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JON FINER

There is no shortage of poli-
cies and decisions made by 
President Donald Trump 

worth criticising, but since the 
earliest days of his presidential 
campaign, he has expressed at 
least one belief that deserves to 
be encouraged, not denigrated: 
the desire to disentangle the Unit-
ed States from costly overseas 
conflicts.

Trump’s noninterventionist 
impulse has always fit uncom-
fortably with the team he as-
sembled, particularly the latest, 
more hawkish iteration in his 
ever-shifting foreign policy cast. 
For a time, the president grudg-
ingly deferred, allowing conflicts 
to escalate in virtually every the-
atre he inherited.

Recently, the president’s pref-
erences seemed to prevail, at 
least momentarily, as he tweeted 
his decision to withdraw 2,000 
American troops from Syria and 
suggested he would do the same 
with as many as 7,000 from Af-
ghanistan.

Since then, a bewildering pub-
lic tug of war between the pres-
ident and his national security 
team has left a trail of confusion. 
It remains unclear whether the 

United States is withdrawing 
from Syria right away or grad-
ually; whether it wait until the 
Islamic State is wholly defeated 
or it believes that is already the 
case; whether the United States 
will protect its Syrian Kurdish 
allies, somehow; and whether it 
remains committed to its goal of 
ending Iran’s presence in Syria.

The absence of anything akin 
to a decision-making process in 
the administration is not surpris-
ing. The surprise is that among 
the most vocal critics of Trump’s 
withdrawal announcement have 
been not just Republican hawks 
but also a chorus of voices on 
the left.

Progressive opponents of 
Trumpism should resist the urge 
to do so over the wrong trans-
gressions. We may not know 
what the policy actually is un-
til Trump implements it, but on 
Syria and Afghanistan, his initial 
instinct — to do less, with less — 
was correct. It is his execution, 
timing and inability to leverage 
his decisions for the best possible 
terms that were damaging.

In Syria, whatever one’s view 
of the tragic and long-debat-
ed trajectory of the conflict or 
past policy decisions, the United 
States has few remaining, achiev-
able interests at stake: preventing 
the Islamic State from regaining 
territorial control, protecting the 
predominantly Kurdish forces 
on whom Washington relied to 
do most of the counterterrorist 

fighting and supporting our allies 
in their efforts to defend against 
threats emanating from Syrian 
territory. The success of none of 
those goals will be determined 
by a relatively small, long-term 
military presence.

Trump misled the country by 
claiming that the Islamic State 
has been defeated. But the argu-
ment that American boots on the 
ground are needed to address its 

remaining strongholds is a recipe 
for a perpetual presence, since 
the terrorist group represents a 
generational threat that can be 
countered and contained but not 
soon wholly vanquished.

In truth, many on the right who 
denounced Trump’s announce-
ment did so principally because 
they see Syria as a venue for con-
fronting Iran. But that is chasing 
an illusory and dangerous goal: It 

is hard to see how a few thousand 
American troops could counter 
tens of thousands of Iranian and 
Iranian-backed forces, aligned 
both with Moscow and President 
Bashar Assad’s regime that has 
largely won the civil war.

A chorus of criticism inevitably 
greeted Trump’s recent state-
ment that Iranian forces “can 
do what they want” in Syria. Yet 
read as a statement of fact rather 

than the extension of a green 
light, he stumbled upon a self-ev-
ident truth: Notwithstanding Is-
rael’s successful efforts to limit 
Iran’s importation of advanced 
weaponry into Syria, Tehran’s 
position in the country is essen-
tially secure.

Trump is correct that the better 
course is to extricate ourselves 
from Syria, but his fatal error 
has been in its implementation. 
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Trump is right to seek an end to America’s wars
The president’s desire to disentangle the country from costly overseas conflicts must be encouraged

SUSAN R HOLMBERG

In the late 1970s, the United 
Automobile Workers union 
had a brazen idea. During 

negotiations for a new contract, 
members asked Chrysler to give 
workers representation on its 
board, a practice called “co-de-
termination” that had been ger-
minating all over Europe.

The proposal was far outside 
the bounds of management-la-
bor relations in America at the 
time, and Chrysler was initially 
immovable. But the union had 
helped secure a federal loan for 
the company, which shielded 
it from bankruptcy, and man-
agement eventually relented. 
In 1980, Chrysler’s chief exec-
utive, Lee Iacocca, nominated 
the UAW leader Douglas Fraser 
to the board as a reward.

