Is the Prince of Peace
a Peace-nik?

Pacifism and World War II
in light of
Micah’s Vine & Fig Tree Vision

If we take the Bible seriously, and try to follow the teachings of Jesus, will we be “pacifists?” Is that practical?

“Pacifism” is a vilified term in most conservative and Christian circles. The author of this paper is a conservative Christian: a six-day creationist and a five-point Calvinist. He is also a “Theonomist” or “Christian Reconstructionist” who holds that the entire Bible – including the Old Testament – is a blueprint for the reconstruction of all of society. This paper argues that taking the entire Bible seriously, treating it as a textbook of law, economics, politics, and foreign policy – even if that means being a “pacifist” – is the only way to avoid the deaths of hundreds of millions – maybe even billions – of people in the 21st century.

It’s not easy to understand the Bible, because we are part of a culture that is so far removed from the Bible. This was not always the case. America was once a Christian Republic. Our laws were based on the Bible. It is no longer Christian, nor is it a Republic. It is a secular empire. James Madison, “the Father of the Constitution,” said in his famous “Memorial and Remonstrance,” that any legislation should be vetoed if “the policy of the bill is adverse to the diffusion of the light of Christianity.” Today, if a legislator has a hidden hope that a bill might help further Christian morality or remove obstacles to faithfulness, the courts will strike down that legislation, such as legislation allowing a “moment of silence” in government schools, which the U.S. Supreme Court struck down when it discovered that some legislators had hoped students might use that “moment of silence” to pray. Students graduate from school knowing next-to-nothing about the Bible and how it was applied and how the Bible made America the most admired nation on earth.

The 20th century was for the most part a secular century. It has turned out to be a century of unparalleled evil. Secular governments murdered an average of 10,000 people per day each and every day during the century (not counting abortions, which would vastly increase that number). We can expect several times as many “legal” murders in the next century if these secular trends continue.

Most people feel that the Old Testament has little if anything to say to the modern world. Nobody these days reads Old Testament prophets unless they’re looking for clues to the identity of the Antichrist. Nobody in Washington, D.C. is looking in the Old Testament for policy recommendations. This paper presupposes the abiding validity of the Word of God in all of Scripture, and seeks to apply Biblical principles to today’s problems.

We believe, for example, that modern “fractional reserve banking” is the moral equivalent of theft, and that the Bible requires a return to what economists might call a “gold standard.”

We also believe that Jesus commanded us to observe principles that would earn the label “pacifist” for those who follow them. This paper explains why those principles are needed today, and how they would have prevented the murder of hundreds of millions of people in the 20th century, had they been followed.

Our goal is the Christianization of the entire planet, as spelled out by the Prophet Micah:

Micah 4:1-5

And it will come about in the last days

That the mountain of the House of the LORD

Will be established as the chief of the mountains

And it will be raised above the hills

And the peoples will stream to it.

And many nations will come and say,

“Come, let us go up to the mountain of the LORD

And to the House of the God of Jacob,

That He may teach us about His ways

And that we may walk in His paths.”

For from Zion will go forth the Law

Even the Word of the LORD from Jerusalem.

And He will judge between many peoples

And render decisions for mighty, distant nations.

Then they will hammer their 

swords into plowshares

And their spears into pruning hooks;

Nation will not lift up sword against nation

And never again will they train for war.

And each of them will sit under his

Vine and under his fig tree,

With no one to make them afraid.

For the LORD of hosts has spoken.

“Swords into plowshares” has become a bumper-sticker for left-wing anti-war protesters, but not Micah’s lines about obeying God’s Law. The phrase about not training for war is applauded by pacifists, but too many so-called pacifists are also socialists who don’t have much to say about Micah’s idea of individual families retaining private ownership of their “Vine & Fig Tree.”

Some issues are controversial, but on this issue there is consensus: everybody believes either (a) Jesus was a pacifist, or (b) Jesus said many things that, if taken “too literally,” could lead to pacifism.

Jesus said we are to love our enemy. It’s a cornerstone of His system of ethics. Jesus did not take up arms against the government when the government – in the most evil and unjustified infringement of human rights in all of human history – sought to arrest and execute the sinless Son of God:

John 18:36
Jesus answered, “My kingdom is not from this world. If my kingdom were from this world, my followers would be fighting to keep me from being handed over to the Jews. But as it is, my kingdom is not from here.”

Then we are told to “follow in His steps”:

1 Peter 2:21-23

For to this you have been called, because Christ also suffered for you, leaving you an example, so that you should follow in His steps. {22} “He committed no sin, and no deceit was found in His mouth.” {23} When He was abused, He did not return abuse; when He suffered, He did not threaten; but He entrusted himself to the one who judges justly.

David Koresh did not follow in Jesus’ footsteps when Janet Reno’s thugs pulled up in front of his church. And America’s Founding Fathers acted more like David Koresh than Jesus when they got out their muskets when the British IRS came calling. See our analysis of Romans 13 here:

http://start.at/July4th1776

This paper claims that the events that gave rise to World War II provide no justification for abandoning the straight-forward “pacifism” of Jesus and the command to “follow in His steps.” This is a very startling and even offensive proposition for most Americans. Many people have objected to or questioned the position taken by Vine & Fig Tree with regard to war and the military. Here is a representative email:



	Subj:

Question! 
Date:

3/17/2003 6:02:34 AM Pacific Standard Time

From:

JAB11110@aol.com

To:

VFT INC@aol.com


    
If America had not come to the defense of Europe, at what point would God have killed Hitler and stopped the slaughter of untold millions of human beings?

Thanks for your time,
Jim 






In response, there are two questions that need to be asked:

· If the whole range of political policies commanded by the whole Bible (including – but not limited to – pacifism) had been practiced both before and after the rise of Hitler, would more or fewer lives have been lost? 

· Which was greater: the costs of military intervention, or the benefits? 

The total cost of World War II was approximately 50 million deaths, including civilians.  Details in Appendix A. The total economic destruction wrought by World War II is undoubtedly close to a trillion dollars in 1990 dollars, but the total loss is incalculable, because so many artistic and historic masterworks were lost, including centuries-old architecture filled with historic treasures. Many of these priceless creations were of a distinctly Christian character.
Many people believe that a greater number of people would have died if the United States had adopted the suggestions of pacifists and not entered World War II.

These fine people fail to consider what might have happened if all Biblical policies – not just pacifism – had been followed in the decades preceding World War II. This includes Biblical laws on banking and economics, as well as Biblical laws prohibiting “entangling alliances” with tyrannical governments. 

The great rule of conduct for us, in regard to foreign nations is in extending our commercial relations to have with them as little political connection as possible.”

— Washington, Farewell Address (1796)
[Washington’s emphasis]

I deem [one of] the essential principles of our government, and consequently [one] which ought to shape its administration,…peace, commerce, and honest friendship with all nations, entangling alliances with none.

— Jefferson, First Inaugural Address (1801) 
The facts strongly suggest that those who really pull the strings in Washington have followed policies designed to achieve goals that are diametrically opposed to those of most Americans. As America mourns the death of Ronald Reagan and applauds the policies that led to the downfall of the “former” Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War, we need to consider some facts that are not usually found in public school civics textbooks.

The Great Depression

If America had followed Biblical blueprints, the Great Depression would not have occurred. “The Roaring 20’s” were not just culturally, but in terms of banking and other economic policies, a repudiation of Biblical Law.

Henry Hazlitt and the Great Depression
Appendix B

Five Books That Explain It All
Appendix C

Departures from God’s economic laws in the opening decades of the 20th century led to America’s Great Depression, which had world-wide impact, including Germany, which also violated Biblical laws on economics, and suffered its own economic dislocations, and these crises directly set the stage for Hitler’s rise to power and the onset of World War II. 
The Rise of “Scientific Socialism”

In 1892, the U.S. Supreme Court declared that America was a Christian nation. The court’s opinion was a conservative attempt to slow the accelerating secularism that had become noticeable, especially after the publication in 1859 of Darwin’s famous book with the not-as-famous full title: The Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection; or, the Preservation of Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life. During the early part of the 20th century, Darwin’s work became quite popular among certain political leaders who blamed the economic stagnation of their socialistic and anti-capitalist economies on certain un-favored races. These dictators called their policies “scientific socialism.” 

Embarrassingly, many powerful people in America, the once-Christian nation, admired the ideas and policies of “scientific socialism,” and helped advocates of that position come into power, notably including Adolph Hitler and Benito “he-made-the-trains-run-on-time” Mussolini. Other notable advocates of “scientific socialism” – though not flying that banner by name – were Woodrow Wilson and Franklin Delano Roosevelt.

The early part of the 20th century saw the rise of “dispensationalism,” which encouraged Christians to wait for the “rapture” instead of working to build that “City on a Hill.” In 1925, the “Scope’s Trial” sent many Christians ducking for cover, and Christians have been in cultural and political retreat ever since. They are no longer the salt of the earth and a light unto the world, and America is no longer a City upon a Hill. Christians did not apply Micah’s Vine & Fig Tree Vision to the events of the day. They left control of America to secularists and “scientific socialists.”

But it’s not the case that Hitler emerged from Germany’s depression and hyperinflation without outside help. He received direct aid from Americans with a public reputation for being “capitalists.” If America had been a Christian pacifist nation, following the “Vine & Fig Tree” blueprints in the Bible, she would not have given military and financial support to Hitler and other dictators during the 1920’s and 30’s.

Wall Street and the Rise of Hitler 
Appendix D

American Swastika 
Appendix E

The “right hand” does not always know what “the left hand” is doing.

Senator Joe McCarthy – for all the invective against him
 - was right: The U.S. Federal Government was infested with commies:

The Real McCarthy Record -
Appendix G

McCarthy’s “Witches” 
Appendix H

McCarthy and His Colleagues 
Appendix I

The prestigious (and conservative) think-tank at Stanford University, the Hoover Institute, published a multi-volume study of de-classified State Department documents and other government records which proved beyond question that the Soviet Union would not have lasted more than a few years without technological and financial aid from the so-called “capitalist” West. Socialism does not work. It must be propped up by capitalism.

Wall Street And The Bolshevik Revolution
Appendix J

About Antony Sutton
Appendix K

Western Technology and Soviet Economic Development, 1930-1945
Appendix L

The purpose and Grand Strategy of World War II – which was determined not by the brave men and women who fought and died in it, but by the Washington D.C. communists in the State Department and throughout the U.S. federal government – was to extend communism. Defeat for Hitler’s National Socialism meant victory for Stalin and International Socialism, which was at least 10 times as lethal as Nazism. Americans may have fought and died for “freedom” in their own minds, but the architects of the War only entered the war against German National Socialism in order to further International Socialism under Stalin. It’s a tragedy that pacifism wasn’t stronger in those days.

The same is true for America’s entry into the Pacific Theater against Japan: the goal was to eliminate a threat to international socialism in the Far East. FDR and his communist advisors were planning to enter WWII even as they promised to keep our boys out of war, and in Asia they opened the door to Mao Tse Tung, keeping Douglas McArthur from closing it. (Appendix M)

Pearl Harbor - Motives Behind the Betrayal 
Appendix N

Dropping the Bomb 
Appendix O

Why We Fought 
Appendix P

Causes of WWII
Appendix Q

Did We Really Defeat the Bad Guys?

Japan 

Japanese atrocities have gone nearly completely unpunished. Japanese leaders remained in power. Japanese fascism remains in power to this day. (Appendix R)

Many of the Philippine islands on which American soldiers gave their lives are now Muslim. The federal government has long given financial aid to and maintained ties with Muslim governments which America’s Christian Founding Fathers would have opposed.

Germany 

Some researchers on the far left have argued that German fascists actually won WWII and we are under that fascism today: (Appendix S)

On the other hand, researchers on the far right are quick to point out that Bush’s “neo-conservative” inner circle are devotees of Leon Trotsky.

But even if the U.S. put an end to Hitler’s national socialism, is there really any important difference between national socialism (“fascism”) and international socialism (“communism”)? Tyranny is tyranny.

And the sad fact is, not only did socialist tyranny win overseas in World War II, it won here in America. 

Did We Win a Victory for Freedom?

Few Americans consider the fact that in World War II America was not only on the side of socialism in Europe and Asia, but also socialism in America. Many policies which were adopted as “emergency” or “war measures” are still on the books today, and still keep America from following the law as the Framers of the Constitution envisioned it.

America is far more socialistic after the War than before. The cold hard fact is, World War II was a global victory for socialist government, not for “liberty” and “We the People.”

How War Amplified Federal Power in the Twentieth Century 
Appendix T

How Conscription Forever Altered America 
Appendix U

World War II and the Military-Industrial-Congressional Complex 
Appendix V

World War II and the Triumph of Keynesianism

Appendix W

The Myth of U.S. Prosperity during World War II

Appendix X

War Prosperity: The Fallacy that Won’t Die

Appendix Y

Some Other Costs of War 
Appendix Z

Peace on Earth 
Appendix AA

Government by Emergency 
Appendix BB 

Finally, we must ask if we really trust God. That’s America’s official national motto: “In God We Trust.” But it seems we trust America’s military-industrial-bureaucratic complex more than God.

The Myth of “National Security”
Appendix CC
We MUST trust God.

This is our duty.

On the Web:


http://members.aol.com/VFTfiles/Directory/4_peace.htm

http://members.aol.com/VFTfiles//security.htm

I welcome a continuing dialogue on this issue.

Appendix A

World War II casualties

From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia.

Table of contents] 
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World War II military casualties

Allied soldiers killed

· Australia: 23,400 

· Brazil: 493 

· Canada: 37,500 

· China: 2,050,000 

· Czechoslovakia: 46,000 

· France and Free French Forces: 210,000 

· Greece: 88,300 

· Luxembourg: 4,000 

· Netherlands: 7,900 

· New Zealand: 10,000 

· Poland: 123,000 

· South Africa: 6,840 

· Soviet Union: 19,180,000 

· United Kingdom: 264,000 

· United States: 292,000 

· Yugoslavia: 300,000 

TOTAL Allied soldiers killed: approximately 17.2 million

Soldiers killed in attacked countries

· Albania: 20,000 

· Belgium: 12,000 

· Bulgaria (from 1944): 1,000 

· Denmark: 1,800 

· Finland: 82,000 

· Ethiopia: 5,000 

· India: 24,300 

· Italy (from 1943): 17,500 

· Mongolia: 3,000 

· Philippines: 27,000 

· Romania (from 1944): 5,000 

TOTAL Soldiers killed in attacked countries: approximately 200,000

Axis Soldiers Killed

· Bulgaria (to 1944): 9,000 

· Germany: 3,500,000 (includes Austrians and Sudeten Germans in German Army as well as other nationalities forced to join the Wehrmacht) 

· Hungary: 200,000 

· Italy (to 1943): 60,000 

· Japan: 1,300,000 

· Romania (to 1944): 290,000 

· Vichy France: 1,200 

TOTAL Axis soldiers killed: approximately 5.4 million

Civilians killed

· Albania: 10,000 

· Austria: 125,000 

· Belgium: 76,000 

· Bulgaria: 10,000 

· China: 7,750,000 

· Czechoslovakia: 294,000 

· Denmark: 2,000 

· Ethiopia: 5,000 

· Finland: 2,000 

· France: 350,000 

· Germany: 2,760,000 (including 200,000-2,000,000 World War II evacuation and expulsion) 

· Greece: 325,000 

· Hungary: 290,000 

· India: 25,000 

· Italy: 153,000 

· Japan: 672,000 

· Netherlands: 200,000 (including 105,000 Dutch Jews) 

· Norway: 7,000 

· Philippines: 91,000 

· Poland: 5,680,000 (including Poles of Jewish origin) 

· Romania: 200,000 

· Soviet Union: 7,420,379 (including: 1,800,000 in Russia, 3,256,000 in Ukraine, 1,547,000 in Belorussia) 

· United Kingdom: 92,700 

· United States: 6,000 

· Yugoslavia: 1,200,000 

TOTAL Civilians killed: approximately 27.3 million

TOTAL people killed in World War II: approximately 50.0 million

Reference

· Source List and Detailed Death Tolls for the Twentieth Century Hemoclysm (http://users.erols.com/mwhite28/warstat1.htm#Second) 

Appendix B

Henry Hazlitt and the Great Depression
by Jeffrey Tucker

Old Right journalist Garet Garrett described the New Deal as a revolution against America’s tradition of private property, limited government, and the rule of law. Indeed it had all die earmarks. President Roosevelt ran against government spending and deficits, but once in office acted like a dictator.

Roosevelt overthrew the traditional limits on government’s role and instituted central planning and welfarism in every sector of the economy.

Then the statist juggernaut couldn’t be stopped: next came FDR’s war socialism, Truman’s unionism, Johnson’s Great Society, Nixon’s price controls, Carter’s inflation, Reagan’s deficit spending, Bush’s regulation, and Clinton’s Fabianism.

Because ideas matter as much as the lust for power, the New Deal couldn’t have happened without a public intellectual justification. That entailed theories on the causes of the stock market crash and the economic downturn which followed. In order for socialism to prevail in the United States, the academy and the public had to be convinced that capitalism had failed.

Henry Hazlitt was at the center of that debate, holding forth in the pages of The Nation, a sophisticated and trendy fortnightly. He was hired as literary editor, a relatively non-political position. But as the politics of the day became more contentious, he was afforded more editorial latitude. He began to write against federal encroachment on private enterprise.

Once Roosevelt reversed his campaign rhetoric and embraced the total state, The Nation editors knew they had to take a stand. As Hazlitt’s criticisms of FDR grew, so did the internal complaints about Hazlitt’s philosophy. Rather than simply fire their editor of two years, they scheduled a knock-down, drag-out fight between those who say capitalism failed (thereby making socialism the answer) and those who say interventionism failed and capitalism is the answer.

In one corner was Hazlitt, literary critic and financial journalist. In the other was Louis Fischer, Russian emigre, journalist, and socialist. The exchange, “Depression and the Profit System,” ran in the May 24, 1933, issue, in the midst of FDR’s monetary and fiscal revolution.

Fischer adopted a Marxian explanation of the depression. Citing data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, he argued that as productivity increased since the turn of the century, wages had declined relative to output. Laborers then were able to purchase less and less of their product because capitalists were skimming their surplus value. “The concentration of America’s wealth and America’s national income in fewer and fewer hands has gone on apace for many years.”

What triggered the crisis?

Fischer explained it was a combination of Marxian crisis theory and Keynesian under-consumption theory: “People who wanted to consume all did not have the means, and the people who had the means could not consume all. Hence our reduced purchasing power.”

What needs to be done? “Divide and redivide profits,” he said. “That is the way out.” There should be “provision for a perfectly equal division of surplus value in years to come”; we should eliminate “the profit of the capital owner” and create “socialism.”

Hazlitt responded by showing Fischer’s figures on surplus value to be based on a “fallacy of selection.” Fischer had picked base years (1899 and 1929) with a purpose in mind and then confused anomalies with a general trend. Two can play this game, and Hazlitt showed that labor’s product can be said to have been increasing relative to output by picking other years (1869 and 1921).

Moreover, Hazlitt asked, why if labor’s decreasing share of profits is the cause, how do we explain economic recoveries during the same period in question? How can we explain. using this reasoning, why the crisis did not come sooner? 

As Hazlitt said, Marx’s theory “makes it difficult to explain why we are not always in a crisis, and impossible to explain how we ever surmount one.” On that basis, he dismissed the broader implication that the 1929 crash represented anything like a long-running trend in the structural basis of the economy.

But what if Fischer were right, that labor really was earning a smaller return relative to capital? Hazlitt noted this would not necessarily mean that people are being exploited. It could just mean the volume of capital in industry was increasing at a greater rate than that of labor, which indicates increasingly efficient technology. If so, that might lend weight to the expectations of the classical economists that labor would own more capital as productivity increased. For example, the number of stockholders increased dramatically during the 1920s.

Having dispensed with Fischer’s sweeping Marxian theory, he argued that the best period to examine from an economic point of view was the time “between the last crisis and the present one—the period, say, from 1922 to 1929.” In this period one notices that the prices and output of capital and labor in the industrial sector were growing out of proportion to the agricultural sector. That may not have any significance to the cause of the crisis, but it brings into question the idea of economy-wide exploitation of labor.

