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 "Get Out of My Country"

(Special Report) Srinivas Kuchibhotla; 32,
originally from India & working as an
engineer at Garmin died at a hospital from
wounds, after being shot at a bar in
Olathe Kansas.  The victim's friend, Alok
Madasani, 32, and bar patron Ian Grillot,

24, suffered injuries. 5 Hours later police
arrested Adam W. Purinton, 51, after he
told a bartender at an Applebee's some
70 miles away in Clinton, Missouri, that
he had been involved in a shooting. He
has been charged with murder and

attempted murder .
Witnesses told the media that

shooter yelled "get out of my country"
before he opened fire. Thousands of
miles away in India, officials expressed
shock at the shootings. "My heartfelt
condolences to bereaved family," Swaraj,
the external affairs minister, tweeted. "I
have assured all help and assistance to
the family." Shooting caused fears about
bigotry to reverberate across the globe.
(Contd on page 22)

The Jobs Americans Do
(Agencies)

Forget the images of
men in hard hats
standing before factory
gates, of men with coal-
blackened faces, of
men perched high
above New York City on
steel beams. The
emerging face of the
American working class
is a Hispanic woman
who has never set foot
on a factory floor. That’s not the kind of work
much of the working class does anymore.
Instead of making things, they are more
often paid to serve people: to care for
someone else’s children or someone else’s

parents; to clean another family’s home. The
decline of the old working class has meant
both an economic triumph for the nation and
a personal tribulation for many of the
workers. (Contd on page 21)

(News Agencies) Washington :President
Trump has directed his administration to
enforce the nation’s immigration laws
more aggressively, unleashing the full force
of the federal government to find, arrest
and deport those in the country illegally,
regardless of whether they have
committed serious crimes. Documents
released on Tuesday by the Department
of Homeland Security revealed the broad

(Contd on page 23)

New Trump
Deportation Rules Allow

Far More Expulsions

(Agencies) Nearly three lakh Indian-
Americans are likely to be impacted
by the Trump administration’s
sweeping plans that put the nation’s
11 million (Contd on page 22)

3 lakh Indians in U.S.
at deportation risk

A nation of immigrants
enters dark chapter

Indian Engineer Killed In A Hate Crime

Alok Madasani Srinivas Kuchibhotla Ian Grillot

STORY
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31

I might change
Taimur’s name:

Saif Ali Khan

(News Agencies) The deportation force is
here. According to new Department of
Homeland Security (DHS) memos, the
Trump administration plans to vastly
expand the pool of undocumented
immigrants in the United States who will
be targeted for removal. (Contd on page 22)
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At Indian Restaurant, Diners Were Mid-
Meal When Cockroaches Shut It Down

Indian-Origin Chancellor Rejects Chinese Students' Call Not To Invite Dalai Lama
(Agencies) BEIJING:  A US university

headed by an Indian-origin academician
has rejected call by Chinese students to
withdraw invitation to exiled Tibetan
leader the Dalai Lama but assured them
that his speech would have nothing to
with politics.

Chancellor Pradeep K Khosla of the
University of California San Diego (UCSD)
met with three groups of Chinese
overseas students, namely the Chinese
Union, Chinese Students and Scholars
Association (CSSA) and the Chinese
Business Society, state-run Global

Times reported today.
The university in a meeting with

Chinese overseas students refused to
withdraw the invitation to the Tibetan
spiritual leader for a graduation speech
in June but assured them that his speech
would "have nothing to do with politics"
the report said.

"The university said that they would
not disinvite the Dalai Lama but will stop
using words like 'freedom fighter' and
'spiritual head and leader of the Tibetan
people' to describe him," Fan Da member
of the Chinese Union told the daily. The

chancellor promised that the Dalai Lama
would not include any political content in
his speech and the university would soon
publish a notice about the issue. "When
we asked the chancellor if he knew that
the university's invitation to the Dalai
Lama hurt Chinese people's feelings, the
chancellor said he only knew that the
Dalai Lama is a 'religious activist' but had
no idea about what he did," Fan said,
adding that it was not clear what actions
the students would take to continue their
protests.The protests by Chinese
students came after write ups in the state-

run Chinese media against the institution.
"By calling the Dalai Lama "the exiled

spiritual head and leader of the Tibetan
people" and "a man of peace," the UCSD
has shown admiration for the Buddhist
monk," an article in the paper had said.

The UCSD announced on February 2
that it has invited the 14th Dalai Lama to give
a keynote speech at the All Campus
Commencement on June 17, as well as a
speech on June 16 at a public event. The
university described the Dalai Lama, as "the
exiled spiritual head and leader of the Tibetan
people" in the announcement.

