aCTV/SM

* Information that moves

Did Trump Greenlight Israel's Attack on Iran?
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Glenn Greenwald (GG): Now, the news of the Israeli strike last night brought a lot of
speculation about the role that Donald Trump had played in this, if any, and a lot of people
including his most ardent offenders were eager to exonerate him from the responsibility that
he now clearly has for having encouraged or permitted or even helped initiate a new war in
the Middle East; something that Trump repeatedly said he was so proud of in his first term
that he was the first president in decades not to involve the US in a new War. And a lot of
people are trying to suggest that this is some sort of embarrassment because Trump did say
yesterday publicly, I don't want the Israelis attacking Iran now, because I want these
diplomatic talks to continue, including one that had been scheduled and confirmed on Sunday
in Oman which is the sixth round of talks. So Trump publicly postured as if he would oppose
any sort of Israeli strike, but it is utterly inconceivable — utterly inconceivable — that Israel
would have struck Iran without getting the green light from the Trump administration for so
many reasons. Including the fact that had they done so, Trump would have a million different
ways to punish them using all the leverage that the United States has in terms of what it
provides to Israel monetarily and militarily and politically and diplomatically. But also the
Israelis need, and are already relying upon, the US military to protect itself from any possible
Iranian retaliation. And the idea that they would have done this without Trump's green light
seemed immediately and intuitively absurd that they might do so and since then Trump has
issued a series of statements that strongly suggest that he not only knew about it but approved
the strikes and wants to even take credit for what's being depicted as the success of the first
wave of strikes.

Here he is early this morning on Truth Social, quote: "I gave Iran chance after chance to
make a deal. I told them in the strongest of words to, quote, 'just do it', but no matter how
hard they tried, no matter how close they got, they just couldn't get it done. I told them it
would be much worse than anything they know, anticipated or were told, that the United
States makes the best and most lethal military equipment anywhere in the world by far, and
that Israel has a lot of it, and much more to come, and they know how to use it. Certain



Iranian hardliners spoke bravely, but they didn't know what was about to happen. They are all
dead now. And it will only get worse. There has already been great death and destruction, but
there is still time to make the slaughter with the next already planned attacks being even more
brutal come to an end. Iran must make a deal before there is nothing left and save what was
once known as the Iranian Empire. No more death, no more destruction. Just do it because it
is too late. God bless you all".

Not really sure what that even means at this point. I mean, the Israelis certainly haven't taken
out the Iranian nuclear facilities and decapitating several of the commanders in the chain of
command or even killing some of their nuclear physicists as they did, apparently while in
their apartment buildings in Tehran, killing other people as well, can, I suppose, set back the
Iranian programme a little bit. The Israelis have killed many nuclear physicists in Iran over
the years, have damaged various facilities, but ultimately the know-how of how to make
nuclear weapons is something you can't extinguish or eradicate and it would take infinitely
greater military force of the kind the Israelis really don't possess, like B-2 bombers dropping
massive bombs to destroy underground facilities to really eliminate, physically eliminate the
Iranian nuclear programme that President Trump seems to be saying that that's exactly what
the US in conjunction with Israel will do unless the Iranians immediately submit to some sort
of deal that really wouldn't be a deal but I guess it would be seen as a sort of term of
surrender.

Here was Trump on Twitter, actually this was Trump on Twitter back in 2012 when there was
rising tension between the US under President Obama and Iran. And here's what President
Trump had to say in being highly critical of Obama and the likelihood of what would happen
as a result of his deficiencies.

Donald Trump: Our president will start a war with Iran because he has absolutely no ability
to negotiate. He's weak and he's ineffective.

GG: Alright, so what actually happened there was that Obama did reach a deal with Iran that
averted the need for a military conflict by all accounts, including the US intelligence
community's own assessments. [ran was complying with the deal. It was very difficult for
them not to comply with that deal. There was surveillance everywhere. There were inspectors
all over the place. And they were not enriching uranium past the point where the Iran deal
permitted them to enrich; that deal was in place, had averted a conflict by all accounts, had
averted any ability or pursuit of nuclear weapons on the part of Iran, and that was something
President Trump in 2016 ran on the campaign of nullifying that agreement. In 2018 or 2017,
he withdrew the United States from that deal and that's why there's been no deal ever since.

