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gllkInvestigation

The Enigma of The
Fulbright Memorandum

by Edward Spannaus

The following reportis a component of the “Zbigniew Brzez-  ers against involvement in a land-war in Asia, of the sort
inski and September 11th” Special Report, soon to be issuedhich was in fact foolishly but deliberately carried out after
by the LaRouche in 2004 Presidential campaign, the main ~ the murder of President Kennedy; and (3) Sen. J. Willian
feature article of which was published in the Jan HR. Fulbright's 1961 Memorandum alluding to a military-coup

In that feature article, Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr. identified ~ dangerinthe United States. Itis of particular significance that
three distinct elements to be investigated in the aftermath ofulbright referenced “the revolt of the French generals’—
the Sept. 11 developments: 1) the military coup-attempt itself, which takes us into the assassination attempts against Fren
the intended “detonator” of the operation, which, in the worst President Charles de Gaulle, in which were implicated the
case, could have resulted in a potential, runaway thermonu-  same international terrorist networks which played a central
clear-superpower-escalation; 2) the general political-strate- role in the subsequent assassination of President Kennedy.
gic factor of the “clash of civilizations” policy of Brzezinski, To provide the reader with a glimpse of a now-forgotten
Samuel Huntington, et al., which was the main body of theaspect of recent U.S. history—which illustrates the continuity
operation as a whole; and 3) the “implicit suicide-bomber- of this institutionalized phenomenon—we present the follow-
like role of the current Israeli regime,” the intention of which ing report on the “Fulbright Memorandum.”
was to set off a wider war in and around the Middle East.

This report, by examining the military-coup-type tenden-Six months into the new administration of President John F.
cies and capabilities which existed in the United States durind<ennedy, Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chairman J.
the period which extends from the firing of Gen. Douglaswilliam Fulbright (D-Ark.) was warning about the dangers
MacArthur, up through the assassination of President Johrof arevolt by right-wing military officersagainst theadminis-
F.Kennedyin 1963, isintended to draw the reader’s attentiortration. Although Fulbright himself did not use the word
to the continuity of an institutional phenomenon from that“coup,” others did—including some who deniedplanning
period to the present day. such acoup.

To understand what happened on Sept. 11, it is useful to  Because of itsimplications for the attempted coup d’ état
attend to this institutional factor, which was highlighted, eachagainst the U.S. government that began with the events of
from their own standpoints, by 1) President Eisenhower’sSept. 11, 2001, we present here the preliminary results of the
Farewell Address, with its largely misunderstood warning offirst phase of aninquiry into the significance of the* Fulbright
the threat emanating from the growing influence of what héVlemorandum” —subject to the qualification, that this by no
called the “military-industrial complex”; 2) General Mac- means represents the last word on this crucial matter, but
Arthur’s persistent warnings to President Kennedy and oth-+ather, constitutes the first fruits of an ongoing historical in-

vestigation.

1. Theauthor wishesto acknowl edgethe assi stance of the Special Collections The bac',(dmp to,the July 19_61 Ful b”gh,t Memorandum
Divisionof theUniversity of ArkansasLibraries, which housesthed William ~ Was the April 1961 firing of M. Gen. Edwin Walker, who
Fulbright Papers. had been indoctrinating his troops in Augsburg, Germany,
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with John Birch Society propaganda. But this was only the
most notorious case of a much broader pattern of political
activity by military officers, which prominently included mil-
itary collaboration with the H. Smith Richardson Founda-
tion's Frank Barnett; the Foreign Policy Reseach Ingtitute
(FPRI) of Robert Strausz-Hupg, then attached to the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania; and the Institute for American Strategy
(IAS). (Later, in the 1970s and ' 80s, Richard Mellon Scaife
picked up much of thefunding for theseoperations, alongwith
the Smith Richardson Foundation, and the Olin Foundation.)

But the actual context—and it is certain that Fulbright
was hot fully aware of al this—was: 1) the extraordinary and
mostly secret building of “special warfare” capabilities and
operationsin thewaning months of the Eisenhower Adminis-
tration, and 2) Eisenhower’s own warning of the danger to
“our liberties and democratic process’ posed by the growing
influence of the “military-industrial complex,” following
eight yearsof heated battl es between Eisenhower and hisown
military chiefs.

And then, within a few months of Fulbright’s warning,
secret planning began in the Pentagon on “ Operation Mon-
goose” —plotting the overthrow (or assassination) of Cuba’'s
Fidel Castro, which soon came to include plansto use acts of
terrorism to drag the Kennedy Administration into awar in
Cuba. From this Pentagon/CIA operation, centered around
Cuban exiles, led many threads into the complex operation
which culminated in the assassination of Kennedy himself in
November 1963.

Fulbright’sWarning

The Fulbright Memorandum was drafted in July 1961
as a personal communication between the Senate and the
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Sen. J. William
Fulbright (left) warned
inaJduly 1961
memorandum to
Secretary of Defense
Robert McNamara, that
“extremely radical
right-wing” speakers
and/or materials from
private organizations
were circulating among
the U.S military, “ with
the probable net result
of condemning foreign
and domestic policies of
the administration in the
public mind.” Here,
Fulbright is shown with
Sen. Eugene McCarthy
in 1966.

Secretary of Defense, who was Robert McNamara.? Entitled
“Propaganda Activities of Military Personnel Directed at
the Public,” the memorandum began by noting that a 1958
National Security Council directive had made it the policy
of the United States “to make use of military personnel and
facilities to arouse the public to the menace of the Cold
War.” Fulbright reported that private organizations were
preparing material that was then distributed by the military,
material which was contrary to the President’s policies. He
noted that the actual programs being carried out under the
1958 directive “made use of extremely radical right-wing
speakers and/or materials, with the probable net result of
condemning foreign and domestic policies of the administra-
tion in the public mind.”

Fulbright’s allusion to a military coup, came as follows:
“Perhapsit is farfetched to call forth the revolt of the French
generals as an example of the ultimate danger. Nevertheless,
military officers, French or American, have some common
characteristicsarising from their profession and there are nu-
merous military ‘fingersonthetrigger’ throughout theworld.
Whilethisdanger may appear very remote, contrary to Ameri-
cantradition, and even American military tradition, soalsois
the‘long twilight struggle’ [referring to President Kennedy’s
characterization of the Cold War as a conflict which may not
be solved ‘in our lifetime'], and so also isthe very existence

2. Senator Fulbright’s memorandum was printed in the Congressional Re-
cord, on Aug. 2, 1961, pp. 14433-14439 (Senate). The Fulbright Memoran-
dum was not, as James Bamford erroneously statesin his 2001 book Body of
Secrets, a report of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. The author
credits Bamford' s book with first drawing his attention to the existence of
theFulbright Memorandum andto* Operation Northwoods,” describedinfra.
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of an American military program for educating the public.”®

Fulbright called for areview of the mission and operation
of the National War College—asto whether it should operate
under the Joint Chiefsof Staff (JCS)—and also urged that the
relationships among FPRI, 1A S, the Richardson Foundation,
the National War College, and the JCS, bereexamined “from
the standpoint of whether these relationships do not amount
to official support for aviewpoint at variance with that of the
administration.”