(Agencies) The European Union said on

Wednesday that it was ready to

accommodate more Indian IT professionals

and denounced any form of protectionism in

global trade, amid anxiety in India over the

Donald Trump administration’s possible

clampdown on H-1B visa. Pushing for deeper

trade ties with India, a delegation of European

Parliament’s Committee on foreign affairs also

expressed “regret” over failure by both sides

to resume the stalled dialogue to firm the long-

pending EU-India trade and an investment

pact. Criticising the new US government’s

protectionist rhetoric which triggered fears in

Europe as well, head of the delegation David

McAllister said Europe was “open” for allowing

more Indian professionals who are high on

demand.“Europe is open for people with high

demand. Indian people are highly skilled. Our

IT sector would not have been successful if

we did not have skilled professionals from

India,” he said.

Soon after taking over last month, Trump

had decided to overhaul the work visa

programmes like the H-1B and L1, a move

that will adversely hit the lifeline of Indian tech

firms and professionals in the US.

Pressing for early resumption of

negotiations for the EU -India Broad-based

Trade and Investment Agreement (BTIA),

McAllister said the delegation urged Indian

leaders to resume the talks as the pact will

significantly boost two-way trade.

“We deeply regret that we are not being

able to move ahead. We will use the visit to

call for resumption of talks for the agreement,”

he told reporters.

Amid H-1B visa concerns, EU
says open to accommodate
more Indian professionals(Agencies) London : Diners

at a popular Indian restaurant

in the city of Leicester were

forced to abandon their meals

mid-way af ter  heal th

inspectors d iscovered a

cockroach infestation. Sand’s

of Glenfield was shut down on

the spot earlier this month after

being tipped off by a member

of the public. “A resident of the

district made us aware that a

pest control company had

been visiting Sands. We served

a hygiene emergency

prohibition order on Sand’s of

Glenf ield for a cockroach

infestat ion,  on Saturday,

February 4,” a spokesperson

for the local Blaby District

Counci l  to ld ‘Leicester

Mercury’. “The business is now

formally closed as a food

business unt i l  our

environmental health team are

satisfied that the health risk

condition no longer exists. We

are work ing c losely wi th

representatives of the business

and their pest control company

to advise them about the steps

they need to take in order for

th is to be achieved,”  she

added.Magistrates upheld the

inspectors’ decision to close

the restaurant at a hearing on

February 8. The restaurant will

have to seek the approval of

health inspectors to re-open

once necessary refurbishment

is completed. The inspectors

had found both dead and alive

German cockroaches in the

kitchen, including in the food

store and in three freezers.

Cockroach traps, put down by

pest controllers, were also

discovered.  The German

cockroach is  the most

common type of cockroach

found around the world. A note

has been posted on the

restaurant door which reads:

“We are taking this opportunity

to refurbish and update our

equipment and taking all the

necessary steps to ensure that we

provide the best possible

environment for our valued guests “.
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Indian-Origin NASA Scientist Detained By US Officials, Forced To Unlock Phone

(Agencies) An Indian-origin NASA
scientist has said he was detained and
forced to unlock his PIN-protected work
phone at the US border by custom
officials.

Sidd Bikkannavar, 35, said in a post

on social media that US Customs and
Border Protection officers wanted his cell
phone and password -- before they would
let him through at Houston's George Bush
Intercontinental Airport.

"On my way home to the US last

weekend, I was detained by Homeland
Security and held with others who were
stranded under the Muslim ban," Mr
Bikkannavar wrote in a Facebook post.

"I initially refused, since it's a
(NASA)-issued phone and I must protect
access," he wrote.

Mr Bikkannavar, born in Pasadena,
designs technology for space telescopes
like the enormous James Webb
telescope that's set to be launched into
orbit in 2018.

"Just to be clear - I'm a US-born citizen
and NASA engineer, travelling with a valid
US passport. Once they took both my
phone and the access PIN, they returned
me to the holding area with cots and
other sleeping detainees until they
finished copying my data."

Mr Bikkannavar spent a few weeks
away pursuing his hobby of racing solar-
powered cars. As a member of a Chilean
team, he visited Patagonia in early

January under the Obama administration.
He returned after Mr Trump took office
and issued the executive order on travel
into the United States.

Nothing about Mr Bikkannavar should
have caused concern for CBP - he's a
natural-born US citizen, enrolled in a
programme that allows individuals who've
already passed background checks to
quickly enter the country. In addition, he
has never visited the countries on the
immigration ban, and he's 10-year
employee of a major US federal agency.
"I don't know what to think about this. I
was caught a little off guard by the whole
thing," Mr Bikkannavar told the media.

Mr Bikkannavar detailed his experience
on Facebook, explaining his absence to
friends and coworkers. The episode, aside
from the profiling it ostensibly involved, also
put him in a fix with his employers, because
he was required to protect access to the
phone.

Code Load On Cyber Coolies
Three US H-1B laws, seeking to raise costs for
firms, may hit Infosys, but make crucial points

(Agencies) The alarm bells
may have started ringing a little
too soon. Indian infotech firms
like Infosys began losing the
confidence of sharehol­ders
last month when bills
pro­­posing cha­­nges to the
H-1B visa programme, which
allows nearly 1.5 million
skilled Indians to work in the
US, were tabled in Congress.
If passed, the legislations
could make it harder for Indian
companies to send workers
here—or for US businesses to
hire them. Statements by
President Donald Trump that
he will review ‘abuses’ of visa
programmes made the bills
appear even more ominous.