But the presence of a single la-
bor representative on a 17-mem-
ber board did not translate into 
meaningful results for workers. 
At one point, Fraser did vote 
against a plush executive pay 
package, but he was the only 
nay. He stepped down in 1984, 

and Chrysler eliminated the un-
ion seat altogether in 1991. Only 
a handful of other companies 
tried worker representation, the 
unions didn’t fight for it, and the 
American experiment in co-de-
termination was over before it 
began.

In today’s Gilded Age — when 
chief executives are making well 
over 300 times what the typical 
worker brings home in pay — the 
idea is getting new life. Sen. Eliz-
abeth Warren of Massachusetts, 
who recently announced her 
bid for president, introduced a 
bill last year to give workers the 
right to vote for two-fifths of all 
corporate board seats, with a 
companion bill in the House by 
Representatives introduced by 
Ben Ray Luján of New Mexico. 
A similar bill by Sen. Tammy 
Baldwin of Wisconsin would en-
title workers to elect one-third 
of the seats.

These proposals are part of 
a fundamental rethinking of 
whom corporations should 
serve, but they are not new. 
American companies were once 
run with the interests of people 
other than just shareholders — 
workers, customers, the public 
— in mind. (In 1965, corporate 
managers earned only 20 times 
what the typical worker did.)

There is already a thriving 

example of how co-determina-
tion can work. Germany has the 
strongest system of co-determi-
nation in Europe, and it is a de-
fining feature of its economy, the 
biggest in Europe. German laws 
dictate that workers at large 
companies elect up to half the 
members of supervisory boards, 
which make high-level strate-
gic decisions, including how to 
invest profits and whom to hire 
for senior management posi-
tions. Workers also elect repre-
sentatives to works councils, the 
“shop-floor” organisations that 
deal with day-to-day issues such 
as overtime pay, major layoffs 
and monitoring and evaluation.

Is co-determination good for 
business? The results from Ger-
many are mixed. Some research 
shows that co-determination 
has a positive effect, especial-
ly through work councils, and 
some shows no effect. Co-de-
termination doesn’t guarantee 
corporate growth and profits, 
but it certainly doesn’t under-
mine them.

German workers have fared 
well under co-determination. 
Along with strong trade unions, 
co-determination helped Ger-
man workers minimise job loss-
es from a financial crisis in the 
1990s. Workers traded raises for 
job security, but that investment 

has paid off. Workers’ wages 
in Germany have begun to rise 
recently after decades of stag-
nation.

This history means that gen-
erations of Germans have grown 

up believing that having workers 
involved in decision making is 
the right way to do business. 
While co-determination has 
plenty of critics inside Germa-
ny, it is accepted by almost every 

Elizabeth 
Warren’s 
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boards isn’t 
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America 

should 
embrace it 

Workers on corporate boards? Germany’s had them for decades
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A big new Caravan is 
heading up to our 

Southern Border from 
Honduras. Tell Nancy 
and Chuck that a drone 
flying around will not 
stop them. Only a Wall 
will work. Only a Wall, 
or Steel Barrier, will keep 
our Country safe! Stop 
playing political games 
and end the Shutdown!

@realDonaldTrump

The irony – or tragedy 
– is that Trump’s an-

noyance at NATO “ripping 
the US off” is based on a 
complete misunderstand-
ing of how the alliance is 
financed. He keeps saying 
the same wrong thing he 
said in the campaign.
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President Trump’s at-
torneys rebuffed Spe-

cial Counsel Robert Mu-
eller’s request in recent 
weeks for an in person 
session with Trump to 
ask follow up questions. 
The request was made 
after Trump’s team sub-
mitted answers to a lim-
ited number of questions 
from Mueller’s team.
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Today, India is grow-
ing rapidly. This is 

powered by the hard-
work & talent of the peo-
ple of our nation. From 
economy to ease of doing 
business & from start-
ups to satellites, we are 
achieving great progress 
in each sector.

@narendramodi
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Most egregiously, his snap deci-
sion during a telephone call with 
President Recep Tayyip Erdogan 
of Turkey betrayed our Kurdish 
partners who led the fight against 
the Islamic State and risked being 
exposed to assault by Turkey and 
the Syrian regime.

A more responsible course 
would have been to use the pros-
pect of an eventual American 
withdrawal to help avert a subse-
quent conflict between the Kurds 
and their adversaries. If, as he is 
now suggesting, the president 
withdraws the troops more grad-
ually rather than right away, that 
opportunity might still exist.