Having exploded Fischer’s data and economic theory, he went on to speculate on an alternative. There was no visible free-market theory on why the U.S. was in crisis. But Hazlitt knew from his reading of history of the trouble that comes with an overactive and indebted government. He knew the secret to the crash resided with these problems.

A stable market order, he said, requires an atmosphere free of shocks, or at least a government that allows the economy to correct once those shocks had occurred. The war had artificially inflated the prices of commodities and they needed to correct downward to a more realistic level. He argued the crisis of 1929 was that downward correction.

“But the focus of this collapse,” he wrote, “was aggravated enormously by the whole series of post-war policies.” Among these he listed the “vicious Treaty of Versailles,” the “disorganization caused by reparations and war debts,” the “preposterous tariff barriers thrown up everywhere,” the abandonment of the gold standard and the adoption of the “gold-exchange standard,” and “reckless lending to foreign countries.

Most importantly, he blamed the “artificial cheap-money policy pursued both in England and America, leading here to a colossal real-estate and stock-market speculation under the benign encouragement of Messrs. Coolidge and Mellon.” This malinvestment, caused by inflationary policies, created distortions in the capital stock which called for correction.

Later Hazlitt would conclude that malinvestment was the central problem, not only in the Great Depression, but in all business cycles. He did so under the influence of Ludwig von Mises, whom he met about a decade later. Together they advocated the gold standard as a policy, and the “Austrian” theory of the business cycle. The theory, developed by Mises, points to the way markets coordinate plans over time and the way central bank money and credit expansion disrupts those plans.

Hazlitt was inclined to the Austrian theory even before he knew it formally. It was most consistent with his manner of thinking. As a literary critic, his specialty was exploding the pretensions of ideologues. He loved picking up a fashionable academic text, dissecting its essential claims from overblown prose, and showing how patently absurd it was. He had a gift in short for finding the essence of an argument and testing it relentlessly against standards of reason. These are all traits the Austrian school carried with it since its birth in 19th-century Vienna, and, before, in the late scholastic tradition of 16th century Spain, which was indebted to Thomist and thus Aristotelian reasoning.

One such patently absurd recommendation in Fischer’s essay, according to Hazlitt, was his call for high new taxes on capital. This measure “would violently aggravate the catastrophe,” Hazlitt said, by causing business to take another downturn that would make the 1929 crash look trivial. An increase in wages would be undesirable as well, Hazlitt said, because that would cause their cost to business to increase and lead to even more unemployment. In order to make the economy recover, he said, we need more private capital, not less, and that means letting markets work.

More than anything, said Hazlitt, we don’t need socialism, communism, or “that ambiguous thing called Planning.” Based on the type of people who would be in charge, and the nature of politics, he was sure the economy would be run by “economic illiterates,” people, he no doubt meant, like Louis Fischer.

Virtually everything Hazlitt wrote in this powerful essay—his analysis of cause, effect, and the solution—was later vindicated in the work of scholars like Murray Rothbard and Robert Higgs. In his book Modern Times, Paul Johnson sketches the same scenario that Hazlitt laid out in the thick of the New Deal onslaught itself. More recently, Richard Vedder and Lowell Gallaway presented essentially the same position in their Out of Work.

Hazlitt might have been spared his job had his attack on the emerging consensus not been so complete and so devastating. If he had made a few more concessions, or possibly not totally smashed Fischer, he might have lasted. But it was not in Hazlitt’s nature to withhold the truth for the sake of expediency. He must have sensed the end was near for his prestigious job at The Nation, and decided to go out with a bang.

The dramatic debate between Fischer and Hazlitt ended with an ominous note from the editor: “The discussion... will be commented upon editorially in a forthcoming issue.” Indeed, it was the next issue in which The Nation announced its devotion to the socialist cause. “Mr. Roosevelt is attempting to preserve capitalism,” said the editorial, echoing conventional wisdom of the day, “to save it from itself by robbing it temporarily of several of its most fundamentally capitalistic prerogatives.”

If the New Deal passes, said the editors with rare insight, “he will have the power to tell industry what and how much it may produce, what it may charge for its products, how much it shall pay to labor, what hours labor shall work.”

But this was not enough for The Nation. “We tend to agree” with Fischer, said the editors, “that a collective society offers the best hope for this desirable end.” They favored a “move toward collectivism” as rapidly as possible. Criticizing Roosevelt’s alleged timidity, they said the “country’s steps toward an integrated, socialized industrial society should be deliberate and purposeful.”

The pages of a magazine devoted largely to pushing progressive cultural reform had swung fully in favor of collectivism. The esoteric doctrine had been made explicit for the first time, and Hazlitt was pushed out and forced to find other outlets for his work.

After his death, socialist propagandist Irving Howe, editor of Dissent, was eulogized again and again in the popular media, even though (or possibly because) his anti-property, anti-bourgeois ideas were utterly alien to the pre-New Deal American experience. This is even after the failure of socialism around the world.

Hazlitt was right many times over, about socialism, welfarism, inflation and the gold standard, popular culture, and much else. And unlike Howe, Hazlitt wrote as clearly as he thought. He never used his position to spread disinformation in the service of ideology, as Howe did; Hazlitt had a profound faith in truth and let logic and facts speak for themselves. It’s a measure of the corruption of official culture that the death of Henry Hazlitt was hardly noticed.

In his death, I feel sure, his greatest hope was that this country would realize the errors of its history and rectify them. When our history is rewritten, and the Irving Howes are seen as the social menaces they were, Hazlitt will be remembered as a prophet who spoke truth to power.  The Nation, in a stunning reversal of socialist editorial policies, will concede that Hazlitt was right all along. •

Jeffrey Tucker is editor of The Free Market.

Appendix C

Five Books That Explain It All
By Jeffrey Tucker
 
The drive to war, the threat of terrorism, the stock-price meltdown, the continuing recession, and the decline of liberty—all add up to a moment of grave insecurity in which government power thrives and grows. Underneath it all is widespread confusion about what happened to turn the prosperous and relatively peaceful 90s into the current madness, who or what is to blame, and what to do about it.  
What most people do in such times is cling to the words of politicians and the statements of TV’s talking heads—the two sources least likely to offer a broad perspective that yields answers. The best means to fight back against their superficial prattle is serious study of history and economics. Looking over the Mises Institute’s shelf of books, five stand out for providing a clear a historical perspective, a theoretical explanation, a forecast for the future, and an agenda for change. These are the books that are essential to understanding our times of conflict and stagnation. 

The Costs of War, edited by John V. Denson. A debate is currently raging concerning how much Bush’s proposed war on Iraq will cost (in dollar terms) and whether those costs ought to be figured into his new budget (they are not). This is an important concern, insofar as war is always financed with the people’s money taken from them by force. But this book shows that the costs of war are far higher than most people realize. 
In addition to outright expenditures, we must also consider the foregone uses of the resources that go into warmaking. With the resources used to spread destruction and death, families might have sent kids to college, saved for retirement, or invested in future production. No, war is never “good for the economy.” 
More significantly, we must consider the costs of war on freedom. Denson’s book argues, as did Mises, that even victorious war can be devastating to a country’s well-being. This is a point that was widely understood at the country’s founding, which is why the founding generation was so adamant that the US should trade with the world but avoid all political entanglements, particularly those that lead to intrigue, conflict, and finally war. 
This is amply shown by an examination of the rise of the American leviathan, the consolidation of government power, and the decline of American liberty. Contributors such as Murray N. Rothbard, Allan Carlson, Clyde Wilson, Joseph Stromberg, Hans Hoppe, Robert Higgs, Paul Fussell, Ralph Raico, and many others, weigh in to cover major areas of American history and most topics associated with the idea of war. The overriding thesis is that the friend of freedom must always be gravely skeptical of government war plans. 
The influence of the volume has been immense. Appearing in 1997, it was the first (and is still the best) revisionist view of the relationship between war and freedom to appear after the end of the Cold War. In many ways, this book called the partisans of liberty back to their roots. It shows that believers in freedom were against the Northern attack on the South, against the Spanish American War, against World War I, and against FDR’s drive to war. The support the American Right gave to the Cold War was an aberration. If you have doubts about Bush’s war on Iraq, or the administration’s belligerent pose in general, this book shows that you are in good company. 
America’s Great Depression by Murray N. Rothbard. A Republican president, facing relentlessly falling stock prices, tries every manner of intervention to shore up an economy headed toward liquidation. The result is new protectionism, welfare for labor, vast increases in government spending, and an economic decline that just seems to get worse all the time. This narrative could apply to George W. Bush in our own times, but it also applies to Herbert Hoover and his response to the 1929 crash on Wall Street. 
Even today, students are taught that Hoover pursued a policy of laissez-faire and that FDR rescued the country with the New Deal. Rothbard shows that the story is completely false. The Hoover presidency was one of rampant intervention, policies for which he was criticized by (of all people) Franklin Roosevelt before he was elected. Rothbard further documents how Hoover’s policies drove the country into depression from what might have otherwise been a brief recession. His protectionism laid the foundation for conflicts that led to World War II, his attempt to prop up banks led to the later bank closings, and his labor interventions prevented wages from falling as they should have. 
Here again, it is hard to overestimate the importance of this book. For generations, it has been taught that the free market is at fault for the Great Depression (in the same way it is said that Bush is pursuing free-market policies now). Rothbard, especially in his chapter on the Austrian theory of the business cycle, shows that it was the Federal Reserve’s loose money policy that set the stage for the stock market crash, and the government that prolonged the suffering with policies that accomplished the opposite of their stated aims. In other words, this book refutes a central myth of the 20th century, and shows that the current path of countercyclical policy will not only fail to save it; it will dig us in deeper. 
Omnipotent Government: The Rise of the Total State and Total War by Ludwig von Mises. Before writing Human Action, Mises went to work on a book examining the rise of Hitlerism in Germany. Appearing the same year as F.A. Hayek’s Road to Serfdom, Mises provides what may be the best account ever written on the psychology, economics, and politics of a society overtaken by chauvinism and militarism. He deals with the dangers inherent in a citizenry thirsting for vengeance, being led by a government headed by a power-mad executive with a relentless passion for war making at any cost. In short, Mises unlocks the secret to how a seemingly normal country can find itself plunged into nationalist totalitarianism. 
Books on German politics in the 1930s are ubiquitous, but only Mises provides a thorough examination of the economic doctrines that formed the basis of German nationalism in this period. Beginning with the desire for autarky, Germany pursued a disastrous course of erecting the planning state that regimented of every aspect of life, from economics to education to language and religion. He contrasts the prevailing doctrines with the ideas of the old German liberals, who favored trade, peace, toleration, and self-determination. 
Much of this history has been lost and replaced by an exclusive focus on the evil of Hitler himself. Apparently, the parallels of Hitler’s policies with those of the US in the period (or in our own times) are just too close for comfort. That issue aside, Mises’s book stands out among all the literature on this topic as a terrifying examination of the consequences of statist ideology, war propaganda, and misplaced patriotism—and its lessons apply in all times and places. 
Reassessing the Presidency: The Rise of the Executive State and the Decline of Freedom edited by John V. Denson. If George Washington had delivered a speech along the lines of George W. Bush’s State of the Union in January 2003, the outcry would have been palpable. It would have widely been assumed that King George had returned, madder than ever. One was given the impression that nothing in the Constitution restrains his war-making power, nothing prevents him from spending billions upon billions on what he wants to do, and that anyone who objects is an enemy of all that is right and true. 
The framers envisioned that the president would have few powers at all, and those that he did have were to be exercised with stern oversight from the legislative branch. If you are seeking an answer to how we came to the imperial presidency of the current day, don’t look at the conventional presidential histories, in which it is widely assumed that the more power the chief executive grabs, the “greater” he is. Especially wartime presidents come in for good marks, while the downside is either not discussed or downplayed. 
This massive volume takes a completely different approach. It examines every important presidency, and effectively reverses the judgment that you are likely to get from the mainstream treatments. Each chapter is a classic on its own terms, but if we have to single out a few, special mention should be made of Randall Holcombe’s reconstruction of the presidential election process, Scott Trasks’s rehabilitation of Andrew Johnson, Thomas Woods’s demolition of Theodore Roosevelt, Ralph Raico’s shredding of the Truman presidency, John Denson’s first-shot revisionism, and Joseph Salerno’s examination of the role of money manipulation in funding executive dictatorship. 
Read this book and you will never think of the presidency in the same way. You certainly won’t cheer a  State of the Union address (which is a 20th century invention in any case) in which the president promises that he alone can defend your freedom and security. 
A History of Money and Banking in the United States: The Colonial Era to World War II by Murray N. Rothbard. Anyone who has studied the relationship between money and state eventually comes to a remarkable realization: there is no modern leviathan without the central bank. It is the analytical key to understanding how government can run up deficits and debts without limit, bail out foreign governments, fund wars without end, and otherwise attempt to manage the globe. Take away the power to print and you rob the government of its primary means of expansion.  (More than any reform, the gold standard would devastate big government.) 
The story of American political history is radically incomplete without a history of money and banking, and yet there is not one history that gave the complete picture until this treatise by Rothbard appeared just last year. The history itself is masterfully done, enhanced by the theoretical lens of Austrian School economics through which the author understands events. But what really makes this a great read (aside from the sparkling prose) is the way Rothbard weaves together the theory and history through the lives of shady financiers and the politicians and political machines with which they are connected. 
In many ways, this treatise brings all the themes of our day together. It shows how central banking creates the boom-bust cycle and funds wars, how the financial sector serves as the essential link between politics and banking, and how paper money makes big government possible and manages to make worse all the problems it originally caused. Most importantly for our purposes, this book shows that no matter how extraordinary our times appear, there are many precedents for the current mess, and one clear path away from destruction: freedom, sound money, and ever smaller government. 
Jeffrey Tucker is vice president of the Mises Institute. 
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PREFACE

This is the third and final volume of a trilogy describing the role of the American corporate socialists, otherwise known as the Wall Street financial elite or the Eastern Liberal Establishment, in three significant twentieth-century historical events: the 1917 Lenin-Trotsky Revolution in Russia, the 1933 election of Franklin D. Roosevelt in the United States, and the 1933 seizure of power by Adolf Hitler in Germany. 

Each of these events introduced some variant of socialism into a major country — i.e., Bolshevik socialism in Russia, New Deal socialism in the United States, and National socialism in Germany.

Contemporary academic histories, with perhaps the sole exception of Carroll Quigley’s Tragedy And Hope, ignore this evidence. On the other hand, it is understandable that universities and research organizations, dependent on financial aid from foundations that are controlled by this same New York financial elite, would hardly want to support and to publish research on these aspects of international politics. The bravest of trustees is unlikely to bite the hand that feeds his organization.

It is also eminently clear from the evidence in this trilogy that “public-spirited businessmen” do not journey to Washington as lobbyists and administrators in order to serve the United States. They are in Washington to serve their own profit-maximizing interests. Their purpose is not to further a competitive, free-market economy, but to manipulate a politicized regime, call it what you will, to their own advantage.

It is business manipulation of Hitler’s accession to power in March 1933 that is the topic of Wall Street and the Rise of Hitler.
ANTONY C. SUTTON

July, 1976

 

INTRODUCTION
Unexplored Facets of Naziism

Since the early 1920s unsubstantiated reports have circulated to the effect that not only German industrialists, but also Wall Street financiers, had some role — possibly a substantial role — in the rise of Hitler and Naziism. This book presents previously unpublished evidence, a great deal from files of the Nuremburg Military Tribunals, to support this hypothesis. However, the full impact and suggestiveness of the evidence cannot be found from reading this volume alone. Two previous books in this series, Wall Street and the Bolshevik Revolution1 and Wall Street and FDR,2 described the roles of the same firms, and often the same individuals and their fellow directors, hard at work manipulating and assisting the Bolshevik revolution in Russia in 1917, backing Franklin D. Roosevelt for President in the United States in 1933, as well as aiding the rise of Hitler in pre-war Germany. in brief, this book is part of a more extensive study of the rise of modern socialism and the corporate socialists.

This politically active Wall Street group is more or less the same elitist circle known generally among Conservatives as the “Liberal Establishment,” by liberals (for instance G. William Domhoff) as “the ruling class,”3 and by conspiratorial theorists Gary Allen4 and Dan Smoot5 as the “Insiders.” But whatever we call this self-perpetuating elitist group, it is apparently fundamentally significant in the determination of world affairs, at a level far behind and above that of the elected politicians.

The influence and work of this same group in the rise of Hitler and Nazi Germany is the topic of this book. This is an area of historical research almost totally unexplored by the academic world. It is an historical minefield for the unwary and the careless not aware of the intricacies of research procedures. The Soviets have long accused Wall Street bankers of backing international fascism, but their own record of historical accuracy hardly lends their accusations much credence in the West, and they do not of course criticize support of their own brand of fascism.

This author falls into a different camp. Previously accused of being overly critical of Sovietism and domestic socialism, while ignoring Wall Street and the rise of Hitler, this book hopefully will redress an assumed and quite inaccurate philosophical imbalance and emphasize the real point at issue: Whatever you call the collectivist system — Soviet socialism, New Deal socialism, corporate socialism, or National socialism — it is the average citizen, the guy in the street, that ultimately loses out to the boys running the operation at the top. Each system in its own way is a system of plunder, an organizational device to get everyone living (or attempting to live) at the expense of everyone else, while the elitist leaders, the rulers and the politicians, scalp the cream off the top.

The role of this American power elite in the rise of Hitler should also be viewed in conjunction with a little-known aspect of Hitlerism only now being explored: the mystical origins of Naziism, and its relations with the Thule Society and with other conspiratorial groups. This author is no expert on occultism or conspiracy, but it is obvious that the mystical origins, the neo-pagan historical roots of Naziism, the Bavarian Illuminati and the Thule Society, are relatively unknown areas yet to be explored by technically competent researchers. Some research is already recorded in French; probably the best introduction in English is a translation of Hitler et la Tradition Cathare by Jean Michel Angebert.6
Angebert reveals the 1933 crusade of Schutzstaffel member Otto Rahn in search of the Holy Grail, which was supposedly located in the Cathar stronghold in Southern France. The early Nazi hierarchy (Hitler and Himmler, as well as Rudolph Hess and Rosenberg) was steeped in a neo-pagan theology, in part associated with the Thule Society, whose ideals were close to those of the Bavarian Illuminati. This was a submerged driving force behind Naziism, with a powerful mystical hold over the hard-core S.S. faithful. Our contemporary establishment historians barely mention, let alone explore, these occult origins; consequently, they miss an element equally as important as the financial origins of National Socialism.

In 1950 James Stewart Martin published a very readable book, All Honorable Men7 describing his experiences as Chief of the Economic Warfare Section of the Department of Justice investigating the structure of Nazi industry. Martin asserts that American and British businessmen got themselves appointed to key positions in this post-war investigation to divert, stifle and muffle investigation of Nazi industrialists and so keep hidden their own involvement. One British officer was sentenced by court martial to two years in jail for protecting a Nazi, and several American officials were removed from their positions. Why would American and British businessmen want to protect Nazi businessmen? In public they argued that these were merely German businessmen who had nothing to do with the Nazi regime and were innocent of complicity in Nazi conspiracies. Martin does not explore this explanation in depth, but he is obviously unhappy and skeptical about it. The evidence suggests there was a concerted effort not only to protect Nazi businessmen, but also to protect the collaborating elements from American and British business.

The German businessmen could have disclosed a lot of uncomfortable facts: In return for protection, they told very little. It is undoubtedly not coincidental that the Hitler industrialists on trial at Nuremburg received less than a slap on the wrist. We raise the question of whether the Nuremburg trials should not have been held in Washington — with a few prominent U.S. businessmen as well as Nazi businessmen in the dock!