But Indian diplomats in
Washington DC as well as
local advocates of immigration
reform say it is too early to
worry. For one, there is
nothing new about efforts to
change the H-1B system.
“Some of these bills were
introduced in the previous
Congress too,” said an Indian
embassy official. “But it is very
difficult for them to get
through.”A total of 85,000 H-
1B visas are allotted every
year, but applications last
year were more than thrice
that number. Winners are
chosen by computerised
lottery. Indians get nearly 70
per cent of these on average.
Many work for India-based

technology companies such as
Tata Consultancy, Wipro,
Infosys and Mahindra, although
US multinationals including
IBM, Amazon and Microsoft also
apply for and get H-1B visas in
large numbers.

Three Congressional bills,
premised on the bel­ief that the
H-1B system is being exploited
to the detriment of American
workers, were tabled in January.
One, introduced by Darrell Issa,
a Republican from California,
tries to make it more expensive
for firms to hire foreign workers.
It proposes to raise the minimum
wage of H-1B workers to
$1,00,000 per annum from
$60,000—the floor set in 1998.
But it only targets firms with over
50 emp­loyees, at least 15 per
cent of whom are on H-1B.

A more comprehensive bill,
tabled by Zoe Lofgren, a
Democrat from California, calls
for doing away with the lottery
and favouring companies wil­­ling
to pay the highest salaries to
foreign emp­loyees. Potentially,
this could make it even more
expensive for firms to hire H-1B
workers.

A bipartisan bill tabled by
senators Chuck Grassley and
Dick Durbin also proposes to
scrap the lottery system. But it
gives priority to foreigners
educated in the US, especially
those with advanced degrees. As
workers more likely to get H-1B

visas under this would be the “best
and brightest”, it would also make
it much costlier for companies.

The H-1B programme is
intended to allow companies to hire
highly skilled workers from abroad
when they can’t find such
employees among Ame­ricans.
These bills assume that the spirit
of the law is not being met—that
firms are exploiting it to hire foreign
employees willing to work on low
wages, denying jobs to Americans
in the process.

But Ashwin Venkatraman, a
petroleum engineer from India who
was on H-1B until last year and
has recently launched his own
cloud computing start-up for the oil
and gas industry, said that is not
the case. “There isn’t enough local
talent to take up all the jobs on
offer,” he said. “In oil and gas
(sector), there is a shortage of
technical workforce. That is broadly
true for all technology-oriented
industries. Foreign workers are not
replacing American workers,
except perhaps in software
services.”

Some argue that the economic
stimulus provi­ded by H-1B workers
helps create jobs for Americans. A
report by Partnership For A New
American Economy, an
immigration reform thinktank, said
that “workers who received H-1B
visas from 2010-2013 will create
more than 7,00,000 jobs for US-
born workers by 2020”. States
such as California and Texas,

which host among the highest
numbers of H-1B workers, will
benefit the most.

“This H1B scheme has been
crucial in making US companies
competitive globally, in increasing
their client base, in increasing
their innovation,” Nav­­tej Sarna,
Indian ambassador to the US, told
CNN. “The Indian tech industry
has been creating jobs here.
Indian firms have invested $2
billion in the US. They have paid
$20 billion in taxes. Nine of the
top 15 companies in India are
American. This is a relationship
which is symbiotic.” But Vikram
Desai, a tech firm worker on H-
1B since 2005, welcomed the
proposals to ‘enforce’ the H-1B
system. Desai said technology
companies have built an entire
business model based on
exploiting legal loopholes—a
model that not only denies jobs
to deserving Americans but also
abu­ses immigrant, and
especially Indian, workers.

The H-1B system is meant to
make up for shortage of skills
locally” rather than as a backdoor
for exploiting cheap labour, Desai
says. “The law says H-1B should
be offered only when an American

wor­­ker is unavailable. It also
says (immigrant) wor­­kers
should be paid the prevailing
wage. Companies should be
fair and pay the wages workers
deserve, irrespective of their
origins. Any bill that stops this
exploitation of immigrant
workers and displacement of
American workers is welcome.”
The main reason why
immigrant workers, especially
those from India and China,
can be easily exploited is the
massive backlog of
applications for permanent
residency from these
countries, he exp­lains.
Because of country-wise
quotas for ‘green cards’, it can
take an Indian or Chinese
wor­ker decades to get this,
which forces them to keep
extending their H-1B status
year after year. With their green
card application under review,
such workers “can’t change
jobs or even return home to
attend family funerals,” Desai
says. “Their lack of options
makes them easy targets for
exploitation by companies,
especially in terms of unfair
wages.”
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China’s rise could be the biggest challenge to an ideas-based global order
Speeches by three leaders at

the recently concluded Raisina
Dialogue stood out for their
pronouncements on
globalisation. The first, by India’s
Prime Minister Narendra Modi,
sounded a note of caution about
the “gains of globalisation” being
at risk. “Economic gains are no
longer easy to come by”, said PM
Modi, who went on to cite the
“barriers to effective
multilateralism”. The Prime
Minister’s message was direct
and simple: that globalisation
needs new inheritors who can help
promote the projects, regimes
and norms of the 20th century.
This responsibility would
invariably fall on the shoulders of
a class of nations that we have
come to know as “emerging
powers”.