Here was CNN's Dana Bash speaking this morning about a conversation she had with Trump
about all of this. She said, quote, "I just spoke with President Donald Trump on the phone.
The President told me that the US supports Israel" — of course, as always — "the US supports
Israel and called the strikes on Iran last night, quote, 'a very successful attack'. Quote, 'We of
course support Israel, obviously, and supported it like nobody has ever supported it', Trump
said during our brief phone call. Quote, 'Iran should have listened to me when I said, you



know, I gave them, I don't know if you know, but I gave him a 60 day warning and today is
day 61', he added. 'They should now come to the table to make a deal before it's too late. It
will be too late for them. You know, the people I was dealing with are dead. The hardliners',
the President said. He would not specify which people he was referring to. Asked if this was
a result of Israel's attack last night. Trump responded sarcastically, quote, "They didn't die of
the flu. They didn't died of COVID"."

Meaning, of course, they died because the Israelis killed them. And Trump is not just
approving it after the fact. He's making it very clear that he played a key role in approving the
deal beforehand, that he supports the deal. He's even taking credit by saying, I gave them a
60-day window to get a deal done. They didn't get a deal done, so on the 61st day, look what
we did to them. And it's another war where the United States is working in conjunction with
Israel, another war that the United States started against a major enemy of Israel. Now, there's
a lot of celebration taking place, a lot kind of triumphant rhetoric. Suggesting that, oh, Iran
has already lost, the Israelis and the United States have already won. It reminds me a lot of
the kind of rhetoric we heard in the first ten days of the invasion of Iraq, when the regime fell
very quickly. Saddam Hussein and his top aides and family went into hiding, the regime kind
of just disintegrated, and we were told we won the war in ten days. All the people who
supported the war, mocked those who were concerned about a protracted conflict that they
were proven wrong, that the war had already been won. And that's the kind of thing that this
rhetoric is reminding me of a great deal. We'll see what the Iranian response is, what kind of
response they're able to amount to. It's possible maybe they won't be able to mount much of a
response. But it's certainly possible that they will, that this is not just a three or four day
bombing exercise, but something that instead will turn into an escalatory conflict that will
subsume the Israelis and the United States military into a protracted conflict, the results of
which are practically impossible to predict that has always made this war so dangerous.

The Trump administration is already deploying US military assets in the Middle East in
response to the Israeli strikes and possible Iranian retaliations. A lot of people are saying,
look, I don't care about this war. I see a lot of Trump followers, Trump supporters saying, I
don't care about this war as long as we're not involved. The United States is involved, as
always, with Israel. Trump has made that very clear. Aside from the fact that we pay for their
wars, that we furnish the weapons for their war, Trump is saying, we make the best weapons
in the world, and those are the ones the Israelis are using, making very clear, boasting, in fact,
of the key involvement of the United States. On top of that rhetoric, Trump is already
ordering US military forces deployed to the region to protect Israel from possible ballistic
missile retaliation or other kinds of retaliation from Iran.

Here from The Hill, it is actually an AP report that The Hill just republished this morning: US
shifts military resources in the Middeast in response to Israeli strikes and possible Iran
attack. "The United States is shifting military resources, including ships, in the Middle East
in response to Israel's strikes on Iran and a possible retaliatory attack by Tehran, two US
officials said Friday. The Navy has directed the destroyer, the USS Thomas Hudner, which is
capable of defending against ballistic missiles, to begin sailing from the Western



Mediterranean Sea toward the eastern Mediterranean and has directed a second destroyer to
begin moving forward so it can be available if requested by the White House. President
Donald Trump is meeting with his National Security Council principals Friday to discuss the
situation. The US officials spoke on the condition of anonymity to provide details not yet
made public".

So already we're putting our own service members, our own military assets in arms way into
the middle of this conflict because again obviously this was a joint US- Israeli attack, even if
done to give the appearance of the plausible deniability that the Americans didn't directly
participate in the military attack itself. That's what the Israelis are all saying as well. From the
Jerusalem Post Earlier today quote: Israeli official to 'Post': 'There was full and complete
coordination with the Americans'. " An Israeli official told the Jerusalem Post, quote: "'We
presented the American administration with evidence of Iran's breakthrough toward a nuclear
bomb. There was full and complete coordination with the Americans'. Israeli officials were
initially concerned that US President Donald Trump's Thursday evening comments,
suggesting Israel, quote, 'might attack’, alerted the Iranians. The statement, which was made
at around 7 p.m. Israel time, mere hours before the was perceived as a kind of green light for
Israel. The fear that this remark could expose the attack operation ultimately led to Trump's
late night tweet at midnight, stating that, quote, 'the US seeks a diplomatic solution"."