Two extracts from contemporary sources will introduce and suggest the theme to be expanded. The first extract is from Roosevelt’s own files. The U.S. Ambassador in Germany, William Dodd, wrote FDR from Berlin on October 19, 1936 (three years after Hitler came to power), concerning American industrialists and their aid to the Nazis:

Much as I believe in peace as our best policy, I cannot avoid the fears which Wilson emphasized more than once in conversations with me, August 15, 1915 and later: the breakdown of democracy in all Europe will be a disaster to the people. But what can you do? At the present moment more than a hundred American corporations have subsidiaries here or cooperative understandings. The DuPonts have three allies in Germany that are aiding in the armament business. Their chief ally is the I. G. Farben Company, a part of the Government which gives 200,000 marks a year to one propaganda organization operating on American opinion. Standard Oil Company (New York sub-company) sent $2,000,000 here in December 1933 and has made $500,000 a year helping Germans make Ersatz gas for war purposes; but Standard Oil cannot take any of its earnings out of the country except in goods. They do little of this, report their earnings at home, but do not explain the facts. The International Harvester Company president told me their business here rose 33% a year (arms manufacture, I believe), but they could take nothing out. Even our airplanes people have secret arrangement with Krupps. General Motor Company and Ford do enormous businesses/sic] here through their subsidiaries and take no profits out. I mention these facts because they complicate things and add to war dangers.8
Second, a quote from the diary of the same U.S. Ambassador in Germany. The reader should bear in mind that a representative of the cited Vacuum Oil Company — as well as representatives of other Nazi, supporting American firms — was appointed to the post-war Control Commission to de-Nazify the Nazis:

January 25. Thursday. Our Commercial Attache brought Dr. Engelbrecht, chairman of the Vacuum Oil Company in Hamburg, to see me. Engelbrecht repeated what he had said a year ago: “The Standard Oil Company of New York, the parent company of the Vacuum, has spent 10,000,000 marks in Germany trying to find oil resources and building a great refinery near the Hamburg harbor.” Engelbrecht is still boring wells and finding a good deal of crude oil in the Hanover region, but he had no hope of great deposits. He hopes Dr. Schacht will subsidize his company as he does some German companies that have found no crude oil. The Vacuum spends all its earnings here, employs 1,000 men and never sends any of its money home. I could give him no encouragement.9
And further:

These men were hardly out of the building before the lawyer came in again to report his difficulties. I could not do anything. I asked him, however: Why did the Standard Oil Company of New York send $1,000,000 over here in December, 1933, to aid the Germans in making gasoline from soft coal for war emergencies? Why do the International Harvester people continue to manufacture in Germany when their company gets nothing out of the country and when it has failed to collect its war losses? He saw my point and agreed that it looked foolish and that it only means greater losses if another war breaks loose.10
The alliance between Nazi political power and American “Big Business” may well have looked foolish to Ambassador Dodd and the American attorney he questioned. In practice, of course, “Big Business” is anything but foolish when it comes to promoting its own self-interest. Investment in Nazi Germany (along with similar investments in the Soviet Union) was a reflection of higher policies, with much more than immediate profit at stake, even though profits could not be repatriated. To trace these “higher policies” one has to penetrate the financial control of multinational corporations, because those who control the flow of finance ultimately control the day-to-day policies.

Carroll Quigley11 has shown that the apex of this international financial control system before World War II was the Bank for International Settlements, with representatives from the international banking firms of Europe and the United States, in an arrangement that continued throughout World War II. During the Nazi period, Germany’s representative at the Bank for International Settlements was Hitler’s financial genius and president of the Reichsbank, Hjalmar Horace Greeley Schacht.

Hjalmar Horace Greeley Schacht
Wall Street involvement with Hitler’s Germany highlights two Germans with Wall Street connections — Hjalmar Schacht and “Putzi” Hanfstaengl. The latter was a friend of Hitler and Roosevelt who played a suspiciously prominent role in the incident that brought Hitler to the peak of dictatorial power — the Reichstag fire of 1933.12
The early history of Hjalmar Schacht, and in particular his role in the Soviet Union after the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917, was described in my earlier book, Wall Street and the Bolshevik Revolution. The elder Schacht had worked at the Berlin office of the Equitable Trust Company of New York in the early twentieth century. Hjalmar was born in Germany rather than New York only by the accident of his mother’s illness, which required the family to return to Germany. Brother William Schacht was an American-born citizen. To record his American origins, Hjalmar’s middle names were designated “Horace Greeley” after the well-know Democrat politician. Consequently, Hjalmar spoke fluent English and the post-war interrogation of Schacht in Project Dustbin was conducted in both German and English. The point to be made is that the Schacht family had its origins in New York, worked for the prominent Wall Street financial house of Equitable Trust (which was controlled by the Morgan firm), and throughout his life Hjalmar retained these Wall Street connections.13 Newspapers and contemporary sources record repeated visits with Owen Young of General Electric; Farish, chairman of Standard Oil of New Jersey; and their banking counterparts. In brief, Schacht was a member of the international financial elite that wields its power behind the scenes through the political apparatus of a nation. He is a key link between the Wall Street elite and Hitler’s inner circle.

This book is divided into two major parts. Part One records the buildup of German cartels through the Dawes and Young Plans in the 1920s. These cartels were the major supporters of Hitler and Naziism and were directly responsible for bringing the Nazis to power in 1933. The roles of American I. G. Farben, General Electric, Standard Oil of New Jersey, Ford, and other U.S. firms is outlined. Part Two presents the known documentary evidence on the financing of Hitler, complete with photographic reproduction of the bank transfer slips used to transfer funds from Farben, General Electric, and other firms to Hitler, through Hjalmar Horace Greeley Schacht.

Footnotes:

1(New York: Arlington House Publishers, 1974)

2(New York: Arlington House Publishers, 1975)

3The Higher Circles: The Governing Class in America, (New York: Vintage, 1970)

4None Dare Call It Conspiracy, (Rossmoor: Concord Press, 1971). For another view based on “inside” documents, see Carroll Quigley, Tragedy and Hope, (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1966)

5The Invisible Government, (Boston: Western Islands, 1962)

6Published in English as The Occult and the Third Reich, (The mystical origins of Naziism and the search for the Holy Grail), (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1974). See also Reginald H. Phelps, “ ‘Before Hitler Came:’ Thule Society and Germanen Orden” in the Journal of Modern History, September 1968, No. 3.

7(Boston: Little Brown and Company, 1950)

8Edgar B. Nixon, ed., Franklin D. Roosevelt and Foreign Affairs, Volume III: September 1935-January 1937, (Cambridge: Belknap Press, 1969), p. 456.

9Edited by William E. Dodd Jr. and Martha Dodd, Ambassador Dodd’s Diary, 1933-1938, (New York: Harcourt Brace and Company, 1941), p. 303.

10Ibid, p. 358.

11Quigley, op. cit.

12For more information about “Putzi” Hanfstaengl, see Chapter Nine.

13See Sutton, Wall Street and the Bolshevik Revolution, op. cit., for Sehacht’s relations with Soviets and Wall Street, and his directorship of a Soviet bank.

Appendix E

An excerpt from the introduction to the book
American Swastika 
by Charles Higham
Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1985 - Hard cover


    It was announced in the issue of Time magazine for December 19, 1983, that Hermann Abs, honorary chairman of the Deutsche Bank, had led a consortium that included the West German Government in purchasing at Sotheby’s, in London, the twelfth-century German illuminated manuscript The Gospels of Henry the Lion* for the equivalent of 11.7 million dollars, the highest auction price ever paid for an artwork. Time quoted Abs as saying, regarding his native country of Germany and in terms that may provide some bleak amusement to students of economic history, “Future generations will know the good side of our history—its more noble moments—and not just the horrible days of its recent past.” One has charitably to assume that the editors and researchers of Time magazine neglected to comment on this statement through an oversight, rather than through deliberate negligence. However, when the Emmy-Award-winning French film director Pierre Sauvage wrote in protest, the magazine refused to print his letter.

*The subject was a favorite of Heinrich Himmler

    Almost exactly a year before, on December 7, 1982, Time’s rival publication, Newsweek, published, also without comment, the fact that the aforesaid Hermann Abs had been appointed head of a special banking council at the Vatican, heading up an investigation into the Ambrosiano and Calvi banking scandals which had engulfed the Italian economy and in which an archbishop from Chicago, Gregory Marcinkus, had allegedly been involved. I was struck at the time by the peculiarity of the fact that the Holy See had chosen to engage for this post the former personal banker of Adolf Hitler and head of the Deutsche Bank, which played an important role in the German economic despoliation of Nazi-occupied Europe. It was interesting also to note that Abs had been on the supervisory board of I.G. Farben, the Nazi industrial trust, at a time when a substantial sum was appropriated by that company for the construction of the rubber factory of Auschwitz.
    I drew the matter to the attention of Rabbis Marvin Hier and Abraham Cooper of the Wiesenthal Center of Holocaust Studies shortly after the Newsweek item appeared. The rabbis called a press, radio, and television conference at which the three of us expressed dismay at the appointment by the world’s most powerful religious leader, Pope John Paul II, of a former financier of Hitler who had at one time employed that selfsame pontiff in one of his subsidiary companies as a slave laborer in Poland. We made clear that the matter had been brought to the attention of the Papal Nuncio and the Vatican Secretary of State, who were weighing the matter at the time the press conference took place.
    It was agreed that because of their great importance, the New York Times and The Wall Street Journal would be given special consideration in the matter. Hence, the rabbis and I gave the Times and the Journal interviews ahead of other media representatives. The Times’s Ralph Blumenthal filed a lengthy story. It was editorially withdrawn just hours before press time and replaced by an innocuous column item. Similarly, the Journal prepared a lengthy story, including reports from Bonn, Berlin, and Rome, and again the story was pulled—this time in its entirety.
    The result of the conference at the Wiesenthal Center was that there was some public discussion but, in effect the matter sank without a trace. When the aforementioned rabbis thereafter made an official visit to the Vatican, they were advised that they should not discuss the Abs issue while in audience with the Pope. They were advised privately, “The matter will take care of itself.” However, like most matters of its kind, it did not; in short, at the time of this writing, Herr Abs is still in office, as well as officially representing the West German Government in art purchases.
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I Dare Call It Treason
by Ann Coulter
Posted Jun 26, 2003

The myth of “McCarthyism” is the greatest Orwellian fraud of our times. Liberals are fanatical liars, then as now. The portrayal of Sen. Joe McCarthy (R.-Wis.) as a wild-eyed demagogue destroying innocent lives is sheer liberal hobgoblinism. Liberals weren’t hiding under the bed during the McCarthy era. They were systematically undermining the nation’s ability to defend itself, while waging a bellicose campaign of lies to blacken McCarthy’s name.

Liberals denounced McCarthy because they were afraid of getting caught, so they fought back like animals to hide their own collaboration with a regime as evil as the Nazis. As Whittaker Chambers said: “([I]nnocence seldom utters outraged shrieks. Guilt does.”

At the time, half the country realized liberals were lying. But after a half century of liberal myth-making, even the disgorging of Soviet and American archives could not overcome their lies. In 1995, the U.S. government released its cache of Soviet cables that had been decoded during the Cold War in a top-secret undertaking known as the Venona Project. The cables proved the overwhelming truth of McCarthy’s charges. Naturally, therefore, the release of decrypted Soviet cables was barely mentioned by The New York Times. It might have detracted from stories of proud and unbowed victims of “McCarthyism.” They were not so innocent after all, it turns out.

Soviet spies in the government were not a figment of right-wing imaginations. McCarthy was not tilting at windmills . He was tilting at an authentic Communist conspiracy that had been laughed off by the Democratic Party. The Democrats had unpardonably connived with the greatest evil of the 20th Century. This could not be nullified. But liberals could at least hope to redeem the Democratic Party by dedicating themselves to rewriting history and blackening reputations. This is what liberals had done repeatedly throughout the Cold War. At every strategic moment this century, liberals would wage a campaign of horrendous lies and disinformation simply to dull the discovery the American people had made. They had gotten good at it.

There were, admittedly, a few rare and striking exceptions to the left’s overall obtuseness to Communist totalitarianism. John F. Kennedy’s pronouncements on communism could have been spoken by Joe McCarthy. For all his flaws, Truman unquestionably loved his country. He was a completely different breed from today’s Democrats. Through the years, there were various epiphanic moments creating yet more anti-Communist Democrats. The Stalin-Hitler pact, Alger Hiss’ prothonotary warbler, information about the purges and Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s The Gulag Archipelago—all these had their effect.

But after World War II, the Democratic Party suffered a form of what France had succumbed to after World War I. The entire party had lost its nerve for sacrifice, heroism and bravery. Beginning in the ‘50s, there was a real battle for the soul of the Democratic Party. By the late ‘60s the battle was over. The anti-Communist Democrats had lost.

In 1972, George McGovern, darling of left-wing radicals, was the Democratic presidential candidate. Tom Hayden, leader of Students for a Democratic Society and an instigator of the Chicago riots, became a Democratic state senator in California. (In 1968, Staughton Lynd wrote of Tom Hayden: “On Monday, Wednesday and Friday he was a National Liberation Front guerrilla, and on Tuesday, Thursday and Saturday, he ... was on the left wing of the Democratic Party.”) Black Panther Bobby Rush would go on to become a Democratic congressman. Todd Gitlin, a former president of SDS, would soon be a frequent op-ed columnist for The New York Times. By the time of the 1991 Gulf War, only 10 Senate Democrats voted with President Bush to use troops against Saddam Hussein. If the old Democratic Party was merely obtuse, the new Democratic Party was a beachhead of domestic anti-Americanism. This was the new Democratic Party.

Clinton was the left’s last best hope for proving they could too handle the presidency. Having tricked the American people into entrusting a Democrat with the White House (on a plurality vote), they had to defend him from any lie, any felony, any reprehensible, contemptible conduct he threw their way. When Clinton first showed his fat oleaginous mug to the nation, the Republicans screamed he was a draft-dodging, pot-smoking flim-flam artist. Had the Republicans turned out to be right again, it would have sounded the death knell for the Democratic Party.

So the Democrats lied. Through their infernal politics of personal destruction, liberals stayed in the game for a few more years.

Unless we fight for proper treatment of history and counter the nonsense images of McCarthy, no history can be safe from the liberal noise machine. Someday, school children will be taught that all of America cringed with terror at Ken Starr, whose evil designs on the nation were frustrated only through the sacrifice of brave liberals. People will have vivid images of the pounding boots of Starr’s subpoena-servers and the Gestapo-like wails of alarms as Ken Starr arrived to kick in the doors of innocent Americans and storm through their bedrooms. It will be the Reign of Terror under Ken Starr.

Bill Clinton will be revered in high school history books as the George Washington of his day who, along with patriots Larry Flynt and James Carville, “saved the Constitution.” He will be honored with a memorial larger than the Washington Monument (though probably with the same general design).