Fulbright cited 11 examples of questionable educational
and propaganda activities involving military personnel;
these included:

» A“Strategy for Survival” conferenceheld at Fort Smith
and Little Rock, Arkansas, dominated by George S. Benson
and other speakers from Harding College in Searcy, Arkan-
sas. (Benson, one of the leaders of the Church of God which
produced “ Get Clinton” operative, independent counsel Ken-
neth Starr, among others, was a British-linked intelligence
operativeand evangelist.) Harding College produced awidely
circulated film, “Communism on the Map,” which blamed
theadvance of Communismon Franklin Roosevelt (for recog-
nizing the Soviet Union) and on Gen. George Marshall (for
allowing the Communist takeover of China).

* A “Fourth Dimensional Warfare Seminar” in Pitts-
burgh, including a prominent speaker from the lASwho said
that U.S. foreign policy since World War 1l had played into
Soviet hands, and that some of Kennedy's advisers “have
philosophies regarding foreign affairs that would chill the
average American.”

* Other meetings and seminars which promoted the pro-
House Un-American Activities Committee film “Operation
Aboalition,” and which featured Dr. Fred C. Schwartz of the
Christian Anti-Communist Crusade, Herbert Philbrick, Frank
Barnett of the Richardson Foundation and |AS—all of whom
warned of Communist subversion and infiltration and at-
tacked the policies of the Kennedy Administration.

Attached to the Fulbright Memorandum were a number
of documents, including an article from the Bulletin of the
Atomic Scientistswhich focussed onthebook American Strat-
egy for the Nuclear Age, which wasdescribed asoutlining the
master curriculumfor themilitary-related seminars. Thebook
was written by Frank Barnett, then the research director for

3. In 1958-61, Charles de Gaulle put down three attempts at coups d’ état
against the government of France, and faced a total of 14 assassination at-
tempts. A group of military officers, enraged at de Gaulle and other political
leaders of France who wished to grant independence to the French colony of
Algeria, organized an underground organization, called the Organisation
Armée Secréte (OAS). The OAS's civilian leader was Jacques Soustelle, a
member of France's Parliament, and aformer Governor General of Algeria
Asaresult of theFrenchgovernment’ sinvestigationsinto OA Sresponsibility
for the coup and assassination attempts, Soustelle was forced into exile in
Italy. The shadowy organization called Permindex, with which Soustellehad
been associated since World War 11, was kicked out of France when it was
discoveredthat it had providedtheinternational fundingfortheOAS. Permin-
dex waslater implicated in both the John F. Kennedy and Martin L uther King
assassinations in the United States.
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both thel ASand the Richardson Foundation, and it contained
contributions from FPRI director Robert Strausz-Hupé (see
Profile, in this section), and Col. William Kintner (then as-
signed to FPRI).

Thearticle accurately described the |AS as having grown
out of a 1955 symposium in Chicago called the “National
Military-Industrial Conference” ; thel ASwasestablished and
financed by the H. Smith Richardson Foundation to carry
forward the work of the Conference. In 1959, the |AS began
aseriesof “National Strategy Seminars,” which were author-
ized by the JCSto take over the education of reserve officers.
|AS and Strausz-Hupé worked closely with the National War
Collegeinthisperiod. (Among the speakersat these seminars
were Harvard’'s William Yandell Elliott and Henry Kiss-
inger.)

The Fulbright Memorandum, as could be expected, set
off ahuge controversy, with articles and editorials—and not
alittle behind-the-scenes activity aswell.

For example, FPRI and its Director Strausz-Hupé went
onamobilization to deny that they were organizing amilitary
coup. FPRI circulated a private letter to its “Associates,
friendsand supporters’ on Oct. 18, 1961, containing an attack
on Fulbright and alengthy defense of itsown actions. Among
other things, it stated: “ The Foreign Policy Research Institute
takes acertain pridein being linked to the four organizations
mentioned inthe Fulbright memorandum. However, aninves-
tigation of our relationships with them will be a disappoint-
ment to our critics. There is no sinister plot underfoot at the
Foreign Policy Research Ingtitute to inspire United States
military personnel to launch a coup d’ état along the lines of
the abortive French affair in Algeria.”

Shortly after this, Strausz-Hupé drafted aletter to the Bul-
letin of the Atomic Scientists, and sent a copy to William
Yandell Elliott, with a “Dear Bill” cover letter. Elliott had
been a speaker at some of the seminarsin question, including
one at the National War College in July 1960, and another in
Chicagoin April 1961.4

Thecirculation of the Fulbright Memorandum also led to
authorization of extensive Congressional hearings on “Mili-
tary Cold War Education and Speech Review Policies,” by
the Specia Preparedness Subcommittee of the Senate Armed
Services Committee. These hearings were conducted in late
1961 and thefirst half of 1962. General Walker was naturally
a major focus of the hearings, as were the IAS seminars.
But the way the hearings evolved, was to make a dubious
distinction between the seminars run by the circles of FPRI,
Frank Barnett, and the IAS—which were treated as the “re-
sponsible’—in contrast to the “cockle-doodle seminars’ or

4. FPRI and Strausz-Hupé correspondence, William Y andell Elliott Collec-
tion, Box 100, Hoover Institution Archives, Stanford, California. For aprofile
of Elliott, see EIR, Jan. 25, 2002. Lyndon LaRouche described him as “a
modern Mephistopheles,” thefollower of H.G. Wells' influencewho created
such monstersasZbigniew Brzezinski, Samuel Huntington, and Henry Kiss-
inger (“Zbigniew Brzezinski and September 11th,” EIR, Jan. 11, 2002).
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“curbstone seminars’ run by the outright wackos. (Those
were Barnett’ sterms.)

When Walker testified before the committee in April
1962, he began by asserting that our Armed Forces are para-
lyzed by our national policy of no-win and retreat from vic-
tory. “I am avictim of this ‘no-win’ policy,” he stated. He
said that civilian control of the military had been transformed
into a commissar-like system of control. Our will to resist
Communismisfast being sapped, hecharged. “| wasascape-
goat for an unwritten policy of collaboration and collusion
with the international communist conspiracy.”

