The latest News Around Us in Nov #8
Russia and Ukraine step up military alert with combat drills
Al Jazeera
Russia has staged military drills in the Black Sea, south of Ukraine, and said it
needed to sharpen the combat-readiness of its conventional and nuclear forces
because of heightened NATO activity near its borders.

Al Jazeera A Ukrainian Air Force fighter jet takes off during a drill in Mykolaiv
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Armed Forces/Handout via Reuters]
Ukraine, which with its ally the United States has said it believes Russia may be
preparing an invasion, staged exercises of its own near the border with Belarus.
The increase of military activity on both sides follows weeks of rising tension that
have raised the risk of war between the two neighbours, even though Russia denies
aggressive intent and Western intelligence sources have told the Reuters news agency
they do not see any invasion as imminent.
The US and NATO have signaled their backing for Ukraine in ways that Moscow
considers provocative, including through warship manoeuvre this month in the Black
Sea and a delivery of US patrol boats to the Ukrainian navy.
British Foreign Secretary Liz Truss told Reuters on Wednesday it would be “a grave
mistake from Russia” to attack Ukraine.
Russian fighter planes and ships practised repelling air attacks on naval bases and
responding with air attacks during military drills on Wednesday in the Black Sea,
Interfax news agency reported.

Separately, the news agency quoted Defence Minister Sergei Shoigu as saying the
need for Russia to further develop its armed forces was dictated by “the complicated
military and political conditions in the world and the growing activity of NATO
countries near Russia’s borders”.
He said raising the armed forces’ capabilities, supporting the combat readiness of
nuclear forces and strengthening the potential of non-nuclear deterrence were among
the priorities.
Shoigu on Tuesday complained that US bombers had rehearsed a nuclear attack on
Russia from two different directions earlier this month and complained that the
planes had come too close to the Russian border, drills the Pentagon said had
adhered to international protocols.
Ukrainian ‘special operation’
Ukraine on Wednesday held what it called a “special operation” at the border with
Belarus, including drone exercises and military drills for anti-tank and airborne
units.
It has deployed 8,500 extra troops to its border with Belarus, saying it fears being
drawn into the migrant crisis, which has seen the European Union accuse Minsk of
flying in people from the Middle East and pushing them to enter neighbouring Poland.
Belarus denies fomenting the crisis.
Kyiv also worries that the border with Belarus, a close Russian ally, could be used by
Russia to stage a military assault.
The head of Ukraine’s military intelligence told the Military Times outlet this
weekend that Russia had more than 92,000 troops massed around Ukraine’s borders
and was preparing for an attack by the end of January or the beginning of February.
Moscow has dismissed such suggestions as inflammatory, said it was not threatening
anyone and defended its right to deploy its troops as it wished.
Intelligence sources, diplomats and analysts say Moscow may be using the escalation
of tension with Ukraine as part of a wider strategy to exert pressure in Europe,
including by backing Belarus in the migrant crisis and using its influence as the
continent’s top gas supplier to press for quick regulatory approval of its new Nord
Stream 2 pipeline to Germany.
“It feels … more like another piece of coercive leverage that the Russians are heaping
onto this strategic situation in Eastern Europe,” said Samir Puri, a senior fellow in
hybrid warfare at the International Institute for Strategic Studies.
“It may well have value in that alone, rather than having to be followed through with
a full-scale invasion which would be politically disastrous for Putin.”

The US's refusal to accept reality in Ukraine could get a lot of people killed

Sascha Glaeser (insider@insider.com) 0 Business Insider

AP President Joe Biden with Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky in the Oval
Office, September 1, 2021 AP
US Secretary of State Antony Blinken recently met with his Ukrainian counterpart
Dmytro Kuleba in Washington and declared that the US commitment to Ukraine's
security and territorial integrity is "ironclad."
The meeting between the two officials came as Moscow stationed 90,000 troops near
the Ukrainian border, leading many to fear that a large-scale Russian invasion of
Ukraine could be imminent.
Ukraine has been mired in a war with Russia and Russian-backed separatists in the
eastern Donbas region of the country since 2014.
Blinken's comments are just the latest example of a top Biden administration official
failing to accept the geopolitical reality of Ukraine.
In September, President Joe Biden met with Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky
and reiterated that "the United States remains firmly committed to Ukraine's
sovereignty and territorial integrity in the face of Russian aggression." A joint
statement released after that meeting declared "the United States supports Ukraine's
right to decide its own future foreign policy course free from outside interference,
including with respect to Ukraine's aspirations to join NATO."
Secretary of Defense Lloyd Austin said the same during a visit to Kyiv in October.
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Is Biden really prepared to send young American men and women to fight and die
over Ukraine? This kind of rhetoric from the Biden administration does not serve US
interests and counter-productively increases the risk of the United States being
dragged into a war with Russia.
By continuing to provide quasi-security guarantees to Ukraine, Washington is playing
a dangerous game of escalation with Moscow. Russia's deployment of 90,000 troops
near the Ukrainian border is likely Moscow calling Washington's bluff.
The United States has provided $2.5 billion in military aid to Ukraine since hostilities
broke out. Despite this significant investment, the war has continued because the
underlying geopolitical causes of the conflict have not been addressed — namely
Russia's concern that Ukraine will be granted NATO membership.
Moscow fears Ukraine's accession into the alliance will result in US and NATO
troops stationed directly on Russia's border. Moscow views the prevention of this
outcome as a vital strategic interest and will do whatever is necessary to achieve its
objective — including direct military intervention in Ukraine.
Indeed, Russian President Vladimir Putin has made it clear that NATO expansion in
Ukraine would cross a "red line." Crossing that red line risks a sudden Russian attack
on Ukraine which has the potential to escalate out of control.
With Russia already at war in eastern Ukraine, adding Kyiv to the alliance could
result in catastrophe. NATO's collective-defense clause could require the United
States and all other NATO allies to militarily defend Ukraine.

Given the risk of nuclear escalation, the Biden administration must honestly assess if
it is worth starting World War III over a territory with little significance to overall US
security.

Sergei Malgavko\TASS via Getty Images Russian landing ships and military vehicles
during an exercise at the Opuk training ground in Crimea, April 22, 2021. Sergei
Malgavko\TASS via Getty Images
Russia has proven that it is willing to bear significant monetary and human costs to
prevent a western-aligned Ukraine. Years of tough economic sanctions and the
estimated loss of several hundred Russian soldiers has done little to change Russia's
objectives in Ukraine.
Unlike Russia, the United States simply does not have a strong enough interest in
Ukraine worth risking a potential nuclear war over.
Ending the conflict will require a comprehensive political settlement that takes
Russia's geopolitical anxiety into account. One may not agree with Moscow's security
concerns; however, it is necessary to address them in pursuit of a peaceful resolution.
Such a settlement should see Ukraine's territorial sovereignty restored and position
Ukraine as a neutral buffer state, neither aligned with Russia nor the West.
A neutral Ukraine would not seek membership in NATO or any Russian security
institution, nor would it allow either side to station military forces on its territory.
Instead, this policy would reflect Ukraine's precarious geographical reality of being a
large, but relatively weak, state situated between Russia and NATO Europe.
It is natural to feel sympathy for Ukraine's unfortunate circumstances. Continued US
military aid and offering Ukraine false hopes that NATO will come to its defense only
prolong the conflict and increase the risk of war between the United States and
Russia.

Working toward a realistic resolution in the form of a neutral and non-aligned
Ukraine could provide an opportunity for the world's two largest nuclear powers to
form a stable and predictable relationship. The Biden administration would be wise to
reverse its current escalatory course with Russia and pursue a US-Ukraine policy that
actually increases US security.
(Sascha Glaeser is a research associate at Defense Priorities. He focuses on US
grand strategy, international security, and transatlantic relations. He holds a master's
in international public affairs and a bachelor's in international studies from the
University of Wisconsin-Madison.)

China Backs Down in South China Sea After U.S., Philippines Warnings
John Feng - News Week
Chinese vessels have backed down from a Philippine-occupied atoll in the South
China Sea after imposing a quasi-blockade that provoked strong warnings from
Manila and Washington.

AFP via Getty Images/Jay Directo An aerial view shows a Philippine Navy vessel that
has been grounded since 1999 to assert the nation's sovereignty over Second Thomas
Shoal, a remote South China Sea reef also claimed by China, on March 29, 2014.
Philippine Defense Secretary Delfin Lorenzana told reporters on Sunday that "the
Chinese will not interfere per my conversation with the Chinese ambassador." He was
referring to Beijing's envoy in Manila, Huang Xilian, who received a formal
diplomatic protest from the Philippine government last week.
Lorenzana said he and Huang had been in communication since November 16, when
three white hull China Coast Guard ships prevented two wooden supply boats from
delivering food and other provisions to Philippine troops stationed on Second Thomas
Shoal—part of the disputed Spratly Islands archipelago. Philippine leaders said
China's ships used water cannons in the clash.

