
shielded from the investigation.

An employee of the U.S. Department of Defense pled
guilty in 2005 to passing classified documents to two officials of
the American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC). In the
plea negotiation, he stated he handed over classified
information because he thought U.S. policy was not sufficiently
pro-Israel.

The two AIPAC employees were indicted for illegally
conspiring to gather and disclose classified national security
information to Israel. After almost five years of court
proceedings, the case against the two was dismissed because of
"oraymail" in which the defense would require the disclosure of
classified information and because of doubts the government
would be able to prevail at trial.

A CIA report confirms that U.S. officials in Israel assume
that all their political conversations are monitored. The report
stated that in addition to political espionage, Israel targets "a
considerable portion of their covert operations to obtaining

scientific and technical intelligence."

Since 9-11, the U.S. National Security Agency sweeps up
massive amounts of electronic communications within the
United States, including email messages, Internet activity and
telephone conversations. The telecommunication companies

43



Verizon and AT&T handle 90 percent of U.S. electronic
communications.

Inasmuch as they are required by law to allow access to the
government, these companies have formed business
relationships with Israeli companies, such as Narius Inc. and
Verint, to filter and organize the communications. These
connections provide Israeli with a real-time mirror of all such
communications.

Verint is a subsidiary of Comverse Technology, which is an
extension of the Israeli Ministry of Industry and Trade, which
provides 50 percent of its research and development costs. Both
Comverse and Narius have close connections with Israeli
intelligence agencies. These connections allow Israel to have
direct, or "trojan horse" access to most U.S. communications,
and U.S. companies are too dependent upon the technology to
deny access.

Today, the CIA considers Israel to be the primary
counterintelligence threat to its operations in the Middle East.
In other words, U.S. secrets are more vulnerable to Israeli
spying, than any other government in the area, including Iran.

In its annual report to Congress on "Foreign Economic
Collection and Industrial Espionage," Israel shares top billing
with China as maintaining "an active program to gather
proprietary information in the United States."

A ranking of foreign intelligence agencies by the CIA
during the Bush administration, placed Israel below Libya in its
willingness to help the United States to fight terrorism.

Celebrating 9-11. The most recent and disturbing example
of policy differences between the United States and Israel took
place during the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001.

There is a convincing body of circumstantial evidence that
Israel was aware of the impending attacks and allowed them to
go forth to achieve solidarity with the United States.

Shortly before the 9-11 attacks, then former, and present,
Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu was secretly
videotaped while making "candid" observations about United
States' support of and world opinion about Israel's policies.
Speaking about the "war of terror," he says that Israel should hit
the "Arabs": "Not just one hit, so many painful hits that the
price will be too heavy to be borne." A woman said, "but then
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the world will say, 'how come you're conquering againr'
Netanyahu responds, "The world won't say a thing. The world
will say we're defending." The woman asks if he is afraid of the
world, and Netanyahu replies, "Especially today with America. I
know what America is. America is something that can easily be
moved. Moved to the right correction . . . They won't get in our
way."

During the same conversation, Netanyahu brags about
having deceived President Clinton into believing he was
supporting the Oslo accords, when in fact he boasts that he
destroyed the Oslo process.

On the day of the attack, Netanyahu responded to the
question about what the attacks portended for relations between
the two countries, "It's very good . . . Well, it's not good, but it
will generate immediate sympathy (for Israel)." He predicted it
would "strengthen the bond between our two peoples...."

An Israeli Mossad surveillance team was present and
excitedly videotaped the World Trade Center attacks while
dancing in celebration. An FBI report documents that "the
Israelis are visibly happy on nearly all of the photographs" and
"all of the males appeared to be jovial. The[y] smiled, they
hugged each other, and they appeared to 'high five' one

another."

Five of the cheering Israelis were arrested by East
Rutherford, New Jersey police officers while driving a van that
tested positive for the presence of explosives.

The Israeli owner of the moving company that owned the
van fled the country for Israel. The Mossad agents were held in
custody for 71 days before being released and the investigation
was closed. One later appeared on Israeli television and stated
their purpose there was to "document the event."

Current Crisis. In the current "crisis" regarding the
enrichment of uranium by Iran, the Israeli government's
position is that Iran should be prevented from even "mastering
the technology of enrichment." That "red line" was crossed six
years ago by Iran and, even if destroyed, the technology cannot
be unlearned.

The current "red line" drawn by the Israelis is a "zone of
immunity" in which the Iranian program becomes neartly
invulnerable to attack. The bottom line is that Israel will not
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tolerate any refinement of nuclear materials at a location that is
invulnerable to Israeli attack.

Israel believes that Iran is delaying negotiations until it has
accumulated enough highly enriched uranium to quickly
produce a bomb.

Since a single atomic blast could virtually destroy the entire
nation of Israel, which occupies only 8,000 square miles, the
one-sided threat of Israel's nuclear arsenal of 200 weapons
would be greatly reduced, if not eliminated by the reality of
"mutually assured destruction."

Just as Israel bombed the Iraqi reactor at Osirak in 1981
and the Syrian reactor at al-Kibar in 2007, it is prepared to take
whatever steps are necessary to prevent the continuing
enrichment of uranium by Iran.

The Obama administration believes there is still "time and
space for diplomacy." For Obama, the "red line" is the
"weaponization of nuclear material." In other words, if Iran
kicks out the UN inspectors and begins to enrich uranium
beyond 20 percent, there would be clear evidence of an intent
to create nuclear weapons.

The 2007 National Intelligence Estimate concluded that
Iran had halted its nuclear weapon design and weaponization
work in 2003. A more recent and unpublished Estimate has
concluded that Iran's advancements in its gas centrifuge
uranium enrichment program has improved its capacity to
"restart" its weapons program and to quickly produce highly
enriched uranium.

Ex-CIA chief Michael Hayden who supervised production
of the 2007 Estimate states, ""That estimate was based not on
the absence of evidence that such work was ongoing but rather
on evidence that it was not. And despite some suspicious and
troubling Iranian activity since then, the estimate has survived
largely intact, under three subsequent heads of national
intelligence and of the CIA."

Prime Minister Netanyahu is trying to force President
Obama to draw yet another "red line" defining exactly what it
would take for him to take military action against Iran. Obama
is trying to avoid being bullied by Netanyahu. At the same time
Obama states that he does not "bluff" when he says, "all
options are on the table" and that "when the United States says
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it is unacceptable for Iran to have a nuclear weapon, we mean
what we say."

Obama's Secretary of Defense, Leon Panetta has stated that
if the United States receives "intelligence that they're proceeding
with developing a nuclear weapon, then we will take whatever
steps are necessaty to stop it."

Recently, the Obama administration has used several formal
and informal channels to issue a series of warnings to Israel
regarding its threats to go it alone in attacking Iran. Martin
Indyk, a former U.S. ambassador to Israel stated, "The U.S. has
done everything it could to reassute Israel and doesn't have
anything more in its quiver, no other arrow to shoot to reassure
them. So, it thinks [when it hears talk of an Israeli strike on
Iran], 'Here we go again. There's nothing else we can do. We'll
learn to live with it.""

More explicitly, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
General Martin Dempsey recently stated that an Israeli attack
on Iran would "clearly delay but probably not destroy Iran's
nuclear program." Specifically, he warned, "I don't want to be
complicit if they [Israel] choose to do it." He conceded the
policy differences between the U.S. and Israel, "They are living
with an existential concern that we are not living with."

In the first week of September, General Hayden shared
with an Israeli newspaper his belief that Israel is incapable of
successfully carrying out military action against Iran without
U.S. support. He stated: "I do not underestimate the Israeli
talent, but geometry and physics tell us that Iran's nuclear
program would pose a difficult challenge to any military . . .
There is no absolute certainty that all targets are known."
Hayden believes that an Israeli strike "will only set the Iranians
back some time and actually push them to do that which it is
supposed to prevent, getting nuclear weapons."

There is little doubt that Israel would prefer to deal with a
President Romney over the next four years. Romney and
Netanyahu are old friends, and Romney has stated that he
would never agree to allow Iran to enrich uranium at any level.
He has called Israel "one of our fondest friends" and he called
out President Obama for his "shabby treatment" of Israel.

Israel is not allowed to directly participate in U.S. electoral
politics; however, its policies provide a powerful direction for
the political activity of its supporters in the United States.
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Israel's influence is demonstrated by a recent 30-second anti-
Obama television advertisement by the Emergency Committee
for Israel. Misleadingly, the ad states that, "Iran has enough fuel
for five nuclear bombs."

AIPAC is the most powerful supporter of Israel in the
United States. With more than 100,000 members and 300 paid
staffers, its ability to harness the power of the U.S. government
was demonstrated in June 2012 by a letter it drafted, which was
signed by 44 of the 60 U.S. senators. It urged Obama "to
reevaluate the utility of further talks at this time and instead
focus on significantly increasing the pressure on the Iranian
government through sanctions and making clear that a credible
military option exists."

Without further negotiations and with the most extreme
sanctions already in place, what does the future hold for the
relationships between the United States, Israel, and Iran?

ISRAEL PREPARES FOR WAR

Established by terrorism, planted in the homeland of the
Palestinians, an indigenous people proven by DNA testing to be
more directly descended, genetically, from the ancient Tribes of
Israel, maintained with apartheid rule and martial law, and
sustained by tactics of terror learned from those who once
sought their elimination, the Zionists who established the nation
of Isracl have repeatedly demonstrated that they will "never
again be led like sheep to the slaughter."

Just as Islamic law provides that lying is permissible to
deceive an "enemy," the motto of the Isracli Mossad is: "By way
of deception, thou shall do war."

In addition to official deceit, the Israeli government has
adopted a policy of targeted killings, or "focused foiling"
(Hebrew: sikul memukad), which allows the elimination of any
individual determined to be a danger or obstacle to the regime.

The Israeli government undoubtedly feels justified in its
murder of the four Iranian scientists and the "mysterious
explosion" at an Iranian surface-to-surface rocket facility in
November 2011 that killed the head of the Iranian ICBM
program. An Israeli official stated, "Don't believe the Iranians
that it was an accident.”
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Israel is committed to preventing Iran from obtaining
nuclear weapons and from having the ability to successfully
deliver them to Israel. Its policy is based in part on threatening
statements made by Iranian leaders.

In 2000, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei preached, "Iran's stance
has always been clear on this ugly phenomenon. We have
repeatedly said that this cancerous tumor of a state should be
removed from the region." As an alternative to violence,
Khamenei suggested that "Palestinian refugees should return
and Muslims, Christians and Jews could choose a government
for themselves...."

In 2009, Iranian President Ahmadinejad stated, "The
Zionist regime wants to establish its base upon the ruins of the
civilizations of the region . . . The uniform shout of the Iranian
nation is forever 'Death to Israel.". . ."

The nation of Israel is approximately the same size as the
greater Los Angeles County area in California and has a
population of approximately six million Jewish citizens and two
million Arab citizens, which is substantially less than LA
County.

To ensure their survival, the Israelis have fought several
wars against their neighboring states and the Palestinian people,
whose land they occupy. In doing so, and primarily with the
generous assistance of the United States and other nations,
including England, France, and Germany, it has built one of the
most powerful military forces in the world.

Israel constructed its nuclear reactor by pretending that it
was to be used to desalinate a billion cubic feet of seawater
annually, which was to turn the Negev Desert into an
"agricultural paradise." Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion
announced in 1960 that Israel was building a 24-megawatt
reactor "which will serve the needs of industry, agriculture,
health, and science" and that it was intended "exclusively for
peaceful purposes.”