Eisenhower’s Farewell Address

It was only about six months before the Ful bright Memo-
randum, that President Dwight D. Eisenhower had issued his
warning about the “military-industrial complex.” In his Jan.
17, 1961 Farewell Address, Eisenhower stated:

“ A vital element inkeeping the peaceisour military estab-
lishment. Our arms must be mighty, ready for instant action,
so that no potential aggressor may be tempted to risk his
own destruction.

“Our military organization today bears little relation to
that known by any of my predecessorsin peacetime, or indeed
by the fighting men of World War Il or Korea.

“Until the latest of our world conflicts, the United States
had no armamentsindustry. American makers of plowshares
could, with time and as required, make swords as well. But
now we can no longer risk emergency improvisation of na-
tional defense; we have been compelled to create apermanent
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President Dwight D. Eisenhower
warned of the acquisition of
unwarranted influence by the
“military-industrial complex,” in
hisfarewell address on Jan. 17,
1961. “ Only an alert and
knowledgeable citizenry,” he said,
“ can compel the proper meshing
of the huge industrial and military
machinery of defense with our
peaceful methods and goals, so
that security and liberty may
prosper together.”

armaments industry of vast proportions. Added to this, three
and a half million men and women are directly engaged in
the defense establishment. We annually spend on military
security morethanthenetincomeof all United Statescorpora-
tions.

“This conjunction of an immense military establishment
and alargearmsindustry is new in the American experience.
The total influence—economic, political, even spiritua—is
feltinevery city, every Statehouse, every office of the Federal
government. Werecognizetheimperative needfor thisdevel -
opment. Y etwemust not fail tocomprehenditsgraveimplica
tions. Our tail, resources, and livelihood are al involved; so
isthe very structure of our society.

“In the councils of government, we must guard against
the acquisition of unwarranted influence, whether sought or
unsought, by the military-industrial complex. The potential
for the disastrous rise of misplaced power exists and will
persist.

“Wemust never let theweight of thiscombination endan-
ger our liberties or democratic processes. We should take
nothing for granted. Only an alert and knowledgeable citi-
zenry can compel the proper meshing of the huge industrial
and military machinery of defensewith our peaceful methods
and goals, so that security and liberty may prosper together.”

Eisenhower’ s warning—which was echoed by President
Kennedy in March 1961, and again by Gen. Douglas Mac-
Arthur (ret.) in 1962—is usually brushed off as smply an
alusiontothe growing power of defenseindustries. But there
are substantial grounds for believing that it was much more
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than that—and that when Eisenhower warned that the politi-
cal influence of the military establishment was being felt “in
every city, every statehouse,” he wasreferring not just to the
military, but to the cabal of Wall Street-backed foundations,
think-tanks, and private institutions which were promoting a
vast military buildup and confrontation with the Soviet
Union.

To understand the circumstances under which John F.
Kennedy took officein 1961—and which ultimately contrib-
uted to his assassination—it is essential to review the largely
forgotten battles which President Eisenhower waged against
the Cold Warriorsand themilitary during hisownadministra:
tion, especialy initslast two years.

Eisenhower was at odds with the Joint Chiefs from the
beginning of his first administration—which was not what
the Chiefs had expected from the five-star general. By the
end of 1954, the Joint Chiefs were in public opposition to
Eisenhower’ s cutsin the military budget. In accordance with
hisbelief inthedoctrine of “massiveretaliation,” Eisenhower
did not believe it was useful or wise to keep building up
conventional forces. Herepeatedly argued that excessive mil-
itary spending distorted the economy, and that a strong and
healthy economy was the best defense.

The military budget, and strategic doctrine, were not the
only areas of difference. On three occasions during 1954,
as the French were being defeated in Indochina, the Joint
Chiefs—with the fervent backing of Secretary of State John
Foster Dulles—advocated the preemptive use of nuclear
weapons. Thefirst twotimeswereto beagainst theViet Minh,
and thethird time against China, after the Frenchinsisted that
the Chinese were about to intervenein Vietnam in support of
Ho Chi Minh.

Eisenhower called in his Joint Chiefs, and told them that
an atomic strike on Chinawould certainly bring Russiainto
the war; therefore, he said, the only way to fight such awar,
wouldbetolaunchnuclear first strikessimultaneously against
both Russia and China. Eisenhower said that he thought it
would be possibleto destroy Russia, and then told his Chiefs
to contemplate this: “Gain such a victory, and what do you
dowithit?Herewould beagreat areafrom the Elbeto Vladi-
vostok . . . torn up and destroyed, without any government,
without its communications, just an area of starvation and
disaster. | ask you what would the civilized world do about it?
| repeat, thereisno victory except through our imaginations.”®

A fourth instance in which the JCS advocated nuclear
war, wasin the Spring of 1955, around the Formosa (Taiwan)
crisis. But, while Eisenhower was trying to avoid going to
war with the Chinese, the JCS and the Secretary of Defense
were publicly predicting imminent war with China, causing
Eisenhower to state, “these fellows don't realize they have a
boss,” and to threaten to personally take over the Defense
Department.

5. Stephen E. Ambrose, Eisenhower: The President (New Y ork: Simon and
Schuster, 1984).
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Gen. Maxwell Taylor (ret.) wastargetted by CIA director Allen
Dullesto function as the chief advocate and front-man in the White
House for counterinsurgency and unconventional warfare.

In 1955, when Maxwell Taylor became Army Chief of
Staff, Taylor’'s advocacy of “flexible response’—smaller,
more mobile units that could fight limited wars, such as So-
viet-backedinsurgenciesinthe Third World—cameinto open
conflict with Eisenhower’ smassive-retaliation doctrine. Tay-
lor, rather than engaging in a public dispute with his Com-
mander-in-Chief, began to recruit aliesin Congress and aca-
demiato his “flexible response” policy. Among his recruits
were Sen. John F. Kennedy, Paul Nitze, and McGeorge
Bundy; this began to lay the groundwork for Taylor’s take-
over of military policy during the Kennedy Administration.

After the 1957 Soviet launch of Sputnik, Eisenhower
came under intense attack for allowing the so-called “ missile
gap” to develop—although, to be sure, the issue had been
kicking around before this. Democrat Adlai Stevenson had
raiseditinthe 1956 election campaign. In 1957, the Air Force
produced a report predicting that the Soviets would have a
first-strike capability by 1963—an assessment with which
even the CIA adamantly disagreed.

Thesameyear, H. Rowan Gaither of the Ford Foundation
headed a commission which concluded that the Sovietswere
rapidly catching up with the United States, and would soon
havethecapability tolaunch asurpriseintercontinental ballis-
tic missile (ICBM) attack. The report demanded a huge de-
fense buildup, to which Eisenhower responded that he didn’t
want to turn the United States into a“ garrison state.” (Three
members of the commission even advocated preventive nu-
clear war.)
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Then, inearly 1958, the Rockefeller Brothers Fund issued
areport on national security which concluded: “Unless pres-
ent trends are reversed, the world balance of power will shift
infavor of the Soviet bloc.” TheRockefeller report also called
for asharp increasein defense spending.