A second perspective on
globalisation at Raisina came
from former Canadian PM
Stephen Harper, who highlighted
the role that religion plays in these
turbulent times. Harper noted the
role that Pope John Paul II, a Pole,
played in providing “anti-
communists in Poland effective
leadership outside the country” in
their struggle against the Soviet
Union. PM Harper was hinting at

the capacity of a religious leader
whose tacit support of the
Western ethos ensured
resistance to entrenched nation-
states. In this respect, religion
returned to world politics (to
destroy the Soviet Empire) in the
eighties, long before the rise of
the Islamic State. Can tendencies
driven by religious sentiment
today — whether through the rise
of terrorist groups like ISIS, or
through the counter-movements
against migration in Europe —
defeat the globalisation project
driven by states?

And finally, British Foreign
Secretary Boris Johnson offered
yet another take on globalisation,
in balancing his full-throated
defence of Brexit with his call for
greater economic cooperation
with Britain. The “selective” or “a
la carte” globalisation that
Secretary Johnson pushed for at
Raisina reflects the desire of
many Western states to preserve
its economic benefits while
assuaging “nativist” tendencies at
home.What do these three
speeches at the recently
concluded global conclave tell us
about the world today? For one,
they concede that globalisation of
a certain kind has run its course.

This was a globalisation spurred
by Western leadership in the 20th
century, promoting ideas and
institutions to salvage economies
that had been devastated after two
great wars. The urgency and
desire to create those linkages no
longer exist in the trans-Atlantic
universe, so this period is
witnessing selective de-
globalisation.

Secondly, the leaders’
speeches acknowledge that
globalisation is a victim of its own
success. In true Hegelian fashion,
the “idea” has been destroyed by
its “actualisation”. Globalised
economies today promote the
free and rapid flow of information,
bringing communities, societies
and peoples together. These
connected networks are by no
means homogenous. They are
miscellaneous groupings that
often have little in common, by
way of political heritage or
intellectual traditions. As a result,
they begin to sense their
respective differences quickly and
conspicuously. To be sure, the
world was just as polarised or
opinionated before the Information
Age. But digital spaces have made
distances shorter, and differences
sharper.

Thirdly, their utterances
indicated globalisation is in need
of new torchbearers, who may not
be able to project strength or
underwrite stability in the same
vein as the United States or
Europe, but will preserve its
normative roots regionally. These
torchbearers will emerge from
Asia, Africa and Latin America:
they may not be connected by a
lingua franca but their political
systems will share a common
commitment to free expression
and trade. Their rise will be neither
smooth nor inevitable. If
disruptors today find the cost to
destabilise the global system
rather low, its custodians realise
it is expensive to fix the mess
they leave behind.

Prime Minister Modi astutely
observed at Raisina the dust has
not yet settled on what has
replaced the Cold War. Russian
Parliamentarian Vyacheslav
Nikonov, one of the conference
speakers, went one step further:
“We may not be the number one
military in the world,” he said, “but
we [Russia] are not No. 2 either”.
With the traditional leadership of
Western powers giving way to the
rise of regional powers, it is
anyone’s guess if they will

emerge as preservers or
destroyers.

Above all, the speeches by
Modi, Johnson and Harper at the
Raisina Dialogue reflect their
desire to couch globalisation in
normative terms. The Washington
Consensus was not solely about
free markets, but also
untrammelled expression and
political dissent. The room for
promoting such norms, for all the
reasons mentioned above, is
considerably limited today. The
rise of China presents perhaps
the biggest challenge to an ideas-
based global order. Beijing has
pursued with transactional vigour
and single-minded ambition the
setting up of regional financial
architecture to bankroll its
infrastructure projects. These
initiatives place little regard for
notions held sacred in the
international order.

At Raisina, PM Modi
highlighted the importance of
these norms for the continued
execution of the globalisation
project. “Only by respecting the
sovereignty of countries involved,
can regional connectivity corridors
fulfil their promise and avoid
differences and discord,” said the
Prime Minister.

North Korea is the big problem that’ll test Trump’s deal-making skills
The sanctions-only approach

toward North Korea spearheaded

by the United States has been a

conspicuous failure, encouraging

the reclusive nation to rapidly

advance its nuclear and missile

programmes. North Korea has

the dubious distinction of being

the only country in the world to

conduct nuclear tests in the 21st

century. It has also considerably

enhanced its missile capabilities,

though they remain sub-

regionally confined in range.