The defense chief said the boats would return at an unspecified time this week,
without additional naval or coast guard escorts. "We will see if they are true to their
word as our Navy will proceed with the resupply this week," Lorenzana said,
according to a report by the Philippine Daily Inquirer on Monday.
A small contingent of the Philippine Marine Corps has occupied the atoll, known in
the Philippines as Ayungin Shoal, since its navy deliberately grounded World War II
landing vessel BRP Sierra Madre to serve as an outpost in 1999.
The island is about 105 nautical miles off Palawan in the West Philippine
Sea—Manila's term for the eastern portion of the South China Sea that falls within the
Philippine exclusive economic zone (EEZ).
Last Thursday, two days after the water cannon incident, Philippine Foreign
Secretary Teodoro Locsin Jr. released a statement accusing one of the Chinese
government vessels of firing a water cannon at the Philippine boats, forcing them to
abort their resupply mission.
The official warned Beijing by invoking the Philippines-United States Mutual Defense
Treaty, under which Washington has pledged to defend Philippine vessels from
attacks in the contested South China Sea.
Philippines was backed on Friday by the U.S. State Department, which released a
statement calling the Chinese actions an "escalation that directly threatens regional
peace and stability, escalates regional tensions, infringes upon freedom of navigation
in the South China Sea."
The Biden administration also reaffirmed its defense treaty commitments in the
apparently effective statement of solidarity with Manila.
"They have no right to impede, prevent or harass our ships within our EEZ [exclusive
economic zone]," the Inquirer quoted Lorenzana as saying, "whether we are fishing
or bringing supplies to our detachment in the Sierra Madre in Ayungin Shoal," he
said.
Philippines said China had reduced its coast guard presence and also removed its
"maritime militia"—a paramilitary-like armed fishing fleet—which China denies
operating.
Queried about the latest South China Sea standoff, Chinese Foreign Ministry
spokesperson Zhao Lijian said on Monday that Beijing and Manila were in "close
communication."
"China's territorial sovereignty and maritime rights and interests in the South China
Sea are supported by a solid historical and jurisprudential basis," said Zhao. "All
attempts at challenging China's sovereignty and interests are doomed to fail."
China's government asserts sovereignty over nearly the entirety of the energy-rich
South China Sea via historical claims to every single island, atoll, reef and rock
inside its so-called "nine-dash line."

After Chinese vessels blockaded Philippine boats and seized control of Scarborough
Shoal in 2012—with the U.S. choosing not to intervene—Manila took Beijing to the
Permanent Court of Arbitration in The Hague in the case known as Philippines v.
China.
The three-year legal proceedings yielded a win for the Philippines, with arbitrators
determining that China's claims had no legal basis under the United
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea. China rejected the ruling in full.

Putin tests experimental nasal vaccine against COVID-19
Daria Litvinova (Associated Press) - AP
MOSCOW (AP) — Russian President Vladimir Putin said Wednesday he has taken an
experimental nasal vaccine against the coronavirus, three days after he received his
booster shot, as Russia faces its worst surge of infections and deaths since the
pandemic began.

Associated Press Russian President Vladimir Putin gestures while speaking during a
cabinet meeting via video conference in the Bocharov Ruchei residence in the Black
Sea resort of Sochi, Russia, Wednesday, Nov. 24, 2021. (Mikhail Metzel, Sputnik,
Kremlin Pool Photo via AP)
Putin was vaccinated with Sputnik V, Russia's domestically developed COVID-19
vaccine, in the spring. On Sunday, he said he received a booster shot of Sputnik Light,
the one-dose version of the jab, and said he wanted to take part in testing the nasal
version of Sputnik V.

Associated Press Russian President Vladimir Putin attends a cabinet meeting via
video link, at the Bocharov Ruchei residence in the Black Sea resort of Sochi, Russia,
Wednesday, Nov. 24, 2021. (Mikhail Metzel, Sputnik, Kremlin Pool Photo via AP)
Denis Logunov, deputy director of Russia's state-funded Gamaleya Center that
developed Sputnik V, told Putin on Sunday the nasal vaccine is yet to go through
clinical studies and is currently being tested “off-label mostly" — on the center's staff
members.
In accordance with established scientific protocols, the vaccine will need to go
through several trial phases, including those involving thousands of people, to
establish that it is safe and effective to use.

Associated Press Russian President Vladimir Putin attends a cabinet meeting via
video conference in the Bocharov Ruchei residence in the Black Sea resort of Sochi,
Russia, Wednesday, Nov. 24, 2021. (Mikhail Metzel, Sputnik, Kremlin Pool Photo via
AP)

Last month, Russia's Health Ministry gave a regulatory go-ahead to early trials of the
nasal form of Sputnik V among 500 volunteers, but it was not immediately clear
whether it has already started.
Putin told a government meeting Wednesday that “exactly six months after
vaccination my titers of protective (antibodies) have dropped, and specialists
recommended the procedure of revaccination, which I did."
He said he didn't experience any unpleasant effects after taking the nasal vaccine.
In recent weeks, Russia has been swept by its highest ever COVID-19 surge, with
officials regularly registering record-high numbers of new infections and deaths.
The surge came amid low vaccination rates and lax public attitudes toward taking
precautions. Fewer than 40% of Russia’s nearly 146 million people have been fully
vaccinated, even though the country approved a domestically developed COVID-19
vaccine months before most of the world.
Russians are currently offered four domestically developed vaccines, with Sputnik V
and Sputnik Light dominating the market. Data on efficacy of two other ones,
EpiVacCorona and CoviVac, is yet to be released; just like Sputnik V, these two shots
have been given regulatory approval before completing late-stage trials necessary to
establish their effectiveness in preventing disease.

Associated Press Russian President Vladimir Putin attends a cabinet meeting via
video conference in the Bocharov Ruchei residence in the Black Sea resort of Sochi,
Russia, Wednesday, Nov. 24, 2021. (Mikhail Metzel, Sputnik, Kremlin Pool Photo via
AP)
Russia's Health Ministry is expected to approve a version of Sputnik V for teenagers
aged 12 to 17 on Wednesday, Deputy Prime Minister Tatyana Golikova told Putin
during the government meeting.

According to the Russia's state registry of clinical trials, the jab, which is in essence a
smaller dose of Sputnik V, was being tested on more than 3,600 volunteers. No data
on its efficacy has been released yet.
Russia's state coronavirus task force reported 33,558 new infections on Wednesday
and 1,240 deaths. Golikova called the daily mortality numbers “dramatic,” noting at
the same time that contagions in the country have taken a downward trend.
In total, the task force has reported over 9.4 million confirmed infections and more
than 267,000 COVID-19 deaths, by far the highest death toll in Europe. Some experts
believe the true figure is even higher.
Reports by Russia’s statistical service, Rosstat, that tally coronavirus-linked deaths
retroactively, reveal much higher mortality. They say 462,000 people with COVID-19
died between April 2020 and September of this year.
Russian officials have said the task force only includes deaths for which COVID-19
was the main cause, and uses data from medical facilities. Rosstat uses wider criteria
for counting virus-related deaths and takes its numbers from civil registry offices
where registering a death is finalized.

After getting stripped of its F-35s, Turkey wants to buy other US fighter jets, but it
won't give up its new Russian weapons to do it
Constantine Atlamazoglou (insider@insider.com) - Business Insider

Kayhan Ozer/Anadolu Agency/Getty Images Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdogan
and then-Vice President Joe Biden in Ankara, August 24, 2016.
In early October, Turkey sent the US State Department a letter of request for the
purchase of 40 US-made F-16 fighter jets and 80 modernization kits for some of its
older aircraft.
The request comes after the US kicked Turkey out of the F-35 program over Ankara's
purchase of Russia's S-400 air-defense system, reflecting Turkey's warming to
Moscow and estrangement from its NATO allies.

Congress has bristled at the request.
A bipartisan group of 41 representatives, led by the chairs of the Congressional
Hellenic Caucus, sent a letter to Secretary of State Antony Blinken opposing the sale,
calling Turkey's "illegal and unfettered actions" indicative of President Recep Tayyip
Erdogan's "transformation of Turkey to a rogue state led by a leader with a
nationalistic philosophy, Neo-Ottoman ambitions, and a complete disregard for
following international law."
Sen. Bob Menendez, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, also
expressed strong opposition to the request, describing Turkey as "not the type of
NATO ally that is behaving in a way that we should be able to go ahead and give it
some of the most sophisticated fighting equipment."
Both Menendez and the representatives directed their criticism at Erdogan rather
than Turkey as whole. "At the end of the day, he needs to change course," Menendez
said.
But Erdogan's government shows no sign of changing course. Last week, Turkey's
defense minister said that if the US rejects the F-16 request, Ankara will seek
alternatives — including from Russia.
Strange bedfellows

REUTERS/Sergei Karpukhin Erdogan with Russian President Vladimir Putin during
a meeting in St. Petersburg, August 9, 2016.
Turkey has been a NATO member for almost as long as the alliance has existed, but
in recent years its relationship with its allies, especially the US, has deteriorated
because of several disputes.
In northern Syria, the US has been supporting the Syrian Democratic Forces against
ISIS and the Assad government. The SDF is largely composed of Kurdish fighters,
primarily from the People's Protection Units (YPG).