Adding fuel to the fire, the Washington Post’s Joseph
Alsop ran severa articles in 1958, using falsified figures
which purported to show the U.S. falling far behind the Sovi-
ets in production of ICBMs; privately, Eisenhower de-
nounced Alsop as “about the lowest form of animal life on
earth.”

Eisenhower was certain that the allegations about the
“missile gap” were not true, but he was constrained from
disclosing classified information obtained from U-2 flights
and other surveillance, which showed the Soviets lagging
behind. He also knew that the United States was devel oping
the relatively invulnerable Polaris submarine missile
launcher, which would mean that the United States would
retain a massive second-strike capability in responseto a So-
viet first-launch.

Moreover, the Cold War propaganda machine was
spreading theimpression around the country that Eisenhower
was under-reacting to the 1958-59 Berlin crisis, and it was
demanding that he order a general mobilization and foment
popular uprisings in Eastern Europe. Eisenhower regarded
these demands, and theincessant lobbying for increased arms
spending, as “ahysteriathat islargely political.” Asbiogra-
pher Stephen Ambrose putsit when writing about this period:
“Oneof Eisenhower’ smajor taskswasto calm people down.”

TheU-2Incident and the Paris Summit

Fearing that Richard Nixon would be his successor (al-
though much preferring Nixon to the next alternative of Nel-
son Rockefeller), Eisenhower spent much of hislast twoyears
in office trying to achieve an end to the arms race and world
peace. Eisenhower found himself increasingly in conflict with
his Defense Department, with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
the CIA—who were, for instance, pushing for more U-2
flights over the Soviet Union, which Eisenhower regarded as
provocative, and for increased armsspending. In March 1959,
Eisenhower felt compelled to send a message to the JCS,
reminding them that “the military in this country isatool and
not apolicy-making body; the Joint Chiefsarenot responsible
for high-level political decisions.”

Eisenhower hoped to cap his Presidency with a test-ban
agreement at the mid-May 1960 summit with Khrushchev in
Paris, which he hoped could then pave the way toward a
disarmament agreement. This was violently opposed, not
only by Democratswhoweregearing up the 1960 Presidential
campaign, but by much of his own administration, particu-
larly the JCS. Within the Republican Party, Rockefeller also
publicly opposed Eisenhower’ speacepolicies. Goingintothe
1960 campaign, all sideswere calling for increasing defense
spending. When the Pentagon publicly opposed Eisenhower
because of his opposition to the proposed B-70 bomber, and
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the Air Force Chief of Staff testified before Congressthat the
B-70 was“vital” to the nation’ s defense, Eisenhower angrily
denounced the military’s public opposition to their Com-
mander-in-Chief, as“ damn near treason.”

The Paris Summit—and Eisenhower’ s plans for the test-
ban treaty and détente with the Soviets—were all shattered
by the crash-landing of the CIA’sU-2 spy planein the Soviet
Union on May 1, 1960. In the U-2 affair, Eisenhower was
twice set up, by CIA director Allen Dulles in particular—
which helater realized. First, to Eisenhower’ sdismay, inthe
Spring of 1960, Dulles kept insisting on just one more flight,
which Eisenhower argued could destroy the summit, if any-
thing went wrong. Dulles and CIA Deputy Director Richard
Bissell assured the President that, if anything went wrong, the
plane would be destroyed by its self-destruct mechanism, the
pilot would be killed, and no proof would be found by the
Soviets. Asaresult, when the plane went down, Eisenhower,
at first, unwisely denied any knowledge of the flight. Mean-
while, Khrushchev was setting atrap for him, eventually pro-
ducing not only the plane, but thevery-much-alivepilot, Gary
Powers. There is every probability that the plane itself was
deliberately sabotaged, for the purpose of thwarting Eisen-
hower’ s plans and destroying the summit.

This effectively marked the end of Eisenhower’s Presi-
dency. Thereafter, he was relegated to fighting rear-guard
actions against elementsin his own administration, in which
the JCS continued to publicly oppose his policies. In June,
the Geneva disarmament talks predictably collapsed aswell,
and soon the arms race was, in Eisenhower’s view, out of
control. He stated that the U.S. nuclear arsenal was so much
larger than anything necessary to maintain superiority over
the Soviets, that he called it “crazy” and “ unconscionable.”

The Transition to Kennedy

Taking advantage of Eisenhower’s weakened state, Dul-
lesand his“specia warfare” aliesin the Pentagon were put-
ting operationsin placefor the next administration—whether
it would be headed by Nixon or Kennedy. Thisincluded esca-
lating the preparations for a paramilitary invasion of Cuba.
Again, under pressurefrom Dulles, Eisenhower approved the
creation of aparamilitary force, but he opposed any invasion
unless a viable government-in-exile had been established.
And, as he aways did, heinsisted that any CIA paramilitary
operation be small and be deniable.

Dulles, Col. Edward Lansdale, and their aliesin the Pen-
tagon also were able to establish the Army Special Warfare
Center at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, shortly before the No-
vember elections. Their plans were greatly aided by the re-
cruitment of Maxwell Taylor to “unconventional warfare’
programsduring thelast year of Taylor’ sterm as Army Chief
of Staff, in 1959. More than anyone else, Taylor facilitated
the marriage of the Army Special Forcesand the CIA around
counterinsurgency operations.

The curriculum for the Special Warfare school was
drafted by Lansdale, the CIA’ stop counterinsurgency expert
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(athough officially onthe Air Force payroll), who spent most
of the 1950s in the Philippines and then in Vietnam. By this
time, Lansdale had returned from Vietnam and was posted to
the Office of Special Operationsinthe Pentagon. Thecurricu-
lumwasheavily weighted toward counterinsurgency and pac-
ification tactics modelled on the British experiencein Malaya
and the French tactics in Algeria. (Ironically, the school at
Fort Bragg was later named the “John F. Kennedy Special
Warfare Center.”)

Simultaneously, the CIA and its allied Special Warfare
proponentsin the Pentagon were building up their “ advisory”
operationsin Vietnam during 1960, preparing yet another fait
accompli, thistime for the new President.

As background to this, it should be recalled that Eisen-
hower had been adamantly opposed to bailing out the French
in Vietham. While he was NATO Commander, he urged the
French to grant independence to Indochina. In large respect,
Eisenhower shared Franklin Roosevelt’ santi-colonial views,
telling Winston Churchill in 1953 that old-style colonialism
could not last. In hisfirst meeting with Churchill and French
Premier Laniel, Eisenhower isreportedto have regarded them
as blind on the question of colonialism. Eisenhower later re-
fused to support the French in Algeria, saying: “We cannot
abandon our old principles of supporting national freedom
and self-determination, and we cannot join the coloniaists.”