Now, you probably remember, and we went over this quite a bit at the time, over the last two
to three months, there was all this talk deliberately cultivated by the White House about how
there was a rift between Israel and Trump on the one hand and Netanyahu, or rather the US
and Trump, on the one hand, and Israel and Netanyahu on the other. And in anticipation of
Trump's trip to the Persian Gulf dictatorships, there was all these claims that the US was
doing this over Israel's objections, were not including the Israelis that Trump had stopped the
bombing attack on Yemen over the Israelis' objections, constantly creating the idea that there
was this sort of rift, that Trump was no longer willing to be impeded in making deals that he
wanted to make, simply because Netanyahu and the Israelis objected. There were also
suggestions that Netanyahu had wanted to attack Israel [Iran] previously, but that Trump put a
stop to it and Netanyahu was enraged. And at the time, there were some people, not many,
but some people, who I was citing, but wasn't necessarily convinced by, I will admit, who
were claiming that, no, of course, there's no actual rift between Netanyahu and Trump.
There's no real split at all between the US and Israel; this is essentially theatre to convince the
Iranians that they don't have to worry about an attack for now because the US is constraining
Israel. And every time Trump spoke optimistically about progress, toward a diplomatic
solution, so went this theory that was designed to lure the Iranians into a false sense of
security, to believe that there was no attack imminent because the United States wouldn't
permit the Israelis to attack while the US was still negotiating. And it does seem as though
the people who were arguing that turned out to be vindicated because both the U S and the
Israelis are now boasting of the fact that that was all theatre. Including this late night tweet
from Trump, where he had earlier in the day suggested maybe the Israelis are going to attack,
I hope they don't, and the Israelis were concerned that was signalling to Iran they were going
to attacked and that would eliminate the surprise and that's why Trump went back last night



and said we're still on the diplomatic path to make the Iranians think that we were still trying
to negotiate. In other words, it was all a ruse jointly orchestrated between the two countries.

This is what Axios reported, and again, Axios has that former IDF soldier, Barak Ravid, and
when I say former IDS soldier, I mean until 2023, he was in the reserves. He's an Israeli
citizen, has basically served as the Israeli messenger ever since October 7th for Axios. And
Axios recorded this today. The article says: Lsrael's strike on Iran was eight months in the
making. But then here's what it reports, quote, "Two Israeli officials claimed to Axios that
Trump and his aides were only pretending to oppose an Israeli strike in public — and didn't
express opposition in private. Quote, 'We had a clear US green light', one claimed. The goal,
they say, was to convince Iran that no attack was imminent and make sure Iranians on Israel's
target list wouldn't be moved to new locations. Netanyahu's aides even briefed Israel
reporters that Trump had tried to pull the brakes on an Israeli strike in a call on Monday,
when in reality, the call dealt with coordination ahead of the attack, Israeli officials now say.
The US side has not confirmed any of that in the hours before and after the strike, the Trump
administration distanced itself from the Israeli operation in public statements and private
messages to allies. Secretary of State Marco Rubio swiftly stated that Israel's attack was,
quote, 'unilateral' with no US involvement. Hours later, Trump confirmed that he knew the
attack was coming, but stressed the US had no military involvement".

Now, as I said, since then, there have been a lot of statements from Trump, as we just showed
you, boastfully and proudly taking credit for the key role the US played, warning that war is
to come, either from the Israelis and or the Americans, unless the Iranians quickly agree to a
deal, which, as went over last night, has dramatically shifted from the American perspective.
It began with a recognition. And Steve Witkoff said this, others said this, that of course the
Iranians need to be able to enrich at low enough levels to be able to have a nuclear energy
programme but not so high that it can be used for a nuclear weapon and over the last week or
two you heard Trump's rhetoric start changing where he said, Iran can't enrich at all. Which
was the way that people like Netanyahu and Tom Cotton and Lindsey Graham, who wanted a
war in the first place, had to pretend they wanted to deal the way Trump did, tried to set this
up, was, oh yeah, we want to deal with Iran as long as it means you dismantle their entire
nuclear energy programme and don't allow any enrichment. That was obviously an attempt to
pretend to want an agreement while ensuring no agreement could ever be reached where war
was the only alternative, and it seemed as though Trump began absorbing that language in
that view over the last ten days and even tried to pretend that somehow it was the Iranians
who had changed. Trump said something happened to Iran; they were on the road to a deal
and now suddenly they're insisting on things we can't allow them, meaning enrichment. Even
though low levels of enrichment was always the prerequisite to getting a deal because Iran
will not give up its nuclear energy programme.