It requires Trump to use that 
time wisely. He should start by 
abandoning the dangerous no-
tion of Turkey seizing areas con-
trolled by Kurdish forces and 
instead allow the Kurds — in the 
absence of long-term American 
protection — to negotiate an un-
derstanding with the Syrian re-
gime. This might entail returning 
some aspects of the Syrian state 
to northeast Syria, Kurdish forces 
retaining their military capacity 
but lowering its profile and a de-
gree of self-governance for the 
region.

In Afghanistan too, Trump’s 
bottom line was correct. After 
more than 17 years of combat 
and a virtual stalemate, at best, 
for more than a decade, there 
is little rationale for continuing 
to expend American blood and 
treasure on a conflict trending 

badly, with unclear objectives.
But here too, the self-pro-

claimed “great negotiator” erred 
in folding America’s limited cards 
for nothing in return, rather than 
using his willingness to withdraw 
as an incentive for the Taliban — 
currently locked innegotiations 
with Trump’s own diplomats — to 
make peace.

So much is objectionable about 
the Trump era that it is hard for 
critics to know which targets to 
strike. But principled opposition 
requires that progressive oppo-
nents of Trump not distort their 
beliefs for quick rhetorical wins. 
Whatever administration even-
tually follows will have many 
messes to clean up and will need 
to distinguish those that truly 
matter.

Inevitably, the United States 
will face threats that will require 

the use of military force. But we 
ought to continually question 
our enduring involvement in 
faraway conflicts, particularly 
when they come at a terrible cost 
to the United States and local 
populations as in Afghanistan 
and Iraq; make us complicit in 
abuses as in Yemen; entangle us 
with unsavoury partners as oc-
curred with some elements of the 
Syrian opposition; or exacerbate 
anti-American sentiment as our 
broader counterterrorism cam-
paign often did.

Troop withdrawals can be 
messy and costly even in the 
best of circumstances. But that 
is not a reason to drift into for-
ever wars while searching for 
the perfect exit. It is a reason to 
be disciplined about objectives 
and judicious about intervening 
in the first place.

Trump’s Syria and Afghanistan 
decisions, assuming he sticks to 
them, may well lead to disastrous 
outcomes because of how they 
were executed, their timing, the 
complete lack of consultation 
with allies and experts and his 
utter failure to leverage them. All 
of that justifies a verdict of mal-
practice. But one can render that 
judgment while acknowledging 
that done differently, withdraw-
ing is the right thing to do.

(Jon Finer, an adjunct senior fellow at 
the Council on Foreign Relations, was 

the chief of staff and director of policy 
planning at the State Department.)

1992
El Salvador officials and rebel leaders sign 
the Chapultepec Peace Accords in Mexico 
City, Mexico ending the 12-year Salvadoran 
Civil War that claimed at least 75,000 lives.

2001
Congolese President 
Laurent-Désiré Kabila is 
assassinated by one of 
his own bodyguards.

2001
US President Bill Clinton awards 
former President Theodore Roosevelt 
a posthumous Medal of Honor for his 
service in the Spanish–American War.

2002
The UN Security Council unanimously 
establishes an arms embargo and the freezing 
of assets of Osama bin Laden,  Al Qaeda, and 
the remaining members of the Taliban.
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Websites for verifying 
truth: A growing need

“Let them eat cake”.
Did Queen Marie Antoinette really say 

these words?
“You must be the change you wish to see in the world”.
Did Mahatma Gandhi really say this?
“Elementary, my dear Watson. Elementary”.
Did Sherlock Holmes say this, in any one those many 

books by Sir Arthur Conan Doyle?
The answer to all the above three questions is a big ‘No’.
There is no credible evidence for any of the above. 

These words have neither been said nor written by any 
of those above mentioned people, anywhere.

But, for years, people have been quoting them – ac-
tually, misquoting them - and contributing towards the 
spread of misinformation.

Long before the advent of Internet, my high school 
teacher had once given us all an assignment - to go to the 
library, and to collect quotations on a given list of topics. 
We had to submit not only the relevant sayings but also 
the names of the persons who said it, and where.

As a school student, that was the first time I had seen 
“Bartlett’s Book of Familiar Quotations’. And also the 
‘Oxford Dictionary of Quotations’, and ‘Webster’s Book 
of Quotations’.

We were amazed at the orderly fashion in which hun-
dreds of quotes were arranged in those books, in a topical 
index, with various keywords and cross references - lead-
ing us to extra information on each quote and its origin.