In 1954, as the French were nearing defeat in Vietham,
Eisenhower was confronted with demands for U.S. military
intervention, ranging from sendinginground troops, to bomb-
ing the Viet Minh with atomic weapons. He declared that
such an intervention “would lay us open to the charge of
imperialismand colonialism.” After the French weredefeated
at Dien Bien Phu, when the JCS and the National Security
Council proposed attacking China with atomic weapons,
Eisenhower responded: “Y ou boys must be crazy. We can’t
use those awful weapons against Asians for the second time
intenyears. My God.”

Nevertheless, Eisenhower did agree to Dulles' demand
that the United States send military advisers into Vietnam
under the auspice of the CIA; Lansdale was brought from
the Philippines to Vietnam in mid-1954 to head the Saigon
Military Mission—which set the groundwork for the growth
of the U.S. intervention forces during the Eisenhower and
Kennedy Administrations.

But, by the time of his assassination, President Kennedy
had publicly announced his plans to bring the U.S. troops
home and to end the war. Kennedy’s policy was reversed
literally within days of hismurder, so that by the early 1970s,
the United States had more than 50,000 troops there—some-
thing whichwas unimaginabl eto Eisenhower. Indeed, during
the transition period, Eisenhower briefed Kennedy on two
occasions that Laos (not Vietnam) was the biggest problem
he would face in Southeast Asia.

To sum up the situation: In the period running up to his
handing over the Presidency to Kennedy, Eisenhower was
faced with attacks on his defense policies from both Republi-
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cansand Democrats, andwith arising frenzy over the“ missile
gap” and“rocket gap.” Hehad lost hisfight torestrainmilitary
spending, and his hopes for a peace agreement and détente
with the Soviets lay in tatters. And the “Special Warfare”
capabilities in the military-CIA interface were being rapidly
expanded in preparation for escalating U.S. involvement in
Vietnam and other “limited” wars.

Eisenhower’s Farewell

Exemplary of what Eisenhower faced from the “clash
of civilizations’ crowd in that period, was the 1960 book A
Forward Strategy for America, published by Strausz-
Hup€& sFPRI.

Forward Strategy started from the assumption that
Americawaslosing the Cold War, that the Sovietswerewin-
ning, andthat it wasillusory to believethat any sort of general
settlement with the Soviets could be reached. Strausz-Hupé
et a. claimed that during the previous five years (i.e., since
about 1955), the United States* has been caught in an uncom-
fortable trap set by the communists” around disarmament
plans, and that the U.S. leadership has been trying “to placate
world opinion on the subject of disarmament.” They con-
tended, in discussing the nuclear test ban negotiations, that
since October 1958, “ American policy, especialy the unilat-
eral moratorium ontests, hasactually jeopardized national se-
curity.”

Without doubt, the entire argument for an aggressive
“forward strategy” against communism, wasexplicitly aimed
at what Strausz-Hupeé et al. described as the failure of U.S.
policy during the Eisenhower Administration.

Thisisthe backdrop to Eisenhower’ s January 1961 Fare-
well Address. In addition to warning against the growing
influence of the military-industrial complex, Eisenhower also
declared hisdisappointment over hisfailureto achieveadisar-
mament agreement.

“Disarmament, with mutual honor and confidence, is a
continuing imperative. . . . Because this need is so sharp and
apparent | confessthat | lay down my official responsibilities
in this field with a definite sense of disappointment. As one
who has witnessed the horror and the lingering sadness of
war, asonewho knowsthat another war could utterly destroy
this civilization which has been so slowly and painfully built
over thousands of years, | wish | could say tonight that peace
isinsight. Happily, | can say that war has been avoided.”

Kennedy in the Presidency, Surrounded

Four days later, John F. Kennedy was sworn in as Presi-
dent. Having campaigned asa“ hawk” relativeto Eisenhower,
both Jack Kennedy and his brother Bobby were susceptible
to the blandishments of Allen Dulles. The first trap set for
them was the April 1961 Bay of Pigs invasion, the invasion
force having grown from the 300 approved by Eisenhower,
to 3,000. The Joint Chiefs thought the CIA operation was
doomed to failure, but they kept their mouths shut, letting
Kennedy go ahead with the operation. Besides the CIA’s
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President John F. Kennedy signs the proclamation placing a
quarantine around Cuba, in response to the Soviet deployment of
ICBMsthere, Oct. 23, 1962. The utopian faction in the military,
and itscivilian affiliates, tried unsuccessfully to goad Kennedy into
amilitary strike against the Soviet missile sites and an invasion of
Cuba.

overestimation of the Cuban population’s propensity to rise
up in revolt against Castro, the crucial element in the disaster
was the calling off of the planned air strikes, for which Ken-
nedy wasblamed, but whichwasactually doneby hisNational
Security Adviser, McGeorge Bundy.

Kennedy took full responsibility for the failure, but he
was determined to get to the bottom of why it had happened.
Unfortunately, he called Maxwell Taylor back from retire-
ment to sit on an investigative commission, the Cuba Study
Group. From this point on—if not before—CIA Director Al-
len Dullestargetted Taylor for recruitment to function asthe
chief advocate and front-man inthe White Housefor counter-
insurgency and unconventional warfare. The Cuba commis-
sionalsoincluded Bobby Kennedy, and of course Dulles, who
was able to orchestrate the commission’s hearings so as to
shift the blame for the Bay of Pigs fiasco to the JCS and the
military, away from the CIA.

Dulleswasalso ableto manipulatethe commission’ spro-
ceedings with respect to the future, not just the past, so that
Jack and Bobby K ennedy became convincedthat it wasurgent
to expand U.S. counterinsurgency and counter-guerrilla-war-
faretraining and capabilities.
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But President Kennedy drew another lesson from this—
that hehad to gain control over the CIA and the military. With
guidance from Taylor, Kennedy drafted National Security
Action Memorandum (NSAM) #55, which made the Joint
Chiefsresponsiblefor peacetime clandestineoperations. This
would have removed such responsibility from the CIA—
which, it can be argued, it was never supposed to havein the
first place. (Under the National Security Act of 1947, the CIA
wascharged withthecoordinationand analysisof intelligence
gathered by others, not with either collection of intelligence,
or covert operations.) In any event, the Joint Chiefs, headed
by the more traditionalist Gen. Lyman Lemnitzer, did not
want the responsibility for clandestine operations, and the
CIA did not want it taken away, so Kennedy’s policy was
never implemented.