People will believe that. And liberals will continue unabashedly invoking a lie in order to shield their ongoing traitorous behavior.
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The Real McCarthy Record
by James J. Drummey
A longtime smear campaign has clouded the truth
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James J. Drummey is a former senior editor of THE NEW AMERICAN. This article appeared originally in the May 11, 1987 issue of this magazine.
Nearly 40 years after the death of Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, twice-elected United States Senator from Wisconsin, the term “McCarthyism” is still widely used as a convenient epithet for all that is evil and despicable in the world of politics. Hardly a month passes without some reference to “McCarthyism” in the print or electronic media. Despite the frequency with which the term is invoked, however, it is quite clear that not one critic of McCarthy in a hundred has the slightest idea of what he said and did during that controversial period from 1950 to 1954.
Whether Joe McCarthy was right or wrong, it is important that we know the truth about him. If he was wrong, then we can learn some important lessons for the future. If he was right, then we need to be vitally concerned about the issues he raised because virtually nothing has been done to deal effectively with those issues since the mid-1950s.
This article will attempt to answer many of the questions asked about Joe McCarthy and the criticisms directed at him. The responses are based on years of study of McCarthy’s speeches and writings, congressional hearings in which he was involved, and more than a score of books about him, most of them highly critical and condemnatory.
I. The Years Before 1950
Q. Was Joseph McCarthy a lax and unethical judge?
A. Joe McCarthy was elected as a circuit judge in Wisconsin in 1939 and took over a district court that had a backlog of more than 200 cases. By eliminating a lot of legal red tape and working long hours (his court remained open past midnight at least a dozen times), Judge McCarthy cleared up the backlog quickly and, in the words of one local newspaper, “administered justice promptly and with a combination of legal knowledge and good sense.”
Q. Did McCarthy exaggerate his military record in World War II?
A. Although his judgeship exempted him from military service, McCarthy enlisted in the Marines and was sworn in as a first lieutenant in August 1942. He served as an intelligence officer for a bomber squadron stationed in the Solomon Islands, and also risked his life by volunteering to fly in the tail-gunner’s seat on many combat missions. Those who quibble about the number of combat missions he flew miss the point - he didn’t have to fly any.
The enemies of McCarthy have seized on his good-natured remark about shooting down coconut trees from his tail-gunner’s spot (an ABC television movie about McCarthy in the late 1970s was entitled Tail Gunner Joe) to belittle his military accomplishments, but the official record gives the true picture. Not only were McCarthy’s achievements during 30 months of active duty unanimously praised by his commanding officers, but Admiral Chester Nimitz, commander in chief of the Pacific Fleet, issued the following citation regarding the service of Captain McCarthy:
For meritorious and efficient performance of duty as an observer and rear gunner of a dive bomber attached to a Marine scout bombing squadron operating in the Solomon Islands area from September 1 to December 31, 1943. He participated in a large number of combat missions, and in addition to his regular duties, acted as aerial photographer. He obtained excellent photographs of enemy gun positions, despite intense anti-aircraft fire, thereby gaining valuable information which contributed materially to the success of subsequent strikes in the area. Although suffering from a severe leg injury, he refused to be hospitalized and continued to carry out his duties as Intelligence Officer in a highly efficient manner. His courageous devotion to duty was in keeping with the highest traditions of the naval service.
Q. Was McCarthy backed by the communists in his 1946 campaign for the U.S. Senate?
A. In 1946, Joe McCarthy upset incumbent U.S. Senator Robert La Follette by 5,378 votes in the Republican primary and went on to beat Democrat Howard McMurray by 251,658 votes in the general election. The Communist Party of Wisconsin had originally circulated petitions to place its own candidate on the ballot as an independent in the general election. When McCarthy scored his surprising victory over La Follette, the communists did not file the petitions for their candidate, but rallied instead behind McMurray. Thus, Joe McCarthy defeated a Democratic-Communist Party coalition in 1946.
Q. Had Joseph McCarthy ever spoken out against communism prior to his famous speech in Wheeling, West Virginia in 1950?
A. Those who contend that McCarthy stumbled across communism while searching for an issue to use in his 1952 re-election campaign will be disappointed to know that the senator had been speaking out against communism for years. He made communism an issue in his campaign against Howard McMurray in 1946, charging that McMurray had received the endorsement of the Daily Worker, the Communist Party newspaper. In April 1947, McCarthy told the Madison Capital Times that his top priority was “to stop the spread of communism.”
During a speech in Milwaukee in 1952, Senator McCarthy dated the public phase of his fight against communists to May 22, 1949, the night that former Secretary of Defense James Forrestal was found dead on the ground outside Bethesda Naval Hospital. “The communists hounded Forrestal to his death,” said McCarthy. “They killed him just as definitely as if they had thrown him from that sixteenth-story window in Bethesda Naval Hospital.” McCarthy said that “while I am not a sentimental man, I was touched deeply and left numb by the news of Forrestal’s murder. But I was affected much more deeply when I heard of the communist celebration when they heard of Forrestal’s murder. On that night, I dedicated part of this fight to Jim Forrestal.”
Thus, Joe McCarthy was receptive in the fall of 1949 when three men brought to his office a 100-page FBI report alleging extensive communist penetration of the State Department. The trio had asked three other senators to awaken the American people to this dangerous situation, but only McCarthy was willing to take on this volatile project.
II. A Lone Senator
(1950-1952)
Q. What was the security situation in the State Department at the time of McCarthy’s Wheeling speech in February 1950?
A. Communist infiltration of the State Department began in the 1930s. On September 2, 1939, former communist Whittaker Chambers provided Assistant Secretary of State Adolph Berle with the names and communist connections of two dozen spies in the government, including Alger Hiss. Berle took the information to President Roosevelt, but FDR laughed it off. Hiss moved rapidly up the State Department ladder and served as an adviser to Roosevelt at the disastrous 1945 Yalta Conference that paved the way for the Soviet conquest of Central and Eastern Europe. Hiss also functioned as secretary-general of the founding meeting of the United Nations in San Francisco, helped to draft the UN Charter, and later filled dozens of positions at the UN with American communists before he was publicly exposed as a Soviet spy by Whittaker Chambers in 1948.
The security problem at the State Department had worsened considerably in 1945 when a merger brought into State thousands of employees from such war agencies as the Office of Strategic Services, the Office of War Information, and the Foreign Economic Administration - all of which were riddled with members of the communist underground. J. Anthony Panuch, the State Department official charged with supervising the 1945 merger, told a Senate committee in 1953 that “the biggest single thing that contributed to the infiltration of the State Department was the merger of 1945. The effects of that are still being felt.” In 1947, Secretary of State George Marshall and Under Secretary of State Dean Acheson engineered the firing of Panuch and the removal of every key member of his security staff.
In June 1947, a Senate Appropriations subcommittee addressed a secret memorandum to Marshall, calling to his attention a condition that developed and still flourishes in the State Department under the administration of Dean Acheson. It is evident that there is a deliberate, calculated program being carried out not only to protect communist personnel in high places but to reduce security and intelligence protection to a nullity. On file in the department is a copy of a preliminary report of the FBI on Soviet espionage activities in the United States which involves a large number of State Department employees, some in high official positions.
The memorandum listed the names of nine of these State Department officials and said that they were “only a few of the hundreds now employed in varying capacities who are protected and allowed to remain despite the fact that their presence is an obvious hazard to national security.” On June 24, 1947, Assistant Secretary of State John Peurifoy notified the chairman of the Senate subcommittee that ten persons had been dismissed from the department, five of whom had been listed in the memorandum. But from June 1947 until McCarthy’s Wheeling speech in February 1950, the State Department did not fire one person as a loyalty or security risk. In other branches of the government, however, more than 300 persons were discharged for loyalty reasons alone during the period from 1947 to 1951.
It was also during the mid-to-late 1940s that communist sympathizers in the State Department played a key role in the subjugation of mainland China by the Reds. “It is my judgment, and I was in the State Department at the time,” said former Ambassador William D. Pawley, “that this whole fiasco, the loss of China and the subsequent difficulties with which the United States has been faced, was the result of mistaken policy of Dean Acheson, Phil Jessup, [Owen] Lattimore, John Carter Vincent, John Service, John Davies, [O.E.] Clubb, and others.” Asked if he thought the mistaken policy was the result of “sincere mistakes of judgment,” Pawley replied: “No, I don’t.”
Q. Was Joseph McCarthy the only member of Congress critical of those whose policies had put 400 million Chinese into communist slavery?
A. No, there were others who were equally disturbed. For instance, on January 30, 1949, one year before McCarthy’s Wheeling speech, a young congressman from Massachusetts deplored “the disasters befalling China and the United States,” and declared that “it is of the utmost importance that we search out and spotlight those who must bear the responsibility for our present predicament.” The congressman placed a major part of the blame on “a sick Roosevelt,” General George Marshall, and “our diplomats and their advisers, the Lattimores and the Fairbanks,” and he concluded: “This is the tragic story of China whose freedom we once fought to preserve. What our young men had saved, our diplomats and our President have frittered away.” The congressman’s name was John F. Kennedy.
Q. What did McCarthy actually say in his Wheeling speech?
A. Addressing the Ohio County Women’s Republican Club on February 9, 1950, Senator McCarthy first quoted from Marx, Lenin, and Stalin their stated goal of world conquest and said that “today we are engaged in a final, all-out battle between communistic atheism and Christianity.” He blamed the fall of China and other countries to the communists in the previous six years on “the traitorous actions” of the State Department’s “bright young men,” and he mentioned specifically John S. Service, Gustavo Duran, Mary Jane Keeney, Julian Wadleigh, Dr. Harlow Shapley, Alger Hiss, and Dean Acheson. The part of the speech that catapulted McCarthy from relative obscurity into the national spotlight contained these words:
I have in my hand 57 cases of individuals who would appear to be either card-carrying members or certainly loyal to the Communist Party, but who nevertheless are still helping to shape our foreign policy.
Q. Wasn’t it reported that McCarthy used the number 205 in his Wheeling speech, lowered it to 57 later, and then raised it again to 81?
A. Yes, this was reported, and here is the explanation: In the Wheeling speech, McCarthy referred to a letter that Secretary of State James Byrnes sent to Congressman Adolph Sabath in 1946. In that letter, Byrnes said that State Department security investigators had declared 284 persons unfit to hold jobs in the department because of communist connections and other reasons, but that only 79 had been discharged, leaving 205 still on the State Department’s payroll. McCarthy told his Wheeling audience that while he did not have the names of the 205 mentioned in the Byrnes letter, he did have the names of 57 who were either members of or loyal to the Communist Party. On February 20, 1950, McCarthy gave the Senate information about 81 individuals - the 57 referred to at Wheeling and 24 others of less importance and about whom the evidence was less conclusive.
The enemies of McCarthy have juggled these numbers around to make the senator appear to be erratic and to distract attention from the paramount question: Were there still persons in the State Department betraying this nation? McCarthy was not being inconsistent in his use of the numbers; the 57 and 81 were part of the 205 mentioned in the Byrnes letter.
Q. Was it fair for McCarthy to make all those names public and ruin reputations?
A. That is precisely why McCarthy did not make the names public. Four times during McCarthy’s February 20th speech, Senator Scott Lucas demanded that McCarthy make the 81 names public, but McCarthy refused to do so, responding that “if I were to give all the names involved, it might leave a wrong impression. If we should label one man a communist when he is not a communist, I think it would be too bad.” What McCarthy did was to identify the individuals only by case numbers, not by their names.
By the way, it took McCarthy some six hours to make that February 20th speech because of harassment by hostile senators, four of whom - Scott Lucas, Brien McMahon, Garrett Withers, and Herbert Lehman - interrupted him a total of 123 times. It should also be noted that McCarthy was not indicting the entire State Department. He said that “the vast majority of the employees of the State Department are loyal” and that he was only after the ones who had demonstrated a loyalty to the Soviet Union or to the Communist Party.
Further, McCarthy admitted that “some of these individuals whose cases I am giving the Senate are no longer in the State Department. A sizable number of them are not. Some of them have transferred to other government work, work allied with the State Department. Others have been transferred to the United Nations.”
Q. What was the purpose of the Tydings Committee?
A. The Tydings Committee was a subcommittee of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee that was set up in February 1950 to conduct “a full and complete study and investigation as to whether persons who are disloyal to the United States are, or have been, employed by the Department of State.” The chairman of the subcommittee, Senator Millard Tydings, a Democrat, set the tone for the hearings on the first day when he told McCarthy: “You are in the position of being the man who occasioned this hearing, and so far as I am concerned in this committee you are going to get one of the most complete investigations ever given in the history of this Republic, so far as my abilities will permit.”
After 31 days of hearings, during which McCarthy presented public evidence on nine persons (Dorothy Kenyon, Haldore Hanson, Philip Jessup, Esther Brunauer, Frederick Schuman, Harlow Shapley, Gustavo Duran, John Stewart Service, and Owen Lattimore), the Tydings Committee labeled McCarthy’s charges a “fraud” and a “hoax,” said that the individuals on his list were neither communist nor pro-communist, and concluded that the State Department had an effective security program.
Q. Did the Tydings Committee carry out its mandate?
A. Not by a long shot. The Tydings Committee never investigated State Department security at all and did not come close to conducting the “full and complete study and investigation” it was supposed to conduct. Tydings and his Democratic colleagues, Brien McMahon and Theodore Green, subjected McCarthy to considerable interruptions and heckling, prompting Senator Henry Cabot Lodge to protest that McCarthy “never gets a fair shake” in trying to present his evidence in an orderly fashion. So persistent were the interruptions and statements of the Democratic trio during the first two days of the hearings that McCarthy was allowed only a total of 17 and one-half minutes of direct testimony.
While the Democrats were hostile to McCarthy and to any witnesses who could confirm his charges, they fawned over the six individuals who appeared before the committee to deny McCarthy’s accusations. Tydings, McMahon, and Green not only treated Philip Jessup like a hero, for one example, but refused to let McCarthy present his full case against Jessup or to cross-examine him. Furthermore, the committee majority declined to call more than 20 witnesses whom Senator Bourke Hickenlooper thought were important to the investigation.
And when Senator Lodge read into the record 19 questions that he thought should be answered before the committee exonerated the State Department’s security system, not only did the Democrats ignore the questions, but some member of the committee or the staff deleted from the official transcript of the hearings the 19 questions, as well as other testimony that made the committee look bad. The deleted material amounted to 35 typewritten pages.
It is clear then that the Tydings Committee did not carry out its mandate and that the words “fraud” and “hoax” more accurately describe the Tydings Report than they do McCarthy’s charges.
Q. So was McCarthy right or wrong about the State Department?
A. He was right. Of the 110 names that McCarthy gave the Tydings Committee to be investigated, 62 of them were employed by the State Department at the time of the hearings. The committee cleared everyone on McCarthy’s list, but within a year the State Department started proceedings against 49 of the 62. By the end of 1954, 81 of those on McCarthy’s list had left the government either by dismissal or resignation.
Q. Can you cite some particular examples?
A. Sure. Let’s take three of McCarthy’s nine public cases - those of John Stewart Service, Philip Jessup, and Owen Lattimore.* Five years before McCarthy mentioned the name of John Stewart Service, Service was arrested for giving classified documents to the editors of Amerasia, a communist magazine. The Truman Administration, however, managed to cover up the espionage scandal and Service was never punished for his crime. McCarthy also produced considerable evidence that Service had been “part of the pro-Soviet group” that wanted to bring communism to China, but the Tydings Committee said that Service was “not disloyal, pro-communist, or a security risk.” Over the next 18 months, the State Department’s Loyalty Security Board cleared Service four more times, but finally, in December 1951, the Civil Service Commission Loyalty Review Board found that there was “reasonable doubt” as to his loyalty and ousted him from the State Department.
* Evidence presented in the other six cases showed that two (Haldore Hanson and Gustavo Duran) had been identified as members of the Communist Party, that three (Dorothy Kenyon, Frederick Schuman, and Harlow Shapley) had extensive records of joining communist fronts and supporting communist causes, and that one (Esther Brunauer) had sufficient questionable associations to be dismissed from the State Department as a security risk in June 1952. For further details, see chapter seven of McCarthy and His Enemies, by William Buckley and Brent Bozell.
Was the career of Service ruined by this decision? Not on your life. The Supreme Court reinstated him in 1956 and Service was the American consul in Liverpool, England until his retirement in 1962. He then joined the faculty of the University of California-Berkeley and visited Red China in the fall of 1971 at the invitation of communist tyrant Chou En-lai. Following his return from the country he helped to communize, Service wrote four articles for the New York Times and was the subject of a laudatory cover interview in Parade magazine.
As for Philip Jessup, all that Joe McCarthy said was that he had an “unusual affinity for communist causes.” The record shows that Jessup belonged to at least five communist-controlled fronts, that he associated closely with communists, and that he was an influential member of the Institute for Pacific Relations (IPR), which the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee (SISS) described in 1952 as “a vehicle used by Communists to orientate American Far Eastern policy toward Communist objectives.” The SISS also reported that 46 persons connected with the IPR while Jessup was a leading light there had been named under oath as members of the Communist Party.
The Senate apparently felt that McCarthy was closer to the truth than the Tydings Committee because in 1951 it rejected Jessup’s nomination as a delegate to the United Nations. After the Senate adjourned, however, President Truman appointed him anyway. In 1960, President Eisenhower named Jessup to represent the United States on the International Court of Justice, and Jessup served on the World Court until 1969. He died in 1986.
Owen Lattimore was one of the principal architects of the State Department’s pro-communist foreign policy in the Far East. In a closed session of the Tydings Committee, Senator McCarthy called Lattimore the “top Russian spy” in the department. (That charge, by the way, was leaked to the public not by McCarthy but by columnist Drew Pearson.) McCarthy later modified his statement on Lattimore, saying that “I may have perhaps placed too much stress on the question of whether or not he has been an espionage agent,” and went on to say that “13 different witnesses have testified under oath to Lattimore’s Communist membership or party-line activities.” Although the Tydings Committee cleared Lattimore of all charges, another Senate committee, the SISS, vindicated Joe McCarthy when it declared in 1952 that “Owen Lattimore was, from some time beginning in the 1930s, a conscious articulate instrument of the Soviet conspiracy.”
Was Lattimore hurt by this or by his subsequent indictment for perjury? Of course not. He continued on the faculty of Johns Hopkins University, went to Communist Outer Mongolia for the Kennedy State Department in 1961, became head of a new Chinese studies department at Leeds University in England in 1963, and returned to the United States in the 1970s for speeches and lectures.
Q. Even if McCarthy was right about Service, Jessup, and Lattimore, weren’t there hundreds of others who were publicly smeared by him?
A. This is one of the most enduring myths about McCarthy, and it is completely false. It is a fact, wrote William F. Buckley and Brent Bozell in McCarthy and His Enemies, that from February 9, 1950 until January 1, 1953, Joe McCarthy publicly questioned the loyalty or reliability of a grand total of 46 persons, and particularly dramatized the cases of only 24 of the 46. We have discussed three of the senator’s major targets, and Buckley and Bozell pointed out that McCarthy “never said anything more damaging about Lauchlin Currie, Gustavo Duran, Theodore Geiger, Mary Jane Keeney, Edward Posniak, Haldore Hanson, and John Carter Vincent, than that they are known to one or more responsible persons as having been members of the Communist Party, which is in each of these instances true.”
While McCarthy may have exaggerated the significance of the evidence against some other individuals, his record on the whole is extremely good. (This is also true of the 1953-54 period when he was chairman of a Senate committee and publicly exposed 114 persons, most of whom refused to answer questions about communist or espionage activities on the ground that their answers might tend to incriminate them.) There were no innocent victims of McCarthyism. Those whom McCarthy accused had indeed collaborated in varying degrees with communists, had shown no remorse for their actions, and thoroughly deserved whatever scorn was directed at them.
Q. What about McCarthy’s attack on General George Marshall? Wasn’t that a smear of a great man?
A. This is a reference to the 60,000-word speech McCarthy delivered on the Senate floor on June 14, 1951 (later published as a book entitled America’s Retreat From Victory). One interesting thing about the speech is that McCarthy drew almost entirely from sources friendly to Marshall in discussing nearly a score of Marshall’s actions and policies that had helped the communists in the USSR, Europe, China, and Korea. “I do not propose to go into his motives,” said McCarthy. “Unless one has all the tangled and often complicated circumstances contributing to a man’s decisions, an inquiry into his motives is often fruitless. I do not pretend to understand General Marshall’s nature and character, and I shall leave that subject to subtler analysts of human personality.”
One may agree or disagree with McCarthy’s statement that America’s steady retreat from victory “must be the product of a great conspiracy, a conspiracy on a scale so immense as to dwarf any previous such venture in the history of man. A conspiracy of infamy so black that, when it is finally exposed, its principals shall be forever deserving of the maledictions of all honest men.” That statement was very controversial in 1951, but after no-win wars in Korea and Vietnam, decades of Soviet expansionism throughout the world, the weakening of America’s military, and its increasing subservience to United Nations authority, it doesn’t seem so controversial anymore.
Q. Can it be true that State Department policy toward the communists didn’t change very much even after McCarthy helped get many pro-communists out of the department?
A. Unfortunately, it is true. McCarthy, you see, only scratched the surface. He did prompt a tightening of security procedures for a while, and the State Department and other sensitive federal agencies dismissed nearly 4,000 employees in 1953 and 1954, although many of them shifted to nonsensitive departments. Some of these security risks returned to their old agencies when security was virtually scrapped during the Kennedy Administration.
During the mid-1950s, State Department security specialist Otto Otepka reviewed the files of all department personnel and found some kind of derogatory information on 1,943 persons, almost 20 percent of the total payroll. He told the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee years later that of the 1,943 employees, 722 “left the department for various reasons, but mostly by transfer to other agencies, before a final security determination was made.” Otepka trimmed the remaining number on the list to 858 and in December 1955 sent their names to his boss, Scott McLeod, as persons to be watched because of communist associations, homosexuality, habitual drunkenness, or mental illness.
McLeod’s staff reviewed the Otepka list and narrowed it down to 258 persons who were judged to be “serious” security risks. “Approximately 150 were in high-level posts where they could in one way or another influence the formulation of United States foreign policy,” said William J. Gill, author of The Ordeal of Otto Otepka. “And fully half of these 258 serious cases were officials in either crucial intelligence assignments or serving on top-secret committees reaching all the way up and into the National Security Council.” As many as 175 of the 258 were still in important policy posts as of the mid-1960s.
Bear in mind that communist penetration of the U.S. government was not confined to the State Department. On July 30, 1953, the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee, chaired by Senator William Jenner, released its report, Interlocking Subversion in Government Departments. Among its conclusions:
1. The Soviet international organization has carried on a successful and important penetration of the United States Government and this penetration has not been fully exposed.
2. This penetration has extended from the lower ranks to top level policy and operating positions in our government.
3. The agents of this penetration have operated in accordance with a distinct design fashioned by their Soviet superiors.
4. Members of this conspiracy helped to get each other into government, helped each other to rise in government, and protected each other from exposure.
Summarizing the 1952 testimony of former Soviet courier Elizabeth Bentley, who had identified 37 Soviet agents within the U.S. government, the subcommittee also said that “to her knowledge there were four Soviet espionage rings operating within our government and that only two of these have been exposed.” In October 1953, a Soviet defector named Colonel Ismail Ege estimated that a minimum of 20 spy networks were operating within the United States in 1941-42, when he was chief of the Fourth Section of Soviet General Staff Intelligence.
On February 5, 1987, the New York Times reported that an 18-month investigation by the House Intelligence Committee “had uncovered ‘dangerous laxity’ and serious ‘security failures’ in the government’s system of catching spies. Even though 27 Americans have been charged with espionage in the last two years, and all but one of those brought to trial have been found guilty, the committee said in a report that it still found ‘a puzzling, almost nonchalant attitude toward recent espionage cases on the part of some senior U.S. intelligence officials.’“ According to the Times, “the investigation found ‘faulty hiring practices, poor management of probationary employees, thoughtless firing practices, lax security practices, inadequate interagency cooperation - even bungled surveillance of a prime espionage suspect.’“
The same “nonchalant attitude” toward communist spies that Joe McCarthy denounced in the early 1950s still exists today. Only there is no Joe McCarthy in the Senate urging that something be done to correct this dangerous situation. Nor are there any congressional committees investigating communist subversion in government. The destruction of Joe McCarthy not only removed him from the fight, but it also sent a powerful message to anyone else who might be contemplating a similar battle: Try to ferret communists and pro-communists out of the government and you will be harassed, smeared, and ultimately destroyed.
Q. But why do we need congressional committees? Can’t the FBI do the job?
A. The function of the FBI is to gather information and pass it along to the agency or department where the security problem exists. If the FBI report is ignored, or if the department does take action and is overruled by a review board, only a congressional committee can expose and remedy this situation. For example, in December 1945, the FBI sent President Truman a report showing that his Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, Harry Dexter White, was a Soviet spy. Truman ignored the warning and, early in 1946, promoted White to executive director of the U.S. Mission to the International Monetary Fund. The FBI sent Truman a second report, but again he did nothing. White resigned from the government in 1947, and his communist ties were exposed by Elizabeth Bentley when she appeared before the House Committee on Un-American Activities in 1948.
The FBI warned the State Department in the mid-1940s of extensive communist penetration of the department, but the warning was disregarded for the most part. It was not until Joseph McCarthy turned the spotlight on the situation that dozens of security risks were removed. The FBI had also sent some 40 confidential reports about the communist activities of Edward Rothschild, an employee of the Government Printing Office, but Rothschild wasn’t removed from his sensitive position until his background was exposed by the McCarthy Committee in 1953.
III. Committee Chairman (1953-54)
Q. Granted that congressional investigating committees can serve an important purpose, weren’t McCarthy’s methods terrible and didn’t he subject witnesses to awful harassment?
A. Now we’re into an entirely different phase of McCarthy’s career. For three years, he had been one lone senator crying in the wilderness. With the Republicans taking control of the Senate in January 1953, however, Joe McCarthy became chairman of the Senate Permanent Investigations Subcommittee. No longer did he have to rely solely upon public speeches to inform the American people of the communist threat to America. He was now chairman of a Senate committee with a mandate to search out graft, incompetence, and disloyalty inside the vast reaches of the American government.
McCarthy’s methods were no different from those of other senators who were generally applauded for vigorous cross-examination of organized crime figures, for instance. The question of methods seemed to come up only when subversives or spies were on the witness stand. And those who most loudly deplored McCarthy’s methods often resorted to the foulest methods themselves, including the use of lies, half-truths, and innuendos designed to stir up hysteria against him. What some people seemingly do not understand is that communists are evildoers and that those who give aid and comfort to communists - whether they are called dupes, fellow travelers, liberals, or progressives - are complicit in the evil and should be exposed and removed from positions of influence.
Traitors and spies in high places are not easy to identify. They do not wear sweatshirts with the hammer and sickle emblazoned on the front. Only painstaking investigation and exhaustive questioning can reveal them as enemies. So why all the condemnation for those who expose spies and none for the spies themselves? Why didn’t McCarthy’s critics expose a traitor now and then and show everyone how much better they could do it? No, it was much easier to hound out of public life such determined enemies of the Reds as Martin Dies, Parnell Thomas, and Joe McCarthy than to muster the courage to face the howling communist wolfpack themselves.
Q. So McCarthy’s treatment of persons appearing before his committee was not as bad as has been reported?
A. Exactly. Let’s look at the record. During 1953 and the first three months of 1954 (McCarthy was immobilized for the remainder of 1954 by two investigations of him), McCarthy’s committee held 199 days of hearings and examined 653 witnesses. These individuals first appeared in executive session and were told of the evidence against them. If they were able to offer satisfactory explanations - and most of them were - they were dismissed and nobody ever knew they had been summoned. Those who appeared in public sessions were either hardened Fifth Amendment pleaders or persons about whom there was a strong presumption of guilt. But even those witnesses who were brazen, insulting, and defiant were afforded their rights to confer with their counsel before answering a question, to confront their accusers or at least have them identified and have questions submitted to them by their counsel, and to invoke the First and Fifth Amendments rather than answer questions about their alleged communist associations.
Of the 653 persons called by the McCarthy Committee during that 15-month period, 83 refused to answer questions about communist or espionage activities on constitutional grounds and their names were made public. Nine additional witnesses invoked the Fifth Amendment in executive session, but their names were not made public. Some of the 83 were working or had worked for the Army, the Navy, the Government Printing Office, the Treasury Department, the Office of War Information, the Office of Strategic Services, the Veterans Administration, and the United Nations. Others were or had been employed at the Federal Telecommunications Laboratories in New Jersey, the secret radar laboratories of the Army Signal Corps in New Jersey, and General Electric defense plants in Massachusetts and New York. Nineteen of the 83, including such well-known communist propagandists as James S. Allen, Herbert Aptheker, and Earl Browder, were summoned because their writings were being carried in U.S. Information Service libraries around the world.
Charles E. Ford, an attorney for Edward Rothschild in the Government Printing Office hearings, was so impressed with McCarthy’s fairness toward his client that he declared: “I think the committee session at this day and in this place is most admirable and most American.” Peter Gragis, who appeared before the McCarthy Committee on March 10, 1954, said that he had come to the hearing terrified because the press “had pointed out that you were very abusive, that you were crucifying people.... My experience has been quite the contrary. I have, I think, been very understandingly treated. I have been, I think, highly respected despite the fact that for some 20 years I had been more or less an active communist.”
Q. Weren’t McCarthy and some members of his staff guilty of “bookburning” and causing a ruckus in Europe in 1953?
A. This accusation was made in reference to the committee’s inquiry into communist influences in State Department libraries overseas. In his book McCarthy, Roy Cohn, the committee’s chief counsel, conceded that he and committee staffer David Schine “unwittingly handed Joe McCarthy’s enemies a perfect opportunity to spread the tale that a couple of young, inexperienced clowns were bustling about Europe, ordering State Department officials around, burning books, creating chaos wherever they went, and disrupting foreign relations.” In point of fact, however, the trip and subsequent hearings by the committee provided information that led to the removal of more than 30,000 communist and pro-communist books from U.S. Information Service libraries in foreign countries. The presence of such books was in obvious conflict with the stated purpose of those libraries “to promote better understanding of America abroad” and “to combat and expose Soviet communistic propaganda.”