Most importantly, in small print at the end of the book, 
we saw lists of published sources, including dates of pub-
lication and names of publishing companies with cities 
they were head-quartered in.

Thanks to my teacher’s creative assignment, we had 
understood the value of references, of citations, and 

of attributions of facts to verifiable 
sources.

We had learnt that reliable quo-
tation books, dictionaries and ency-
clopaedias cite sources such as other 
books, magazines and journals, which 
we can always check for veracity.

Today, Internet is giving us ginor-
mous amounts of information. But it is 
becoming harder and harder for us to 
wade through it all, and to recognize 
truth from falsehoods.

Anybody, with a little knowledge 
of graphic design, and website build-
ing tools, today, can wreak havoc by 
spreading untruths.  

Many mobile phones apps are 
available today, with which – without 
special skills – pictures can be manip-
ulated, quotes can be mis-attributed, 

and even videos can be morphed, by changing people’s 
faces in video frames.

We are drifting into a dangerous world of tangled 
information, from which extricating ourselves, without 
help, seems difficult. We can find the truth ourselves, 
by effective online searching and researching. But, it 
takes time.

Thankfully, we are seeing the rise of some web-based 
companies which are getting to the bottom of the truth.

A few days ago someone sent me a bizarre video-clip, 
saying it’s from a US television series of the 1950s. In that 
black and white video, I saw a con-man, named Trump, 
saying he will build a wall, and save the people of Texas!

I thought it was a silly joke. But I was shocked to dis-
cover – on Snopes.com – that what I received was true.  
And that there really was a CBS TV episode called “The 
End of The World”, premiered on May 9, 1958, in which, 
a con man named Walter Trump, played by one Lawrence 
Dobkin, attempts to scam an entire town, saying he will 
build a wall with their money.

Websites like snopes.com, factcheck.org, politifact.
com, hoax-slayer.com, , and altnews.in are among those 
helping us debunk internet rumour by verifying the truth.  

While websites like ‘quote investigator’ check for 
misattributed quotes, others like quetext, turnitin, and 
grammarly are effectively checking plagiarism.

In this post-truth era – with fake news, doctored tapes, 
and alternative facts – we need these truth-verifying 
websites more than ever.

JOEL INDRUPATI

In this post-
truth era – with 
fake news, 
doctored tapes, 
and alternative 
facts – we need 
these truth-
verifying 
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than ever.

Trump is right to seek an end to America’s wars
The president’s desire to disentangle the country from costly overseas conflicts must be encouraged

Trump is correct that the 
better course is to extricate 

ourselves from Syria, but 
his fatal error has been in 

its implementation. 

German political party.
What would co-determination 

look like in the United States? If 
workers elect up to two-fifths 
of the members of a corporate 
board, their representatives 

could have a decisive effect on 
matters like whether to use a tax 
windfall to buy back stock, or 
whether to approve bonuses for 
company leadership. (In 2015, 
the typicalGerman chief exec-
utive made $5.6 million while 
his American counterpart took 
home $14.9 million.)

Worker representatives would 
not win all of these votes, but 
their presence would disrupt 
the power dynamics of corporate 
boards, and workers at all levels 
of the company would be more 
aware of what’s happening in 
the boardroom. This could help 
to revitalise labour organising, 
which could lead to better pay, 
benefits and job security.

But co-determination was 
never simply about wages and 
profits. It is about giving work-
ers more power. “Co-determi-
nation is just like democracy,” 
the political scientist Stephen J 
Silvia told me. It isn’t justified 
on economic terms. “We have a 
democracy so that people have a 
voice in public affairs. Co-deter-
mination extends that principle 
so that people have a voice in the 
workplace as well.”

American workers are in a 
crisis that stems, in part, from 
having no voice in their eco-
nomic lives. For decades, Amer-
ican corporations have been run 
exclusively for the benefit of 
shareholders, and that model 
has enabled rising inequality, 
stagnant wages, runaway ex-
ecutive compensation and un-
derinvestment in research and 
innovation.

Would all this be different if 
workers had seats in the board-
room? Not overnight. But re-
newing America’s experiment 
with co-determination would 
help workers feel valued, and 
that is a necessary starting point 
for change.

(Susan R Holmberg is a political 
economist and a fellow at the 

Roosevelt Institute, where she 
researches inequality, corporate 
governance and climate change.)

Workers on corporate boards? Germany’s had them for decades
German laws dictate that 

workers at large companies 
elect up to half the 

members of supervisory 
boards, which make high-
level strategic decisions. 