The second trap being set for Kennedy was Vietnam. On
the same day asthefinal failure of the Bay of Pigsinvasion—
April 20, 1961—Kennedy approved a proposal for an ex-
panded counterinsurgency program for Vietnam; the task
force created to implement the program, was headed by Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense (and Wall Street lawyer) Roswell
Gilpatric. The task force's chief operating officer was
Lansdale—who had gotten hisfoot in the door giving aface-
to-face briefing on Vietnam to the new President only aweek
after the inauguration.

But Kennedy was getting some other, contrary advice on
Vietnam—uwhich made alasting impact on him—from Gen.
DouglasMacArthur (ret.). Kennedy first called on MacArthur
in late April, and then had a three-hour discussion with him
at the White House in July 1961. MacArthur gave Kennedy
his famous warning against getting involved in a land war
in Asia, imploring Kennedy to avoid a military buildup in
Vietnam or anywhere else in Asia, and declaring that the
“domino theory” was ridiculous. During 1963, when Ken-
nedy was under enormous pressure to escalate in Vietnam
and to send U.S. combat troops, he would often say, “Get
General MacArthur to agree, and | will, too.”

In October 1963, Kennedy made his policy on Vietnam
official, withtheissuanceof NSAM #263, which calledfor the
withdrawal of 1,000 U.S. troops from Vietnam by Christmas
1963, and for the bulk of U.S. troops to be pulled out by
1965. Six weeks | ater, Kennedy was dead, and hispolicy was
reversed almost instantaneously.

‘Operation Northwoods

Meanwhile, inlate 1961, the Cuba Study Group gaverise
to the Cubatask force, whose objective was the overthrow of
Fidel Castro, in what was known as “ Operation Mongoose.”
The chief operations officer of the Cuba task force was, not
surprisingly, Edward Lansdale.

That the Cuba project was plotting the assassination of
Castro is well known. What was not known, until recently,
wasthat, during 1962, the Cubatask forcewas al so proposing
to carry out acts of terrorism against the United States, to be
blamed on Cuba, for the purpose of dragging theUnited States
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Gen. Douglas MacArthur, the greatest U.S. general of the 20th
Century, was the foremost representative of the classically trained,
anti-utopian faction in the U.S. military, who warned President
Kennedy in July 1961 against getting involved in aland war in
Asia. Here, heisbeing awarded a medal from President Trumanin
1950—six months before Truman fired him, for oppositionto U.S.
policy inthe Korean War.

into awar against Cuba.

The 1962 terrorism plan was called “Operation North-
woods,” and it was issued under the signature of JCS Chair-
man Lyman Lemnitzer. But, in the manner in which such
thingsweredone, it wasamost certainly drafted by Lansdale
and his team on the Cuba task force, and then presented to
Lemnitzer for his signature, so that he would then present it
to Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara. (It is not certain
that McNamara ever received the documents; in April 2001,
the Baltimore Sun quoted McNamara saying, “1 never heard
of it. | can’t believethe Chiefswere talking about or engaged
inwhat | would call CIA-type operations.”)

Lemnitzer’s covering memorandum stated that the Joint
Chiefsof Staff “haveconsidered” the attached memorandum,
whichisa" description of pretextswhichwould providejusti-
fication for military intervention in Cuba.” He saysthat it is
assumed “that asingleagency will begiven primary responsi-
bility for developing military and para-military aspectsof the
basic plan,” and he recommends that this responsibility be
assigned to the Joint Chiefs.

The attached memorandum, entitled “Justification for
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U.S. Military Intervention in Cuba,” statesthat it is assumed
that apolitical decision for aU.S. military intervention “will
result from aperiod of heightened U.S.-Cubantensionswhich
place the United Statesin the position of suffering justifiable
grievances.” World opinion and the United Nations “should
be favorably affected by devel oping the image of the Cuban
government asrash and irresponsible, and asan alarming and
unpredictablethreat tothe peace of theWestern Hemisphere.”

What then follows, is a series of proposals for actions
which would be used to provide the justification for U.S.
military intervention.

The first proposal was for “a series of well-coordinated
incidents’ to take placein and around the U.S. Navy base at
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba; theseweretoincludehaving friendly
Cubans dress in Cuban military uniformsto start riots at the
base, to blow up ammunition inside the base, to start fires, to
burn aircraft on the air base, to sabotage a ship in the harbor,
and to sink a ship near the harbor entrance.

The next: “A ‘Remember the Maine' incident could be
arranged. . . . We could blow up a U.S. ship in Guantanamo
Bay and blame Cuba,” or blow up a drone ship in Cuban
waters. Thememorandum coldly predicted: “ Casualty listsin
U.S. newspapers would cause a helpful wave of nationa in-
dignation.”

The memorandum continued: “We could devel op aCom-
munist Cubaterror campaigninthe Miami area, in other Flor-
idacitiesand even in Washington. Theterror campaign could
be pointed at Cuban refugees seeking haven in the United
States. We could sink aboatload of Cubansenrouteto Florida
(real or smulated). We could foster attempts on the lives of
Cuban refugeesin the United States. . . .

“Exploding afew plastic bombsin carefully chosen spots,
the arrests of Cuban agents and the release of prepared docu-
ments also would be helpful .

Among other actions proposed were to use fake Soviet
MiGaircraft toharasscivil aircraft, to attack surface shipping,
and to destroy U.S. military drone aircraft. “Hijacking at-
temptsagainst civil air and surfacecraft” wereal so suggested,
and then—the most elaborated plan of all—to simulate the
shooting down of achartered civil airliner in Cuban airspace.

President Kennedy rejected the plan, and the military di-
rected that all the pertinent documents be destroyed. Never-
theless, some of the documents did survive, and, hidden by
heavy classification for decades, they only came to light re-
cently.

‘Political Warfare

Paralel to the operations being run by Dulles and
Lansdale within the CIA/military apparatus, were the “pri-
vate” operationsrun by FPRI, IAS, and the Richardson Foun-
dation networks that had been identified in the Fulbright
Memorandum.

A key operative in these networks was Frank Barnett,
then the Director of Research for the H. Smith Richardson
Foundation, and also IAS's Program Director. For the sake
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Gen. Lyman L. Lemnitzer was Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
when “ Operation Northwoods” was proposed (here heisshownin
alater post, as NATO Supreme Allied Commander). The plan for
the U.S military to carry out acts of terrorism against the
American population, to create a pretext for the invasion of Cuba,
was circulated under his signature—but President Kennedy
rejected it.

of historical continuity, itisworthnotingthat,in 1961, Barnett
helped to found the National Strategy Information Center
(NSIC) of Prescott Bush (G.W. Bush's grandfather) et al.,
which later picked up major funding from Richard Mellon
Scaife. It wasthe NSIC which brought usthe 1981 Executive
Order 12333—the charter of the Reagan-Bush “ secret gover-
ment” and “Iran-Contra,” among other things.