Many expect US President

Donald Trump to shift course on

North Korea, in keeping with what

he had said during his election

campaign — that he would be

willing to meet with its ruler, Kim

Jong-un, over a hamburger. The

imperative to adopt a new tack,

however, is being obscured by

developments such as

Pyongyang’s first missile test

since Trump’s election triumph

and the mysterious killing of Kim

Jong-un’s estranged half brother,

Kim Jong-nam, at Kuala Lumpur

airport.Kim Jong-nam, a reputed

playboy with residences in

Beijing and Macau, was a virtual

Chinese pawn against the North

Korean ruler, whose relations with

Beijing are seriously strained.

Kim Jong-un has refused to visit

China since assuming power in

2011, although paying obeisance

in Beijing was customary for his

father and grandfather, who ruled

before him.

Mao Zedong famously said

China and North Korea were as

close as lips are to teeth. But

when China last March joined

hands with the US to approve the

toughest new UN sanctions in

two decades against North

Korea, Beijing highlighted its

virtually ruptured relationship with

Pyongyang. Indeed, China’s

state media has accused Kim

Jong-un of pursuing “de-

Sinification” of his country and

seeking improved ties with the

US and Japan.

Kim Jong-un has repeatedly

signalled that he wants his

country to escape from the

clutches of its millennial rival

China. Yet, oddly, Washington

has attempted to push him further

into the Chinese dragnet, instead

of seizing on the opportunity

created by his desire to unlock

frozen ties with the US. Some

US scholars have even

suggested a grand bargain with

Beijing on North Korea. Given

that Pyongyang has sought

direct engagement with

Washington to offset Beijing’s

leverage over it, nothing is more

galling to North Korea than US

efforts to use China as a

diplomatic instrument against

it.In truth, China is already

putting the squeeze on North

Korea, especially since that

country carried out its most

powerful  nuclear test last

September.  But  China ’s

enforcement of UN sanctions

in a controlled way has failed

to change Kim Jong-un’s

calculus, although its latest

ban on coal imports will inflict

more economic pain. Beijing,

of course, values North Korea

as a buffer state and does not

want a reunified and resurgent

Korea, because that will open

a new threat, including bringing

American troops to China’s

border. Make no mistake:

Chinese and American interests

diverge fundamentally.

Sanctions without

engagement have never worked.

Yet, during his entire eight-year

tenure, US President Barack

Obama refused to talk to North

Korea unless it first pledged

to denuclearise. Pyongyang’s

only leverage is the nuclear

card, which it will not surrender

without securing a

comprehensive peace deal with

Washington. In the Iran case,

however, Obama employed

sanctions with engagement to

clinch a nuclear deal.

The plain fact is that the US

has no credible military option

against North Korea. Any military

strikes to degrade its nuclear and

missile capabilities will provoke

Pyongyang to unleash its

artillery-barrage power against

South Korea,  t r igger ing

widespread destruction and a

full-fledged war involving the

US.  The looming US

deployment in South Korea of

the anti-missile Terminal High

Alt i tude Area Defence, or

THAAD — which has never

been battle-tested — is no real

answer to North Korea’s

nuclearisation or to Pyongyang’s

artillery chokehold on Seoul.

If there is any credible US

option to deal with Pyongyang,

it is to give diplomacy a chance,

with the goal of forging a peace

treaty with North Korea to

formally end the Korean War —

which has officially been in a

state of ceasefire since 1953.

Denuclearization should be

integral to the terms of such a

peace treaty. But if

denuclearisation is made the sole

purpose of engagement with

North Korea, diplomacy will fail,

as it did under George W Bush.

The Trump administration

needs to recognise that the US

and its allies have got nowhere

by isolating North Korea, which

is coping with more severe

international sanctions than faced

by any other US target. Trump

has called North Korea “a big, big

problem”. But it is a problem that

tests his deal-making skills. In

fact, lost in the alarmism over

North Korea’s February 12 test

of a new missile is that it

occurred just after Trump called

North Korea a threat.

When repeated rounds of

sanctions not only fail to achieve

their objectives but

counterproductively trigger

opposite effects, the need for a

new approach becomes

inescapable. Its goal should be

a peace treaty to replace the

Korean War armistice.

Through a carrot-and-stick

approach of easing some

sanctions and keeping more

biting ones in place, diplomacy

can, by persisting with what will

be difficult and tough

negotiations, clinch a deal to end

one of the world’s longest-

lingering conflicts and eliminate

weapons of mass destruction.
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Mr. Trump’s ‘Deportation Force’ Prepares an
Assault on American Values

A foreign policy of cruel populism
Just before he was inaugurated as the U.S. President, Donald Trump laid out

some principles of what appeared to be his non-interventionist foreign policy. “We will
stop racing to topple foreign regimes that we know nothing about, that we shouldn’t
be involved with,” he said in North Carolina. “Instead our focus must be on defeating
terrorism and destroying ISIS, and we will.” What Mr. Trump implied is that his
administration would not conduct regime-change operations — such as against Iraq
in 2003 during the George W. Bush administration — and certainly not indulge in
nation-building outside the United States. He promised nation-building within the United
States and to enhance the military “not as an act of aggression, but as an act of
prevention”.