Q. But didn’t McCarthy summon to those hearings a man whose major sin was having written a book on college football 21 years earlier?
A. In March 1953, the McCarthy Committee heard testimony from Reed Harris, deputy head of the State Department’s International Information Administration and author of King Football. Harris’ book, however, was not confined to football. The author also advocated that communists and socialists be allowed to teach in colleges and said that hungry people in America, after “watching gangsters and corrupt politicians gulp joyously from the horn of plenty,” just might “decide that even the horrors of those days of fighting which inaugurated the era of communism in Russia would be preferable to the present state of affairs” in the United States.
The following colloquy between Harris and Senator John McClellan is never quoted by McCarthy’s critics:
McClellan. Here is what I am concerned about. In the first place, I will ask you this: If it should be established that a person entertained the views and philosophies that you expressed in that book, would you consider that person suitable or fit to hold a position in the Voice of America which you now hold?
Harris. I would not.
McClellan. You would not employ such a person, would you?
Harris. I would not, senator.
McClellan. Now we find you in that position.
Harris. That is correct.
Before shedding any tears for Mr. Harris, who resigned his post in April 1953, be advised that when anti-McCarthy hysteric Edward R. Murrow took over the U.S. Information Agency in 1961, he hired Reed Harris as his deputy.
Q. What about that poor old black woman that McCarthy falsely accused of being a communist?
A. That woman was Annie Lee Moss, who lost her job working with classified messages at the Pentagon after an FBI undercover operative testified that she was a member of the Communist Party. When she appeared before the McCarthy Committee early in 1954, Mrs. Moss, who lived at 72 R Street, SW, Washington, DC, denied she was a communist. Her defenders accused McCarthy of confusing Mrs. Moss with another woman with a similar name at a different address. Edward R. Murrow made the woman a heroine on his television program and the anti-McCarthy press trumpeted this episode as typical of McCarthy’s abominations. And so things stood until September 1958, when the Subversive Activities Control Board reported that copies of the Communist Party’s own records showed that “one Annie Lee Moss, 72 R Street, S.W., Washington, D.C., was a party member in the mid-1940s.” Mrs. Moss got her Pentagon job back in 1954 and was still working for the Army in December 1958.
Q. Mrs. Moss might have gotten her job back, but what about all those individuals who lost their jobs in defense plants?
A. During its probe of 13 defense plants whose contracts with the government ran into hundreds of millions of dollars a year, the McCarthy Committee heard 101 witnesses, two of whom - William H. Teto and Herman E. Thomas - provided the committee with information about the Red spy network and the efforts of the communists to set up cells in the plants. The committee’s exposures led to the dismissal of 32 persons and the tightening of security regulations at the plants. The president of General Electric, for example, issued a policy statement expressing concern about “the possible danger to the safety and security of company property and personnel whenever a General Electric employee admits he is a Communist or when he asserts before a competent investigating government body that he might incriminate himself by giving truthful answers concerning his Communist affiliations or his possible espionage or sabotage activities.”
At the time McCarthy’s investigations were halted early in 1954, his probers had accumulated evidence involving an additional 155 defense workers, but he was never able to question those individuals under oath. On January 12, 1959, Congressman Gordon Scherer, a member of the House Committee on Un-American Activities, said that he knew of a minimum of 2,000 “potential espionage agents and saboteurs” working in the nation’s defense plants. But there were no congressional investigations in this vital area after Senator McCarthy was stymied in 1954.
Q. What were the Fort Monmouth hearings all about? Weren’t all of those fired eventually given back their jobs?
A. The Army Signal Corps installation at Fort Monmouth, New Jersey was one of the nation’s most vital security posts, since the three research centers housed there were engaged in developing defensive devices designed to protect America from an atomic attack. Julius Rosenberg, who was executed in 1953 for selling U.S. atomic secrets to the Soviet Union, worked as an inspector at Fort Monmouth from 1940 to 1945 and maintained his Signal Corps contacts for at least another two years after that. From 1949 to 1953, the FBI had been warning the Army about security risks at Fort Monmouth, but the Army paid little attention to the reports of subversion until the McCarthy investigation began in 1953.
During 1953 and 1954, the McCarthy Committee, acting on reports of communist infiltration from civilian employees, Army officers, and enlisted personnel, heard 71 witnesses at executive sessions and 41 at open hearings. The Army responded by suspending or discharging 35 persons as security risks, but when these cases reached the Army Loyalty and Screening Board at the Pentagon, all but two of the suspected security risks were reinstated and given back pay. McCarthy demanded the names of the 20 civilians on the review board and, when he threatened to subpoena them, the Eisenhower Administration, at a meeting in Attorney General Herbert Brownell’s office on January 21, 1954, began plotting to stop McCarthy’s investigations once and for all.
Virtually all of those suspended were eventually restored to duty at Fort Monmouth and anti-McCarthyites have cited this as proof that McCarthy had failed once again to substantiate his allegations. But vindication of McCarthy came later, when the Army’s top-secret operations at Fort Monmouth were quietly moved to Arizona. In his 1979 book With No Apologies, Senator Barry Goldwater explained the reason for the move:
Carl Hayden, who in January 1955 became chairman of the powerful Appropriations Committee of the United States Senate, told me privately Monmouth had been moved because he and other members of the majority Democratic Party were convinced security at Monmouth had been penetrated. They didn’t want to admit that McCarthy was right in his accusations. Their only alternative was to move the installation from New Jersey to a new location in Arizona.
Q. Speaking of the Army, who was the dentist that McCarthy said was a communist?
A. His name was Irving Peress and here is some background information. In December 1953, an Army general alerted Senator McCarthy to the incredible story of this New York dentist who was drafted into the Army as a captain in October 1952; who refused a month later to answer questions on a Defense Department form about membership in subversive organizations; who was recommended for dismissal by the Surgeon General of the Army in April 1953; but who requested and received a promotion to major the following October. Roy Cohn gave the facts on Peress to Army Counsel John G. Adams in December 1953, and Adams promised to do something about it.
When still no action had been taken on Peress a month later, McCarthy subpoenaed him before the committee on January 30, 1954. Peress took the Fifth Amendment 20 times when asked about his membership in the Communist Party, his attendance at a Communist training school, and his efforts to recruit military personnel into the party. Two days later, McCarthy sent a letter to Army Secretary Robert Stevens by special messenger, reviewing the testimony of Peress and requesting that he be court-martialed and that the Army find out who promoted Peress, knowing that he was a communist. On that same day, February 1st, Peress asked for an honorable separation from the Army, which he promptly received the next day from Brigadier General Ralph W. Zwicker, his commanding officer at Camp Kilmer, New Jersey.
McCarthy took the next logical step and summoned General Zwicker to a closed session of the committee on February 18th. There was no reason at that time for McCarthy to suppose that Zwicker would be anything but a frank and cooperative witness. In separate conversations with two McCarthy staff members, on January 22nd and February 13th, Zwicker had said that he was familiar with Peress’ communist connections and that he was opposed to giving him an honorable discharge, but that he was ordered to do so by someone at the Pentagon.
When he appeared before McCarthy, however, Zwicker was evasive, hostile, and uncooperative. He changed his story three times when asked if he had known at the time he signed the discharge that Peress had refused to answer questions before the McCarthy Committee. McCarthy became increasingly exasperated and, when Zwicker, in response to a hypothetical question, said that he would not remove from the military a general who originated the order for the honorable discharge of a communist major, knowing that he was a communist, McCarthy told Zwicker that he was not fit to wear the uniform of a general.
Q. So McCarthy really did “abuse” Zwicker and impugn his patriotism as the critics have charged?
A. Let’s jump ahead three years and get Zwicker’s own assessment of his testimony on February 18, 1954. At a hearing before the Senate Armed Services Committee on March 21, 1957, Zwicker stated: “I think there are some circumstances … that would certainly tend to give a person the idea that perhaps I was recalcitrant, perhaps I was holding back, and perhaps I wasn’t too cooperative.... I am afraid I was perhaps overcautious and perhaps on the defensive, and that this feeling … may have inclined me to be not as forthright, perhaps, in answering the questions put to me as I might have been otherwise.”
That wasn’t the only time that General Zwicker was less than forthright. In testimony before the McClellan Committee (formerly the McCarthy Committee) on March 23, 1955, Zwicker denied giving McCarthy staffer George Anastos derogatory information about Irving Peress in their telephone conversation of January 22, 1954. When Anastos and the secretary who had monitored the conversation both testified under oath and contradicted Zwicker, the McClellan Committee forwarded the transcript of the hearing to the Justice Department for possible prosecution of Zwicker for perjury. After sitting on the matter for 19 months, the Justice Department finally, in December 1956, declined to undertake criminal prosecution of Zwicker for “technical” reasons.
On April 1, 1957, the Senate approved a promotion for Zwicker by a vote of 70 to 2, with Senators McCarthy and George Malone opposed. All the members of the Senate had gotten a phone call from the Pentagon or the White House urging them to vote for Zwicker. The recalcitrant General served three more years in the Army before retiring.
Q. Does anyone know who promoted Peress and told Zwicker to sign the communist major’s honorable discharge?
A. After studying the 1955 McClellan hearings on the Peress case, Lionel Lokos, in his book Who Promoted Peress, concluded that Colonel H.W. Glattly signed the letter to the Adjutant General, recommending the promotion of Irving Peress; and Major James E. Harris, in the name of the Adjutant General, signed Peress’ letter of appointment to major.
As for Peress’ discharge, Army Counsel John Adams and Lieutenant General Walter L. Weible ordered General Zwicker to sign the honorable separation from the Army. The McClellan Committee sharply rebuked Adams for his action, saying that he “showed disrespect for this subcommittee when he chose to disregard Senator McCarthy’s letter of February 1, 1954, and allowed Peress to be honorably discharged on February 2, 1954.”
In its report on the Peress case, the McClellan Committee said that “some 48 errors of more than minor importance were committed by the Army in connection with the commissioning, transfer, promotion, and honorable discharge of Irving Peress.” As a result, the Army made some sweeping changes in its security program, including a policy statement that said “the taking of the Fifth Amendment by an individual queried about his Communist affiliations is sufficient to warrant the issuance of a general discharge rather than an honorable discharge.” That these reforms came about at all was due to the persistence of Senator Joseph McCarthy, who displayed the courage to expose Peress against the wishes of the Army, the White House, and many of his fellow Republicans. “No one will ever know,” wrote Lionel Lokos, “what it cost Senator McCarthy to take the stand he did in the Peress case - what it cost him in terms of popularity and his political future. We only know that the price of asking ‘Who Promoted Peress’ came high and that Senator McCarthy didn’t hesitate to pay that price.”
IV. Army-McCarthy Hearings
Q. What was the gist of the Army-McCarthy Hearings?
A. On March 11, 1954, the Army accused Senator McCarthy and his staff of using improper means in seeking preferential treatment for G. David Schine, a consultant to McCarthy’s committee, prior to and after Schine was drafted into the Army in November 1953. McCarthy countercharged that these allegations were made in bad faith and were designed to prevent his committee from continuing its probe of communist subversion at Fort Monmouth and from issuing subpoenas for members of the Army Loyalty and Screening Board. A special committee, under the chairmanship of Senator Karl Mundt, was appointed to adjudicate these conflicting charges, and the hearings opened on April 22, 1954.
The televised hearings lasted for 36 days and were viewed by an estimated 20 million people. After hearing 32 witnesses and two million words of testimony, the committee concluded that McCarthy himself had not exercised any improper influence in behalf of David Schine, but that Roy Cohn, McCarthy’s chief counsel, had engaged in some “unduly persistent or aggressive efforts” in behalf of Schine. The committee also concluded that Army Secretary Robert Stevens and Army Counsel John Adams “made efforts to terminate or influence the investigation and hearings at Fort Monmouth,” and that Adams “made vigorous and diligent efforts” to block subpoenas for members of the Army Loyalty and Screening Board “by means of personal appeal to certain members of the [McCarthy] committee.”
In a separate statement that concurred with the special committee report, Senator Everett Dirksen demonstrated the weakness of the Army case by noting that the Army did not make its charges public until eight months after the first allegedly improper effort was made in behalf of Schine (July 1953), and then not until after Senator McCarthy had made it known (January 1954) that he would subpoena members of the Army Loyalty and Screening Board. Dirksen also called attention to a telephone conversation between Secretary Stevens and Senator Stuart Symington on March 8, 1954, three days before the Army allegations were made public. In that conversation, Stevens said that any charges of improper influence by McCarthy’s staff “would prove to be very much exaggerated.... I am the Secretary and I have had some talks with the [McCarthy] committee and the chairman, and so on, and by and large as far as the treatment of me is concerned, I have no personal complaint.”
In his 1984 book Who Killed Joe McCarthy?, former Eisenhower White House aide William Bragg Ewald Jr., who had access to many unpublished papers and memos from persons involved in the Army-McCarthy clash, confirms the good relations that existed between McCarthy and Stevens and the lack of pressure from McCarthy in behalf of Schine. In a phone conversation on November 7, 1953, McCarthy told Stevens not to give Schine any special treatment, such as putting him in the service and assigning him back to the committee. McCarthy even said that Roy Cohn had been “completely unreasonable” about Schine, that “he thinks Dave should be a general and work from the penthouse of the Waldorf.”
Ewald also reported a phone conversation between Stevens and Assistant Secretary of Defense Fred Seaton on January 8, 1954, in which Stevens admitted that Schine might not have been drafted if he hadn’t worked for the McCarthy Committee. “Of course, the kid was taken at the very last minute before he would have been ineligible for age,” said Stevens. “He is 26, you know. My guess would be that if he hadn’t been working for McCarthy, he probably never would have been drafted.”
Another thing confirmed by Ewald was the secret meeting at the Justice Department on January 21, 1954, when a group of anti-McCarthyites came up with a plan to stop McCarthy either by asking the Republican members of his committee to talk him out of subpoenaing members of the Army Loyalty and Screening Board or, if that didn’t work, by drawing up a list of alleged efforts on behalf of David Schine and threatening to make the list public unless McCarthy backed off.
Those at the January 21st meeting were Attorney General Herbert Brownell, U.S. Ambassador to the UN Henry Cabot Lodge, Deputy Attorney General William Rogers, White House Chief of Staff Sherman Adams, White House aide Gerald Morgan, and John Adams. After John Adams inadvertently mentioned this meeting during the Army-McCarthy Hearings, and McCarthy wanted to find out more about it, President Eisenhower issued an executive order on May 17, 1954 forbidding any employee of the Defense Department “to testify to any such conversations or communications or to produce any such documents or reproductions.”
Q. Did the Army-McCarthy Hearings serve any good purpose?
A. Yes. Despite the inordinate focus on trivia and the clever distractions introduced by Joseph Welch, counsel for the Army, the hearings alerted the American people as never before to the dangers of communism.
Q. How about some examples of clever distractions?
A. Let’s consider three tricks pulled by Joe Welch to divert people’s attention away from the central issue of communist subversion:
The “Cropped” Photograph. On April 26th, a photo was introduced showing Secretary Stevens posing willingly for a smiling photograph with Private Schine at Fort Dix, New Jersey on November 17, 1953, a time when Stevens was supposed to be mad at Schine for seeking special treatment from the Army. Welch produced another photo the next day showing the base commander in the picture with Stevens and Schine and said that the first one was “a shamefully cut-down version.” But the innocent deletion of the base commander from the photograph did not change its meaning - that Stevens was not angry with Schine at a time that the Army said he was.
The “Purloined” Document. On May 4th, Senator McCarthy produced a two and one-quarter-page document with the names of 34 subversives at Fort Monmouth, half of whom were still there. The document, which had been given to McCarthy by an intelligence officer in 1953, was a summary of a 15-page report that FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover had sent on January 26, 1951 to Major General A.R. Bolling, chief of Army Intelligence. Instead of being concerned that the Army had not acted on the FBI report and had not tried to root out the subversives at Fort Monmouth, Welch kept harping on how McCarthy got the summary and where it came from. McCarthy refused to tell him. Welch ascertained that Hoover had not written the two and one-quarter-page document in McCarthy’s possession and termed it “a carbon copy of precisely nothing.” In point of fact, however, the document was an accurate summary of Hoover’s original report, but Welch made it appear that McCarthy was presenting phony evidence.
The Fred Fisher Episode. On June 9th, the 30th day of the hearings, Welch was engaged in baiting Roy Cohn, challenging him to get 130 communists or subversives out of defense plants “before the sun goes down.” The treatment of Cohn angered McCarthy and he said that if Welch were so concerned about persons aiding the Communist Party, he should check on a man in his Boston law office named Fred Fisher, who had once belonged to the National Lawyers Guild (NLG), which Attorney General Brownell had called “the legal mouthpiece of the Communist Party.” Welch then delivered the most famous lines from the Army-McCarthy Hearings, accusing McCarthy of “reckless cruelty” and concluding: “Let us not assassinate this lad further, senator. You’ve done enough. Have you no sense of decency, sir, at long last?”
The fact of the matter was that Fred Fisher’s connection with the National Lawyers Guild had been widely publicized two months earlier. Page 12 of the April 16th New York Times had carried a picture of Fisher and a story about his removal from Welch’s team because of his past association with the NLG. If Mr. Welch was so worried that McCarthy’s remarks might inflict a lifelong “scar” on Fisher’s reputation, why did he dramatize the incident in such histrionic fashion? The reason, of course, was that McCarthy had fallen into a trap in raising the Fisher issue, and Welch, superb showman that he was, played the scene for all it was worth. Was Fred Fisher hurt by the incident? Not at all. He became a partner in Welch’s Boston law firm, Hale & Dorr, and was elected president of the Massachusetts Bar Association in the mid-1970s.
V. The Watkins
Committee
Q. Didn’t the Senate finally censure McCarthy for his conduct during the Army-McCarthy Hearings?
A. No! McCarthy was not censured for his conduct in the Army-McCarthy Hearings or for anything he had ever said or done in any hearings in which he had participated. Here are the facts: After McCarthy emerged unscathed from his bout with the Army, the Left launched a new campaign to discredit and destroy him. The campaign began on July 30, 1954, when Senator Ralph Flanders introduced a resolution accusing McCarthy of conduct “unbecoming a member of the United States Senate.” Flanders, who two months earlier had told the Senate that McCarthy’s “anti-Communism so completely parallels that of Adolf Hitler as to strike fear into the hearts of any defenseless minority,” had gotten his list of charges against McCarthy from a left-wing group called the National Committee for an Effective Congress.
McCarthy’s enemies ultimately accused him of 46 different counts of allegedly improper conduct and another special committee was set up, under the chairmanship of Senator Arthur Watkins, to study and evaluate the charges. Thus began the fifth investigation of Joe McCarthy in five years! After two months of hearings and deliberations, the Watkins Committee recommended that McCarthy be censured on only two of the 46 counts.
So when a special session of the Senate convened on November 8, 1954, these were the two charges to be debated and voted on: 1) That Senator McCarthy had “failed to cooperate” in 1952 with the Senate Subcommitee on Privileges and Elections that was looking into certain aspects of his private and political life in connection with a resolution for his expulsion from the Senate; and 2) That in conducting a senatorial inquiry, Senator McCarthy had “intemperately abused” General Ralph Zwicker.
Many senators were uneasy about the Zwicker count, particularly since the Army had shown contempt for committee chairman McCarthy by disregarding his letter of February 1, 1954 and honorably discharging Irving Peress the next day. For this reason, these senators felt that McCarthy’s conduct toward Zwicker on February 18th was at least partially justified. So the Zwicker count was dropped at the last minute and was replaced with this substitute charge: 2) That Senator McCarthy, by characterizing the Watkins Committee as the “unwitting handmaiden” of the Communist Party and by describing the special Senate session as a “lynch party” and a “lynch bee,” had “acted contrary to senatorial ethics and tended to bring the Senate into dishonor and disrepute, to obstruct the constitutional processes of the Senate, and to impair its dignity.”
On December 2, 1954, the Senate voted to “condemn” Senator Joseph McCarthy on both counts by a vote of 67 to 22, with the Democrats unanimously in favor of condemnation and the Republicans split evenly.
Q. Was the Senate justified in condemning McCarthy on these counts?
A. No, it was not. Regarding the first count, failure to cooperate with the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections, the subcommittee never subpoenaed McCarthy, but only “invited” him to testify. One senator and two staff members resigned from the subcommittee because of its dishonesty towards McCarthy, and the subcommittee, in its final report, dated January 2, 1953, said that the matters under consideration “have become moot by reason of the 1952 election.” No senator had ever been punished for something that had happened in a previous Congress or for declining an “invitation” to testify.
As for the second count, criticism of the Watkins Committee and the special Senate session, McCarthy was condemned for opinions he had expressed outside the Senate. As David Lawrence pointed out in an editorial in the June 7, 1957 issue of U.S. News & World Report, other senators had accused McCarthy of lying under oath, accepting influence money, engaging in election fraud, making libelous and false statements, practicing blackmail, doing the work of the communists for them, and engaging in a questionable “personal relationship” with Roy Cohn and David Schine, but they were not censured for acting “contrary to senatorial ethics” or for impairing the “dignity” of the Senate.
The chief beneficiary of the Senate destruction of Joe McCarthy was the communist conspiracy. Former communist Louis Budenz, who knew the inner workings of that conspiracy as well as anyone, said that the condemnation of McCarthy left the way open “to intimidate any person of consequence who moves against the conspiracy. The communists made him their chief target because they wanted to make him a symbol to remind political leaders in America not to harm the conspiracy or its world conquest designs.”
Q. Who were the 22 Republican senators who voted against the condemnation of Joe McCarthy?
A. More than a dozen senators told McCarthy that they did not want to vote against him but had to because of the tremendous pressure being put on them by the White House and by leaders of both political parties. The 22 men who did put principle above politics were Senators Frank Barrett (Wyoming), Styles Bridges (New Hampshire), Ernest Brown (Nevada), John Marshall Butler (Maryland), Guy Cordon (Oregon), Everett Dirksen (Illinois), Henry Dworshak (Idaho), Barry Goldwater (Arizona), Bourke Hickenlooper (Iowa), Roman Hruska (Nebraska), William Jenner (Indiana), William Knowland (California), Thomas Kuchel (California), William Langer (North Dakota), George Malone (Nevada), Edward Martin (Pennsylvania), Eugene Millikin (Colorado), Karl Mundt (South Dakota), William Purtell (Connecticut), Andrew Schoeppel (Kansas), Herman Welker (Idaho), and Milton Young (North Dakota).
VI. The Years 1955-1957
Q. Did Joseph McCarthy become a recluse in the 29 months between his condemnation and his death?
A. No, he did not. He worked hard at his senatorial duties. “To insist, as some have, that McCarthy was a shattered man after the censure is sheer nonsense,” said Brent Bozell, one of his aides at the time. “His intellect was as sharp as ever. When he addressed himself to a problem, he was perfectly capable of dealing with it.”
A member of the minority party in the Senate again, McCarthy had to rely on public speeches to alert the American people to the menace of communism. This he did in a number of important addresses during those two and a half years. He warned against attendance at summit conferences with the Reds, saying that “you cannot offer friendship to tyrants and murderers … without advancing the cause of tyranny and murder.” He declared that “coexistence with communists is neither possible nor honorable nor desirable. Our longterm objective must be the eradication of communism from the face of the earth.”
Senator McCarthy was virtually alone in warning that the Soviet Union was winning the missile race “because well-concealed communists in the United States government are putting the brakes on our own guided-missile program.” He was prophetic in urging the Eisenhower Administration to let “the free Asiatic peoples” fight to free their countrymen from communist slavery in Red China, North Korea, and North Vietnam. “In justice to them, and in justice to the millions of American boys who will otherwise be called upon to sacrifice their lives in a total war against communism,” said McCarthy, “we must permit our fighting allies, with our material and technical assistance, to carry the fight to the enemy.” This was not permitted and, a decade later, more than half a million American servicemen were fighting in South Vietnam.
Q. Did Joe McCarthy drink himself to death?
A. His enemies would like to have you think that. If McCarthy drank as much as his foes allege, for as many years as they allege, he would have had to be carried from speech to speech and from hearing to hearing, and he would have been unable to string two coherent sentences together. Did McCarthy look or act like a drunk during the 36 days of televised Army-McCarthy Hearings? No alcoholic could have accomplished all that McCarthy did, especially in so few years. Yes, Joseph McCarthy drank, and he probably drank too much sometimes, but he did not drink during working hours, and any drinking he did do did not detract one iota from his fight against communism or from the accuracy of his charges.
In the last two years of his life, McCarthy was greatly disappointed over the terrible injustice his Senate colleagues had done to him, and he certainly had his times of depression. Who wouldn’t after what he had been through? But he also had his times of elation, as when he and his wife adopted a baby girl in January 1957. The picture in Roy Cohn’s book of a smiling Joe McCarthy holding his new daughter is not the picture of a man drowning in alcohol. William Rusher was counsel to the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee during 1956 and 1957 and met McCarthy repeatedly on social occasions. “He had at one time been a heavy drinker,” said Rusher of the senator, “but in his last years was cautiously moderate; he died of a severe attack of hepatitis. He kept right on with a senator’s usual chores up almost until the end.”
The end came on May 2, 1957 in Bethesda Naval Hospital. Thousands of people viewed the body in Washington, and McCarthy was the first senator in 17 years to have funeral services in the Senate chamber. More than 30,000 Wisconsinites filed through St. Mary’s Church in the senator’s hometown of Appleton to pay their last respects to him. Three senators - George Malone, William Jenner, and Herman Welker - had flown from Washington to Appleton on the plane carrying McCarthy’s casket. “They had gone this far with Joe McCarthy,” said William Rusher. “They would go the rest of the way.”
VII. Some Final Questions
Q. Did McCarthy conduct a “reign of terror” in the 1950s?
A. This is one of the big lies the left continues to spread about McCarthy. The average American did not fear McCarthy; in fact, the Gallup Poll reported in 1954 that the senator was fourth on its list of most admired men. The only people terrorized by McCarthy were those who had something subversive to hide in their past and were afraid that they might eventually be exposed.
Oh, there was a “reign of terror” in the early ‘50s, but it was conducted against Joe McCarthy, not by him. Those who denounced McCarthy week in and week out included the New York Times, the Washington Post, Time, Life, Walter Lippmann, the Alsop brothers, Drew Pearson, Jack Anderson, the cartoonist Herblock, Edward R. Murrow, Presidents Truman and Eisenhower, and liberals from all walks of life. Reign of terror? During one 18-month period, the University of Wisconsin invited Eleanor Roosevelt, Norman Cousins, Owen Lattimore, and James Carey - all bitter anti-McCarthyites - to warn the students of McCarthy’s reign of terror.
Q. Most of the books written about McCarthy say that he smeared thousands of innocent people. Is that true?
A. This is impossible since McCarthy never even mentioned thousands of people. At the most, he publicly exposed about 160 persons, all of whom had significant records of collaboration with or support for communists and/or communist causes. Detractors of McCarthy, said Roy Cohn, “have to fall back on picayune things about whether he drank and had a liver condition, usually with a total distortion of the facts. They talk about the innocent people he destroyed. I have yet to have them give me one name. I have a standard answer - ‘name one.’ They usually come up with someone who came before some other committee, or Hollywood, or something which was never a focus of a McCarthy investigation.”
Here is one of literally dozens of examples of misinformation about McCarthy that could be cited: An article about Lillian Hellman in Newsweek for July 9, 1984 said that perhaps her most famous lines “were those she wrote in a statement to the House Committee on Un-American Activities in 1952. ‘I cannot and will not cut my conscience to fit this year’s fashions,’ she wrote, refusing to testify against her friends at the McCarthy hearings.” Miss Hellman could hardly have testified “at the McCarthy hearings” because there were no McCarthy hearings in 1952 and because Joe McCarthy was a senator and was never involved in any House Committee hearings dealing with communist infiltration of the Hollywood film industry.
Q. These same books insist that Senator McCarthy never uncovered “a single communist” in his five-year fight. Is that true?
A. Joe McCarthy was hated and denounced not because he smeared innocent people, but because he identified guilty people. Any list of identified communists uncovered by McCarthy would have to include Lauchlin Currie, Gustavo Duran, Theodore Geiger, Mary Jane Keeney, Edward Posniak, Haldore Hanson, John Carter Vincent, Owen Lattimore, Edward Rothschild, Irving Peress, and Annie Lee Moss. But that is not the whole story. McCarthy also exposed scores of others who may not have been identified as communists, but who certainly were causing harm to national security from their posts in the State Department, the Pentagon, the Army, key defense plants, and the Government Printing Office. At the latter facility, which handled 250,000 pieces of secret and classified printed matter annually, the McCarthy probe resulted in the removal or further investigation by the FBI of 77 employees and a complete revamping of the security system at the GPO.
Was it unreasonable of McCarthy to want government positions filled with persons who were loyal to America, instead of those with communist-tainted backgrounds? “A government job is a privilege, not a right,” McCarthy said on more than one occasion. “There is no reason why men who chum with communists, who refuse to turn their backs on traitors, and who are consistently found at the time and place where disaster strikes America and success comes to international communism, should be given positions of power in government.” The motivation of these people really doesn’t matter. If the policies they advocate continually result in gains for communism and losses for the Free World, then they should be replaced by persons with a more realistic understanding of the evil conspiracy that has subjugated more than one-third of the world. That’s not McCarthyism, that’s common sense.
Q. Most of the books in the libraries seem to be anti-McCarthy. Are there any pro-McCarthy books?
A. There are indeed, but most of them are out of print or not usually available in libraries. Here is a list: McCarthy and His Enemies, by William Buckley and Brent Bozell; McCarthy, by Roy Cohn; The Assassination of Joe McCarthy, by Medford Evans; The Lattimore Story, by John Flynn; Who Promoted Peress?, by Lionel Lokos; three books by McCarthy himself - Major Speeches and Debates of Senator Joe McCarthy 1950-1951, McCarthyism: The Fight for America, and America’s Retreat From Victory; and a collection of tributes to McCarthy entitled Memorial Addresses Delivered in Congress.
Q. How then would you define McCarthyism?
A. McCarthyism was a serious attempt to remove from positions of influence the advocates of communism, the willing and unwilling supporters of communism and communists, and persons who would prevent the removal of those who give aid and comfort to the enemies of America. Communist conspirators and their friends do not fear those who denounce communism in general terms. They do, however, greatly fear those who would expose their conspiratorial activities. That is why they hated and fought Joe McCarthy more than any other public figure in this century. That is why they have preserved his name as a club to hold over the head of anyone who dares to expose communism.
Joe McCarthy was a brave and honest man. There was nothing cynical or devious about him. He said and did things for only one reason - he thought they were the right things to say and do. He was not perfect; he sometimes made errors of fact or judgment. But his record of accuracy and truthfulness far outshines that of his detractors. His vindication in the eyes of all Americans cannot come soon enough. Medford Evans put it well when he said: “The restoration of McCarthy … is a necessary part of the restoration of America, for if we have not the national character to repent of the injustice we did him, nor in high places the intelligence to see that he was right, then it seems unlikely that we can or ought to survive.”
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McCarthy’s “Witches”
by William Norman Grigg
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Vol. 19, No. 12
June 16, 2003
Witchhunt? The high-profile cases cited by McCarthy — Owen Lattimore, 
John Stewart Service, and Philip C. Jessup — all ended with the senator’s charges being validated.