Back in 1951, Barnett had proposed to create an Ameri-
can-sponsored foreign legion recruited from among refugees
from the Soviet bloc, to be called the “captive nations bri-
gade.” It wasto be composed of Russians, Poles, Hungarians,
Ukrainians, Chinese, Koreans, and others. Barnett also urged
the creation of aseparate Cabinet officeon Cold War strategy,
and the creation of a“West Point of palitical warfare.”

By 1961, Barnett appears to have dropped hisideafor a
foreign legion, but he was promoting aform of low-intensity
warfare-cum-terrorism which he called “political warfare.”
Hewrote an articletitled “ A Proposal for Political Warfare,”
published in the Military Review journa in March 1961,
which can be seen as a specific follow-up to FPRI's 1960
Forward Strategy. Barnett defined political warfare as much
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more than just propaganda:

“Political warfare is a sustained effort by a government
or political groupto seize, preserve, or extend power, against a
definedideol ogical enemy, throughall actsshort of ashooting
war by regular military forces, but not excluding thethreat of
such awar. Political warfare, in short, is warfare, not public
relations. It isone part persuasion and two parts deception. It
embraces diverse forms of coercion and violence including
strikes and riots, economic sanctions, subsidies for guerrilla
or proxy warfare and, when necessary, kidnapping or -
nation of enemy elites.”

Barnett then muted histalk about riotsand assassinations,
and called for a sustained campaign to mobilize and educate
key military and civilian leaders in the fight against commu-
nism. He complained that the Free World hadn’t even agreed
yet to define communism asthe enemy. In some countries, he
griped, Communist partiesarelegal, Communistsfreely raise
money for subversion, teach in universities, control labor
unions, even in vita industries. “The West has not clearly
defined an enemy. We do not admit we are at war. ... We
have no agreed ideological goals.”

Barnett argued that most Sino-Soviet advances could be
rolled back, if public opinion in the Western democracies
were sufficiently alert to the nature of communist aggression.
But “if the American people do not do their homework on
Mao, Lenin, and Clausewitz, they are likely to put pressure
on Washington for more social welfare [sic].” Just as the
British people demanded luxury and peace-in-our-time on
the eve of Dunkerque, Barnett wrote, “An American public,
indifferent to Communist aims and techniques, might lobby
for more fringe benefits, special interests, and privileges as
usual.”

Asacase study of what should be done, Barnett described
the seminars then being conducted jointly by the military
and IAS. IAS was created in 1958 and was sponsored by
the Richardson Foundation, he said, and could be caled “a
travelling civilian war college.” The IAS had recommended
to the JCS that a two-week Strategy Seminar for Reserve
and National Guard officers be held, which would include
educators, political leaders, businessmen, editors and pub-
lishers, etc. This was held at the National War College in
1959, and its curriculum on Communist protracted conflict
and possible American counter-strategies was prepared by
FPRI. Since then, Barnett boasted, more than 25 regional,
weekend seminars had been held around the country.

Barnett proposed targetting four specific segmentsof mil-
itary society for his “political warfare” legions: 1) Reserve
Officer Training Corps (ROTC) students and Reserve Officer
educators; 2) enlisted personnel whowill bereturningtocivil-
ianlifeasteachers, editors, businessmen, etc.; 3) foreign mili-
tary officers who come to the United States for training, and
who form personal relationshipswith their counterparts here;
and 4) retired military officers and reserve officers, particu-
larly those who work overseas for U.S. banks, corporations,
and trade associations, aswell asthose in the United States.
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON 25, O.C.

13 March 2982

MEMORANTIM FOR CHIEF OF OPERATIONS, CUBA PROJECT

Subject:
in Cuha (TS)

1. Reference is made to memorandum from Chief of Upera-~
“Operation

ticns, Cuba Froleet, for Genersl Cralg, subject:
MONGOUSE", dated 5 March 1952, wiich requested brief but

precise descriotion of pretexts whick the Joint Chiefs of
Staff consider would provide Justification for U3 military

Interventien in Cuba.

2. The projects listed in the enclosurs hereteo are for-

warded as a preliminary submission suitable for planning
purpeses. 1t i1z azsumed thet there will be similar sub-

missicns from other agencies and that these inputs will be

used as a basis far developing & time-phased plan. The
individual projects can ther be considered on a ease-by-
case basis.,

3. This plan, in&orpcrating srojests selected from the

attached suggeatlons, or from other sourczs, shauld be
dayveloped to focus ail efforts on a speeific ultimate
objective which would provide adeguate justificatlion for
U5 military intervention. Sueh a plan would enable a
logical build-up of incidants to be comblned with other
seeningly unrelated events 0 camouflasze the ultimate
objective and create the necessary impression of Cuban
rashness and irrespensibility on a large scale, direeted
at other eountries as well as the United Statas,
would also properly integrate and time phase the courses
of agtion to be pursued. The desired resultant frowm the

execution of tals plan would ke %o place the Uhited States
in the apparent positlen of soffering defensible grievances

from a rash end irresponsible goveroment of Cuba and <o

develop &n international image of 2 Cuban threat to peace

in the Western Hamisphere.

L, Time 1s an impartant Factor in resoZuticn of the
Cuban preblem. Therefore, the plan shouid be s¢ time-

phazed that projects would be operable within the next {ew

menths.

Justification for US Military Inservention

The plan

ENCTOSIRE
SRETENTS 10 JISTIFY US MIZITARY IWTHRVENTION IN CUBA

(the: The gourzes of gotlon whiled follow are = prellalnary

aubmisglen sultable cply Ffor wlanoing puerpoaea. They are

Tne terrow emrpaizn osuld be polnted ab Cuban refugees aceking

havesn 1p the United Stales, We vould 2ink o 2oatload of Cubans

pnzoxlie to Flerdds (re:\_'l or ulipulated).  We could Sester attespto

C. LUNSLELG i g e e

3. 0 "Renmcmber the Malre" frxeldent could be arranged in
sevaral CoTnws:
a. We gould blow up a U3 ablp Iz Guanbzname Lay and

T. Eijaeking attenpbs ggalosh elvil alr and surlace crafs
should appear ba eontlnue a3 harcesing measures condotcd by the

sovernment of Quba,  Concurrently, peoulno defectlona of Cuban

clvil and mllltory alr and surface oraft showld be epcouraped.

DOES KQT APFLY

EXCLUDED FROK AUTOMATLL
RECR&NIRG; DOL DIR 5200.10

The Cuba Sudy Group'’s 1962 memorandum, “ Justification
for U.S Military Intervention in Cuba,” which called for
terrorist actions, noted that “ casualty listsin U.S.