Nuclear materials were obtained from England, Norway,
and Italy by deception and from the United States by theft. A
reprocessing plant was built to convert fuel rods from the
"peaceful nuclear reactor into weapons grade plutonium.

The secret nuclear weapon program was revealed in 1986
by Mordechai Vanunu, a former nuclear technician. He was
later kidnapped by the Mossad and returned to Israel, where he

49



served 18 years in prison for treason and espionage. He remains
under house arrest.

Israel has never officially confirmed its possession of
nuclear weapons, stating only that it "would not be the first
country in the Middle East to formally introduce nuclear
weapons into the region."

Jane's Defense Weekly reports that Israel has between 100 and
300 nuclear warheads. It is believed that 50 are re-entry vehicles
for delivery by ballistic missiles and that as many as 100 are two-
stage thermonuclear devices capable of being delivered by
missile, fighter-bombers, or submarine-launched cruise missiles.

In addition to deeply buried ICBMs, Israel has several
Jericho III road-mobile ICBMs which can deliver nuclear
warheads. These have a range of 2,982 to 7,180 miles.

The Jericho provides Israel with the capability of launching
a low-apogee missile equipped with an Electronic Magnetic
Pulse (EMP) nuclear weapon. An EMP could be detonated at
the appropriate altitude to effectively destroy Iran's industry,
computers, telecommunications, and other computer-based
systems, including transportation, electrical generating, oil
production and the processing of nuclear materials. It would
also destroy the means of survival for millions of Iranians.

Israel has four German diesel-powered Dolphin-class
submarines, which are capable of transiting around Africa from
the Mediterranean Sea to the Indian Ocean and the Gulf of
Oman. Two of these were gifts of the German government in
reparation for the Nazi Holocaust.

The submarines were modified to launch U.S. supplied
Harpoon and/or Israeli manufactured submarine-launched
cruise missiles, all capable of delivering nuclear warheads. They
are reported to be patrolling well within the range of Iranian
targets.

The United States also supplied Israel with a squadron of
25 F-151I Strike Eagle fighter bombers, which are based in the
Negev Desert near Beersheba. Planes of the squadron, known
as the "Hammers," have the capacity to carry four 2,000-pound
smart bombs and nuclear warheads. They have the longest
range of Israel's attack aircraft.

50



In addition, Israel has a full-sized drone known as the
"Eitan," which is capable of overflying Iran and has the capacity
to deliver an atomic warhead.

Given all this military might, there is no question that Israel
has the wherewithal to inflict a tremendous amount of damage
on the nation of Iran and its people. The only questions are
whether it will decide to do so and if so, when will it do it, and
what will be the consequences?

Perhaps because of the experience of European Jews during
the Nazi Holocaust, the Israeli government operates with a
sense of entitlement when it comes to getting what it wants,
irrespective of what it takes. Israel's Doctrine of Accountability
is that is should never be held to answer for amything it does
anywhere, including the United States, if its acts are done for
reasons of national security.

Israel believes that it alone has the right to judge its own
behavior, and if Israel decides to launch an attack against Iran's
nuclear facilities, there is nothing the United States can do to
stop it.

Unlike the United States president who, as commander-in-
chief of all military forces, has the power to independently
launch an attack on Iran before notifying Congress, the process
in Israel requires a concurrence of 12 to 13 members of the
Prime Minister's 14-member security cabinet.

Prime Minister Netanyahu recently cancelled a meeting of
his security cabinet because of leaks which he believes can and
will undermine his desire to present a united front about war
with Iran. He has considered ordering lie detector examinations
to determine who has revealed confidential deliberations.

An unidentified participant has been quoted as saying, "The
information that was presented was very troubling but still not
frightening." Reportedly, three or four members are against the
attack and as many as six are in favor. The differences between
the two groups have more to do with how to involve the United
States and whether to attack now or later, rather than whether
or not to attack.

Undoubtedly, an Israeli decision to attack depends on
which way the political winds are blowing in the United States.
If Israel believes Obama will be reelected and will be less
sympathetic to Israel during his second term, it may decide to
strike before the election. Netanyahu will then count on bullying
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Obama into proving he is a better supporter of Israel than
Romney. If it appears Romney will be elected, Israel may decide
to wait and to push the new president into launching his own
attack.

Or Netanyahu might decide to create enough of an incident
with Iran to drive up the price of oil (and gasoline in the United
States) to reduce public support for Obama and his chance of
being reelected.

With two months left before the election, the situation is
very volatile and, given the history of Israeli "false flag"
operations, there is a danger that some unforeseen and
unimaginable incident, a casus belli, will fan the flickering flames
of war into a roaring inferno.

THE ISRAELI PLAN FOR WAR

Richard Silverstein, an unusually well informed and
connected American author of Tikun Olam, a blog dedicated to
resolution of the Israeli-Arab conflict, recently came into
possession of a synopsis of Israel's secret war plan. The "Shock
and Awe Plan" is former furniture salesman Netanyahu's effort
to sell the war to the undecided members of his security council.
Here's his pitch:

® "The Isracli attack will open with a coordinated
strike, including an unprecedented cyberattack which
will totally paralyze the Iranian regime and its ability to
know what is happening within its borders. The
Internet, telephones, radio and television,
communications satellites, and fiber optic cables
leading to and from critical installations — including
underground missile bases at Khorramabad and
Isfahan — will be taken out of action. The electrical
grid throughout Iran will be paralyzed, and transformer
stations will absorb severe damage from carbon fiber
munitions which are finer than a human hair, causing
electrical short circuits whose repair requires their
complete removal. This would be a Sisyphean task in
light of cluster munitions which would be dropped,
some time-delayed and some remote-activated through
the use of a satellite signal.

® "A barrage of tens of ballistic missiles would be
launched from Israel toward Iran. 300-km ballistic
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missiles would be launched from Israeli submarines in
the vicinity of the Persian Gulf. The missiles would not
be armed with unconventional warheads [WMDs], but
rather with high-explosive ordnance equipped with
reinforced tips designed specially to penetrate hardened
targets.

® "The missiles will strike their targets — some
exploding above ground like those striking the nuclear
reactor at Arak, which is intended to produce
plutonium and tritium — and the nearby heavy-water
production facility; the nuclear fuel production facilities
at Isfahan and facilities for enriching uranium-
hexafluoride. Others would explode underground, as at
the Fordow facility.

® "A barrage of hundreds of cruise missiles will pound
command-and-control  systems,  research  and
development facilities, and the residences of senior
personnel in the nuclear and missile development
apparatus. Intelligence gathered over years will be
utilized to completely decapitate Iran’s professional and
command ranks in these fields.

e "After the first wave of attacks, which will be timed
to the second, the "Blue and White" radar satellite,
whose systems enable us to perform an evaluation of
the level of damage done to the various targets, will
pass over Iran. Only after rapidly decrypting the
satellite’s data will the information be transferred
directly to warplanes making their way covertly toward
Iran. These IAF planes will be armed with electronic
warfare gear previously unknown to the wider public,
not even revealed to our U.S. ally. This equipment will
render Israeli aircraft invisible. Those Israeli war planes
which participate in the attack will damage a short list
of targets which require further assault.

® "Among the targets approved for attack: Shahab 3
and Sejil ballistic missile silos, storage tanks for
chemical components of rocket fuel, industrial facilities
for producing missile control systems, centrifuge
production plants, and more."

As impressive as this plan may appear on the surface, there
is a good chance the Iranians will less shocked and awed than
Bibi Netanyahu may have hoped for. Iran is a nation of 80
million well-educated and resilient people who have fought and
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decisively won a major eight-year war under its existing
leadership. They know war and they have had years to prepare
for war.

Even though the Israelis have also fought and won wars,
they have not suffered the massive invasion and chemical
warfare attacks endured by the Iranian people. Equipped with
the best military equipment the United States could provide, the
Israelis quickly achieved military superiority in their quick and
dirty wars. They are not prepared for the wave after wave of
unconventional attacks that will be launched against them in
retaliation or for a drawn-out war of attrition.

Most likely, an attack on Iran would produce results like the
same kind of attack launched against the Hezbollah in 2006.

Although Israeli propaganda holds that it "won" the Second
Lebanon War, the reality is that even though Israel killed 1,300
Lebanese, displaced more than a million Lebanese, and
destroyed much of the country's infrastructure, it failed to stop
the Hezbollah from firing thousands of rockets into Israel or to
disarm it. Hezbollah continues to have thousands of rockets
and an intact military capacity.

Prime Minister Olmert admitted to mistakes during the
conflict and the Israeli Chief of Staff admitted to failings.
Calling for a state commission of inquiry, former defense
minister Moshe Arens talked about "the defeat of Israel." He
said Israel lost "to a very small group of people, 5,000
Hezbollah fighters."

The Isracli Winograd Commission found that "Israel
initiated a long war, which ended without a defined military
victory." The U.S. Congressional Research Service found that
Hezbollah's leaders have been able to claim a level of 'victory'
simply by virtue of not having decisively lost.""

Israel can no more expect to destroy the ability of Iran to
fight back with a blitzkrieg attack, than it could against the
Hezbollah in Lebanon.

Iran’s army has 345,000 soldiers, a reserve of 350,000, and a
Revolutionary Guard force of 120,000. Iran has a military draft,
and there are almost 900,000 eligible males coming of age every
year.

Not only will Israel have to content with Hezbollah should
it attack Iran, but it will also have to confront the
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unconventional warfare potential of Iran's Quds Forces. These
consist of thousands of religious warriors who have been
specifically trained to export the Islamic revolution.

The Quds Force is like al Qaeda on steroids. Its fighters are
indoctrinated and prepared to attack around the world to create
the environment for the reappearance of Mahdi, the twelfth
imam, who will bring Islam to the entire world.

Most dangerously for the rest of the wortld, if Israel finds
itself in the position where its conventional arms cannot secure
its borders or protect its civilian population, its policy is to
unleash its nuclear weapons. Should it do so, it may destroy
Lebanon, Syria, and Iran, but it may destroy itself in the process.
Even under its unique Doctrine of Accountability, Israel might
find it difficult to have any legitimacy as a free and democratic
government in the face of universal condemnation.

ENSNARING THE UNITED STATES

Seeking to coerce the United States into supporting his war
plans, Prime Minister Netanyahu says, "Those in the
international community who refuse to put red lines before Iran
don't have a moral right to place a red light before Israel . . . If
Iran knows that there is no red line, if Iran knows that there's
no deadline, what will it do? Exactly what it's doing. It's
continuing, without any interference, towards obtaining nuclear
weapons capability. And, from there, nuclear bombs."

Netanyahu also thinks that the United States "might not
like [an Israeli attack on Iran] but they will accept it the next
day."

The people of the United States may be less confident that
they will support an Israeli sneak attack on Iran. The more
realistic and pertinent question is what will the United States do
when Iran responds to an Israeli attack by retaliating against the
country that supplied the military equipment that facilitated the
attack, and which has itself been engaging in blatant acts of war?

Ayatollah Ali Khamenei has warned, “U.S. policy makers
and analysts know that the Iranian nation would not let an
invasion go without a response. Enemies of the Islamic system
fabricated various rumors about death and health to demoralize
the Iranian nation, but they did not know that they are not
dealing with only one person in Iran. They are facing a nation.”
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Hasan Nasrallah, the leader of Hezbollah, believes the
Iranian leaders will drag the United States into the war if they
are attacked by Israel, "The response will not just be inside the
Israeli entity. American bases in the whole region could be
Iranian targets. If Israel targets Iran, America bears
responsibility."