The YPG is considered the Syrian wing of Kurdistan's Workers Party (PKK), which
Turkey and the US have labeled a terrorist group. PKK militants have attacked
Turkish troops and law enforcement in the country's southeast. Ankara often conducts
operations against PKK militants in Turkey and YPG fighters in Syria.
The defense agreement recently signed by the US and Greece and Turkey's poor
human-rights record are also points of contention between Washington and Ankara.
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Perhaps the biggest issue is Turkey's close relationship with Russia, epitomized by
Turkey's purchase of the S-400, which was delivered in 2020.
US officials believe that operating alongside the Russian-made high-tech
surface-to-air-missile system could compromise their military hardware, allowing
Russia to access closely guarded information about Western weapons, such as the
F-35.
That led the US to expel Turkey from the F-35 program and to sanction Turkey's
government, including its main defense procurement agency, under the Countering
America's Adversaries Through Sanctions Act.
It was the first time a US ally has been penalized under CAATSA.
Turkish firms were to make important components for F-35s, and Ankara had made a
$1.4 billion down payment on 100 F-35 jets. That money was not returned, further
angering Turkey. Erdogan now wants that money to finance an F-16 purchase.
A difficult calculus

Associated Press/Lefteris Pitarakis Locals applaud a convoy of Turkish military
vehicles in Sanliurfa province, near Turkey's border with Syria, October 12, 2019.
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The White House understands Turkey's geostrategic importance.
It overlooks the Levant, the Middle East, and the Caucasus and commands the
southern shore of the Black Sea, where it is the largest NATO military. Turkey has
also been an important base for military operations, hosting three US and coalition
installations, including Incirlik Air Base, where the US stores nearly 50 B-61 nuclear
bombs.
President Joe Biden met with Erdogan during the G20 summit in October, hoping to
thaw the relationship. Among the topics they discussed was Turkey's desire to
purchase F-16s.
"While I saw Mr. Biden's positive approach on this matter, another aspect of the issue
is the House of Representatives and Senate," Erdogan said afterward.
Biden, however, did not invite Turkey to the US's democracy summit in December.
Turkey isn't making it easy for Biden, either. It has repeatedly said it plans to keep its
S-400s and recently announced plans to buy more of them from Russia.
Biden faces a tough balancing act. Repairing the relationship and persuading
Congress to accept Turkey's F-16 request will be difficult if Turkey doesn't change
course. At the same time, rebuffing Turkey's request will add insult to injury following
its removal from the F-35 program.
That rejection may well push Turkey closer to Russia, and a closer Turkish-Russian
relationship could create a spoiler within NATO, undermining the alliance's principle
of collective defense.
Those considerations may not sway US lawmakers.

"I am not deterred that they may go somewhere else. If they do so, then, you know, the
interoperability gets diminished dramatically at NATO, and they further erode their
position," Menendez said this month.
(Constantine Atlamazoglou works on transatlantic and European security. He holds a
master's degree on security studies and European affairs from the Fletcher School of
Law and Diplomacy.)

University Of Michigan Medical School Tells Students That Kyle Rittenhouse
Could Be In Jail If He Was ‘A Person Of Color’
Chrissy Clark - The DC

Bill Pugliano/Getty Images ANN ARBOR, MI - JUNE 16: A sign for Schembechler
Hall, named for former University of Michigan football coach Bo Schembechler, is
shown on the UM campus on June 16, 2021 in Ann Arbor, Michigan.
Several dozen people are accusing the late Dr. Robert Anderson, former Head of
University of Michigan Health Services and former UM football team doctor, of
sexually abusing or sexually assaulting them.
Matthew Schembechler, son of former Michigan football coach Bo Schembechler, and
others have claimed they had notified Bo Schembechler about the abuse and that he
had done nothing about it. Dr. Anderson passed away in 2008.
Leadership at the University of Michigan Medical School sent an email to students
claiming that Kyle Rittenhouse may have been convicted of homicide if he was not
white.
Medical students at the University of Michigan received the email on Nov. 22 after
university leadership concluded that students were “finding it hard to process and
understand the verdict that Rittenhouse received.”
The email, reviewed by the Daily Caller, claimed that “judicial outcomes in violent
crimes have been inconsistent,” and attributed the inconsistencies to race.
“Some may question whether or not the jury would have reached a different outcome
if the defendant had been a person of color,” the email reads. “As a community, we

understand the grace, opportunity for rehabilitation, and leniency are needed in our
criminal justice system but there is no role for inconsistency or outcomes that differ
based on racial or ethnic bias.”
The email also mentioned the ongoing Ahaud Arbery trial and said that “questionable
gestures by the defense” may “increase frustration, anxiety, and trauma in our
community.”
The email did not mention a less publicized self-defense case in Florida where a black
man, Andrew Coffee IV, was acquitted after shooting police.
The Daily Caller asked the university whether it stood by its statement that race
played a role in the Rittenhouse trial, despite the Coffee trial verdict, which seemingly
contradicts the university’s claims.
The University of Michigan’s Medical School said it has “nothing else to add.”
The email also stated that with the assistance of the university’s Anti-Racism
Oversight Committee, Michigan Medicine leadership “has unequivocally recognized
racism as a public health crisis.”
In light of the Rittenhouse verdict and the university’s declaration, students were
invited to partake in a “community conversation” on Nov. 23 as a way to “provide
support and a venue for further dialogue.”
Biden's last-minute sprint to revive his presidency
Naomi Lim - Business Examiner
President Joe Biden's doctor may be concerned about his stiff gait, but some
Democrats are worried about his proverbial sprint to the end of the year as he wraps
up his first 12 months in the White House.

Washington Examiner

Biden's first year in office has unfolded in a way that likely diverges from how the
president envisioned it would when he delivered his inauguration address last
January thanks to the persistent pandemic and deadly withdrawal of U.S. troops from
Afghanistan.
But while many people begin winding down before New Year's Eve, the final four
weeks of 2021 could solidify voter perception of the Biden administration.
Biden may count down to 2022 with a string of legislative accomplishments,
according to political commentator Larry Jacobs.
Congress has some big-ticket items on its agenda in December, including Biden's $2
trillion partisan social welfare and climate spending bill, which passed the House this
month. Lawmakers also face a looming government shutdown on Dec. 3 and potential
debt ceiling crisis after Dec. 15.
At the same time, Biden has to deal with rising consumer prices for gas and food,
complicated by supply chain kinks, before Christmas.
"Biden's problem is that the narrative of divided Dems not delivering is already in the
political bloodstream, along with economic anxiety due to inflation and COVID-19,"
said Jacobs, the director of the University of Minnesota's Center for the Study of
Politics and Governance.
"Even with flashy new Democrat programs, uncertainty and anxiety will remain
anchors on Biden's approval rating."
Biden's job approval numbers have been sub-par since the summer. Two-fifths of
respondents on average approve of Biden's job as president, the lowest level of his
term so far, according to RealClearPolitics this week. Roughly 53% disapprove of
Biden's handling of the presidency, the highest watermark of his administration this
far.
Biden embarked on a national tour this month to promote the passage of his $1.2
trillion bipartisan infrastructure deal. House Democrats did not vote on it for three
months while liberal members tried to gain leverage in negotiations over the larger,
broader bill.
But Biden's sales pitch regarding the historic investment in roads, bridges, and other
bricks-and-mortar projects risks being overshadowed by Thanksgiving celebrations
and other issues, such as inflation. The holiday and escalating everyday costs may
counter momentum for his social welfare and climate bill too, given West Virginia
Democrat Sen. Joe Manchin's opposition.
Pollsters have warned Biden and his Democratic colleagues any public opinion boon
from the infrastructure deal will be delayed because many of the programs will not
start until next year. Brookings Institution Governance Studies Vice President Darrell
West agreed.