‘‘I was a representative of the Young Communist League and the Communist party of the United States [at] the meetings of the executive committee of the Communist International, Young Communist International, Moscow,” pronounced Paul Crouch during his September 15, 1953 testimony before a closed session of Senator McCarthy’s investigative subcommittee. Crouch’s testimony, contained in the 4,232 pages of recently unsealed transcripts, offered details of a resumé the witness had compiled during 17 years of diligent service to the Soviet Union.
“I was a student and lecturer at the Frunze Military Academy and an honorary officer of the Red Army,” continued Crouch. “I was the head of the Communist party’s National Department for Infiltration of the Armed Forces in the United States, national editorial director of the Young Communist League, member of the editorial staff of the Daily Worker, district organizer for the Communist party in Virginia, New York and South Carolina, Tennessee and Utah, member of the district bureau of the Communist party in the Alabama district and the California district, Alameda County organizer, 1941.”
Predictably, Crouch’s detailed account of his Communist activities received no attention in media accounts of the recently unsealed transcripts. Nor were media outlets willing to report Crouch’s testimony regarding nuclear scientist J. Robert Oppenheimer, one of the key figures in the U.S. government’s top-secret Manhattan (atomic bomb) Project. Asked by Senator McCarthy, “Is there any doubt in your mind that Oppenheimer was a member of the Communist party?” Crouch replied: “No, sir, none whatever. I met him in a closed meeting of the Communist party in a house which was subsequently found to have been his residence at the time....”
Three years prior to his testimony before McCarthy’s subcommittee, Crouch and his wife (who had also been a member of the Communist Party) had similarly testified regarding Oppenheimer before the California Legislature’s Committee on Un-American Activities. But any further inquiry about Oppenheimer’s activities was stymied when the scientist received a prominent endorsement from a popular young Golden State congressman with impressive anti-Communist credentials: Richard M. Nixon.
In his testimony at McCarthy’s closed-door hearings, Crouch described another occasion when powerful figures in the U.S. government came to Oppenhemier’s aid. During Oppenheimer’s perjury trial, two Justice Department attorneys forbade Crouch to testify that he and his wife had attended Communist Party meetings at Oppenheimer’s home. As a result, Crouch related, the jury “found him not guilty due to lack of sufficient identifying witnesses who had been in closed meetings with him, that is, witnesses who could testify to that effect.”
On November 7, 1953, FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover received a letter from William L. Borden, former executive director of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, containing a litany of detailed allegations leading to Borden’s “exhaustively considered opinion, based upon years of study, of the available classified evidence, that more probably than not J. Robert Oppenheimer is an agent of the Soviet Union.” Oppenheimer was stripped of his security clearance, thereby becoming a “martyr” to the scourge of “McCarthyism.” But like others given that exalted title, Oppenheimer was guilty as charged.
In 1994, Pavel Sudoplatov, former head of the KGB’s Administration for Special Tasks, published his memoirs: Special Tasks: The Memoirs of an Unwanted Witness. In that position, Sudoplatov stated, he was “responsible for sabotage, kidnapping, and assassination of our enemies beyond the country’s borders.” In Special Tasks, Sudoplatov disclosed that he had headed “the Soviet espionage effort to obtain the secrets of the atomic bomb from America and Great Britain. I set up a network of illegals who convinced Robert Oppenheimer, Enrico Fermi, Leo Szilard … and other scientists in America and Great Britain to share atomic secrets with us.” Further confirmation of Oppenheimer’s role as a Soviet spy was provided with the release of the “Venona” transcripts in 1995.
Rogues’ Gallery
Senator McCarthy first became aware of extensive Communist penetration of the State Department in 1949, when three men brought to his office a detailed FBI report on the problem. The report had been made available to the State Department in 1947. However, the State Department, under Secretary George C. Marshall, ignored the evidence and actually accelerated efforts to dismantle its security staff. A secret memo sent to Marshall by a Senate Appropriations subcommittee protested what it described as “a condition that developed and still flourishes in the State Department under the administration of [State Department official] Dean Acheson. It is evident that there is a deliberate, calculated program being carried out not only to protect Communist personnel in high places but to reduce security and intelligence protection to a nullity. On file in the department is a copy of a preliminary report of the FBI on Soviet espionage activities in the United States which involves a large number of State Department employees, some in high official positions.”
Many of these figures had been brought into the State Department when it was merged in 1945 with several wartime agencies riddled with Communists and Communist-front members. Assurances from President Harry S. Truman that efforts would be taken to cull Communists from sensitive positions proved empty.
In 1949, Acheson — who had been a paid attorney for the Soviet Union prior to FDR’s decision to grant the regime diplomatic recognition in 1933 — became secretary of state. In that position he continued his efforts to protect Communists and Soviet agents, most notoriously his good friend, the arch-traitor Alger Hiss.
A year later, in his February 9th speech before a group of Republican Women in Wheeling, West Virginia, Senator McCarthy made public his knowledge of Communist infiltration of the State Department. He subsequently discussed in public the names of nine of these people, including Owen Lattimore, John Stewart Service, and Philip C. Jessup. A Senate committee created by Democrat Senator Millard Tydings, supposedly to investigate McCarthy’s charges, became instead an effort to vilify and demonize McCarthy. After 31 days of hearings, the Tydings subcommittee labeled McCarthy’s accusations a “fraud” and a “hoax” and gave a blanket clearance to the State Department. But the facts were on McCarthy’s side.
The high-profile cases cited by McCarthy — Lattimore, Service, and Jessup — all ended with the senator’s charges being validated. The Senate Internal Security Subcommittee later investigated Lattimore, declaring in 1952 that “Owen Lattimore was, from some time beginning in the 1930s, a conscious articulate instrument of the Soviet conspiracy.” John Stewart Service, after being cleared by the State Department’s Loyalty and Security Board six times, was finally ousted from the department in December 1951 after the Civil Service Loyalty Review Board found that there was “reasonable doubt” as to his loyalty. In Jessup’s case, the uncontested record showed that he had belonged to at least five Communist fronts, had close ties to many Communists, and was an influential member of the Institute for Pacific Relations, which the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee would describe two years later as “a vehicle used by Communists to orientate [sic] American Far Eastern policy toward Communist objectives.”
Of the 110 names McCarthy gave to the Tydings subcommittee, 62 were at the time employed by the State Department. Though the subcommittee cleared them all, within one year a State Department Loyalty Board instigated proceedings against 49 of the 62, and by the end of 1954, 81 of those on McCarthy’s list had either resigned from their government posts or been dismissed.
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Many Americans have been led to believe that Senator Joseph McCarthy was a loathsome bully who misused the power of his office to unleash a reign of terror against innocent individuals. But many of McCarthy’s Senate colleagues — like millions of his other contemporaries — held the senator in much higher esteem.