The United States conducted a simulated war game earlier
this year to assess the consequences of an Israeli attack on Iran.
The conclusion was that the invasion could lead to a regional
war involving the United States. The commander of all U.S.
forces in the Middle East, General James N. Mattis believes an
Israeli attack would likely have "dire consequences across the
region and for United States forces there." In the game scenario,
an Iranian missile hits a U.S. warship killing 200 American
sailors and the U.S. retaliates by attacking the Iranian nuclear
facilities.

The war game demonstrated the inability to predict what
will occur if Israel attacks Iran, but what will happen if the
United States gets suckered into the fight?

THEY SOW THE WIND AND REAP THE
WHIRLWIND

In the fog of war, it is never possible to predict what will
happen from day to day or even moment to moment, and it has
been said that no plan lasts longer than the first encounter with
the enemy; however, it strongly behooves commanders to
attempt to the greatest extent possible to envision the logical
consequences of tactical and strategic decisions.

Undoubtedly, a bombing attack by Israel and/or the U.S.
will be resisted by all available means. Unlike Iraq, where anti-
aircraft sites had been systematically destroyed during the Gulf
War and by subsequent “No Fly” raids, Iran’s defenses are
intact, and attack planes will be shot down and their air crews
and pilots will be killed and captured.

A naval attack will be opposed by anti-ship missiles, fast
missile craft and suicide bombers in small boats. Thousands and
thousands of Iranian youths died a martyr’s death resisting
Saddam’s invasion; can we expect any less of a commitment to
an attack by the “Great Satan?” In a replay of the Battle of
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Salamis, the American Battle Groups could be sitting ducks in
the narrow Persian Gulf.

How secure will the remaining Americans be in the “Green
Zone” in Baghdad when the Iraqi army and police forces,
primarily composed of Shiites, turn on the remaining occupiers?
Thus far, most suicide bombers have been Sunnis from other
countries, but what if the millions of Shiites are suddenly
motivated to become martyrs and their targets are Americans?

Saudi Arabia, Iraq, and Iran have the first, second, and third
largest oil and natural gas reserves in the world, and every day
40 percent of the world production passes through the Strait of
Hormuz, the 20-mile-wide bottleneck at the mouth of the
Persian Gulf.

The “Tanker War” demonstrated how vulnerable shipping
is in this area. Imagine the result if Iran was attacked? Although
the U.S. Navy has increased its deployment of minesweepers in
the Gulf, the oil supply is vulnerable to more than floating
mines.

What if Shiite zealots attacked production sites in Saudi
Arabia and other oil producing countries, and Iran turned off its
own production and quickly shut down the flow of Iraqi oil?
Or, what if Iran’s oil production is destroyed?

America’s strategic oil reserves would be depleted in 60
days, the price of crude oil could quickly exceed $150-200 a
barrel, and the U.S. could not depend upon alternative
suppliers, such as Venezuela. Are Americans ready to pay $10 a
gallon for gasoline to support a belligerent and uncontrollable
Israel?

Iran could do more than organize increased attacks on
Americans in Iraq. U.S. troops in Afghanistan are vulnerable to
an Iranian alliance with warlords in western Afghanistan, where
Iranian support could empower the Taliban resistance and
endanger U.S. troops.

America supplied and encouraged Kurdish resistance in
northern and western Iran and allowed the Iraqi Kurds to
establish their own independence in northern Iraq. What will
happen when these Kurds increase their support of Turkish
Kurds, and Turkey, which has 290,000 troops on the border,
cracks down? Will the U.S. stand by and allow Turkey to occupy
northern Iraq?
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Through Hezbollah and the Quds Force, Iran has the
global ability to strike back, including soft targets within the
United States. As was just seen during the failed Israeli attempt
to destroy it in Lebanon, Hezbollah is a far superior fighting
force than al Qaeda.

Hezbollah is more than a political organization; it has an
ideological base that can motivate its martyrs to strike at
Americans anywhere in the world.

There is a substantial risk that another attack on an Islamic
country will act as a rallying cry for all Muslims, both Sunnis
and Shiites, and engender even greater hatred of America.

Since the United States invaded Iraq, terrorist attacks have
increased sevenfold worldwide. Given the successful al Qaeda
attacks in Spain and England, it is highly unlikely that the
United States will escape devastating retaliation.

Even if the war is not brought to its homeland, it is certain
that the United States will suffer severe and bloody losses, and
the U.S. will probably respond with intensified bombing to
degrade the will of the Iranian people to fight. Civilian
infrastructure targets, such as electricity, water, and sanitation,
could be wiped out, along with bridges, roads, and government
buildings.

An attack against Iran could morph into a regional
geopolitical confrontation that could spin out of control.

Iran has been invited to full membership in the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization (SCO) consisting of China, Russia,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgystan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan. The
organization denied observer status to the United States and
rejected its democratization agenda in calling for a reduction of
its military presence in Central Asia. SCO has hinted it would
consider a concerted effort to reduce the geopolitical presence
of the U.S. in Central Asia.

Iran has substantially increased its commercial ties with
these potential allies. It signed a $100 billion deal with China to
develop the huge Yadavaran oilfield and will sell 250 million
tons of liquefied natural gas to China over the next 25 years.
Iran is also working on delivering natural gas through a pipeline
to Pakistan and India.

Russia and China might not just veto any Security Council
military action against Iran, they might consider uniting in its
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defense. Or, what if these nations agreed to abandon the dollar
and to create a euro-denominated exchange in oil, as has been
proposed by Iran? Such an exchange could quickly dry up the
demand for dollars and create havoc in the U.S. economy. What
if China began to dump its billions of reserve dollars?

What would it take to start another world war? What will it
take to achieve peace in the Middle East?

A TIME FOR PEACE

The United States refuses to negotiate with Iran until it
suspends its nuclear fuel enrichment and reprocessing programs
and surrenders possession of its refined material, and Iran is
unwilling to give up the only bargaining chip it has without
some showing of reciprocity.

Rebuffed in its repeated attempt to resolve all outstanding
issues, the Iranian government decided that it needed some
leverage, and one was to increase its negotiating strength by
going forward with its nuclear program.

Ayatollah Ali Khamenei has stated, "We have no problem
with the world. We are not a threat whatsoever to the world,
and the world knows it. We will never start a war. We have no
intention of going to war with any state."

At the Non-Alighed Movement meeting in Tehran in the
last week of August 2012, Khamenei called for a nuclear-free
Middle East, "Iran considers the use of nuclear, chemical and
similar weapons as a great and unforgivable sin. We proposed
the idea of [a] 'Middle East free of nuclear weapons' and we are
committed to it." He proclaimed, "Our motto is nuclear energy
for all and nuclear weapons for none."

Representing two-thirds of the UN membership and more
than half of the world's population, the Non-Aligned
Movement issued a final communiqué which supported Iran's
right to pursue the enrichment of uranium for energy. It
rejected the boycotts and sanctions imposed on Iran and
warned that any attack on nuclear facilities would be illegal
under international law and a violation of basic human rights.

The continual threats made by Israel and the United States
to attack Iran is a violation of the United Nations Charter.
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There is an urgent need to negotiate, but even more
important, it is essential that the United States formulates a
broad-based policy that is designed to succeed, one that resolves
the global problem of nuclear weapons and not just its
immediate concerns about Iran’s nuclear enrichment program.

A COMPREHENSIVE NUCLEAR WEAPONS
PoLICY

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) was opened
for signature on July 1, 1968 and entered into force on March 5,
1970, after ratification by the United Kingdom, the Soviet
Union, the United States and 40 other signatory states, including
Iran. The treaty has now been ratified by 188 sovereign states,
including the other two Security Council members, China and
France.

Three nations which currently possess nuclear weapons,
India, Pakistan, and Israel, have never signed the treaty, and one
nation, North Korea, has withdrawn from the treaty and
developed nuclear weapons. India and Pakistan developed the
ability to enrich uranium to weapons grade; however, Israel and
North Korea have apparently relied upon the refinement of
energy-grade uranium into plutonium for their weapons.

According to the treaty, only the five permanent members
of the United Nations Security Council, the U.S., Russia,
England, France, and China, are permitted to own nuclear
weapons. These nations pledge themselves to not transfer
nuclear weapons or the technology to other states, and they
have agreed to pursue plans to reduce and liquidate their
stockpiles in pursuance of a treaty “on general and complete
disarmament under strict and effective international control.”

The non-nuclear nations pledge that they will not seek or
develop nuclear weapons. All states have the inalienable right to
use nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, which allows them to
either refine nuclear fuel for use in nuclear reactors for energy
generation or to purchase it on the international market.

The treaty has been supplemented by the IAEA Statute,
which includes a NPT Safeguards agreement requiring
signatories to disclose civilian uranium enrichment programs
and to accept IAEA inspections.
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All signatory nations are guaranteed the right to withdraw
from the treaty after giving three-months’ notice of good cause,
if they feel that “extraordinary events, related to the subject
matter of this Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme interests of
its country.”

The NPT prohibits the nuclear weapons powers from using
nuclear weapons on nations which do not have them; however,
the United States, England and France have all publicly
indicated that they would use nuclear weapons in violation of
the treaty to respond to a non-conventional attack by “rogue
states.” In addition, the United States has designed and
deployed nuclear “bunker busting” bombs for use on non-
nuclear states such as Iran.

Although the United States and the former Soviet Union
signed Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties in 1991 and 1993, and
the United States signed the Strategic Offensive Reduction
Treaty with Russia in 2002, there has been little progress by the
five nuclear weapons powers to implement that portion of the
NPT which called for a treaty “on general and complete
disarmament under strict and effective international control.”

In 2002, contrary to treaty obligations, President Bush
called for a “revitalized nuclear weapons complex ... to design,
develop, manufacture, and certify new warheads in response to
new national requirements; and maintain readiness to resume
underground testing.”

The U.S. spent (in today’s dollars) an average of $4.2 billion
per year for nuclear weapons during the Cold War. The U.S.
budget for 2008 included $6.4 billion for nuclear weapons,
including the “design concept testing” of two new nuclear

warhead designs for deployment on submarine-launched
ICBMs.

Also, in violation of the spirit, if not the letter, of the treaty,
the U.S. National Nuclear Security Administration has
articulated an “infrastructure planning scenario for a nuclear
weapons complex able to meet the threats of the 21st century,”
which is estimated to cost a minimum of $150 billion.

In 2003, Iran was found to have violated the NPT
Safeguards agreement by having failed to disclose its civilian
uranium enrichment program. Iran’s claim that it has no
intention of developing nuclear weapons continues to be met
with some skepticism, because of its secret activities and its
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increasing ability to refine energy-grade fuel into weapons-grade
material.

The latest "unattributed" report is that the International
Atomic Energy Agency "has obtained more information" that
Iran continues to secretly engage in "computer-run modeling"
to calculate nuclear explosion yields, which contradicts its public
statements that it is not pursuing nuclear weapons.

One must wonder, however, if Iran would be justified in
lawfully withdrawing from the non-proliferation treaty and
openly developing nuclear weapons. Are there “extraordinary
events” which have “jeopardized” its “supreme interestsr”

Iran is surrounded by the three nuclear weapons states
(India, Pakistan, and Israel) which have refused to sign the
NPT. In addition, the United States is currently targeting
hundreds of ship-based nuclear missiles on Iran and has
seriously considered using tactical nuclear weapons in a
“surgical strike” to destroy a program that Iran is currently
entitled to pursue.

If we have an appreciation of the history and culture of the
people of Iran, if we truly accept and respect the rights and
obligations of all parties to the dispute, and if we recognize the
threat to the safety of all nations and their citizens, what can the
United States do to avert a human tragedy of catastrophic
proportions?