"The most important thing Biden can do is get the infrastructure spending up and
running quickly," he said. "That will generate jobs and economic activity and provide
an overall boost to the economy. Approval ratings go up and down with the economy,
so anything that stimulates the economy will boost his approval ratings."
The House passing the Senate-approved China competition measure would bolster
Biden's first-year credentials as well, according to West, whose research focus is the
future of work. The U.S. Innovation and Competition Act, viewed as companion
legislation to the infrastructure deal and social welfare and climate bill, would inject
$110 billion into basic and advanced technology research over the next five years. It
passed the Senate in June.
"It has bipartisan support and will cement Biden’s claims that he can work across the
aisle and get support from Republican and Democratic legislators," West said.
Aggressive Progressive podcast host and former Democratic consultant Christopher
Hahn was more optimistic. Congressional Democrats would have the social welfare
and climate bill, passed through the majority-only reconciliation budget process, and
a debt ceiling framework on Biden's desk "before the clock strikes midnight on New
Year’s," according to Hahn.
"Beyond that, I expect an effort to get Joe Manchin’s voting rights bill passed, but I’m
not confident it will succeed," he said.
"He hasn’t been able to find 10 good Republican senators to support him."
Biden flew to Nantucket, Massachusetts, on Tuesday for Thanksgiving. The White
House has not released his entire schedule for this week, but he is anticipated to
return to Washington, D.C., on Sunday.
Ilhan Omar: Boebert is a ‘buffoon’ and ‘bigot’ for ‘made up’ anti-Muslim story
Martin Pengelly - The Guardian

Photograph: Nikolas Liepins/REX/Shutterstock Ilhan Omar at Boom Island Park,
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“Fact,” Omar wrote on Twitter on Thursday. “This buffoon looks down when she
sees me at the Capitol, this whole story is made up. Sad she thinks bigotry gets her
clout.
“Anti-Muslim bigotry isn’t funny and shouldn’t be normalised. Congress can’t be a
place where hateful and dangerous Muslims tropes get no condemnation.”
One of the first Muslim women elected to Congress, Omar is also a member of a
prominent “Squad” of House progressives.
Boebert is a first-term far-right Trump ally who consistently seeks controversy. Her
connections to the deadly attack on the Capitol on 6 January remain
under investigation.
She made the comments about Omar in her home district over the Thanksgiving
break.
“Actually I have an Ilhan story for you,” Boebert told an audience, to laughter. “So,
the other night on the House floor was not my first ‘Jihad Squad’ moment.
“So I was getting into an elevator with one of my staffers. You know, we’re leaving
the Capitol and we’re going back to my office and we get an elevator and I see a
Capitol police officer running to the elevator. I see fret all over his face, and he’s
reaching, and the door’s shutting, like I can’t open it, like what’s happening. I look to
my left, and there she is. Ilhan Omar.
“And I said, ‘Well, she doesn’t have a backpack, we should be fine.’
The audience laughs and applauds.
“We only had one floor to go,” Boebert continues.
“I said, ‘Oh look, the Jihad Squad decided show up for work today.’”
The audience whoops and applauds again.
“Don’t worry,” said Boebert, “it’s just her staffers on Twitter that talk for her, she’s
she’s not tough in person. So … there’s a little bit of interactions with these folks.”
The remarks raised calls for Boebert to face formal censure – as recently did Paul
Gosar of Arizona, for tweeting a video which depicted him killing Alexandria
Ocasio-Cortez of New York, another prominent progressive, and threatening Joe
Biden.
Boebert’s reference to “the other night on the House floor” was to remarks in
support of Gosar in which she called Omar “the Jihad Squad member from
Minnesota” and repeated rightwing conspiracy theories about her.
In response to those remarks, Omar called Boebert an “insurrectionist who sleeps
with a pervert”, a reference to Boebert’s husband, who in 2004 pleaded guilty to
public indecency and lewd exposure and spent time in jail. Omar also said Boebert
“shamefully defecates and defiles the House”.

On Thursday, Omar re-tweeted support from another member of the “Squad”, Cory
Bush of Missouri.
“Capitol Hill is a toxic work environment for Muslim members and staff,” Bush wrote,
“when bigots routinely spew racist, Islamophobic vitriol unchecked and with no
consequence.
“Congresswoman Omar, we love you, and we pray for your well-being and protection
from this despicable abuse.”

As Joe Biden's Polling Flounders, Hillary Clinton Comes Out to Bat for Him
Darragh Roche - Newsweek
Former Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has defended President Joe Biden's
achievements as his approval ratings remain stubbornly low.

Getty Images Photo composite shows former Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and
President Joe Biden. Clinton has praised Biden for his administration's achievements
so far.
Clinton, who was first lady from 1993 to 2001 and the Democratic presidential
nominee in 2016, told MSNBC's Rachel Maddow on Tuesday that "a lot of people"
didn't appreciate what Biden had accomplished during his first 12 months in office.
She was referring to the $1.9 trillion COVID-19 relief package signed by the
president in March and the recent $1.2 trillion bipartisan infrastructure deal.
Clinton was responding to a question about the January 6 Capitol riot and the use of
violence during a broader discussion about American democracy.

She began by talking about social media and "demagogues" before highlighting what
she sees as Biden's key achievements.
"You know, democracy is messy," Clinton said. "You know, a lot of people got, oh, I
think, kind of frustrated looking at the messy process of legislation, and they—they
didn't really appreciate that within a year, the Biden administration has passed two
major pieces of legislation through both the House and the Senate."
She added: "They passed another major piece through the House that will soon be in
the Senate—a reference to the $1.75 trillion Build Back Better Act.
It remains to be seen whether the act will pass the Senate, however, as it has exposed
serious divisions within the Democratic Party. The party is set to use the budget
reconciliation process to pass the bill, which will require no Republican votes.
However, all Senate Democrats will have to vote in its favor and Senators Joe
Manchin (D-WV) and Kyrsten Sinema (D-AZ) are seen as particular stumbling
blocks.
Clinton praised the legislation that the Biden administration has passed so far.
"By any measure, those are extraordinary accomplishments, and they really will help
many millions of Americans with health care and prescription drug prices, as well as
climate change and so much else," she told Maddow.
Her comments come as the president faces consistently low poll ratings in a slew of
polls released ahead of the Thanksgiving holiday.
Poll tracker FiveThirtyEight, which monitors the president's approval based on
analysis of a wide range of polls and its own system of pollster ratings, gave Biden
42.9 percent approval as of November 24.
By contrast, disapproval of the president stood at 51.8 percent. His approval rating
has been in negative territory since August 30, according to FiveThirtyEight.
A Rasmussen Reports/Pulse Opinion Research poll conducted from November 22 to
23 found that former President Donald Trump would beat Biden in a hypothetical
match-up, with Trump on 45 percent and Biden trailing with 32 percent.
The study had a three-point margin of error and the pollster has a B rating from
FiveThirtyEight.
Earlier in her interview, the former secretary of state had criticized demagoguery and
referred specifically to the Republican Party.
"I think we're really on the precipice, Rachel, of seeing people—particularly in the
Republican Party, but not only there—who truly just want power, power to impose
their views, power to exploit financial advantage, power to implement a religious
point of view. We see all of that converging," Clinton said.

Hamas and Hezbollah's bad week in the West
Tom Rogan - The Examiner
The Hamas and Hezbollah terrorist groups have suffered a bad week in the Western
world.

Washington Examiner

’

In a number of separate but mutually supporting actions, various governments and
courts enforced new terrorist designations against the groups. These designations will
make it harder for Hamas and Hezbollah to raise revenue, advocate for their causes,
and organize foreign terrorist activities.
The counter-terrorist actions began last weekend when Britain's Home Secretary,
responsible for domestic security, announced that Hamas's political wing would be
proscribed as a terrorist organization.
Until now, only Hamas's military wing, the al-Qassam Brigades, was proscribed in
the U.K.. The shift means that any political, charity, or lobbying support for Hamas
will now be illegal.
Those engaged in such support will be liable to stiff criminal penalties, including long
prison terms. Home Secretary Priti Patel is the driving force behind this change.
Patel's support for Israel cost her a ministerial job under Theresa May's government.
Current Prime Minister Boris Johnson is seen as more friendly to Israel, however.
Britain's action was followed by a ruling, on Tuesday, from the European Union's
highest court. Ending years of confusion, the European Court of Justice decided that
a lower court had been wrong to remove Hamas from the political union's terrorist
groups list.
The impact of this decision will be significant, restricting support for Hamas across
the EU's 27 member states. At the margin, it should also mean less aid money flowing
directly into Hamas coffers in the Gaza Strip.

Finally, on Wednesday, Australia proscribed the entirety of Hezbollah as a terrorist
organization. This overdue action was likely precipitated by Australia's growing
concern over the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps's use of Hezbollah for proxy
attack plots in the West. But it should set an example for the EU, which only
proscribes Hezbollah's military wing.
In the coming months, Australia is expected to match Britain's proscription of Hamas
in its entirety. These positive developments may also fuel political shifts in favor of
more moderate interests.
The Palestinian Authority in the West Bank is increasingly unstable, for example, and
faces resurgent Hamas pressure. Hamas supporters in the Western-allied Sunni Arab
monarchies may now temper their support and encourage the group's negotiating
moderation in fear of attracting greater Western pressure against their own interests.
Similarly, Hezbollah's corrosive influence in Lebanon threatens a second civil war in
that fractured nation. It is thus important that the West advance a unified stance in
opposition to Hezbollah's blackmail over much-needed political reform in Beirut.
But the most basic takeaway here is the most simple: These terrorist groups are
finally being treated for what they are — fanatics who spill innocent blood and
undermine democratic peace processes.
China Dispels Taiwan War Rumors With Threats of Legal Consequences
John Feng - Newsweek
The Chinese government has again had to dispel rumors that the country is on the
brink of war with Taiwan amid a buildup of nationalist fervor.