The tenor of Mr. Trump’s statements suggested that the United States would have
a much less interventionist foreign policy. It would not be overthrowing governments or
struggling to rebuild them into a liberal, market-friendly paradise. The concepts of
regime change and nation-building — so fundamental to the consensus within the
U.S. since the 1990s — now seem to be in retirement. Mr. Trump’s main concept —
America First — suggests that he would take the country into an isolationist period,
with foreign adventures off the table and with the United States gradually pulling out of
alliances such as NATO.The U.S. President’s agenda is part of the emergence of a
cruel populism that has emerged across the West, inaugurated by the Brexit vote in
the United Kingdom. The heart of this cruel populism is that the people of the West
have been ignored by their ‘globalist’ leaders, who care more for free trade deals than
for the haemorrhaging of jobs in their own homelands. In this they are correct. What
makes them cruel is that rather than actually get to the heart of joblessness — which
is partly due to unshared productivity gains through mechanisation — they offer a
harsh cultural agenda to solve an economic problem. It is hatred of Muslims and other
religious, sexual and ethnic minorities that focus the attention of Mr. Trump and France’s
Marine Le Pen, Holland’s Geert Wilders and Germany’s Frauke Petry. They want to
do such things as ‘de-Islamise’ their countries, ban minarets and secure their borders
against refugees.

Building walls against migrants — simple campaign fodder — will not address the
economies of the West, which are fundamentally integrated with the rest of the world.
The global commodity chain has enabled Western corporations to enjoy large profits
as countries in the chain struggle to underbid each other on wages and regulations.

To secure and control this global commodity chain, the West has used its vast
military footprint — from bases to aircraft carriers — and it has used its military and
political power to pressure countries to honour intellectual property rights and to fix
currencies to advantage the global elites. No wonder, then, that the eight richest
persons have as much wealth as the poorest half of the world’s population. This global
1%, with a majority in the West, has truly benefited from globalisation.

Isolation from this global commodity chain would seriously threaten the reproduction
of wealth for this small minority. It is unlikely that the cruel populists — for all their
ranting against free trade regimes — would be able to move an agenda that undermines
this global footprint. Their isolationism is more rhetoric than policy. Economic
sovereignty is not possible for their states, which is why they strive for cultural
sovereignty. Demagogy is the prize for this kind of populism. ‘Keep out the Muslims’
stands in for economic policymaking.

We have not entered into a period of isolation. Nor is the old doctrine of humanitarian
intervention alive and well. It has certainly been set aside. Our new period, with the
cruel populists in power, is defined by ruthless inhumane intervention. Bombs will fall,
no doubt, but these will not be dropped to draw countries into the global order. Their
purpose will be to encage areas seen to be lesser and inherently dangerous.

The doctrine of humanitarian intervention came into its own in the 1990s, when the
United States began to justify its military operations based on the idea of ‘human
rights’. Wars against Iraq and Yugoslavia as well as designations of Iran, Iraq, North
Korea, Libya and Syria as ‘rogue states’ set the terms for humanitarian or liberal
interventionism. The general idea was that these states were holdouts against
globalisation and that pressure against them — sanctions or armed force — was
utterly justified. A notion of universal humanity guided this theory, since it was assumed
that violence would tutor lesser societies into the global commodity chain. The idea of
‘regime change’ required the idea of ‘nation-building’ to complete its task. Not only
would governments be overthrown, but they would be replaced by regimes that acceded
to the neo-liberal policy slate and to the institutions of globalisation.

The cruel populists do not accept the theory of universal humanity. For them, the
world’s people are divided along the axis of culture — Christendom, on one side,
against Islam, on the other. Mr. Trump has vowed to rebuild the U.S. military so that
“no one will ever mess with us”. What is this military to be used for? “I would bomb
those s******,” Mr. Trump said of the Islamic State and its oil infrastructure. “I’d blow
up every single inch,” he said, so that “there would be nothing left”. But the use of
force does not end there. “And you know what, you’ll get Exxon to come in there, and
in two months — you ever see these guys? How good they are, the great oil companies.
They’ll rebuild it brand new.” It is suggestive that Mr. Trump’s Secretary of State is
Rex Tillerson, who ran ExxonMobil for 10 years. Would ExxonMobil re-build the oil
infrastructure for Iraq? No. “I’ll take the oil,” Mr. Trump said brashly and against
international law.

The homeland security secretary, John Kelly, issued a remarkable pair of
memos on Tuesday. They are the battle plan for the “deportation force” President
Trump promised in the campaign.

They are remarkable for how completely they turn sensible immigration policies
upside down and backward. For how they seek to make the deportation machinery
more extreme and frightening (and expensive), to the detriment of deeply held
American values.