Senator McCarthy was an advocate of Americanism and a foe of everything smacking of un-Americanism. Just as he served in the Armed Forces during World War II with courage and patriotism, so did he serve his country for more than 10 years in the United States Senate with ability and distinction.
— Senator Strom Thurmond


In my judgment, Joe McCarthy was a courageous American whose Irish background and religious convictions could not leave him complacent in meeting a challenge which all our people agree represents a continuing and constant threat to our American way of life. He challenged us to pursue an effective course in meeting the menace which faces us still after he has gone, the menace to freemen in free societies born of the godless international Communist tyranny. It was against this menace to freemen everywhere that my colleague, the junior Senator from Wisconsin, devoted his efforts and, indeed, his life....
Senator Joe McCarthy was not the first and, I pray, will not be the last to warn of the dangers to our society that are inherent in the philosophy of peaceful coexistence with the followers of Marx, Lenin, Stalin, and Khrushchev. Although Joe McCarthy has gone, the danger to our Nation and the free world remains.
— Senator William Knowland


While Senator McCarthy fought fiercely and to the bitter end for any cause in which he believed, he was still a kindly and deeply religious man.
— Senator Milton Young


All of us owe Joe McCarthy a great debt of gratitude for the fact that he did help us focus, through a considerable period of time, the attention of a great many Americans, and the attention of people in many other countries of the world, to the fact that Communism is here and needs to be destroyed and cannot be ignored, and that Communism must be fought with different types of rules than can be used in fighting against the ordinary type of conspiracy or the ordinary type of criminal groups which seek to destroy America.
— Senator Karl Mundt


It has been said here that he was not the first to call the country’s attention to the dangers of the Communist conspiracy … but no one warned and alerted the people of this country more effectively than did Joe McCarthy during the time he had the opportunity to guide the Committee on Government Operations and the subcommittee thereof, the Permanent Investigating Subcommittee. I admired Joe McCarthy because of his courage. He was a man of courage. No enemy can ever say otherwise. I admired him … for his independence. He was not a rubber stamp. He would call attention to the evils or to the things which were wrong in his own party, just as quickly as he would point it out if the error was being made by a member of the Democratic Party. I admired him, too, because he had deep convictions. He did not change his mind easily. Once be became convinced, he fought for his convictions.
— Senator John McClellan


It is my conviction that had it not been for Joseph McCarthy’s unrelenting campaign against this international conspiracy, communism would be in a far stronger position in this country today.
— Senator Chapman Revercomb


If Senator Joseph McCarthy had been a petty or a vengeful man, he could have used the vote of censure to tear the Senate of the United States into bitter factions. But he understood the Communist mentality too well. He knew that was what they wanted, and what they expected. He would not injure the Senate of the United States, to get a little personal revenge.
Once the vote was cast, he asked nothing of his supporters. He turned a smiling, friendly face to his traducers. No man in public life has been more shamefully maligned. For the first time in our history, I believe, the meanness of his enemies pursued a man beyond the grave.
— Senator William Jenner


… Joe McCarthy has made a real and lasting contribution toward the preservation and perpetuation of the free world in his fight against the menace of internal subversion. His death was as much as that of a soldier fighting in the ranks for human liberty and eternal truth as if it had occurred on the field of battle and been inflicted by bullet, bayonet, or shell....
To millions who mourn his death, Joe McCarthy’s life and works need no vindication and no justification before the bar of ultimate justice and the throne of his God. His heart was pure; his purpose was noble.
— Senator James Eastland


I know I have not been alone in reflecting upon what might have been done to ward off the unhappy event which climaxed Senator McCarthy’s crusade against communism. Here was a man who was hated and vilified, not for his faults, but for his virtues. Nevertheless, he insisted on standing the savage ordeal alone. He did not want his friends to be tarred and feathered by the brush that was being prepared for him.
— Senator John Bricker


Joe McCarthy had a cause. The cause was this Republic and its perpetuity. That was what impelled him onward. What he did was voluntary; he did not have to do it. He did not have to accept “the slings and arrows of outrageous fortune,” as Shakespeare has put it. He could have coasted; he could have been a conformist; he could have kept his eye always on his constituency and the next election. But he was not impelled to do that....
I have often wondered whether I would have done what Joe McCarthy did. I have some doubt about it. I think in moments I would have quailed. I am afraid that in moments when the load became so heavy and the fury so great, I might have faltered. He did not falter under any attack. He did not falter under any assault of character which was made upon him, day after day. He had the courage to withstand the attacks. He excelled in the human attributes of loyalty and devotion to his country, and had the courage to express and articulate his devotion in everyday life.
— Senator Everett Dirksen


Do not mourn Joe McCarthy. Be thankful that he lived, at the right time, and according to the talents vested in him by his Maker.
Be grateful, too, that when it came his time to die, he passed on with the full assurance that, because he lived, America is a brighter, safer, more vigilant land today.
— Senator Barry Goldwater


All quotations in this column appear in a book entitled Joseph Raymond McCarthy, Late a Senator From Wisconsin, Memorial Addresses Delivered in Congress, published by the U.S. government printing office in 1957
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TO those unknown Russian libertarians, also known as Greens, who in 1919 fought both the Reds and the Whites in their attempt to gain a free and voluntary Russia

PREFACE

Since the early 1920s, numerous pamphlets and articles, even a few books, have sought to forge a link between “international bankers” and “Bolshevik revolutionaries.” Rarely have these attempts been supported by hard evidence, and never have such attempts been argued within the framework of a scientific methodology. Indeed, some of the “evidence” used in these efforts has been fraudulent, some has been irrelevant, much cannot be checked. Examination of the topic by academic writers has been studiously avoided; probably because the hypothesis offends the neat dichotomy of capitalists versus Communists (and everyone knows, of course, that these are bitter enemies). Moreover, because a great deal that has been written borders on the absurd, a sound academic reputation could easily be wrecked on the shoals of ridicule. Reason enough to avoid the topic.

Fortunately, the State Department Decimal File, particularly the 861.00 section, contains extensive documentation on the hypothesized link. When the evidence in these official papers is merged with nonofficial evidence from biographies, personal papers, and conventional histories, a truly fascinating story emerges.

We find there was a link between some New York international bankers and many revolutionaries, including Bolsheviks. These banking gentlemen — who are here identified — had a financial stake in, and were rooting for, the success of the Bolshevik Revolution.

Who, why — and for how much — is the story in this book.

Antony C. Sutton

March 1974

Appendix L

Western Technology and Soviet Economic Development, 1930-1945 
by Antony Sutton

Review by Bill Brown

In this second volume of a three-part series, Antony Sutton of the Hoover Institution exhaustively reports the nature of the technology transfer that occurred in pre-World War II USSR. In Part I, covering the period of 1917-1930, he covered the major method of the technology transfer: the foreign concession. After expropriating and liquidating the foreign concessions, the Soviets had to get more creative in obtaining foreign technology and processes. Sutton’s thesis is that the Soviets resorted to outright copying, contract-breaking, and extensive reliance on foreign assistance. The main benefit derived from Sutton’s book is its considerable breadth and detail. Sutton spends the first two hundred fifty pages relating the scope of foreign assistance industry by industry. Herein lies the book’s problem. After going into such minutia, he seems to have missed the big picture. Other than this lack of purview, Western Technology is an invaluable resource for anyone who praises the former Soviet leadership for the swiftness of their industrialization.

Sutton describes the extent of Western assistance in twenty-four of the Soviet Union’s most critical industries. This information provided is made even more useful by Sutton’s development of a system for quantifying an industry’s reliance on Western technology. He rates each industry on a scale from 1 to 10, based on the importance of technical transfers from the West. When no foreign assistance can be identified, the industry rates a zero. When, as is the case with tire manufacturing, a technical-assistance agreement provided the planning, design, training of workers, follow-up assistance, equipment, and a significant portion of production during the period, Sutton gives it a ten. As Sutton says, this scale “ignores operation by Soviet personnel after installation. …[focusing] on transfers and origin of technology….”1 The only industries rated zero on such a scale were consumer items, such as vodka, salt, felt footwear, tobacco, and linens.2 In every industrial product, the technical-assistance rating varied from five to ten. For example, machine tools, the backbone of capital production, were a nine. Electric power, another crucial area of a developing economy, rated an eight. In painstaking detail, Sutton ventures from industry to industry, recounting the Western development of the Soviet economy.

When technical-assistance agreements were not feasible, when a foreign company had had their concession expropriated for example, the Soviets would acquire samples of the product and attempt to recreate the product by dissection and reproduction. Sutton cites the example of Douglas Aircraft. After supplying the requested number of DC-3s, complete with construction manuals, spare parts, and blueprints, Douglas received another order for several complete DC-3s including several in all stages of subassembly. Finally, an order would come for single parts, which were supplied to Douglas by various companies. It became obvious that the Soviets were using Douglas Aircraft as a front to acquire samples for copying and reproduction in Soviet factories. Sutton also provides letters from those same companies that were supplying Douglas with the parts for Soviet purchase. Those companies had flatly refused to fill the Soviet Union’s orders for single items.

Sutton also discusses the almost constant Soviet breaches of contract. They would enter into a technical-assistance agreement. The Western company would fulfill its end of the bargain and await payment, as if it were dealing with an honest trading partner. The Soviet government would either accuse the Western company of failing to live up to its side of the contract, offer a lesser amount and demand more (incredibly!), or, in increasingly rare instances, pay it. Sutton presents the example of the Nitrogen Engineering Corporation (NEC):

“By 1934, the Soviets had become obligated to NEC to the extent of $1 million and refused a payment of $60,000 then due. Vsekhimprom [the All-Union Trust for the Chemical Industry] ‘gave a number of frivolous reasons for its refusal,’ and this brought Pope [President of NEC] to Moscow where he was met by yet another board of directors who ‘have resorted in their dealings with me to all of those small artifices generally practiced by dealers in second-hand clothes.’ Colonel Pope indicated he had no intention to discuss the $60,000 but would refer it to arbitration. Vsekhimprom suggested that arbitration would cost $10,000 and ‘I might find it preferable merely to reduce my bill by that amount.’ When this was refused it was suggested that NEC give Vsekhimprom ‘as a token of goodwill an instrument or two which was difficult to procure in the Soviet Union and which they sorely needed.’ A list was drawn up containing $15,000 worth of instruments ‘which they insisted should be donated to them by NITROGEN.’ Vsekhimprom finally agreed to a donation of $8,000.”3 

Although this was a somewhat long story, I found it compelling and quite indicative of the general business ethics of the Soviets.

In his judgment of this “ethics,” Professor Sutton strays from the forceful account he has provided thus far. “To a Communist copying is a moral act as it promotes Communism. Under Western law and ethics the same practice may be, if protected by patents, industrial theft. Copying and theft may therefore be synonymous in Western but not in Soviet ideology.”4 The expropriation of property, the subjugation of men for industrialization, the forced labor of millions—these are objectively wrong. To apologize for what the Soviets by alluding to the integrity of their theory and practice is as deplorable as doing the same for Hitler and the Nazis. What Sutton fails to see is the forest he has missed while meticulously describing the trees. Why did so many businessmen support the Soviet regime when it was so explicitly dedicated to their economic destruction? Why did the capitalist states allow the Soviet Union to rebuild when its demise was imminent? Why did anyone associate with such thieves? To be sure, he does bandy about and provide evidence that there were a few secret Soviet sympathizers. To my mind, however, this does not pass muster and leaves a gaping hole. The short answer to these questions is to be found in the philosophy of pragmatism and the belief that ideas are irrelevant to business. They dismissed the Soviets as just wanting to do business and carrying on about the evils of capitalism to maintain their rule. A more detailed answer, however, would be beyond the scope of this critique.

The scholarship evident in Sutton’s work is incredible. Every page contains at least two footnotes for further reference. His sources were the diplomatic records of several Western nations, the files of dozens of companies, and the journals of countless industries spanning countless nations in six different languages. No one can doubt the evidence he provides; it is compelling. His analysis leaves something to be desired, but it is not enough to make me regret reading the book.



Footnotes

1 Sutton, Antony. Western Technology and Soviet Economic Development, 1930-1945. (Stanford, CA: Hoover Institution Press, 1971), 331. Emphasis in original.

2 Ibid. page 338.

3 Ibid. page 100.

4 Ibid. page 300.
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Retreat From Victory
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Always in war when I visited my wounded in the hospital, I could look them in the eye, no matter what their condition or how tragic their wounds, knowing that our country had backed them to the hilt. But when I went to see my Korean wounded, I just couldn’t look them in the eye, knowing that they had been forced to fight with one hand tied behind their backs .... I am convinced I was restrained in Korea by some secret Administration policy directive or strategy about which I was not informed.

– General Douglas MacArthur
Anyone who has ever participated in war would concur with Union General William Sherman’s famous dictum that “War is Hell.” But saving your nation, your loved ones, and your very way of life from an enemy who wishes to destroy all three is certainly worth putting oneself temporarily into such hell. This is why men willingly go to war, to preserve what they treasure by defeating a would-be conqueror. And defeating that enemy is what makes the sacrifice worthwhile.

Soldiers put themselves in harm’s way to win, and to return to their homes as they left them. Governments – moral ones that is – send men to fight for such a clearly specified goal. It is therefore unthinkable that a government would send anyone into war’s hell for anything else. As General Douglas MacArthur said so well, “In war, there is no substitute for victory.”
UN in Command
Five months prior to the outbreak of the hostilities in Korea into which our nation’s leaders sent hundreds of thousands of Americans, a Soviet General named Vasilev was serving as the chairman of the UN’s Military Staff Committee at UN headquarters in New York. On January 19, 1950, Vasilev and several other Russian officials stormed out of their offices in protest over the seating of a delegate from Nationalist China (Taiwan). It was later learned that Vasilev promptly proceeded to North Korea, where he directed the military buildup of North Korea’s forces. A Department of Defense release dated May 15, 1954 claimed that Vasilev actually gave the order for the North Koreans to attack South Korea on June 25, 1950. Once the war had begun, Vasilev’s Soviet comrades in New York returned to their posts at the UN and his place was taken by another Soviet general named Ivan Skliaro.
Like the Persian Gulf War or the intervention in Somalia, the Korean War was fought under the auspices of the United Nations. During this war (called a “police action” by President Truman), all military orders and directives sent from Washington and the Pentagon to the American commanders in Korea were first supplied to several offices at UN headquarters, including those of the Military Staff Committee. Before being forwarded to Korea, these orders were subject to approval by these persons at the UN who actually had authority to amend them. As might be expected, Vasilev in North Korea received them from his Soviet comrades perhaps even sooner than did our own commanders in the field. It was therefore not surprising when General Lin Piao, the commander of the Red Chinese troops who poured across the Yalu bridges into Korea, was able to boast in a leaflet distributed in China, “l would never have made the attack and risked my men and military reputation if I had not been assured that Washington would restrain General MacArthur from taking adequate retaliatory measures against my lines of supply and communication.”
The communist forces knew what our troops were doing, or about to do, all during the war! And they knew that, no matter what happened, the combined U.S. and South Korean troops would not be allowed to triumph. General MacArthur was correct: There was a secret arrangement about which he had never been informed. And he was not alone in realizing the betrayal.
After the war had ended, Congress investigated. General Mark Clark told the committee empaneled to review what had happened: “I was not allowed to bomb the numerous bridges across the Yalu River over which the enemy constantly poured his trucks and his munitions, and his killers.” General James Van Fleet said: “My own conviction is that there must have been information to the enemy from high diplomatic authorities that we would not attack his home bases across the Yalu.” Air Force General George Stratemeyer added: “You get in war to win it. You do not get in war to stand still and lose it, and we were required to lose it. We were not permitted to win.” And General MacArthur then summarized: “Such a limitation upon the utilization of available military force to repel an enemy attack has no precedent, either in our own history, or so far as I know, in the history of the world.”
Proud Profession Subverted
As in all human endeavors, the conduct of war has to be based on sound principles. Unfortunately, among numerous attacks on the military, some of America’s leaders – in and out of uniform – have done their best to convert this eminently proud profession into something that is altogether unworthy of praise. In what follows, we are condemning those who distorted the military’s purpose, not those who carried the rifles and endured the hell of war.
As we noted above, the communist forces of North Korea invaded South Korea on June 25, 1950. With a meager force and under UN oversight that he would later learn was determined to see him lose, General MacArthur assumed command of the anti-communist resistance to the North Korean advance. Greatly outnumbered, and with their backs to the sea at the southern tip of the Korean peninsula, the combined U.S./Republic of Korea (ROK) troops were actually facing annihilation.
Then, in one of the greatest military maneuvers in all history, MacArthur attacked his enemy’s rear with an amphibious assault at Inchon, far up the Korean peninsula. With that one brilliant stroke, our forces severed the supply lines of the communist forces. In less than two months, the North Korean army had been defeated, driven not only out of South Korea but out of control of North Korea as well. The allied forces completely occupied North Korea, all the way up to the Manchurian border. The war had been won.* Why MacArthur’s plans regarding the Inchon landing were not provided to Vasilev and his North Korean comrades remains a mystery. Because the war was still in its infancy, it is possible that the UN-to-North Korea transmission network had not been completely established. What is certain is that MacArthur, who did not have it within himself to refuse to follow military protocol, supplied his superiors with complete details about his plans.

* No one denied that MacArthur had displayed unparalleled military competence. But, for the most part, the fact that he had defeated his adversary with a minimum loss of life and limb on both sides became lost in the adulation he received.