Reaffirm Commitment to Nuclear Disarmament. The
United States must accept that the possession of nuclear
weapons by any nation, including itself, poses a threat to all
other nations and to humanity in general. Unilaterally, it should
immediately discontinue its programs to upgrade and increase
its own nuclear arsenal.

The United States should vigorously and relentlessly
encourage all nuclear weapon nations to sign the NPT and to
agree to eliminate all nuclear weapons in pro rata steps within a
decade. All nuclear weapons should be outlawed after a certain
date.

Commit to The Defense of All Nations Which Agree to
Not Develop and Deploy Nuclear Weapons. Mohamed
ElBaradei once stated that 40 countries could develop nuclear
weapons if they wanted to. Moreover, given the huge number
of loosely controlled tactical nuclear weapons left over in the
former Soviet Union, any nation feeling sufficiently threatened
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could probably obtain such weapons on the black market and
withdraw from the treaty. The greatest problem today is to
reduce the anxiety of non-nuclear weapon nations by
guaranteeing their protection.

The United States should negotiate with all nuclear weapon
nations to amend the NPT to provide for the common defense
of any non-nuclear nation which suffers a nuclear attack. Even
without the agreement of other nuclear states, the United States
could unilaterally commit itself to the defense of any non-
nuclear nation, specifically including Iran, attacked by nuclear
weapons by any nation, specifically including Israel.

Reaffirm Rights of Other Nations to Use Nuclear
Energy. The United States should negotiate with all signatories
to amend the NPT as follows: The production of nuclear energy
fuel could be concentrated under the auspices of an
international non-profit NPT corporation directed by the five
permanent members of the U.N. Security Council, subject to
inspections by the IAEA. The corporation should be allowed to
operate only within the five member nations desiring to process
and enrich uranium.

All signatories should agree to avoid reprocessing of fuel
rods and to outlaw plutonium. The NPT corporation should
accept responsibility for the return and safe disposal of fuel rods
from the signatories they supply. Solutions to disposal could
include reusing the rods to produce electricity by non-reactor
means or by designing and constructing simple, ultra-safe
rockets to shoot the spent materials into the sun.

All members should agree to the development of safe,
standard designs for nuclear reactors and to make the plans and
technology available to all member nations.

Strike A “Grand Bargain” With Iran. Although it may
not agree with the way Iran’s government is organized, the
United States must accept that Iran is a functioning democracy.
The United States must stop ignoring Iran’s attempts to
negotiate, and it must recognize that President Ahmadinejad is
not the voice of Iran’s foreign policy.

Ayatollah Khamenei has not only issued a fatwa against
nuclear weapons, but he has also indirectly told Ahmadinejad to
stay out of all nuclear matters. Moreover, the United States and
Israel must listen when Ayatollah Khamenei states that Iran
endorses the Arab League position on Israel-Palestine, which
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supports normal relations with Israel, if it accepts a two-state
settlement.

Like every nation, Iran wants respect. The United States
should immediately agree to negotiate with Iran without
conditions based on Iran’s 2003 proposal. Negotiations should
lead to a grand bargain in which the United States recognizes
Iran, pledges to defend it against nuclear attack from any
source, including any and all of its neighbors, and in return Iran
agrees to discontinue the enrichment of uranium beyond energy
grade and any reprocessing that leads to the production of
plutonium.

In any case, there is plenty of time for the United States to
engage in a long-term policy of patient engagement with Iran.
There are many in Iran who retain a favorable opinion of the
United States and who are opposed to the theocratic regime.
We must give them time and encouragement — not threats of
imminent death and destruction.

EARNING THE PRIZE FOR PEACE

The United States and Iran agreed in 1955 to a "firm and
enduring peace and sincere friendship." Although that
agreement has been put to the test in subsequent years, it is still
the law that binds the two nations. The U.S. State Department
also continues to list the "Mutual Defense Assistance
Agreement”" of 1950 between the U.S. and Iran as being "in
force." According to Article Six of the United States
Constitution, these treaties are the "supreme Law of the Land."

President Obama has sworn to protect and defend the
Constitution of the United States. He should think long and
hard about the legality and morality of aiding and abetting Israel
in attacking Iran.

In 2009, President Obama announced a strategic decision
to move towards a "nuclear free world" through bilateral and
multilateral disarmament. He set a goal of a world without
nuclear weapons and committed to taking steps on the "long
road towards eliminating nuclear weapons."

A Comprehensive Nuclear Weapons Policy could become
the "Obama Doctrine," a true legacy deserving of his Nobel
Peace Prize.
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Drawing red lines in the sand and daring someone to cross
is a child's game. It is far too dangerous when the dare involves
nuclear weapons, and it is much too unbecoming for those who
have accepted the mantle of leadership.

Someone must be the adult in the room, and President
Obama will not be doing anyone any favors if he allows himself
to be bullied into acting which is not in the best interests of the
people of the United States, Iran, Israel, or the rest of the world.

War is not inevitable. Peace is still possible, but time is
short and the moment for courage and wisdom is now.

EPILOGUE: EIGHT YEARS LATER

President Obama made a deal with Iran, which has been
kept by Iran. President Trump violated the deal and used
drones to murder top Iranians. Newly elected President Biden
will likely continue his support of Israel and its conflict with
Iran; the Palestinian children will continue to live under brutal
occupation; the Israeli children will live without a constitution
under martial law; and the United States will continue to supply
the weapons allowing the People of the Land of Palestine to be
held in an open-air prison, as their land and water is taken in
violation of international law.
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THE PROFESSIONAL LIFE OF
WILLIAM JOHN COX

The eighth and last child of a pioneer family that included
American Revolutionary War patriots, William John Cox was
born on a dry-land cotton farm near Lubbock, Texas, on
February 15, 1941 to Samuel Hubert and Minnie Irene (Oswalt)
Cox.

Cox traces his ancient ancestry through his sixth great-
grandmother, Naomi Hussey (who married Solomon Cox I) and
her forebear, Sir John Hussey! and his marriage to Lady Anne
Grey, thus back through the House of Plantagenet to King John
(who sealed the Magna Carta) and to William the Conqueror,
who 1s Cox’s 30th great-grandfather.?

Of the English families of the Cox Clan who migrated to
the American colonies, many were Quakers who first settled in
Pennsylvania, Delaware, and then down into North Carolina,
where a group of Friends gathered at Cane Creek in 1751.
When the Revolutionary War began, patriots Solomon Cox I
and Samuel Cox II chose to fight for their rights of liberty in
the war for independence. They were shunned by their pacifistic
congregation.’

5 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John_Hussey, 1st Baron_Hussey_of Sleaford
2 As an independent source of reliable and unbiased information, Wikipedia.org
has been an invaluable resource to the author.
3 DAR Genealogical Research Database (Cox, Solomon)
http://services.dar.org/public/dar_research/search_adb/?action=full&p_id=A027
084. DAR Genealogical Research Database (Cox, Samuel)
http://services.dar.org/public/dar_research/search_adb/?action=full&p_id=A205
252.
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Following independence, the outcast families, one headed
by Samuel Cox II married to Martha Cox, and the other by
Solomon Cox I and his wife Naomi Hussey, migrated under the
leadership of Solomon’s grandson, Joseph Cox, along with
other families.# They explored and developed frontier
settlements in Virginia, Kentucky, Ohio, Missouri, and finally
down into the Republic of Texas while it was still independent.
The two Cox family branches were reunited with the marriage
of Joseph’s daughter Nica Jane Cox to Samuel Hampton Cox®
(who rode with Terry’s Texas Rangers in the war between the
states). Born in 1897, one of their grandsons was Samuel
Hubert Cox, the father of Billy Jack Cox.

The 200-acre cotton farm on which Cox grew up was
initially without irrigation, electricity, or indoor plumbing, and
the fields were plowed with work horses. The family endured
the great Texas drought of the 1950s, which caused massive
dust storms in the Panhandle.¢

4 Cox, Stanley Medford, Joseph Cox, Ancestors and Descendants, University of
Wisconsin-Madison, (1955). Digitized August 15, 2007;
https://books.google.com/books/about/Joseph_Cox_Ancestors_and_Descendant
s.html?id=FB1GAAAAMAAJ
5 Tyler, George W., “Bell County Rangers and Confederate Soldiers,” The
Belton Journal, January 31, 1918,
http://files.usgwarchives.net/tx/bell/military/civilwar/rangers.txt.” Texas, Civil
War Service Records of Confederate Soldiers, 1861-1865,” database,
FamilySearch (https://familysearch.org/ark:/61903/1:1:FZ4T-7G8: accessed 6
September 2015), Samuel H Cox, 1862; from “Compiled Service Records of
Confederate Soldiers Who Served in Organizations from the State of Texas,”
database, Fold3.com (http://www.fold3.com: n.d.); citing military unit
Eighteenth Cavalry (Darnell’s Regiment), NARA microfilm publication M323
(Washington, D.C.: National Archives and Records Administration, 1961), roll
100.
8 https://www.npr.org/2012/07/07/155995881/how-one-drought-changed-texas-
agriculture-forever. Burnett, John, “When the Sky Ran Dry,” Texas Monthly,
July 2012. Kelton, Elmer, The Time It Never Rained, (Forge Books 2012).
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Following the death of his mother when he was four years
old and the deaths of his father and last surviving grandparent
at age 10, Cox was raised by his older siblings. He became a
habitual runaway and was declared a ward of the court. In lieu
of reform school, he was “allowed” to attend New Mexico
Military Institute’ from which he received a high school
diploma in 1958.

Enlisting upon graduation, Cox served for four years and
was honorably discharged as a United States Navy Hospital
Corpsman 2nd Class (E5) in 1962.8

m """v ey

7 http://www.nmmi.edu/overview/heritage.html.
8 http://www.corpsman.com/history/history-of-the-hospital-corps/
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Previously known as Billy Jack, Cox discovered in 1968 that
he had never been officially named. With the option of naming
himself, he caused the name of William John Cox to be entered
on his birth certificate in Lubbock, Texas.

Cox and his brothers and sisters had 25 children. With the
death of his last surviving sibling in 2006, Cox is the last of his
generation in his branch of the Cox clan in America.

LAW ENFORCEMENT

In the early Sixties, Cox became a part of the “New Breed”
movement to professionalize the American police service when
he was employed in 1962 by the El Cajon, California Police
Department.” He attended the nearby San Diego Police
Department Academy from which he graduated with top
honors.10

While working with a police dog!! and as a detective, Cox
served as president of the ElI Cajon Police Officers

% “El Cajon Force Reaches Quota”, The Valley News, December 9, 1962.
10 «City Officer No. 1 at Police Academy,” The Valley News, March 10, 1963.
“Patrolman Tops in Academy Test,” San Diego Union Tribune, March 10, 1963.
11 Farina, John, “Dogs Help EI Cajon Police in Putting the Bite on Crime,” San
Diego Evening Tribune, May 10, 1966.
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Association!? and the San Diego County Chapter of the Peace
Officers Research Association of California (PORAC),!? which
was instrumental in establishing the first Peace Officer
Standards and Training (POST) Commission and drafting the
national Law Enforcement Code of Ethics.!*

LLOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT

In 1968, Cox transferred to the Los Angeles Police
Department where he graduated with top honors from the
Police Academy.

Cox received an A.S. degree in Police Administration from
Rio Hondo College and was selected to author the Policy
Volume of the five-volume Police Department Manual.
Although the four operational and management volumes had
been written 20 years previously under the legendary Chief
William H. Parker, the principles, philosophy, and policies of
the LAPD remained unwritten.

Completion of the Policy Volume was one of Edward M.