Anthony Wallace/AFP via Getty Images China's President Xi Jinping reviews troops
from a car at a garrison of the People's Liberation Army in Hong Kong on June 30,
2017.

The democratic island, which is claimed by China as a province, has complained of
routine Chinese military activity in the international airspace close to its
southwestern coastline. Between October 1 and 5, 150 People's Liberation
Army aircraft buzzed Taiwan's air defenses in the largest show of force yet.
Beijing has never renounced the use of force against the island in order to achieve
what it calls "national unification," warning that it could resort to "resolute
measures" if the goal cannot be achieved on its terms.
However, the rigid, hawkish stance—made more uncompromising
by ultra-nationalism fanned by government messaging and state media reports—has
backfired in unexpected ways, with certain sectors of the public susceptible to
speculation about an imminent declaration of war.
At a monthly press conference in Beijing on Thursday, China's Defense Ministry
spokesperson Wu Qian was asked about "heated public opinion on both sides of the
Taiwan Strait," which led to the spreading online of fake government notices that
purportedly required the re-enlistment of former soldiers in order to fight Taiwan.
Wu said members of the public should receive military information only from official
channels and warned that the internet was not above the law. "To concoct such
military-related rumors on certain online platforms is extremely irresponsible and
illegal," he added.
It is the second time this month the government has had to issue a rebuttal to war
rumors. On November 1, China's Commerce Ministry unintentionally sparked
panic and gossip about military action after urging citizens to stockpile vegetables,
rice, noodles, cooking oil and other essentials.
The state-owned Economic Daily newspaper clarified later that the advice was based
on the likelihood of another COVID-19 lockdown, but the phenomenon demonstrated
the dangers of brewing nationalism within a closed-information environment.
Cross-strait relations have nosedived in recent years, coinciding with an increase in
political and military tensions between Beijing and Washington. Vocal support for
Taiwan by the United States has led to increased animosity between Beijing and
Taipei, which now sees itself as playing a dangerous front-line role against Chinese
aggression.
China says the U.S. is using Taiwan to curtail its rising power and influence. The
Defense Ministry's Wu described the U.S. as "addicted to" global dominance.
"Those who are addicted to and pursue hegemony always feel like others covet their
hegemony. For quite some time, some in the U.S. have been immersed in a
persecutory delusion and cannot extricate themselves," he said.
"They insist on fabricating a non-existent 'China military threat' for the explicit
purpose of justifying attempts to seek military supremacy and maintaining global
hegemony."

Wu added: "Exploring the cause of this illness, a serious bias in perceptions of China
is apparent, resulting in the adoption of incorrect China policies."
During last week's summit between President Joe Biden and his Chinese
counterpart Xi Jinping, the leaders agreed to maintain dialogue in order to manage
their competitive relationship. Biden told Xi that Washington and Beijing needed to
establish "common-sense guardrails" in order to prevent tensions from spiraling into
unintended conflict.
Wu, however, suggested that Biden's guardrails would only work if the U.S. agreed to
China's position on Taiwan. "China values the development of relations between our
two militaries and is willing to maintain exchanges and communications with the
U.S.," he said.
"But for some time, the U.S. has made many irresponsible remarks regarding Taiwan,
the South China Sea and the close-in reconnaissance of its vessels and aircraft; and
done many provocative things. China must, of course, counter this in a reciprocal and
resolute manner."
He concluded: "We have said many times that the principles for the development of
relations between our two militaries are that China's sovereignty, dignity and core
interests cannot be violated. Especially on the Taiwan issue, China has no room for
compromise, and the U.S. should not have any illusions."

Oil gushing from Nigerian wellhead blasts hopes of those living nearby
By Tife Owolabi - Reuters

Reuters/Temilade Adelaja A view of an oil spill from a well head is pictured at Santa
Barbara, in Nembe, Bayelsa

NEMBE, Nigeria (Reuters) - Three weeks after the Santa Barbara wellhead failed, it
is still blasting water, gas and oil across Nembe in Nigeria's Delta, littering the
shoreline and water with yellow-brown clumps of waste as cleanup crews and booms
struggle to contain it.

Reuters/Temilade Adelaja Benson Daniel, Community Development Chairman,
Sandsand fishing settlement, stands behind oil-soaked fishing net at Sandsand, in
Nembe, Bayelsa
Santa Barbara wellhead owner Aiteo Eastern E&P, the petroleum minister and
Nigeria's president have all promised that specialist workers would quickly stop the
spill.
But experts say the difficulties containing it are a reminder of how the once-fertile,
fish-filled creeks, mangrove swamps and waterways that crisscross Nigeria's Delta
became some of the most polluted areas on the planet amid decades of energy
exploration.
"The crayfish that I sell for a living, now they are all dead," said Afieyegha Seiyefa,
showing her oil-covered hands after reaching into the water where just a few weeks
ago she could fish for a living. "We cannot get anything."

Reuters/Temilade Adelaja Benson Daniel, Community Development Chairman,
Sandsand fishing settlement, holds up oil-soaked fishing net at Sandsand settlement,
in Nembe, Bayelsa
Aiteo has said the high pressure of the leak made access to the wellhead difficult. In a
statement on Friday, it said Halliburton subsidiary Boots and Coots would contain
the leak within days and was mopping up oil with booms and barges.

Reuters/Temilade Adelaja Members of Nembe community paddle a canoe across
Santa Barbara, following an oil spill in Santa Barbara, Nembe Bayelsa
Environment minister Sharon Ikeazor told journalists this week that the government
was considering tougher penalties for firms involved in spills.
Aiteo bought the Santa Barbara well from oil major Royal Dutch Shell in 2015.

Some locals and environmental activists had hoped domestic companies, with closer
ties to the region, would be more effective in preventing spills. But local ownership is
little comfort to Benson Daniel, the community development chairman of the
Sandsand Fishing Settlement.
"We can't even cook in our house because we are scared we may start a fire," he said
of the gas smell that permeates the air.
People living in the creeks around the Santa Barbara well say tougher regulatory
action cannot come soon enough.
"People that are suffering in the area… they cannot do anything," Kelcy Agbenido, a
youth leader for the Nembe-Bassambiri community, told Reuters.

Reuters/TEMILADE ADELAJA Oil slick is seen on Santa Barbara creek, following an
oil spill in Nembe Bayelsa
(Reporting By Tife Owolabi, additional reporting by Temilade Adelaja; Writing by
Libby George. Editing by Gerry Doyle)

Universities Try to Force a Consensus About Kyle Rittenhouse
Conor Friedersdorf - Atlantic
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At universities, the recent acquittal of Kyle Rittenhouse should be an opportunity to
study a divisive case that sparked complex debates about issues as varied as
self-defense laws, guns, race, riots, the rights of defendants, prosecutorial missteps,
media bias, and more. If administrators were doing their jobs, faculty and students
would freely air a wide variety of viewpoints and have opportunities to better
understand one another’s diverse perspectives. Instead, many administrators are
preemptively imposing their preferred narratives.
The Rittenhouse saga began in Kenosha, Wisconsin, on August 25, amid rioting that
followed the police shooting of a Black man. Rittenhouse, then 17, armed himself with
an AR-15-style rifle and walked into the chaos, claiming that he intended to protect
the community. He wound up shooting three men, killing two. Last week, a Wisconsin
jury found him not guilty of murder, crediting his claim that, at the moment he fired,
he feared for his life and acted in self-defense. This, many analysts argued, was
a plausible conclusion to draw from Wisconsin law and video footage and testimony
presented at trial.
[Adam Serwer: Of course Kyle Rittenhouse was acquitted]
More than 2,000 miles away, administrators at UC Santa Cruz felt otherwise.
Chancellor Cynthia Larive and Interim Chief Diversity Officer Judith Estrada issued
a statement that began like this:
We are disheartened and dismayed by this morning’s not guilty verdict on all charges
in the trial of Kyle Rittenhouse … We join in solidarity with all who are outraged by
this failure of accountability.
UC Santa Cruz is a public institution with roughly 19,000 students and 1,000
instructors who, one can safely say, do not all share the same viewpoints. But Larive
and Estrada emphasized their personal feelings and openly pledged solidarity
(meaning “unity or agreement of feeling or action,” by one definition) with
others based on whether they too feel angry. This is posturing, not engagement with a
campus community. I wrote to Larive and asked her to clarify why the jury should
have found Rittenhouse guilty, if that’s what she meant by “failure of accountability.”
A university spokesperson, Scott Hernandez-Jason, responded, “The campus message
speaks for itself.”
Indeed, it does. America has never known a time without sensational murder trials
that seize the public’s attention and inflame passions. I have an old-fashioned answer
to how a university should behave in these cases: It should stay neutral and promote