A quick flashback: The Obama administration recognized that millions of
unauthorized immigrants, especially those with citizen children and strong ties
to their communities and this country, deserved a chance to stay and get right
with the law. It tried to focus on deporting dangerous criminals, national-security
threats and recent border crossers.

Mr. Kelly has swept away those notions. He makes practically every deportable
person a deportation priority. He wants everybody, starting with those who have
been convicted of any crime, no matter how petty or old. Proportionality, discretion,
the idea that some convictions are unjust, the principles behind criminal-justice
reform — these concepts do not apply.

The targets now don’t even have to be criminals. They could simply have
been accused of a crime (that is, still presumed “innocent”) or have done something
that makes an immigration agent believe that they might possibly face charges.

Mr. Kelly included a catchall provision allowing Immigration and Customs
Enforcement officers or Border Patrol agents — or local police officers or sheriff’s
deputies — to take in anyone they think could be “a risk to public safety or
national security.” That is a recipe for policing abuses and racial profiling, a
possibility that Mr. Kelly will vastly expand if Congress gives him the huge sums
required to hire 10,000 ICE officers and 5,000 Border Patrol agents.

He wants to “surge,” his verb, the hiring of immigration judges and asylum
officers. He wants to add processing and detention centers, which surely has
the private-prison industry salivating at the profits to come.

He wants to ramp up programs deputizing state and local law enforcement
officers as immigration enforcers. He calls them “a highly successful force
multiplier,” which is true if you want a dragnet. It’s not true if you want to fight
crime effectively and keep communities safe. When every local law enforcement
encounter can be a prelude to deportation, unauthorized immigrants will fear and
avoid the police. And when state and local officers untrained in immigration law
suddenly get to decide who stays and who goes, the risk of injustice is profound.
So is the danger to due process. Current procedure allows for swiftly deporting,
without a hearing, immigrants who are caught near the border and who entered
very recently. But Mr. Kelly notes that the law allows him to fast-track the removal
of immigrants caught anywhere in the country who cannot prove they have been here
“continuously” for at least two years. He’s keeping his options open about whether to
short-circuit due process with a coast-to-coast show-me-your-papers policy.
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In Delhi homes, a false sense of privacy abets domestic violence

Shivani Singh
A plumber beats up his wife

for 12 hours before beheading her
with a saw. A gory crime of this
nature is not reported every day,
but it could have happened
anywhere in India.

In a vil lage, where
communities are close knit,
such an ordeal would require a
degree of passive complicity. In
a metro such as Delhi, the
prolonged torture culminated into
beheading because nobody
bothered to intervene.

The scene of the crime,
Madhu Vihar, is an informal
settlement in east Delhi where
houses are so tightly packed it
is difficult to maintain privacy. So,

on February 10, when Subodh
Kumar beat up his wife all night
long, her repeated calls for help
reached many.

Describing the fights as an
everyday affair, a neighbour told
HT that he knocked on their door
and asked them to “keep it low”.
Kumar told him not to interfere
in his “private matter”. The
neighbour called up his landlord
and that was that.

Confident that nobody was
watching, Kumar diabolically
planned to cut his wife’s body
into pieces over the next two
days. His crime came to light
only when he confessed to a
friend.

Not all cases of domestic

violence have a murderous end.
But the perpetrators are always
confident about being in total
control behind the closed doors
of their home. Our insular urban
life, where many don’t even know
their neighbours, fuels that
confidence.

Historically, wife beating was
a private matter until different
countries criminalised it. Since
1983, under section 498-A of
the Ind ian Penal  Code,
domestic violence is defined
as any act of cruelty by a
husband,  or  h is  fami ly,
towards his wife. Ten years
ago, India also brought in the
Protection of Women from
Domestic Violence Act, a
separate civil law to protect
married women, mothers,
daughters and sisters within their
homes. According to the last
detailed study by the government
in 2005-06, 40% of married
women between 15-49 years said
they had faced some form of
domestic violence. Though, only
one in four victims ever sought
help. Education or wealth did not
change the help seeking
behaviour. Some women turned
to their families, mostly their

husbands’. Few went to police,
medical personnel, or social
service organisations.

An analysis of the National
Crime Records by the BBC in
2014 found that from 50,703 in
2003, the number of reported
cases had gone up to 118,866 in
2013 — an increase of 134% over
10 years, far outstripping the rise
in population over the same
period.

It is not that homes suddenly
became a more violent place.
With adequate laws, the reporting
improved. But experts say that
domestic violence is still the
most under recorded crime in
India. It takes remarkable
courage to report abuse because
the victims are often emotionally
and financially dependent on their
abusers.

Also, the threshold for
intervention in domestic abuse
is usually very high. Many do
not consider it a crime. Others
think it is too private a matter
to interfere. Family, friends
and ne ighbours  — those
closest to the victim — should
be the first to pick up signs of
abuse and intervene. Gender
groups prescribe ringing the

doorbell, letting victims know that
they can take refuge in your home
and calling police if the situation
is out of hand.