Davis’s primary goals when he became Chief of Police in 1969.
Davis was a well-educated populist chief who saw his police

12 “Cox Leads EC Police Association,” The Valley News, July 20, 1966. “El
Cajon Cop Roles Pondered,” Daily Californian, July 29, 1967.

13 «“Enforcement Groups Plans Installation,” Daily Californian, November 9,
1967.

14 peace Officers Research Association of California, http://www.porac.org.
Hooper, Michael, PhD, California Law Enforcement, California Department of
Justice, p.5, http://www.mhhe.com/ps/cjustice/ap/pdf/ap_ca_supplement.pdf.
IADLEST Model Minimum Standards, International Association of Directors of
Law Enforcement Standards & Training, http://www.iadlest.org/modelmin.htm.
Grank, J. Kevin, “Ethics and Law Enforcement,” The FBI Law Enforcement
Bulletin, December 2002.
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force as an extension of the local people it policed. His job was
to create a highly professional police force to work with the
People to prevent crime and apprehend offenders.

To oversee the exercise of law enforcement decision
making, written policy on a broad range of operational issues
ensured that essential discretion is exercised, consistently
without bias, to the greatest extent possible by all officers, at all
times, and in all neighborhoods. The new Chief wanted a
written Policy Manual, and Cox had just reorganized and
documented the correspondence flow of the old chief’s office.
Cox was assigned to write the Manual.

Over the next two years, Cox worked independently in
researching, outlining, drafting, and securing approval of the
principles, philosophy, and policies governing the policing of
America’s second largest city. He had complete access to
interviews and records, and the full cooperation of the
command staff. Officially ranked as a police officer, Cox
chaired monthly conferences of the deputy chiefs to present,
discuss, and approve written chapters as they were completed.
The Policy Manual was completed, and it was approved by
Chief Davis, the Police Commission, and the City Council.’>

Concerning the relationship between Los Angeles police
officers and those they protect and serve, Cox wrote:

The police at all times should maintain a relationship
with the public that gives reality to the historic tradition
that the police are the public and that the public are the
police; the police are the only members of the public
who are paid to give full-time attention to duties which
are incumbent on every citizen in the interest of
community welfare.1¢

This definition remains in effect and continues to guide all
police decision making in the City of Los Angeles.

NATIONAL STANDARDS FOR POLICING

Having been promoted to Police Officer III, Investigator,
and Sergeant, Cox was loaned in 1971 to the Police Task Force
of President Nixon’s National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, to define the role of the
police in America. Over the next year, his assigned task was to

15 Los Angeles Police Department Manual, Volume I, Policy.
16 |_os Angeles Police Department Manual, Volume I, Policy, Section 115.35.
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research and write the introductory chapters of the Police Task
Report which included the role of the police, policy making, and
the exercise of discretion, and he wrote the chapters on criminal
justice systems relations, and community crime prevention.!’

Questions addressed by the Task Force, and the
Commission, involved the use of federal, and presidential
powers in the “War on Crime.” The Commission set standards
for the entire criminal justice system, and it asserted the policy
position of local and state law enforcement, prosecution,
defense, corrections, and community crime prevention
professionals, that matters were well in the hands of the People
and their professional police forces.

To the greatest extent, law enforcement was to be
controlled at the most local level possible, where split-second
decisions must be made in life and death situations, according
to the policies established by the People most affected,
according to national professional standards, and consistent
with the Constitution.

In defining the role of the police in America, Cox wrote:

The police in the United States are not separate from
the people. They draw their authority from the will and
consent of the people, and they recruit their officers
from them. The police are the instrument of the people
to achieve and maintain order; their efforts are founded

17 Report of the Task Force on Police, National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, Government Printing Office, 1973.
Lasley, James R., Hooper, Michael and Dery Ill, George M. The California
Criminal Justice System (TCCJS), (Prentice-Hall, 2001), p. 3.
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on principles of public service and ultimate
responsibility to the public.!8

If the overall purposes of the police service in America
were narrowed to a single objective, that objective
would be to preserve the peace in a manner consistent
with the freedoms secured by the Constitution.!?

This definition of the role of the police in the United States
has never been withdrawn or replaced as a matter of national
policy.

Following his graduation from law school in 1973, Cox was
employed for one year by the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA) of the United States Department of
Justice, which was the funding agency of President Nixon’s War
on Crime. Hired as a Law Enforcement Specialist, Cox was
quickly appointed as a special assistant to the Director (and as
acting Deputy Director) of the Office of National Priority
Programs. The Office was responsible for the implementation
of national criminal justice standards and goals.?’

PEERS FOR PEACE

As the author of the LAPD’s shooting policy, Cox testified
during hearings in 1979 conducted by the Los Angeles Board of
Police Commissioners into the shooting death of Eulia May
Love by LAPD officers on January 3, 1979.21 Cox
recommended the Department create a “Peer Review
Commission” consisting of citizens and police officers to
investigate and make disciplinary recommendations regarding
complaints of police misconduct. Refining the definition of the
police role he had written in the Policy Manual; Cox urged the
Police Commission to recognize that: “The people of the City
of Los Angeles and 7heir police are peers for peace.”??

18 Report of the Task Force on Police, National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, Government Printing Office, 1973, p. 9.
19 “Ibid, p 13.
20 National Program Strategy for Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, (LEAA
Office of National Priority Programs, 1974).
21 Domanick, Joe, “A Shooting Reminiscent of the LAPD’s Worst Days,” Los
Angeles Times, June 6, 1999.
22 Summarized: The manner in which a People lay actual hands on those they
arrest in the name of the law—arresting the physical liberty of people—defines
more, than any other single factor, the manner of society in which one lives.
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PRACTICE OF LAW

While working full-time on the LAPD and the National
Advisory Commission, Cox attended evening classes at the
Southwestern Law School on the G.I. Bill and academic
scholarships.?> He served on the staff of the Law Review for
two years and published a proposal for a legal remedy
alternative to the Fourth Amendment Exclusionary Rule.?* His
comment was cited to the California Conference on the
Judiciary,?> the Supreme Court of the United States,?® and the
United States Senate.?’

Cox was awarded a Juris Doctor degree cum lande in 1973.
He was working in Washington, DC when the results of the
State Bar examination were published, and he was administered
his attorney’s oath by Justice Tom C. Clark in the chambers of
the U.S. Supreme Court. In autographing a photograph of the
event, Justice Clark predicted that Cox’s voice “will be a strong
one for equal justice.”?8

23 «gcholarships Awarded”, Los Angeles Times, February 1971.
24 Comment, “The Decline of the Exclusionary Rule: An Alternative to
Injustice,” Southwestern University Law Review, Volume 4, Spring 1972,
Number 1.
% Court Reform Blue Ribbon Committee Report, Delegate Recommendations to
the California Conference on the Judiciary 1972, Exclusionary Rule Task Force,
pp 9-10.
% petitioner’s Opening Brief, pp 40-41, California vs. Krivda, 409 U.S. 33,
(1972).
27 Hearings on the Federal Criminal Law, Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and
Procedures of the Committee on the Judiciary, United States Senate, July and
September 1973, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 27-292,
1974) p. 6544, fn 3.
28 State Bar of California,
http://members.calbar.ca.gov/search/member_detail.aspx?x=58998.
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Appointed a Deputy District Attorney of Los Angeles
County in 1974, Cox prosecuted a wide range of criminal cases
in the municipal and superior courts during the next three years.

In 1977, Cox opened a public interest law practice in Long
Beach, California in the historical landmark Skinny House.?? As
a trial lawyer, he primarily represented indigent juveniles
accused of serious crimes and received court appointments in
capital punishment and major felony matters.

THE HOLOCAUST CASE

Among the cases Cox handled was a pro bono publico’’ matter
in which he represented Mel Mermelstein, a Jewish survivor of
the Auschwitz concentration camp. Cox investigated and sued a
group of radical right-wing groups, including the Liberty Lobby
and Institute for Historical Review,?? that engaged in Holocaust
denial and which had offered a reward for proof of Nazi gas
chambers.?

The organizations were headed by Willis Carto, the creator
of the Populist Party and America’s foremost anti-Semite and
anti-Black racist.3* Carto was an early associate of William
Luther Pierce, a leader of the American Nazi Party and the
author of The Turner Diaries. In 1975, Carto established the
newspaper The Spotlight. The Turner Diaries and The Spotlight had a
significant influence on domestic terrorist Timothy McVeigh,
who detonated a bomb in Oklahoma City on April 19, 1995 that

2 “Residence Here to Have Width of but Ten Feet,” Long Beach Press-
Telegram, July 25, 1930. Swanson, Ed, “Smallest Home in Nation,” Long Beach
Press-Telegram, February 7, 1932. http://www.longbeach.gov/TI/Media-
Library/Documents/Historical-Points-of-Interest-GIS/SKINNY-HOUSE!/.
Christensen, Joyce, “Skinny House,” Long Beach Independent, Press-Telegram,
May 31, 1980. Kelly, Erin, “Built on Dare, It’s Only 10 Feet Wide,” Los
Angeles Times, June 28, 1980. LaRiviere, Anne, “Skinny House Not for
Everyone,” Los Angeles Times, January 30, 1983. YouTube|613g7OMh2Ng.
30 «“Two Reversible Errors Shown in Juvenile Proceedings,” Daily Journal,
November 8, 1978.
31 Latin, “For the public good.”
32 «“The Private World of Willis Carto,” The Investigator, October 1981. Liberty
Lobby, Inc. vs. Jack Anderson, et al., U.S. Court of Appeals, District of
Columbia Circuit, 746F.2d1563, November 2, 1984.
33 Brin, Herb, “Inside Liberty Lobby—a Network of Hate,” Heritage, June 12,
1981.
34 «About Willis Carto,” Southern Poverty Law Center,
https://www.splcenter.org/fighting-hate/extremist-files/individual/willis-carto.
“Willis Carto,” The Anti-Defamation League,
http://archive.adl.org/learn/ext_us/carto.html.
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killed 168 people.?> The New York Times called Carto “a reclusive
behind-the-scenes wizard of the far-right fringe of American
politics who used lobbying and publishing to denigrate Jews and
other minorities and galvanize the movement to deny the
Holocaust. . . .36

In what the Swithsonian Magazine called “a stroke of legal
genius” and a “crafty interpretation of the law”, Cox created
and charged the defendants with a new civil wrong, or “tort”
entitled “Injurious Denial of Established Fact.” The denied fact
would have to be so established as to require the Court to take
judicial notice of “that which is known need not be proven”.?’