reasoned analysis and debate. But Larive and Estrada made a different choice. And
they aren’t the only university leaders who have done so in the days since the verdict.
Rather than encourage independent scrutiny, administrators on many campuses have
issued statements that presuppose answers to hotly contested questions, and assert
opinions about the not-guilty verdict in the case and its ostensible significance as
though they were matters of community consensus.
[David French: Kyle Rittenhouse’s acquittal doesn’t make him a hero]
The whole episode is an illustration of a bigger problem in academia: Administrators
make ideologically selective efforts to soothe the feelings of upset faculty members
and students. These actions impose orthodoxies of thought, undermining both
intellectual diversity and inclusion. “Certainly,” declared a statement by Dwight A.
McBride, president of the New School, “the verdict raises questions about …
vigilantism in the service of racism and white supremacy.” In reality, many observers
are far from certain that, when 12 jurors concluded that a white man shot three other
white men in self-defense, they were saying anything about white supremacy.
There are exceptions in which administrators try to contextualize the Rittenhouse case
in educationally useful ways. “Just this week,” wrote Gillian Lester, the dean of
Columbia Law School, “we have seen the 11th hour commutation of a death sentence
in Oklahoma, the long delayed reversal of two convictions in the assassination of
Malcolm X, and—just today—the acquittal of Kyle Rittenhouse, a case decided
against the backdrop of deep divisions in our national discourse about criminal
justice.” Note the attempt at neutrality in phrasing and analysis.
Lester’s schoolwide email went on to acknowledge varying viewpoints and cast them
as an occasion for academic inquiry:
This trio of decisions has become a flashpoint for passionate debate about our
systems of criminal procedure, the presence of structural racism in the application of
law, and the moral and political context against which we judge the adequacy of our
legal system.
That reaction was worthy of what Lester called a “community devoted to the study of
law and justice.” And she promised “a program where we can come together to share
reactions, feelings, analysis, and ideas.”
But most top-down proclamations from administrators are unnecessary: As the
Brown University professor Glenn Loury explained last year, they either affirm
platitudes or present arguable positions as certainties. “We, the faculty, are the only
‘leaders’ worthy of mention when it comes to the realm of ideas,” he insisted. “Why
must this university’s senior administration declare, on behalf of the institution as a
whole and with one voice, that they unanimously—without any subtle differences of
emphasis or nuance—interpret contentious current events through a single lens?”
That’s precisely what Douglas M. Haynes, UC Irvine’s vice chancellor for equity,
diversity, and inclusion, did in a statement that presented a highly subjective personal
analysis as if it were fact. “The verdict,” he declared, “conveys a chilling message:
Neither Black lives nor those of their allies’ [sic] matter.” But other observers,
including UC professors, disagree that it conveyed that message and believe that
statements like Haynes’s are inappropriate coming from administrators speaking in
their official capacity.
While expecting neutrality from university administrators now sounds idiosyncratic, it
was once a lodestar for many academics. The principle was articulated most famously
in a 1967 report that a committee led by the legal scholar Harry Kalven produced for
the University of Chicago. The mission of a university is the discovery, improvement,
and dissemination of knowledge, it reasoned, and a university faithful to that mission

will challenge social values, practices, and institutions. “A good university, like
Socrates, will be upsetting,” the Kalven report asserted. But “the instrument of
dissent and criticism is the individual faculty member or the individual student,” not
the university itself, nor the administrators who speak for the whole. “The university
is the home and sponsor of critics; it is not itself the critic.”
Greg Lukianoff, who leads the Foundation for Individual Rights in Education, a
nonprofit group that defends the rights of students and faculty, told me that every time
universities speak on a controversial issue they send the message, “This is a space
with certain orthodoxies,” and “that has done long-term harm to the unique
marketplace of ideas that higher education is supposed to be.” Though the bully
pulpit is something university leaders can use, Lukianoff said, “they should be very
sparing.”
The university, Kalven’s committee believed, should not compromise its neutrality
even to pursue worthy goals, such as social justice:
It is a community which cannot take collective action on the issues of the day without
endangering the conditions for its existence and effectiveness. There is no mechanism
by which it can reach a collective position without inhibiting that full freedom of
dissent on which it thrives … If it takes collective action … it does so at the price of
censuring any minority who do not agree.
This inclusive neutrality “arises then not from a lack of courage nor out of
indifference and insensitivity,” the report concluded. “It arises out of respect for free
inquiry and the obligation to cherish a diversity of viewpoints.” Doing so offers “the
fullest freedom for its faculty and students as individuals to participate in political
action and social protest.”
[Graeme Wood: Kyle Rittenhouse, Kenosha, and the sheepdog mentality]
At the New School, McBride described a starkly different ethos:
I don’t know immediately how to parse the Rittenhouse verdict at a university where
students, faculty, and staff work so tirelessly and passionately for social justice.
Therein may lie the answer in this moment: when we don’t know yet what to say, let’s
take solace in each other. Let’s unite in our shared commitments and values. I am
grateful to be part of this community that is so driven to confront inequality, unpack
systemic racism, challenge oppression, and create positive change.
Tellingly, McBride continued:
While we don’t know what to say, we know what to do, which is to act to build
stronger communities, unite amongst ourselves, and use our scholarship and research
in service of social justice.
He’s not calling for searching, candid discussion among people with diverse views.
He’s presuming that the community is united in one collective view––and, what’s
more, that the community is somehow united both in not knowing what to say and in
knowing what to do about it! And what about professors and students who disagree
that the verdict was unjust, or feel upset by inaccuracies in media coverage, or
believe that Rittenhouse was a victim of prosecutorial misconduct, or worry that
widespread criticism of the verdict is undermining the jury system?
Indeed, there are as many different views of what’s wrong in the world as there are
individuals on a campus. People also differ widely in which news events, if any, they
find upsetting. Students and faculty should challenge university leaders who, as if
speaking for their entire communities, put forth subjective assessments and notions of
what everyone else thinks or “must” do. These administrators tell the group what
they think it wants to hear, create incentives for people to hide other views, and harm
everyone’s ability to inquire and to learn from one another.

A money order from World War II went undelivered. And 76 years later, a man’s
search to return it leads through Norfolk.
Ali Sullivan, The Virginian-Pilot
Stan Tees was rifling through his late father’s cedar chest in September when he
noticed something odd — an envelope marked undelivered. Inside was a letter and
money order dated 1945.
Tees’ father, Marshall, had mailed it from U.S. Army’s Camp Upton New York
hospital to Lucy Harrell, the wife of William Harrell, in Edgecomb, North Carolina.
Marshall and William served as privates in France during World War II.
In December 1944, William gave Marshall $25 in French currency — two weeks’
pay at the time — to convert to a money order and send to Lucy. The money order
never reached her, though. It was returned undelivered to Marshall.
Marshall Tees died in 1991, but Stan wanted to tie up his father’s loose end. Even
after all these years, he didn’t want the Harrell family to think his father pocketed the
money.
“That’s not actually what happened,” said Stan Tees, who is 70 and lives in Cape
May, New Jersey. “He tried his best to do it.”
So, 76 years later, Tees set out to find the Harrells and return the $25.
In reading the letter, Tees learned that his father was delayed in mailing the money
order. He apparently had several, and Harrell’s got lost in the mix.
In June 1945, a sudden injury sent Marshall to the hospital. He put his belongings in
a bag — among them, a blank money order and Harrell’s $25.
He completed the money order and sent it — with a letter of apology — June 5.
“I do hope you will accept my sincerest apology for the undue delay which can only
be accredited to my fault and negligence in this matter,” Marshall Tees wrote in the
letter to Lucy Harrell.
Stan Tees found the money order much like Marshall must have discovered it 75 years
ago. He sent an image of it to the U.S. Postal Service, which sent back a $25 check.
Tees, like his father, wanted to get the money to its rightful owners.
He tracked down the family through newspaper and military archives. Lucy died in
1997 and William in 2000. They were longtime Norfolk residents.
“If I found it within a year or two after or immediately after my dad died, I could have
found these people, perhaps, and returned the money while they were still alive,” Tees
said. “Kind of makes me feel bad.”