Detecting and reporting
domestic violence, however, are
not enough. Women who show
the courage to walk out of an
abusive relationship need
support to get on with their lives.
First, they need a safe,
comforting place to stay.

In Delhi, there are only 13
shelters and short-stay homes for
women. Most are shabby and
overcrowded — used mainly by
the destitute. Together, these can
accommodate just 238 women,
the Mint reported last November.

Once victims find a place
to stay, they need help to file
reports and fight cases. The
law mandates the government
provides such help. But Delhi
has only one protection officer
in each district to do this, the
Mint report said. While the state
must do a lot more to back the
victims, it cannot, and should not,
enter our homes. It is really up
to each of us to step in every time
a domestic quarrel leads to
abuse at home and in the
neighbourhood.

India-China Talks Next Week Will Be Influenced By Trump
Jyoti Malhotra

India and China will hold their first
Strategic Dialogue in Beijing on
Wednesday led by Foreign
Secretary S Jaishankar and his
counterpart Hang Yesui, but the
problem with this
characterization by the Ministry
of External Affairs (MEA) is that
this is not the “first” such dialogue
taking place between the two
Asian powers.
According to the MEA website
itself, five rounds of a bilateral
conversation under this exact
name have taken place between
2005 - when Shyam Saran was
Foreign Secretary - and 2013,
when Sujatha Singh was Foreign
Secretary. In the interim, three
other Foreign Secretaries,
namely Shiv Shankar Menon,
Nirupama Rao and Ranjan
Mathai, have dealt with China
under this rubric itself.
Perhaps it is in the nature of the
Modi government to reinvent the
wheel, to breast the imaginary
“me-first” tape. Foreign policy
was, once upon a time,
supposed to cut across party
lines, no matter that each Prime
Minister put his distinctive stamp
on its running. But under this
Prime Minister, the penchant to
talk about going where no man,

or woman, has gone before has
had its fair share of takers in the
foreign policy establishment.
No matter. Fact is, the top
diplomats from India and China
will meet next week and, as the
outgoing spokesperson Vikas
Swarup admitted, there are
some “friction points” in the Sino-
Indian relationship.
The two most important relate to
China’s refusal to admit India into
the rarefied Nuclear Suppliers
Group, even though it is believed
that all the other Permanent Five
nations are happy to have Delhi
as a member.
The second problem is China’s
continued obstruction of the UN
committee 1267 which has been
set up to proscribe the Jaish-e-
Mohammed leader Masood
Azhar. Beijing exercised its
muscle in December to refuse to
let the ban go through, although
all the remaining members of the
UN Committee supported
India.Remember that Azhar
continues to live in Pakistan
under the watchful and protected
eye of the Pakistani agencies.
Increasingly, Rawalpindi has put
pressure on the elected
government in Islamabad to defer
to its “iron brother,” China,
inviting criticism of clientelism.

Meanwhile, Global Times, which
is believed to reflect the views of
the Chinese establishment, has
been patronizing about ISRO’s
record launch of 104 satellites,
saying that although “Indians
have reason to be proud...the
space technology race is not
mainly about the number of
satellites at one go. It’s fair to
say the significance of this
achievement is limited. In this
regard, Indian scientists know
more than the Indian public, who
are encouraged by media
reports.”
Perhaps the most interesting
aspect about this so-called “first
dialogue” between India and
China is that this is the first time
it is taking place since Donald
Trump took charge as the most
disruptive President of the US the
world has seen in many
decades.
Certainly when Trump promised
to question America’s “One-
China” policy and in fact promptly
called Taiwanese president Tsai
Ing-wen, India clapped silently in
glee.In fact the recent Taiwanese
parliamentary delegation is
Delhi’s equivalent of Trump
calling Tsai. Vikas Swarup, the
MEA’s spokesman, insisted that
there was nothing strange about

the visit and that a variety of
Taiwanese, including academics,
businesspeople and legislators
also visited China often.
“Political meaning should not be
read into the (visit),” said Swarup,
but of course, that was what the
Chinese did. A “Global Times”
commentary said the
relationship was witnessing
“severe stress” in the wake of the
Taiwanese delegation’s visit and
that such things “should be
handled” better in the future.
But Trump has since gone and
spoken to Chinese president Xi
Jinping and reaffirmed America’s
“one-China” policy. Perhaps
some of the euphoria in the
establishment has since
dimmed.

One of the issues on the
Jaishankar-Hang Yesui table are
the possible dates of a high-level
Chinese leader to India.
President Xi Jinping has visited
twice, although the October visit
to Goa was for the prime purpose
of attending the BRICS summit,
as has PM Modi - for the second
time in 2016 for the G-20 meeting
in Hangzhou.
The Indian side would like
Chinese premier Li Keqiang to
come to Delhi - if he does, he
would certainly be asked
questions on the “friction” points,
so it is obvious that some
resolution, or at least a face-
saving, has to be soon
hammered out on these issues.
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