The primary legal issue in the case was resolved in October
1981, when Los Angeles County Superior Court Judge Thomas
T. Johnson® took judicial notice of the fact that “Jews were
gassed to death at Auschwitz concentration camp in the
summer of 1944.°39

3 Kaplan, Jeffrey, Ed., Encyclopedia of White Power: A Sourcebook on the
Radical Racist Right, (AltaMira Press, 2000).
36 Martin, Douglas, “Willis Carto, Far-Right Figure and Holocaust Denier, Dies
at 89,” The New York Times, November 1, 2015.
37 Sauer, Patrick, “Mel Mermelstein Survived Auschwitz, Then Sued Holocaust
Deniers in Court,” (Smithsonian Magazine, August 27, 2018).
https://www.smithsonianmag.com/history/mel-mermelstein-survived-auschwitz-
then-sued-holocaust-deniers-court-180970123/.
38 Woo, Elaine, “Thomas T. Johnson dies at 88; judge ruled that Holocaust was a
fact,” Los Angeles Times, December 31, 2011.
39 «“Mermelstein Victory,” Heritage, October 23, 1981. ”Footnote to the
Holocaust,” Newsweek, October 19, 1981, p. 73. Lipstadt, Deborah, Denying the
Holocaust: The Growing Assault on Truth and Memory, (New York: Plumb,
1994), pp. 138-141. Shermer, Michael and Grobman, Alex, Denying History:
Who Says the Holocaust Never Happened and Why Do They Say It?
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In the aftermath of The Holocaust Case, Carto’s influence,
nationally, was severely diminished, and he was subsequently
removed from office through a coup d’état by statf members of
the Institute for Historical Review.#0

The Holocaust Case was the subject of the Turner Network
Television motion picture, Never Forget, in April 1991. Leonard
Nimoy produced the movie and was featured as Mel
Mermelstein. Actor Dabney Coleman played Cox.*! Cox’s
memoir about the matter, The Holocanst Case: Defeat of Denial was
published in July 2015 and includes relevant documents from
the court files.*2

(Berkeley|Los Angeles|London: University of California Press, 2000), p 43.
Kahn, Robert, Holocaust Denial and the Law: A Comparative Study, (Palgrove
Macmillan 2004) pp 22-31.
40 Carvajal, Doreen, “Civil War Rages Among Holocaust Revisionists,” Los
Angeles Times, May 8, 1994.
4l Rubin, Ronald, Never Forget, Turner Network Television, produced by
Leonard Nimoy & Robert B. Radnitz,
https://www.amazon.com/dp/6302168422.
O’Connor, John J. “Certifying the Holocaust’s Horrors,” New York Times, April
8, 1991. Pack, Susan, “A Promise Fulfilled,” Long Beach Press-Telegram, April
6, 1991. Nimoy, Leonard and Radnitz, Robert B., ““Never Forget’ Did Tell the
Truth About History,” Los Angeles Times, April 22, 1991. Nimoy, Leonard, |
Am Spock, (New York: Hyperion, 1995), p. 306.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9G1zZY4UFys8.
42 Cox, William John, The Holocaust Case: Defeat of Denial, (eLectio
Publishing, 2015). https://www.amazon.com/Holocaust-Case-Defeat-
Denial/dp/1632131609. “Former Attorney Shares Experience of Defending a
Holocaust Survivor,” Long Beach Press-Telegram, p. A7, July 10, 2015.
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FORENSIC PRACTICE

Between 1984 and 1988, Cox served as general counsel and
operations officer of a private security consulting and
investigation firm operated by a pair of retired LAPD
commanding officers. The client list included Fortune 500
companies and nuclear weapons sites operated by the United
States Department of Energy. The firm was sold to investors
organizing corporate security services.

Quasi-retired, Cox recommenced a specialized practice of
law in Long Beach, California and primarily provided
investigative, forensic, and data services to other law firms for
the next ten years. One of the leading cases he worked on was
the successful litigation involving the heirs of The Three
Stooges in support of attorney Bela G. Lugosi.®?

PUBLICATION OF THE SUPPRESSED DEAD SEA SCROLLS

In 1991, acting pro bono in a matter of public interest, Cox
represented a secret client and arranged for the publication of
almost 1,800 photographs of the Dead Sea Scrolls that had been
suppressed for more than 40 years.** Considered to be “the
academic scandal of the twentieth century,” the failure to
publish the entire corpus of ancient documents had deprived
several generations of biblical scholars the ability to study the
scrolls.+

Following its conquest of East Jerusalem during the “Six-
Day War” in June 1967, the Israeli government claimed
ownership of the unpublished scrolls, but left them in the
Rockefeller Museum and primarily under the control of
Catholic Dominican priests from the Ecole Biblique.

As those who sought publication were fearful of litigation
by the Israeli government, Cox agreed to represent the source
of the photographs as an “undisclosed client” and the source of

43 Solomon, Steve, “Stooge Law”, INC., September 15, 1995,
http://www.inc.com/magazine/19950915/2619.html. Conklin, Mike, “Son of
Dracula: Bela Lugosi Jr. Legally Sinks His Teeth Into Show Business”, Chicago
Tribune, April 6, 1999.
4 Wilford, John Noble, “Dead Sea Scrolls to Be Published,” New York Times,
November 20, 1991. Chandler, Russell and Goldman, John J., “Final 20% of
Dead Sea Scrolls to Be Published,” Los Angeles Times, November 20, 1991.
Flores, Laura, “2 L.B. men aid printing of Dead Sea Scroll books,” Long Beach
Press-Telegram, November 19, 1991. “Dead Sea Scrolls photographs to be
published,” New Straits Times, November 22, 1991.
4 Vermes, Geza, The Story of the Scrolls: The miraculous discovery and true
significance of the Dead Sea Scrolls, (Penquin 2010).
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the publishing funds as an “undisclosed donor” to protect them
from legal action. He personally signed a contract with the
Biblical Archaeology Society to publish A Facsimile Edition of the
Dead Sea Scrolls in November 1991.46

The monopoly broken, the Huntington Library in
California subsequently allowed all “qualified scholars” to study
its set of photographs, and the Israel Antiquities Authority
permitted the publication of a microfiche edition.*’

Appearing as a witness for Professors Robert Eisenman
and James M. Robinson—who had written an introduction and
prepared an index for the book—Cox testified at a trial held in
Jerusalem in January and February 1993, during which he

4 A Facsimile Edition of the Dead Sea Scrolls, (Washington, DC: Biblical
Archaeology Society, 1991). Shanks, Hershel, Freeing the Dead Sea Scrolls:
And Other Adventures of an Archaeology Outsider, (Continuum, 2010) p. 155.
47 Harrington, Daniel J., “What’s New(s) About the Dead Sea Scrolls?”
CrossCurrents, http://www.crosscurrents.org/deadsea.htm.
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refused to identify the source of the photographs.*® To this day,
Cox has never disclosed the identity of his “secret client.”4’

STATE BAR PROSECUTOR

Between 1999 and 2007, Cox served as a supervising trial
counsel for the State Bar of California, working under the
auspices of the California Supreme Court, where he organized
and led a “Fast Track” team of lawyers and investigators that
targeted the prosecution of attorneys accused of serious crimes
and misconduct. Combining criminal and civil law with
administrative State Bar Court powers, Cox formulated an
effective strategy to use the Superior Courts to assume
emergency jurisdiction over corrupt law practices that posed a
substantial risk of harm to the public.”

Cox’s team was so successful that the California legislature
extended the authority of the State Bar over the unlicensed
practices of law operated by criminal gangs.>! Working with law
enforcement officials, the team served court orders, seized files
and bank accounts, and shut down the unlawful practices—in
the same manner it had been doing with corrupt attorneys.>?

Cox retired from the practice of law in the summer of 2007,
with a combined-service, public safety pension allowing him the
freedom to think about the matters that interest him, rather
than the things he was paid to think about, as interesting as
those matters might have been.

48 Wilford, John Noble, “Israel Court Bars Access to Scroll,” New York Times,
January 23, 1993. Rabinovich, Abraham, “Dead Sea Scrolls Trial Continues in
Jerusalem,” Jerusalem Post, February 3, 1993. Thompson, Joy, “Book on
Scrolls violated copyright, Israeli court says,” Long Beach Press-Telegram,
August 2000. “Dead Sea Scrolls copyright upheld; damages awarded for
infringement,” The New York Times, August 31, 2000. Shanks, Hershel,
“Lawsuit Diary,” Biblical Archaeology Review, May/June 1993, p. 71. Cohen,
David L., “Copyrighting the Dead Sea Scrolls: Qimron v. Shanks,”, Maine Law
Review, Vol. 52:2, 2000, p.380.
49 Silberman, Neil Asher, The Hidden Scrolls: Christianity, Judaism and The
War for The Dead Sea Scrolls, (New York: Grosset/Putnam, 1994), p. 136.
50 «State Bar Initiates Fast Track for Egregious Cases of Attorney Misconduct,”
State Bar of California, September 10, 2002,
http://www.calsb.org/state/calbar/calbar_generic.jsp?cid=10144&n=36181.
McCarthy, Nancy, “‘Bad apples’ now face fast discipline,” California Bar
Journal, September 2002. Houston, David, “Legal Community Reels from
Attorney Theft Scandals,” Los Angeles Daily Journal, August 2, 2004.
°1 California Business & Professions Code Section 6126.3.
52 Curtis, Diane, “Bar Goes After Phony Lawyers,” California Bar Journal,
March 2006. Blackwell, Savannah, “State Bar Starts Taking Over Fake Law
Firms,” Daily Journal, January 28, 2007.
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POLITICAL ACTIVISM

In the late 1970s, Cox became convinced that control of the
United States government had been seized by special interest
groups and corporations, and that it no longer cared for the
voters who elected it. Acting on his concern, and with the
encouragement of journalist friends, Cox filed a class-action
lawsuit on July 9, 1979 on behalf of every American citizen
directly in the U.S. Supreme Court.>?

The petition alleged, “There is a widely held belief, shared
by many, that the Congress of the United States is in the ‘grips
of special interest groups’ and is no longer responsive to the
needs of individual citizens.”>*

Supreme Court of the United States

RECEIVED

October Term, 1978
No. 22-2¢.

L oJuL 9197
OFFICE OF TWE CLERR
13 AT, US

Wirriam 1. Cox, a citizen of the Unit
half of himself and all others similarly situated,

Petitioner,
vs.

Jommy Cartes, Presideat of the United States, or his
designated representative, Warter F. MonpaLe,
Vice-President of the United States, and each honor-
able member of the United States Senate, Semator
WiLLiasm ArMsTRONG, of al.,'

Respondents,

Motion for Leave to File Petition for Writ of Man-
dumus, Petition for Writ of Mandamus and Brief
in Support Thereol.

Wicriam J, Cox,

708 Gladys Avenue,
Loag Beach, Calif. 90804,
(213) 4330961,

In Propria Persona.

IAttachument “A" incorporated by reference

Parker & Sca, Iac., Law Printers, Los Angeles.  Mhone 7246622

53 «L.B. Attorney Files Class Action Suit in U.S. Supreme Court,” The Grunion
Gazette, July 12, 1979. Brennan, Mary, “L.B. Lawyer vs. Uncle Sam,” Uncle
Jam, p. 44, August 1979. Editorial, “L.B. Lawyer’s Proposal: Let Nation Vote
on SALT,” Long Beach Independent Press-Telegram, July 4, 1979, p. BS8.
Eastham, Tom, “Untitled”, Hearst Papers, July 5, 1979.
% William J. Cox, a citizen of the United States, on behalf of himself and all
others similarly situated, Petitioner, vs. Jimmy Carter, President of the United
States, . . . et al., Respondent, Supreme Court of the United States, October
Term, 1978, No. 79-31, July 9, 1979, p 5.
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As a remedy, Cox petitioned the Court to order the
President and Congress to conduct a National Policy
Referendum to restore political power to the voters. At the
time, ratification of the SALT II treaty was controversial, and
Cox argued, “A national policy referendum regarding the
advisability of ratification would provide the opportunity for
discussion by the governed regarding the strengths and
weaknesses of the Nation.”>

Cox asked, “is it not time to allow the people a voice in the
future of their nation and in the quality of life preserved for
their children? . . . is it not true that the election of
representatives is now more dependent upon massive
expenditures of contributions from special interest groups than
upon a vote by an informed electorate? Has not the vote in
political contests become so valueless as to create
disenfranchisement through apathy for most Americans?”’>

Cox recognized his “duty to future generations to petition
my government and to exercise my vote, in repayment for that
which has been given me by all those who have labored and
died for my freedom. I am a person possessed of but a single
vote, and it is upon that foundation that I do hereby most
respectfully submit my petition, asking only that is be reviewed
by my government.”>’

The “motion for leave to file a petition for writ of mandamus”
was denied by the Supreme Court, without comment.>8

1980 PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN

To publicize the National Policy Referendum and to
introduce a law enforcement alternative to making war against
the people of other nations, Cox conducted a write-in campaign
tfor President in 1980.5 His campaign included a midnight talk
radio show on the local rock and roll station.