Here is an Israeli journalist, Amit Segel, who's reporting pretty much the same thing, that all
of this was a ruse between the US and Israel. Citing an Israeli source, quote: "The attack on
Iran was preceded by a deception operation that included media and diplomatic components,
both internal and external, involving various actors. Israel succeeded in surprising Iran with



psychological manoeuvres". And his basic argument is that by Trump pretending that he was
still on the diplomatic track that was designed to signal to Iran, don't worry we're still
engaged in diplomacy so we're not going to let Israel attack you, when in reality that was all
an orchestrated plan to lure the Iranians into a false sense of security. Just to give you a sense
for how obviously bipartisan support for Donald Trump will be, the Democrats only support
Trump when he bombs people in the Middle East. Here's Debbie Wasserman Schultz, the
longtime Congresswoman from South Florida. Represents a very heavily Jewish district. I
know this district. I grew up either in it or very close to it. She's a longtime vehement
supporter of Israel. I'm sure this is something similar to what Chuck Schumer will say, other
Democratic Party leaders. Quote: "I stand firmly behind Israel's right to defend itself. Iran has
long funded terror groups who killed Americans and has moved to develop nuclear weapons
to aim at Israel. If Israel's strikes set back Iran's nuclear programme we will all be safer. The
White House must ensure the safety of US civilians, diplomats, and military in the region,
and the US must support Israel's defence. We must always work closely with our allies to
protect American interests". So there you see Debbie Wasserman Schultz along the head of
the Democratic National Committee, echoing what I'm certain will be a large view within the
Democratic Party, if not the majority, refusing to criticise Trump for anything, in fact urging
him to make sure that he does everything possible to militarily use the US military to protect
this foreign country that they all love and to which they have demonstrated loyalty. Speaking
of politicians with demonstrated loyalty or people with demonstrated loyal to Israel Senator
Ted Cruz of Texas went on Ben Shapiro programme last night to talk about the strike by
Israel coordinated with the United States on Iran and here's what Ted Cruz had to say very
much echoing what the vast majority of sentiment within the Republican Party is already.

Ted Cruz: There are two messages that are critical to be heard tonight. Number one, America
stands unequivocally with Israel, period the end. That is critically important. Israel is acting
to defend herself, to defend herself against the existential threat of an Iranian nuclear weapon.
But number two, and this is equally important, look, we have a very large number of
American servicemen and women in bases in the Middle East that are in harm's way. And I
want to ask every one of your listeners, every one of your viewers, if you're a person of faith,
pray for Israel tonight. Pray for Israel, pray for Jerusalem, and pray for our servicemen and
women, the Americans in harm's way. And a message that I think is critically important, I
want the Ayatollah to hear, if you attack American military bases, if you kill even a single
American serviceman or woman, I'm absolutely confident that President Trump will respond
with overwhelming force.

GG: So this is the mindset of a lot of people, certainly in the Republican Party and the
Democratic Party, which is we're gonna put our soldiers in that region, we're gonna insinuate
themselves right into the middle of a conflict, we've worked with the Israelis to initiate this
attack, weapons they used came from the United States for that purpose, and if Iran kills so
much as a single American soldier in retaliating against this attack on its country, then who
knows what this means, but obviously it's designed to insinuate that we could use nuclear
weapons against Iran or we could just destroy all of it. This is consistent with President
Trump's very extreme warmongering rhetoric that Iran had better agree to a deal on American



terms before there's nothing left in Iran, meaning all of Iran is destroyed.

Thanks for watching this clip from System Update, our live show that airs every Monday
through Friday at 7pm Eastern, exclusively on Rumble. You can catch the full nightly shows
live or view the backlog of episodes for free on our Rumble page. You can also find full
episodes the morning after they air across all major podcasting platforms including Spotify
and Apple. All the information you need is linked below. We hope to see you there.
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