Tees searched further to find Harrell’s descendants.
Tees contacted The Virginian-Pilot, and a reporter found Harrells’ grandchildren,
Diana Stankiewicz and Bryan Harrell.
They live in North Carolina with their mother, Margaret Harrell, the widow of Dennis
Harrell — Lucy and William’s only son. Dennis, a police officer in Texas, was killed
in the line of duty in 1980.
When Dennis died, his family moved from Texas to Norfolk and briefly lived with the
Harrells. Even when the family moved into its own place, William and Lucy played an
out-sized role in their grandchildren’s lives.
Stankiewicz remembers weekly Sunday night dinners at their house. Lucy had “long
beautiful fingernails” that she would sit and file. William tended a backyard garden
and would bring the kids out for lawnmower rides.
Her grandparents moved to Norfolk sometime before 1948 to work in civil service on
the Navy base — perhaps missing the letter’s arrival.
Stankiewicz doesn’t recall her grandparents talking about the war or the missing
money order. William was endlessly generous — the last person to fret over a missing
$25.
“If he’s the same person in 1945 that he was in our lives, that money would have
never bothered him,” Stankiewicz said. “He would have given away any amount of
money as long as he could pay his bills. If you needed it, he would have given it to
you.”
Still, Tees plans to contact Stankiewicz and send her a check.
Stankiewicz, a nurse, doubles as a spiritual Reiki master. She said that she
communicates with the dead and, on the morning of Nov. 22, contacted her
grandfather.
He had a message for Marshall, she said. “Tell him I’m not upset.”

Mud Could Help Decide Timing of Any Russia Move Against Ukraine
Marc Champion, Alberto Nardelli & Jennifer Jacobs - Bloomberg

Photographer: Sergei Malgavko/TASS/Getty Images
(Bloomberg) -- Muddy terrain and the need for more troops on the ground make any
large-scale Russian invasion of Ukraine unlikely until January at the earliest, military
analysts in Moscow and the West say, creating a window of diplomacy to steer
President Vladimir Putin away from a war.
Those judgments come as a combination of open source reports and images gives
growing credence to U.S. intelligence assessments of a build-up of soldiers and
equipment toward Ukraine’s borders. Ukrainian military maps also show the
changing distribution of Russian forces.
The U.S. has shared the intelligence and its own maps with some North Atlantic
Treaty Organization allies, warning that Russia could be weighing a large-scale
incursion. U.S. officials said in their briefings that Putin’s intentions remain unknown,
but any operation, should he decide to act, would likely involve double the number of
battle groups currently in position and could come in the early months of next year.
Putin has denied plans to invade, having annexed Crimea in 2014 and backed
separatist fighting in eastern Ukraine.
“In this season you have what we call Rasputitsa, which is mud,” said Pavel
Felgenhauer, a Moscow-based military analyst for the Jamestown Foundation. Yet for
any attack on eastern Ukraine, he said, Russian generals would want to move fast to
outflank the main Ukrainian force around the conflict-ridden Donetsk and Lugansk
regions, before its soldiers have time to dig in.
“We have to be able to move our tanks and other vehicles off the roads to do that,
which in the black earth region down there would be impossible right now. Once the
frosts come you can move in any direction you want,” Felgenhauer said.
In addition, Russian commanders would want to assemble a similar-sized force to the
last major build-up around Ukraine in March this year, according to Felgenhauer.
Western analysts estimated that at just above 100,000 soldiers.

An attacking force would normally seek to be two-to-three times the number of troops
it expects to meet, according to a former senior U.S. security official who asked not to
be named. Judging by the publicly available maps and data, the person said, Putin
does not currently have the numbers for a full-scale invasion.
A Nov. 22 Ukrainian military map seen by Bloomberg echoes the U.S. assessment of a
renewed build-up near southern and eastern Ukraine. It depicts 43 battle groups,
consisting of 94,000 troops in place around Ukraine, compared to 53 battle groups at
the end of April. An earlier version of the same map was published by the Military
Times.
Not all forces mobilized earlier this year were sent to the Ukrainian border, a pattern
likely to be repeated, according to Felgenhauer. There were redeployments across the
country, with more than 300,000 troops, 35,000 pieces of heavy equipment, 900
aircraft and 180 warships by his calculations, based on data from the press services
of Russian regional commands.
The movements went “all the way to Kamchatka, because they have to be prepared in
case this should expand into a more global war.” The Kamchatka peninsula sits north
of Japan and west of Alaska.
Russia couched its prior mobilization near Ukraine and eventual pullback as part of
nationwide readiness drills called by Defense Minister Sergei Shoigu. There has been
no such announcement of military exercises this time.
While far from a given, conflict appears more possible now than in previous months
or years and -- failing some form of agreement over Ukraine between Washington
and Moscow -- is likely to loom over future campaign season windows, even if it
doesn’t take place this winter, according to Felgenhauer and others.
Read more: Top U.S., Russian Military Chiefs Talk Amid Ukraine Tensions
Against a backdrop of deteriorating relations between Russia and NATO, “there is
just a fundamental disagreement about the Minsk 2 agreement,” said Andrew
Monaghan, a British former adviser to NATO on Russia and Senior Associate Fellow
at the Royal United Services Institute, a London think tank. He was referring to the
2015 peace deal that was the culmination of efforts to end heavy fighting the previous
year.
Read more: Putin’s Beef With NATO Is Real and Dangerous
“Minsk 2 came about as the result of a Ukrainian defeat on the battlefield,”
Monaghan said. “From the Russian point of view Ukraine is moving away from what
they signed up to, diplomacy is not succeeding and that is why the military is back on
the table.”
At the same time, Russia has consistently denied its forces took part in the conflict
since it started in 2014 and has responded to questions about any current build-up by
saying troop movements within Russia are an internal matter. Ukraine sees the
Minsk-2 agreement as structured to federalize the country in such a way Moscow
would retain a veto over Kyiv’s economic and security choices.
Ukraine denies violating the peace accords and says it is seeking to revive mediation
by Germany and France on their implementation, which is bogged down. Foreign
Minister Dmytro Kuleba in a Tweet on Monday dismissed Russian allegations that
Ukraine plans an assault on separatist areas, saying it’s “devoted” to seeking
political and diplomatic solutions to the conflict.
The Moscow-based Conflict Intelligence Team, an open source intelligence
group, says it has tracked significant movements of Russian tanks and other materiel
toward Ukraine, using video and other imagery posted online within Russia. “If this
pace continues to January,” the CIT wrote in a Nov. 24 report, “then the total

number of Russian troops near the border and in Crimea would be significantly
higher than the April figures.”
Ukraine’s military has expanded and reorganized since 2014, when it was unable to
contain Russia-backed militia that NATO says were reinforced by regular Russian
troops. The nation of 44 million now boasts 255,000 active duty personnel, according
to the government. The difficulty for Ukraine, says Felgenhauer, is that Russia has
greatly expanded its combat-ready force, too.

Immigration provision in Democrats' reconciliation bill makes no sense
Nolan Rappaport (opinion contributor) - The Hill
The House Democrats passed the Build Back Better Act, H.R. 5376, on Nov. 19,
without a single Republican vote. Title VI of the bill would grant parole status
to more than 7 million undocumented immigrants who have resided in the United
States continuously for more than 10 years.

Associated Press Speaker Pelosi
This is not a good idea.
First, it makes no sense. Congress would be establishing a parole program that would
make a blanket grant of parole to undocumented aliens solely on the basis of the fact
they have resided in the United States illegally for more than a decade. And it would
be doing this despite the fact that the statutory provision which authorizes parole
explicitly prohibits such blanket grants.
Second, Congress knows - or should know - that the current administration wouldn't
be able to handle such a large increase in immigration benefit applications.
Third, it potentially puts the immigrants themselves in jeopardy.
Restrictions on parole authority
Section1182(d)(5) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) provides the DHS
Secretary with broad, discretionary authority to allow aliens who may not otherwise
be admissible to the country under our immigration laws to enter and remain in the
United States temporarily: parole.

This authority has been delegated to USCIS, ICE, and CBP. But, with some
exceptions, the applications for the proposed program would have to be processed by
USCIS.
The pertinent part of the parole authority provision reads as follows:
"The Attorney General [or DHS Secretary] may .... parole into the United States
temporarily under such conditions as he may prescribe only on a case-by-case
basis for urgent humanitarian reasons or significant public benefit any alien applying
for admission to the United States .... (Emphasis added.)."
USCIS grants parole on a case-by-case basis. Moreover, it requires applicants to
establish that there are urgent humanitarian or significant public benefit reasons for
them to be in the United States as required by the parole provision.
DHS bureaus generally have construed "humanitarian" parole as relating to urgent
medical, family, and related needs; and "significant public benefit" usually has been
limited to the admission of persons of interest to law enforcement.
Some administrations have made blanket grants, but those grants have been based on
specific circumstances, such as refugee related programs and family reunification
programs. And they have been very controversial.
Former President Donald Trump tried to end this practice. In Executive Order 13767,
he directed his DHS Secretary to "take appropriate action to ensure that parole
authority ... is exercised only on a case-by-case basis in accordance with the plain
language of the statute."
Congress is not bound by executive orders, but Trump was right that the plain
language of the parole provision requires parole determinations to be made on a
case-by-case basis.
The parole program
The bill's parole program provisions can be found on pages H6456 and H6457 of the
Congressional Record for Nov. 18; they state that the DHS Secretary "shall" make a
blanket grant of parole status to undocumented aliens who have resided continuously
in the United States since before Jan. 1, 2011.
Aliens who meet that requirement and want to participate in the program would have
to pay an administrative fee in an amount sufficient to cover the cost of processing
their applications, and complete security and law enforcement background checks.
Applicants are ineligible, however, if they are inadmissible under paragraphs (2), (3),
(6)(E), (8), (10)(A), (10)(C), or (10)(D) in section 1182(a) of the INA.
For the duration of the parole period, participants would be provided with
employment and travel authorization and be deemed eligible for a driver's license.
Extensions would be available from the date the initial parole period expires until
Sept. 30, 2031.
Implementation isn't feasible