%5 |bid p 6.
%6 |bid pp 18-19.
57 Ibid p 23.
%8 Supreme Court of the United States, Office of the Clerk, Order in Case No.
79-31, October 1, 1979. “Mr. Cox goes to Washington—and finds a predictable
lack of interest,” p 1, Independent/Press-Telegram, July 29, 1979. “A win here
and a loss there in Cox’s quixotic crusade,” Independent/Press-Telegram,
October 2, 1979. Smith, Helen Guthrie, “Attorney’s drive for national policy
referendum faltering,” Independent/Press-Telegram p B4, November 9, 1979.
%9 Belcher, Jerry, “Campaign Launched from War Plank,” Los Angeles Times,
November 22, 1979. Houser, Bob, “Long Beach lawyer runs for president,”
Independent Press-Telegram, November 22, 1979.
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In the days following the election, Cox traveled to the
California hotel near the Santa Barbara ranch of President-elect
Ronald Reagan. He held a press conference in the cocktail
lounge where representatives of the world news media had
assembled, and over drinks with the international reporters, Cox
conceded the election and did not demand a recount. As he was
leaving the hotel, Cox dropped off a handwritten letter at the
presidential transition press office asking Reagan to please
consider that the USSR was undoubtedly lying about the
strength of its military, before commencing a wasteful,
unnecessary, and expensive buildup of the U.S. military.0

A LAW ENFORCEMENT ALTERNATIVE TO WAR

Relying on the constitutional power of Congtress to declare
war, Cox’s alternative to military war calls for congressional
hearings to determine if specific named foreign leaders (such as
Saddam Hussein) posed a risk of harm to the United States. If
so, in lieu of declaring war against a nation (such as Iraq),
Congress would declare the offending individual[s] to be
“outlaws”—outside of the law—and would order the President
to file a legal action in the International Court of Justice against
the offenders’ government and to “arrest” the specified
leaders.o!

80 Houser, Bob, “L.B. lawyer tells why we should vote ‘Zero’ for president,”
Long Beach Press-Telegram, August 18, 1980.
61 «Qutlaw War,” Media Monitors, http://williamjohncox.com/wp-
admin/post.php?post=117&action=edit, September 14, 2005.
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The primary focus of compulsion would be to compel the
outlaws to leave their country and to personally appear at a trial
in the International Criminal Court at The Hague to defend
their “government.”®> Any application of force would be
entirely directed against the individual outlaws to secure
compliance. Their primary victims—the people of their own
nation—would be constantly reassured that no harm is intended
toward them, and the goal would be to continue good relations
with the people following resolution of the crisis. Using modern
means of communication, the people could be directly
contacted, and appropriate rewards offered for the capture and
surrender of the outlaws who oppress them.%3

A PEACEFUL POLITICAL EVOLUTION

Since retiring from the State Bar of California in 2007, Cox
has dedicated himself to the promotion of a “peaceful political
evolution.”® The political movement focuses on: holding a
National Policy Referendum every four years coincident with
the presidential election; using a national paper ballot to allow
voters to personally answer the 12 most critical policy questions;
encouraging voters to write in the name of the candidate they
most trust to effectuate their policy;®> and a national paid voter’s
holiday for federal elections.®

WAR ON DRUGS

Along with thousands of current and former members of
the law enforcement, courts, and criminal justice communities
in 190 countries, Cox is a member of Law Enforcement Action
Partnership (LEAP) and serves in its speaker’s bureau. The
mission of LEAP is “to support drug policy and criminal justice
reforms that will make communities safer by focusing law
enforcement resources on the greatest threats to public safety,

62 «A Law Enforcement Alternative to War in Syria,” Nation of Change,
http://www.nationofchange.org/law-enforcement-alternative-war-syria-
1344172113, August 5, 2012.
8 «“The Failure of War as an Instrument of Foreign Policy: A More Effective
Solution,” Counterpunch, http://www.counterpunch.org/2013/10/04/the-failure-
of-war-as-an-instrument-of-foreign-policy/, October 4, 2013.
8 Yarbrough, Amy, “Lawyer, Writer, Activist — and Now, Web Site Creator,”
Los Angeles Daily Journal, October 15, 2007.
8 «Write-In Voting and Political Protest,” Counterpunch, June 1, 2016,
http://www.counterpunch.org/2016/06/01/write-in-voting-and-political-protest/.
% An Introduction to Voters Evolt, http://usvra.us/an-introduction-to-voters-
evolt/.
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promoting alternatives to arrest and incarceration, addressing
the root causes of crime, and working toward healing police-
community relations.”¢’

POLITICAL PUBLICATIONS

In 2004, Cox’s book, You're Not Stupid! Get the Truth: A Brief
on the Bush Presidency, was published by the Progressive Press.%

During 2012, Cox published two eBooks on political issues:

* Target Iran: Drawing Red Lines in the Sand is a brief
history of Persian Iran and its conflict with the United
States and Israel over its uranium enrichment program,
a discussion of the likelihood of war between the
parties, and a peaceful solution that offers a
comprehensive nuclear weapons policy for all nations.®

 Mitt Rommney and the Mormon Church: Questions provides a
brief review of the Mormon corporate empire and the
power it may hold over presidential candidate and now
Senator Mitt Romney—whose family has been a part of
the Mormon high priesthood since the Church’s
creation.”™

57 https://lawenforcementactionpartnership.org/
88 Cox, William John, You 're Not Stupid! Get the Truth: A Brief on the Bush
Presidency, (Joshua Tree: Progressive Press, 2004).
8 Cox, William John, Target Iran: Drawing Red Lines in the Sand, (Mindkind
Publications, September 2012).
0 Cox, William John, Mitt Romney and the Mormon Church: Questions,
(Mindkind Publications, August 2012).
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THE UNITED STATES VOTERS’ RIGHTS AMENDMENT
(USVRA)

In 2012, expanding on the principles of a peaceful political
evolution, Cox drafted and commenced circulation of the
United States Voters’” Rights Amendment (USVRA) to the U.S.
Constitution. The USVRA incorporates the proposed corporate
personhood amendment by Move to Amend;”! however, it goes
turther to clearly establish that the right to cast an effective vote 1s
an inherent Right of Liberty under the Constitution.”

The USVRA is a comprehensive Voters’ Bill of Rights
intended to deal comprehensively with all political matters that
interfere with the basic right of liberty to cast informed and
effective votes.

Together, the People of the United States can transform
their government, as it evolves into a fully functioning
democratic republic. The Bill of Rights provides for national
paid voting holidays, a national hand-countable paper ballot,
civics education, and a process for the people to have a more
direct role in the formulation of public policy.” Moreover, it
mandates voter registration and prohibits voter suppression,
restricts gerrymandering and lengthy campaigns, and it
encourages public financing of elections and discourages paid
lobbying. Finally, it eliminates the Electoral College to allow for
open primaries and the direct and popular election of
presidents.™

In 2015, Cox organized USVRA.US, a California nonprofit
corporation to further public education about the Amendment,
and the Internet website, USVRA.us was created to support the
initiative.” Written by Cox, the corporation published
Transforming America: A 1 oters’ Bill of Rights in January 2016. The
book is dedicated “To the People of the United States of

L http://www.movetoamend.org.
2 «“The Right to Vote, Effectively,” Counterpunch, July 8, 2016,
http://www.counterpunch.org/2016/07/08/the-right-to-vote-effectively/.
3 “\Who Should Make Political Policy, the People or the Politicians?”
Information Clearing House, June 23, 2016,
http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article44951.htm.
" http:/fwww.usvra.us. Foerster, Charles, “Voters’ Rights Amendment and
War,” Nation of Change, May 6, 2012, http://www.nationofchange.org/voters-
rights-amendment-and-war-1336313338. Stapleton, Richard John, “Voting:
Duty, Privilege, or Right?” Media Monitors Network, July 22, 2012,
http://usa.mediamonitors.net/content/view/full/96598.
75 http://www.Usvra.us.
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America, whose consent to be governed cannot be taken for
granted.”70

In December 2015, to demonstrate how the policy-making
provisions of the USVRA could be adopted by the people of
other nations to better ensure the democratic principles of their
own representative governments, Cox published An Essential
History of China: Why it Matters to Americans.”” Dedicated to
“Peace in the Pacific,” the book summarizes 4,000 years of
Chinese dynastic history and focuses on the last 100 years of the
Communist Dynasty. The history compares the governments of
the United States and China to illustrate how the principles of
the USVRA could benefit the people of both nations.

Working with the Political Science Departments of the
California State University at Long Beach and Long Beach City
College, Cox established the organizational framework of Youth
for the Voters’ Rights Amendment (Y4VRA), a national,
student-led, campus-based, nonpartisan political movement to
compel the enactment of the USVRA. Their official mascot is
Cox’s canine companion, Trusty Rusty, The Ranger Dog.”8

76 Cox, William John, Transforming America: A Voters’ Bill of Rights,
(USVRA.US, January 2016).
7 Cox, William John, An Essential History of China: Why it Matters to
Americans, (Mindkind Publications, December 2015).
8 Propes, Steve, “Local Attorney Seeks to Amend U.S. Constitution,”
Beachcomber, May 13, 2016, p. 1. “Transformation: A Student-Led Mass
Political Movement,” Counterpunch, April 19, 2016,
http://www.counterpunch.org/2016/04/19/transformation-a-student-led-mass-
political-movement/
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THE RIGHTS OF LIBERTY

Commencing in the Fall of 2017, the USVRA launched a
social media ad campaign in support of Mel Lindsey, a 92-year-
old World War II veteran and retired preschool educator, who
filed a petition for redress of grievances against his government
on behalf of all American citizens, asking Congress to enact the
USVRA. Lindsey mailed his petition and a copy of Transforming
America to every member of Congtess, the President and Vice
President, the justices of the Supreme Court, and to each
member of the presidential cabinet.”

When Lindsey’s petition failed to elicit any response, Cox
drafted a legal Petition for Writ of Mandamus directed to the
Supreme Court of the United States in which he presented this
question:

If it is true the American People are currently governed
by a corrupt, ineffective, unrepresentative, and
threatening government, do they have a reserved,
inherent Right of Liberty to vote in a national
referendum regarding the Voters’ Bill of Rights in a
peaceful attempt to recover, preserve, and better
effectuate their democratic republic?

Cox argued that the “Rights of Liberty” are reserved by the
Ninth and Tenth Amendments of the U.S. Bill of Rights and
that they are not confined to the “specific terms of the Bill of
Rights.” When the Chief Justice of the Court refused to allow
the clerk to accept his pleading, Cox mailed a personal copy to
each individual justice of the Supreme Court on April 9, 2018 as
a First Amendment petition for redress of grievances. There
was no response.?!

79 Osier, Valerie, “Long Beach Veteran, 90, Petitions U.S. Government for
Voters’ Rights,” Long Beach Press Telegram, November 13, 2017, p. A3.
80 https://williamjohncox.com/assets/pdfs/SupCtRevisedPleading.pdf.
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a Citizen and Person of the United States of America, and
a Citizen and Resident of the State of California
Petitioner,
Vs,
The Government of the United States of America
' Respondent.