P SEERE SREGHAL HANBLING NOFORM

Barnett concluded with a plea for “the U.S. military—
with itsdisciplined organization, training methods, and civil-
ian contactsthrough ROTC, reserves, and industry” —to take
a leading role in helping others wage “non-military,” i.e.,
political, warfare.

The coincidence of Barnett’'s proposals, and the types of
actionswhich Lansdale and the Office of Special Operations
inthe Pentagonwerecarrying out during the Kennedy Admin-
istration, are obvious.

What Did Fulbright Know?

Onefinal note: After the Congressional hearingsin 1961-
62 on military propaganda and “ Cold War education” activi-
ties, and despite Barnett’ s grandiose plan, the seminars and
related activities appear to have gone underground for a pe-
riod of time. But in 1965, Lansdale, by now “retired” from
thegovernment, proposed arevival of the Cold War seminars.
Hewasaprincipal author of aproposal tothe American Secu-
rity Council (of which he was then an official) to create a
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newspaperswould cause a helpful wave of national
indignation.”

new forum, called the Freedom Studies Center, which was
established on an estate near Culpeper, Virginia. (The prop-
erty was still in the hands of the American Security Council
until thisyear.)

On the planning committee for the Freedom Studies Cen-
ter was one Ed Butler, who only acouple of yearsearlier had
been a key part of the operation in New Orleans to create a
“legend” around Lee Harvey Oswald, the patsy in the Ken-
nedy assassination.

As we noted at the outset, the Fulbright Memorandum
warned that the political activities being carried out by the
military, and by private institutions such as FPRI and the
Richardson Foundation under official military auspices, con-
stituted a threat to President Kennedy’s programs and poli-
cies. Towhat extent Senator Fulbright wasaware of the emer-
gence of thethreat to Kennedy’ slifeisnot known—although
it is confirmed that Fulbright warned President K ennedy not
to go to Dallas a few weeks before Kennedy’s fateful trip.
But, when taken in light of what we now know today—and
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the reemergence of a military coup threat today—Senator
Fulbright’ swarnings from 1961 are indeed worth pondering.

Profile

FPRI’s Crusade for
An American Empire

In order to throw further light on the utopian military net-
worksdiscussed in the preceding article, we publish this pro-
file of the Foreign Policy Research Institute, one of the key
private-sector think-tanksthat has shaped policy for the uto-
pians for nearly half a century. See also EIR, Jan. 25, 2002,
for a profile of FPRI founder Robert Strausz-Hupé.

Foreign Policy Research Ingtitute
1528 Walnut St, Suite 610
Philadel phia, Pennsylvania 19102
fpri@fpri.org

History:

The Foreign Policy Research Ingtitute (FPRI) was
founded in 1955 by Robert Strausz-Hupg, initially as part
of the University of Pennsylvania. FPRI began publishing a
quarterly, Orbis, AJournal of World Affairs, in 1957. Strausz-
Hupé served as founding editor; William Yandell Elliott—
a utopian in the tradition of H.G. Wells and the Nashville
Agrarians, whose protégésincluded Carter National Security
Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski and former Secretary of State
Henry A. Kissinger—and Kissinger were members of the
founding editorial board of advisers, and continued on the
board for many years.

The Ingtitute’ s long-term Wellsian mission—to promote
an American world empire, without nation-states, in a post-
Soviet world—was championed in Strausz-Hup€' s lead arti-
cle in the inaugural edition of Orbis, under the title, “The
Balance of Tomorrow.” After the fall of the Soviet Union,
“TheBalanceof Tomorrow” wasreprintedinthe Winter 1992
issue of Orbis, by then-editor Daniel Pipes. According to
Pipes, the purpose of reprinting Strausz-Hupé' sthesiswasto
re-commit FPRI to itsfounding imperial mission.

Pipes asserted that a new world order, based upon an
American world empire, was needed now more than ever,
in order “to assure the survival of Western culture and of
mankind” against the growing threats posed by the “ political
emergence of the Asian peoples’ and by their acquisition of
weapons of mass destruction. Thus, FPRI is explicitly com-
mitted to the “clash of civilizations’ war-drive, afact further
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highlighted by the presence of both Harvard Prof. Samuel
Huntington, author of Clash of Civilizations, and Princeton
University-based British geopolitician Bernard Lewis on the
Ingtitute' s advisory board.

The 1957 “Balance of Tomorrow” founding statement by
Strausz-Hupé read, in part:

“The issue before the United States is the unification of
the globe under its leadership within this generation. How
effectively and rapidly the United Stateswill accomplishthis
task will determine the survival of the United States as a
leading power, probably the survival of Western Culture, and
conceivably the survival of mankind.

“. . .Thistask must beaccomplished withinthenear future
because of two overriding considerations: 1) The political
emergence of the Asian peoples, together with their tremen-
dous population growth, is altering profoundly the interna-
tional and regional balance of power and presages regional
and international conflictsand war; 2) Within the foreseeable
future, anumber of nations other than the United States, the
Soviet Union, and Britain will acquire nuclear weapons and
other means of mass destruction.

“. . .The establishment of such a universal order has be-
come now the sole alternative to anarchy and the destruction
of what man haswrought since his ancestors | eft their caves.
Theoneand only question thereforeiswho will bethe people
that will establish universal order in their image and under
their domination. . . .

“. .. Nationalismisthegreatest retrogressiveforce of this
century; . . . it has become the school for violence and dicta-
torship. It is narrowly parochial; it negates the promises and
requirements of modern technology; it impedes the ex-
changes of good and ideas and thus stunts economic and cul-
tura growth.

“. . .The United States now meets with historical neces-
sity. TheUnited Statesremainsasthesole holder of federative
power. The one question to be answered is: Will the United
States do what must be done? . . .

“Will the coming world order be the American Universa
empire? It must be that—to the extent that it will bear the
stamp of the American spirit. . . . Thecoming order will mark
thelast phasein ahistorical transition and cap the revolution-
ary epoch of thiscentury. The mission of the American people
isto bury the nation-states, lead their bereaved peoplesinto
larger unions, and overawe with its might the woul d-be sabo-
teurs of the new world order who have nothing to offer man-
kind but putrefying ideology and bruteforce. . . . For the next
fifty yearsor so thefuture bel ongsto America. The American
empire and mankind will not be opposites but merely two
names for the universal order under peace and happiness.
Novus orbisterrarum (New world order)” [sic].

The outlook expressed in Strausz-Hup€' s FPRI mission
statement was consi stent with his sponsorship by | saiah Bow-
man, aleading figurein the brain-trust of Col. Edward House,
Walter Lippmann, and Theodore Marburg, which ran the
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