USCIS would have to processes most of the 7 million parole applications, and it
hasn't been able to keep up with the cases it is already getting: 40 Members of
Congress recently wrote a letter to USCIS Director Ur Jaddou expressing concern
about the affirmative asylum backlog, which as of April 2021, had reached a record
high - nearly 400,000 applications.
According to an August 2021 report from the Government Accountability Office
(GAO), although applications for immigration benefits such as humanitarian relief
and naturalization remained between about 8 and 10 million a year from fiscal 2015
through fiscal 2019, the USCIS backlog grew approximately 85 percent during that
period. It increased from 3.2 million cases in fiscal 2015 to 5.8 million in fiscal 2020.
USCIS officials told GAO that competing priorities were contributing to the agencies
increasing caseload. For instance, an increase in the number of asylum seekers
arriving at the southwest border was increasing the number of credible fear
screenings USCIS has to perform, and prioritizing credible fear screenings was
delaying USCIS's efforts to process applications for asylum and for Withholding of
Removal.
USCIS has had to divert staff resources from other parts of the agency to assist in
processing these screenings.
This would become a much greater problem if 7 million parole applications are
added to USCIS's case load. It is unrealistic to expect USCIS to be able to process
that many additional applications.
Frankly, I don't believe that the Democrats are serious about trying to establish this
parole program. It's almost certain to be challenged in court - and the fact that it
directly contradicts the plain language of the parole provision it is based on doesn't
bode well.
Even if it holds up in court, the immigrants who participate have no guarantee that
the whole thing won't be upended if Republicans take control of Congress. A
Republican-controlled House won't fund the implementation of the program, and a
strong enough Republican majority would be able to overcome a Biden veto and
rescind the provision.
Worse yet, if the program is terminated, the next Republican president will be able to
gather up and deport the aliens who participated in it. Participation establishes
unlawful presence, which is sufficient for deportability purposes - and DHS will have
the names, addresses, and fingerprints of all of the participants.
(Nolan Rappaport was detailed to the House Judiciary Committee as an executive
branch immigration law expert for three years. He subsequently served as an
immigration counsel for the Subcommittee on Immigration, Border Security and
Claims for four years. Prior to working on the Judiciary Committee, he wrote
decisions for the Board of Immigration Appeals for 20 years. Follow his
blog at https://nolanrappaport.blogspot.com.)

Charlottesville sends message to the hearts of Americans from the heart of the old
Confederacy
Ben Jealous - USA Today
The 2017 violence that erupted in Charlottesville, Virginia, has, for the past four
years, made the city shorthand for white supremacist hatred and violence. Tuesday,
a Charlottesville jury delivered a resounding rebuke to the purveyors of violent
racism. It was a welcome message to the hearts and minds of Americans from the
heart of the old Confederacy.
The images surrounding that "Unite the Right" rally are hard to forget: the torchlight
march across the University of Virginia campus evoking the terror unleashed on
Black Americans and their white allies since shortly after the Civil
War; worshippers told to slip out the back door of a synagogue to
avoid gun-toting protesters chanting Nazi slogans; James Fields driving into a
crowd, killing Heather Heyer and leaving others with horrible injuries.

Alex Brandon/AP On the first anniversary of the "Unite the Right" rally in
Charlottesville, Va., protesters rally in Washington, D.C., on Aug. 12, 2018.
In the era of social media and 24-hour news, such images circulate endlessly. They
can fuel a kind of despair that America is a hopelessly divided nation where civil
rights are forever imperiled and racist hatred is on the rise. It is true that bigotry is
stubborn and racism is systemic. We are still fighting to protect voting rights. But that
is not the whole story.
The decision reached by the jury in the federal courthouse in Charlottesville to award
more than $25 million to the plaintiffs tells us something else. The multi-million
dollar verdicts against individuals and groups responsible for organizing the rally are
testament to an evolving American consensus against hate, a reflection of our desire
to move beyond a century-and-a-half of white supremacist terror.
Thomas Jefferson is the Founding Father most associated with Charlottesville. He
was a man of deep contradictions. He was a slave owner who wrote about equality

and liberty. He did not free most of the enslaved people who worked for him, even in
his death, but he anticipated and advocated for the eventual end of slavery.
He could not unshackle himself from his personal dependence on the institution of
slavery, but he provided us all with liberationist language that future visionaries
would use to unshackle Americans from the violent ideology of white supremacy.
Some have expressed confusion and disappointment that the jury did not reach a
verdict on claims that were brought under an anti-KKK law that the defendants had
conspired to commit racist violence. We do not know why this was the case. Some
have suggested it could have been the more complex jury instructions for the federal
law. It could have reflected a compromise among jurors.
What we do know, and what is heartening, is that the jurors awarded millions in
compensatory and punitive damages to victims of Unite the Right violence under a
Virginia conspiracy law.
Jefferson and other Founders were deeply committed to the importance of trial by
jury. In his first inaugural address, Jefferson listed “equal and exact justice to all men”
and “trial by juries impartially selected” alongside freedom of religion and freedom
of the press as “essential principles of our government” and “the creed of our
political faith.”
The Charlottesville jurors’ verdict was a clear rebuke of the groups and individuals
who had been sued, described by New York Times reporter Neil MacFarquhar as "a
mix of white nationalists, neo-Nazis and Confederate sympathizers."
In that same report, Roberta Kaplan, the lead attorney for the people who brought the
lawsuit, called the verdict a message that "this country does not tolerate violence
based on racial and religious hatred in any form."
Let us thank the plaintiffs, lawyers and members of the jury for sending that message.
And let us all commit to making it ever more true.
Ben Jealous is president of People For the American Way and a visiting scholar at
the University of Pennsylvania. He is a direct descendant of two Black
Reconstruction-era members of the Virginia House of Delegates as well as Thomas
Jefferson’s grandmother.
You can read diverse opinions from our Board of Contributors and other writers on
the Opinion front page, on Twitter @usatodayopinion and in our daily Opinion
newsletter. To respond to a column, submit a comment to letters@usatoday.com.

NFL star JJ Watt reportedly offers to cover all funeral costs of Waukesha
Christmas parade victims
Sarah Taylor - Blazer Media

Photo by Steph Chambers/Getty Images
Cardinals defensive end J.J. Watt has offered to pay for the funeral costs of all of the
Waukesha, Wisconsin, Christmas parade victims who lost their lives after a suspect
mowed them down during Sunday celebrations, according to various reports.
What are the details?
Watt, a Waukesha native who graduated from Peewauken High School and the
University of Wisconsin-Madison, has reportedly offered to cover all funeral costs for
Waukesha's Christmas parade attack victims.
Following the tragedy, Watt tweeted, "Just now seeing what happened at the holiday
parade back home in Waukesha tonight. Horrific images. Truly hoping everyone is
going to be OK and those not involved are now safe. Thankful to everyone who rushed
to action and helped the wounded."
Local reporter Cory Jennerjohn reported, "J.J. Watt is covering the funeral costs for
everyone that lost their life in the Waukesha Christmas Parade. That is an amazing
gesture. He has such a huge heart."
At the time of this reporting, Jennerjohn's tweet has been liked more than 33,000
times.
What else?
At least six people have died at the time of this reporting after a suspect rammed into
crowds at the Waukesha parade. Dozens more sustained injuries in the senseless and
vicious attack.
The suspect, identified as 39-year-old Darrell Brooks, was charged on Tuesday with
five counts of first-degree intentional homicide. A sixth charge is pending after the
death of 8-year-old Jackson Sparks.
Other murder victims include 52-year-old Jane Kulich, 52-year-old Tamara Durand,
71-year-old LeAnna Owen, 79-year-old Virginia Sorenson, and 81-year-old Wilhelm
Hospel.

Prosecutors say that Brooks could face additional charges related to the attack in the
coming days.
WISN-TV reports a variety of ways to assist the victims and the Waukesha community
at large.
Those interested can donate through the Waukesha County Community Foundation
and United Way in order to provide resources to impacted families, as well as
through private GoFundMe pages for individual families and impacted groups such
as the Waukesha South High School Band and the Waukesha Xtreme Dance Team.