A Declaration of the Personal Rights of Liberty
and Withdrawal of Consent to be Governed;
Motion for Leave to File Petition for Writ of Mandamus;
Petition for Writ of Mandamus Against a Corrupt,
Ineffective, Unrepresentative, and Threatening
Government, and Brief in Support of the Remedy of a
National Referendum Regarding
The Voters' Bill of Rights; Request for Judicial Notice; and
Request for amicus curiae Briefings.
Supplemental Filing Regarding:
The People's Inherent Personal Rights of Liberty
Are a Restraint Upon the Respondent; and
The Residual Rights and Powers of the
States United of America Are Transcendent.
Provision of Extraordinary Notice.

In the Name of The American People -

WiLLLaM JOHN CoX

PHILOSOPHY

In 1978, writing under the pseudonym of Thomas Donn,

Cox published Hello: We Speak the Truth, an exploration of the

dynamics of the mind, the origin of consciousness, the reality of

existence, and personal transformation.8!

MINDKIND

Living the philosophy over the next three decades, and

building on the concepts of mind articulated in Hello, Cox
conceived the philosophy of Mindkind. The philosophy brings
together the scientific elements of time, Earth, and humanity in

81 Donn, Thomas, Hello: We Speak the Truth, (CLS Publishing Company,
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exploring the evolution of the mind, and it examines religion

and culture in developing the thesis that humans are members
of a Universal Mindkind.

The philosophy presents the concept that humans have
evolved into a unique species that is essentially exploring,
creative, nurturing, and highly cooperative. It proposes that
humans are bound to the earth until such time as they
overcome the latent brain stem intolerance and its diseases of
deception, hatred, and violence that infects and retards their
evolved nature, individually and collectively.

Moreover, humanity will never be able to develop the
knowledge, wisdom, and power to ever fly from its earthly nest
and to travel to any significant place in the universe, or to
explore adjacent dimensions until every child on Earth—
irrespective of class or culture—has equal access to nutrition,
health care, and education.
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Having lived and worked under the philosophy Cox
expressed almost 40 years earlier in Hello, he published an
update in The Book of Mindkind in December 2015. As A
Philosophy for the New Millennium, this was the first of his self-
published books following his near-death experience with full-
body sepsis at the end of 2014. Its dedication is “For the
Children of Mindkind: To give wings to your imagination,
allowing you to soar on the winds of time.”8?

In addition, to discuss the political principles required to
effectuate the philosophy of Mindkind, Cox wrote an entirely
fact-based political philosophy narrated by fictional characters.
Sam: A Political Philosophy was also published in December
201583 It is a tale of political heroism, as well as an inspiring
love story of bravery and sacrifice.

RELIGION & THE REALITY OF MIND

Drawing upon his experiences in publishing the Dead Sea
Scrolls in November 1991, Cox spent a year researching and
writing a thousand-page brief titled Mary: Mother of Israel’s
Messiahs on the history of monotheism generally and the
ministry of Jesus, specifically. Cox’s goal was to access and
combine, in one file, the most up-to-date information provided
by the Dead Sea Scrolls, the Gnostic Gospels, and other ancient
manuscripts, along with the latest discoveries in biblical
archaeology, to ascertain and express the true forensic facts as
best they could be determined. The two-volume brief gathered
dust on his bookshelf (and the digital data files underwent
successive reformatting) for more than 20 years until Cox
determined to bring it to publication, as an expression of his
spiritual beliefs and his calling to serve as counsel for the
interests of Jesus on Earth.

Commencing during a retreat to the mountains of Idyllwild
in the spring of 2017, Cox wrote The Way of Righteousness: A
Revealing History and Reconciliation of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam.
The 500-page book identifies the historical elements of the
Universal Mind, or collective consciousness, as an intellectual
image of the power of a spiritual God—the sum of all
knowledge—"The Word. The book explores Christian Gnosticism,
Judaic Kabbalism, and Islamic Sufism in proposing the healing

82 Cox, William John, The Book of Mindkind: A Philosophy for the New
Millennium, (Mindkind Publications, November 2015).
8 Cox, William John, Sam: A Political Philosophy, (Mindkind Publications,
December 2015).
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understanding of the spiritual presence of an Abiding Mind,
experienced as a voice within ourselves, the cautioning of our
conscience, experienced as the comforting words of the Gnostic
Spirit of Wisdom, the origin of the Pauline Holy Spirit.

The Way reveals the amazingly true story about the family of
Mary, the mother of Jesus, and his band of brothers, Judas,
James, Simeon, and Joseph, and their companion Mary
Magdalene: the Messiahs, Priests, Zealots, and the Spirit of
Wisdom of the Way of Righteousness.

Immediately upon completing the first draft of The Way
manuscript, Cox spent a week imagining and writing a brief
paper on the physics of an actual, mathematically provable,
eternal mind and the mechanism of a positive universe within a
negative cosmos. He put aside these manuscripts and spent the
next year actively engaged in political matters—as it had become
evident that the presidential election of 2016 had produced a
thoroughly corrupt government administered by a dangerously
deceitful and delusional conman.

Cox spent the first eight months of 2018 photographing
marches and protests, and he developed a series of websites for
the organization of youth, women, and voting. He wrote,
published, and circulated articles about the concepts of his
political philosophy as set forth in his books, and he ran a series
of ads on social media. The final website was TheVote.io which
allows the People to immediately vote, digitally, for or against
their VOTER’S BILL OF RIGHTS as an expression of their
inherent Rights of Liberty, and reservation of their Consent to
be Governed.

To petition his government for redress of grievance
pursuant to the First Amendment, Cox flew to Washington, DC
to personally file his paperwork with the Court clerk. Two
attempts to file the pleadings were rejected at the direction of
the Chief Justice.

Exhausted by his efforts, September of 2018 found Cox
depressed by the absolute absence of any real response to his
efforts.  Self-medicating with ice cream and Netflix
documentaries, Cox became bored after a month and picked up
the little paper on the scientific mind he had written after The
Way. Thinking it could be expanded into a series of papers
organized into a pocketbook, he spent the remainder of 2018
writing Mind & Its Langnages of Reason.
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Mind combines the imagination of an expanding universe
and the construction of a mathematical framework around it. A
tull-color print edition of Mind was published and circulated in
May 2019 as a sequel to The Book of Mindkind. A less expensive
black and white print edition was published in May 2020, but
the full-color edition remains available as an eBook.5

In June 2019, Cox and his son Steven traveled to Palestine-
Israel and obtained photographic images of biblical locations
for the publication of The Way. They returned safely, and he was
able to complete the Epilogue, including the photo essay.

Cox was brought to tears by the poverty and hopelessness
he witnessed during his expedition around and behind the
massive Israeli concrete wall of occupation, down into the West
Bank of the Jericho Valley and he was offended by the Israeli
commercialization of Qumran. He saw hopeless Palestinian
children with nothing to do but powerlessly throw rocks at the
invaders who continue to illegally occupy their land.

Inasmuch as the state of Israel does not have a written
constitution and exists under martial law, Cox drafted and
mailed a human rights petition to the United Nations on behalf
of the Palestinian children of the Nakba, and the Israeli children
of the Holocaust.

The petition sought the establishment of a written
Children’s Constitution to govern the lands of Palestine and
Israel according to the ancient Covenant of Abraham: to live
with righteousness and to coexist peacefully within the land.
The petition was rejected by the United Nations because it was
not introduced by a member state. The petition was attached as
addenda to The Way, and print copies were mailed to a dozen of
the world religious leaders, including the Roman Catholic Pope.

In 2019, the deteriorating environment and the immediate
effects of global warming commanded Cox’s attention.
Ordering and reading stacks of the leading books and articles
written by climate scientists, searching the Internet, and
traveling, Cox researched the primary threats leading to near
term extinction, and he outlined a series of papers. Writing
commenced on the first of December 2019, and The Choices of
Mind: Extinction or Evolution? was concluded by year’s end.

The first of two parts, ““The Extinction Papers” identify the
imminent and primary threats to the environment, documenting

8 Cox, William John, Mind & Its Languages of Reason, (Mindkind
Publications, May 2019).
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the equally deadly economic, self-government, and militarization
threats, concluding with the inherent disease of primal
intolerance. The second half of the manuscript, “The Evolution
Papers” propose and discuss solutions to each of these deadly
threats, commencing with “The Metamorphosis of Mind” as the
essential transformation of human consciousness to universal
tolerance and survival.

The Choices of Mind was published in January 2020, just as
the COVID19 pandemic spawned by environmental collapse
was beginning to spread around the world.?> With the
republication of the original He//o as a pocketbook edition titled
A Message of Mind%¢ in 2019, Cox combined the pocketbook
series into a compendium print edition titled The Gift of Mind,
which was published in early 2020,87 simultaneously with The
Way of Righteousness as a trade paperback and eBook.%8

Enjoying the spring weather and taking a break from
writing and painting, Cox and his wife, Helen, attended a Degas
exhibit at the National Art Gallery and reviewed the biennial
competition finalists at the National Portrait Gallery in
Washington, DC. They returned home, but immediately
travelled up to Portland, Oregon to attend another art show and
to visit friends. They flew home to Long Beach the day before
all domestic air traffic was shut down due to the pandemic. On
the return flight, Cox organized a matrix of matrices of
quantum numbers in a composition book Helen had bought
him in Powell’s Book Store.

Quarantined and isolated in his study and gardens, Cox
started writing a brief paper about UN p7 on P/ Day, March 14,
2020. The scope of the paper continued to grow as exercises in
his composition notebook expanded Mind & Its Languages of
Reason with demonstrable proofs. Over the next four months
(gifted with a computer application that digitally translated
ASCII into UN providing a basic calculator and converter from
base 10), he was able to calculate the internal matrices of

85 Cox, William John, The Choices of Mind: Extinction or Evolution?,
(Mindkind Publications, January 2020).
8 Cox, William John, A Message of Mind: Hello, We Speak the Truth,
(Mindkind Publications, October 2019).
87 Cox, William John, The Gift of Mind: A Compendium, (Mindkind
Publications, June 2020).
8 Cox, William John, The Way of Righteousness: A Revealing History &
Reconciliation of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, (Mindkind Publications,
June 2020).
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Universal Quantum Numbers to demonstrate the rational
quantification of the roots of Negative One.

His findings encouraged Cox to write The Work: A
Geometrical Model of the Universe, as Defined by Quantum Numibers,
With the Quantification of pi, phi, e, and i. The book is a summary
description of the physical universe, the mind it produces, its
philosophy of life, and a mathematics to encompass everything.
The Work was published in June 2020, prefaced by a short
synopsis.8?

Following publication, Cox noticed how nicely perfect and
Mersenne prime numbers are displayed in UN numbers. He
wrote a paper on these numbers, which he combined with the
Synopsis from The Work, and a brief history of relevant ancient
mathematics. He produced a 30-page, color picture eBook,
titled Universal Quantum Numbers: An Introduction,®® which he
published on Thanksgiving Day 2020.

PERSONAL

Cox has three children (Catherine, Lori, and Steven), six
grandchildren, and four great-grandchildren from his marriage
to Patricia Ann Reed, a stepdaughter (Michelle) from his
marriage to Brigitte Zickbauer, and a stepdaughter (Naomi)
from his current marriage to artist Helen Werner Cox.°! They
live in Long Beach, California.

8 Cox, William John, The Work: A Geometrical Model of the Universe, as
Defined by Quantum Numbers, With the Quantification of pi, phi, e, and i,
(Mindkind Publications, August 2020).

% Cox, William John, Universal Quantum Numbers: An Introduction,
(Mindkind Publications, November 2020).

%1 https://www.helenwernercox.com/
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Facing the morning sun shining upon the roofs of Jerusalem
At the crest of the Mount of Olives.
Photograph by Steven Cox.

June 2019
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