At this point in the war, however, hordes of Chinese communist troops stormed across the Yalu River from Manchuria, and the war began again in earnest. MacArthur was denied permission to destroy the bridges over the river across which poured men and supplies destined for use against his men. He protested to no avail and was soon relieved of command by President Harry Truman, whom the Chicago Tribune stated at the time wasn’t worthy to shine the general’s shoes.
Command of the U.S./ROK forces was turned over to General Matthew Ridgway. He immediately altered the method of fighting. In his own book, The Korean War, Ridgway stated that his first task on assuming MacArthur’s command was “to place reasonable restrictions on the Eighth [U.S. Army] and ROK Armies’ advance.” Then he drafted detailed orders to field commanders containing such passages as, “You will direct the efforts of your forces toward inflicting maximum personnel casualties and material losses on hostile forces in Korea .... Acquisition of terrain of itself is of little or no value.”
Classic military strategy includes the taking and holding of terrain until so much of it has been acquired that the adversary is forced to sue for peace. But this was no longer allowable strategy in Korea. Even worse, our men were told that killing was to be their main goal. A morally sound military principle holds that removing an enemy’s capability to impose his will should be the goal – and killing him is not always necessary. Which is precisely what MacArthur had demonstrated with the successful landing at Inchon.
Eventually the war in Korea degenerated to two years of fighting over relatively inconsequential hills near the 38th parallel. Bitter hard-fought battles would be waged by our troops to take a particular objective. Then, after success had been achieved with plenty of casualties on both sides, orders from on high would require them to abandon the terrain they had just won.
From the victory that had been gained after Inchon, our forces were required eventually to settle for a stalemate. But they also saw the beginnings of a change that sought to have them abandon their traditional role as upholders of the very finest moral traditions of the military. They were ordered to become killers, a change that would be demanded of them even more in Vietnam. It was not the fault of the men in the field. The blame has to be placed at the feet of men such as General Ridgway, a political type whose eventual membership in the Council on Foreign Relations came as no surprise.
In Vietnam, our men were again forced to operate under similar rules. They were repeatedly sent out on “search and destroy missions” and again were regularly pressed into fighting for an outpost or a piece of terrain which they would win at great cost only to receive subsequent orders to abandon it. Many men came home from Vietnam psychological wrecks. Is it any wonder? Seeking out the enemy to destroy him, with neither the interim goal of acquiring territory or the overall goal of victory to make war’s horror worthwhile, can take its toll on anyone. Year after year, search and destroy missions were the order of the day. As a method of conducting war, this is barbarism.
Other Kinds of Treachery
Although the UN involvement in the Vietnam War was not nearly as obvious as it had been in Korea (where the UN flag had been prominently displayed), our forces went to South Vietnam under authority stemming from our involvement in the UN’s SEATO (South East Asia Treaty Organization) treaty. Secretary of State Dean Rusk stated on November 26, 1966, “It is this fundamental SEATO obligation that has from the outset guided our action in South Vietnam.” Earlier, on September 15, 1965, the State Department announced: “The Government of the United States has informed the Security Council promptly and fully of all our major activities in Vietnam.”
In addition to the way they were forced to fight, the men in Vietnam were betrayed in other ways by their leaders. On July 23, 1966, during a speech at Fort Campbell, Kentucky, the home of one of the divisions in Vietnam, President Lyndon Johnson stated:
Our fighting men have turned the tide of battle [and as they] make a military conquest impossible for the communist forces in the field, our diplomats are probing for a way to make an honorable peace desirable to the communist leaders in Hanoi.
Desirable to the communist leaders in Hanoi! Is that what Americans were dying for? The men in uniform who heard that statement must have known at that point that their comrades under arms in faraway Vietnam were not receiving the full backing of this nation’s leaders. Many who heard it, of course, would soon find themselves in Vietnam. But they would not be allowed to win.
Then, in his State of the Union message on January 10, 1967, Mr. Johnson said there would be “more cost, more loss, more agony” in Vietnam. At the same time, he outlined a broad program of trade, credits, cultural exchanges, consular agreements, and other openings to the communist leaders in Poland, Hungary, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and the Soviet Union. These were the nations that were supplying North Vietnam with the wherewithal to kill Americans.
Widespread awareness about U.S. aid and trade with communists during this period (it grew in size and strategic importance in succeeding years) led the Richmond (Virginia) News Leader to declare in an editorial published on November 2, 1966: “Every communist bullet that tears into American flesh in Vietnam bears the brand of LBJ.”
The men knew they were not being permitted to win. But none knew how detailed were the rules of engagement under which they were forced to fight. In March 1985, after employing all the clout he could generate, Senator Barry Goldwater was able to have the actual rules of engagement declassified by the Defense Department. He hurriedly placed them in the Congressional Record (March 6, 14, and 18, 1985). Here are some of the restrictions placed on U.S. pilots:
• SAM missile sites could not be bombed while they were under construction, but only after they became operational.
• Pilots were not permitted to attack a communist MiG sitting on the runway. The only time it could be attacked was after it was in the air, had been identified, and had shown hostile intentions.
• Military truck depots located just over 200 yards from a road could not be attacked and trucks that drove off the road were safe from bombing.
• If a South Vietnamese forward air controller was not in an aircraft, it was forbidden to bomb enemy troops during a fire fight even though the communist forces were clearly visible and were being pointed at by an officer on the ground.
On the ground the rules of engagement were: Don’t shoot until shot at; don’t chase the enemy across borders or into his privileged sanctuaries; don’t hit him where it will really hurt; and don’t win. There could hardly have been a greater betrayal of brave combat forces in all history.
Change of Tune
Beginning with the Korean War, top-ranking military leaders who spoke about the no-win policies forced on them began to find themselves forcibly retired. Douglas MacArthur was the first to go. During the war in Vietnam, more top-ranking military leaders who protested the restrictions placed on them were sent home. Marine General William Walt was expected by many military leaders to be named commandant of the Marine Corps. His outspokenness about the way the troops were being treated caused him to be passed over and retired.
As the years have passed, political types in uniform have been promoted to the top positions in each branch of the services. Only a few years ago, the name of each member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff could be found on the rolls of the Council on Foreign Relations. Retired General Colin Powell is not the first Joints Chiefs chairman to hold membership in the CFR.
The change in the military from top brass who are pure military men to those who are politically correct explains why there has been so little protest about the current use of America’s military in humanitarian, nation-building, UN-promoting, and other missions which they should never have been forced to undertake. America’s service personnel are still the best in the world. But they exist to protect the vital interests of the United States and nothing more. They are not the Red Cross; they are not the UN’s globocops; they are not the Peace Corps; and they are not any President’s plaything to use in whatever manner he wishes.
Reinstituting the military’s sole mission of defending the United States is vitally important. Military personnel cannot do this of themselves, however. What they need, and what our nation needs, is a rising fide of public awareness about deep treachery at the top of our government.
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Motives Behind the Betrayal
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No explanation of Pearl Harbor is more consistent with the facts than to cast blame for the treachery on pro-Communist and globalist influences within FDR’s administration.

There are several interpretations of the facts surrounding Pearl Harbor. The first, as expressed by Jerry Bruckheimer, producer of the new film Pearl Harbor, is to simply deny the overwhelming evidence.
A second interpretation: President Franklin D. Roosevelt, General George C. Marshall, and Admiral Harold Stark received the warnings and intercepts, but somehow “blundered” and forgot to warn Pearl Harbor. However, there is too much evidence of deliberate calculation. One does not become president of the United States or Army Chief of Staff through gross stupidity. It was FDR himself who said: “In politics, nothing happens by accident. If it happens, you can bet it was planned that way.”
A third interpretation, now widely held, concedes that FDR, Marshall, and Stark knew of the attack but let it happen so the United States could enter World War II in order to oppose the spread of totalitarianism. This view was even expressed in the recent documentary Sacrifice at Pearl Harbor, produced by cable’s History Channel, which normally takes more orthodox positions on history.
According to this latter interpretation, FDR sacrificed the fleet because Hitler had to be stopped. Otherwise, once the Germans and Japanese finished subduing Europe and Asia, they would turn on America, and conquer the whole world, with Hitler’s troops eventually goose-stepping through New York City. Also, it is said, FDR cared deeply about those suffering in Hitler’s concentration camps. Only by inciting the Japanese to attack would America have the unity and resolve to support Roosevelt in these noble objectives.
This explanation, however, does not withstand scrutiny. The overextended Germans gave up any hope of invading Britain as feasible, and if the Germans were incapable of an amphibious assault across the English Channel, they certainly could not have launched one across the Atlantic. As Charles Lindbergh reasoned before Pearl Harbor: “Let us not be confused by this talk of invasion.... Great armies must still cross oceans by ship.... No foreign navy will dare approach within bombing range of our coasts. Let us stop this hysterical chatter of calamity and invasion.”
The claim that Roosevelt was motivated by opposition to totalitarianism and concern for concentration camp victims is sharply contradicted by his support for Soviet dictator Josef Stalin. Like Hitler, Stalin was an international aggressor. Few remember that the 1939 invasion of Poland — World War II’s immediate spark — was actually a joint invasion by Germany and the Soviet Union. In 1939-40, Stalin also invaded Finland, occupied Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia, and annexed part of Romania. Furthermore, Stalin, like Hitler, slaughtered millions of his own people, including some six million during the Ukrainian genocide (1932-33) alone. Nevertheless, FDR, without bothering with congressional approval, began bestowing lend-lease aid on Stalin in 1941, assistance that would ultimately amount to $11 billion (more than $100 billion in today’s currency).
As former President Herbert Hoover recalled: “In June 1941, when Britain was safe from German invasion due to Hitler’s diversion to attack Stalin, I urged that the gargantuan jest of all history would be our giving aid to the Soviet government. I urged that we should allow those two dictators to exhaust each other. I stated that the result of our assistance would be to spread Communism over the whole world.... The consequences have proved that I was right.”
A Plausible Explanation
There is a fourth explanation for Pearl Harbor, one more consistent with the facts: The role of pro-Communist and globalist influences within the FDR administration. As former Navy Secretary Frank Knox wrote: “Collectivists of every sort support Mr. Roosevelt. That is natural. For at the root of his philosophy lies the view, shared alike by Communists and Fascists, that individual liberty under democracy as hitherto practiced in this country is no longer desirable or feasible.”
The president’s closest advisor was Harry Hopkins, who, uniquely, lived inside the White House. The recently released Venona materials (Soviet messages decrypted by the U.S. during the 1940s) reveal that Hopkins was working for Soviet Intelligence. In his book KGB: The Inside Story, former KGB Colonel Oleg Gordievsky identified Hopkins as “an agent of major influence.” This would not shock those familiar with From Major Jordan’s Diaries, a 1952 book published by George Racey Jordan. Jordan, a lend-lease expediter, along with numerous other witnesses, testified that Hopkins, who oversaw Russia’s lend-lease shipments, had given the Soviets nuclear materials as well as purloined blueprints for the atomic bomb.
The State Department’s Alger Hiss, long-since exposed as a Soviet spy, was FDR’s right-hand man at the Yalta Conference, where the president made a stream of concessions to Soviet dictator Stalin.
Harry Dexter White, the president’s assistant Treasury secretary, has been well-documented in FBI and congressional investigations as a Soviet spy. Besides giving classified information to the Soviets, White supplied them with paper, ink, and printing plates for the production of occupation currency in postwar Germany.
George Marshall, Army Chief of Staff, was thoroughly documented as a Communist sympathizer in America’s Retreat from Victory (1951) by Joseph McCarthy, the U.S. senator whose accusations, though maligned for decades, have been historically vindicated. Marshall’s intervention on behalf of Mao Tse-tung, at the height of the Chinese civil war, is just one of many examples of his leftwing leanings. As for his infamous “horseback ride” of December 7, 1941, which allegedly prevented him from warning Pearl Harbor in time, that cover story was inadvertently blown by Arthur Upham Pope, in his 1943 biography of Maxim Litvinoff, the Soviet ambassador to the United States. Litvinoff first arrived in Washington on the morning of December 7th, 1941 — a highly convenient day to seek additional aid for the Soviets — and, according to Pope, was met at the airport that morning by General Marshall.
Hopkins, Hiss, White, and Marshall represent just a handful of known Soviet agents and abettors within the Roosevelt administration. FDR’s most severe sanctions against Japan — such as his all-out embargo and closing of the Panama Canal to Japanese shipping — came in July 1941. On June 22, 1941, the Germans had invaded the Soviet Union and were decimating the Soviet armies before them. Stalin’s worst fear was that Japan would join its Axis partner and invade from the East. Had this occurred, especially without FDR’s $11 billion in aid, it is virtually certain that the Soviet Union would have been destroyed and world Communism with it.
It is logical that the Soviet agents in the Roosevelt administration, like Stalin himself, panicked in July 1941 and urged the President to take extreme measures against Japan. Roosevelt’s embargo was joined by the British and (with U.S. pressure) the Dutch. The embargo forced Japan to divert attention from Russia, and to instead invade Southeast Asia in an attempt to obtain the raw materials — especially oil and rubber — which the embargo denied them.
Internationalism
Finally, we cannot underestimate the role of capitalist-veneer globalists who have often worked hand-in-hand with Communists. America’s main voice for globalism has always been the private Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), for decades the chief supplier of top State Department executives. The well-financed, influential Council was born in 1921 in New York, as a direct response to U.S. refusal to join the League of Nations after World War I. When World War II loomed, Council publications began clamoring for entry into the war — not so much as a means to peace, but to world government. During World War II, the CFR succeeded in making itself an adjunct of the U.S. government through the secret War and Peace Studies Project. Unknown to the public, the Council, which coined the term “United Nations,” formulated the original plans for the UN (which is a framework for world government), the IMF (the foundation for a world issuer of currency), and the Marshall Plan (a would-be cornerstone for a U.S.-European Union). Although these institutions were officially formalized or introduced at the UN Founding Conference in San Francisco, the Bretton Woods Conference, and George Marshall’s famous Harvard speech, all were secret brainchilds of Council study groups. To the liberal Establishment running the CFR, like the Communist agents in the Roosevelt administration, Pearl Harbor may have been viewed as a small price to pay in order to obtain such objectives.*
This Communist-globalist interpretation will seem radical to many, but is most consistent with the facts. Leaders do not allow their own fleet to be sunk, and thousands of their countrymen to be murdered, out of “nobility.” If Roosevelt and Marshall were motivated by nobility, why did they not send a last-minute warning to Hawaii, so our men could have at least been at their guns when the Japanese arrived? If noble, why did Washington continue using Kimmel and Short as scapegoats even after the war was long won? And if it was necessary to provoke the Axis powers to war to stop aggression and brutality, why was it never necessary to provoke Stalin — an equally brutal and aggressive dictator?
* For a more complete discussion of the CFR, see the author’s book The Shadows of Power: The Council on Foreign Relations and the American Decline.
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Why did the U.S. unleash its terrible weapon?

Prevailing wisdom concerning the August 1945 atomic bombings of the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki holds that those twin horrors were undertaken to force Japan to sue for peace. Had the bombs not been employed (so the “wisdom” goes), an enormous number of American troops would have perished in an inevitable amphibious operation against the Japanese mainland.
During much of 1995, controversy engulfed plans by Washington, DC’s Smithsonian Institution to exhibit the Enola Gay, the B-29 bomber that delivered the A-bomb over Hiroshima. Incredibly, the exhibit’s original commentary intended to empathize with Japan and portray the United States as perpetrators of a “war of vengeance.” The planned text even declared of the Pacific conflict, “For most of the Japanese, it was a war to defend their unique culture against Western imperialism.”
Veterans groups, angry citizens, and some members of Congress eventually forced the Smithsonian to rewrite the text for the exhibit. What finally emerged, not surprisingly, is now being targeted by an assortment of pacifists and anti-nuclear partisans. A wall panel now informs viewers:
[The atomic bombs] destroyed much of the two cities and caused many tens of thousands of deaths. However, the use of the bombs led to the immediate surrender of Japan and made unnecessary the planned invasion of the Japanese home islands. Such an invasion, especially if undertaken for both main islands, would have led to heavy casualties among American, Allied, and Japanese armed forces and Japanese civilians.
This current display, therefore, repeats the notion that the dropping of the bombs by the U.S. brought Japan to the peace table and saved countless lives on both sides. But this historical view, like the original commentary intended for the exhibit, is not supported by the facts.
Immediately after the war had ended, President Harry Truman publicized the view of wartime Army Chief of Staff General George C. Marshall that an invasion of the Japanese mainland would have required “a million men for the landing and a million more to hold it, and ... half a million casualties.”
Much of the historical perspective on the era holds that the Japanese were prepared to fight to their very last man, and that until the horror of Hiroshima and Nagasaki had been visited upon their homeland Japanese leaders had no intention of surrendering. But in fact the Japanese had sent peace feelers to the West as early as 1942, only six months after the December 1941 attack on Pearl Harbor. More would come in a flood long before the fateful use of the atomic bombs.
In her 1956 book, The Enemy at His Back, journalist Elizabeth Churchill Brown supplied overwhelming evidence to counter the inaccurate views about the close of the war. Beginning in 1949, she plunged into dozens of wartime memoirs and congressional hearings dealing with the conflict. The wife of noted Washington Star columnist Constantine Brown, Mrs. Brown had access to many of “the men who were no longer ‘under wraps,’“ as she noted. She wrote, “With this knowledge at hand, I quickly began to see why the war with Japan was unprecedented in all history. Here was an enemy who had been trying to surrender for almost a year before the conflict ended.”
In her book, Brown supplied abundant evidence about the immense perfidy that kept the Japanese from surrendering until such time as the Soviets were ready to enter the war against Japan and the American forces had dropped the atomic bombs on civilian populations.
Divided Opinion
Even before Japan started the war, its leadership was divided into two sharply opposing factions. Those who never wanted any hostilities between Japan and the United States were known as “the peace party.” They counted among their number Emperor Hirohito and several high officers in the navy.
The other faction, the militarists led by Army leader Tojo, was known as “the war party.” It was this group’s belief that Japan should rule the Pacific and most of the lands touching it. These individuals were responsible for launching the vicious attack on our naval base at Pearl Harbor, Japan’s only victory of any consequence during the entire war.
The next major event in the war, the famous naval battle occurring near Midway Island in June 1942, saw the Japanese navy dealt a huge defeat. While there were to be many other naval engagements in which the Japanese navy was also routed, Midway was actually a dramatic turning point in the war, a realization shared by many in Japan’s leadership.
After Midway and prior to the U.S. assault on Guadalcanal in August 1942, as reported in his 1950 book Journey to the Missouri, Toshikasu Kase, an official of the Japanese Foreign Office, delivered a highly confidential message to the interned British ambassador, Sir Robert Craigi. It contained a “discreet hint regarding the eventual restoration of peace.” Emanating from Japanese Foreign Minister Togo, this message stated, “Should it happen that the British Government became desirous of discussing or negotiating peace they would find the Japanese Government ready to be helpful.”

Kase wrote that “even as early as the summer of 1942, we few in the foreign office were endeavoring to lay the foundations for future negotiations....”
In his 1952 book Fleet Admiral King, Admiral Ernest J. King reported President Roosevelt’s 1942 understanding that “by the application of sea power, Japan could be forced to surrender without an invasion of her home islands.” This attitude, shared by most of our military leaders, would quickly be abandoned by the President. Instead, the costly island-by-island advance of U.S. forces northward through the Pacific continued. Major land battles between U.S. and Japanese forces, marked by fierce fighting and many casualties, included:
• Solomon Islands, June 1943.
• New Guinea, September 1943.
• Bouganville and Tarawa, November 1943.
• Marshall Islands, January 1944.
• Saipan in the Marianas, June 1944.
• Leyte in the Philippines, October 1944.
• Iwo Jima, February 1945.
• Okinawa, April 1945.
The June 1944 American assault on the island of Saipan convinced even some of Japan’s hard-liners that their cause was lost. In his book, Toshikasu Kase wrote that on June 26, 1944, Baron Kido, a close adviser to the Emperor, “sent for Foreign Minister Shigemitsu and asked him if he would work out some plan looking toward an eventual diplomatic settlement of the war.” The only unwavering stipulation sought by anyone in the Japanese “peace party” was the retention of the Emperor and the continuance of the monarchy.
But America’s leaders began trumpeting the need for “unconditional surrender” without ever spelling out exactly what that would mean. Many Japanese feared that the Americans intended to force the termination of their culture, even the denigration of their deeply revered Emperor. They had good reason for such concerns. By July 3, 1945, the Washington Post alluded to such a concern: “Senator White of Maine, minority leader, declared ... that the Pacific war might end quickly if President Truman would state specifically just what unconditional surrender means for the Japanese.”
Attacking the Monarch
In his 1954 book The Untold Story of Douglas MacArthur, Frazier Hunt reported that Owen Lattimore, the deputy director in charge of Pacific Affairs of the Office of War Information, “called on President Truman and remonstrated against the government taking any position which would enable the monarchy to remain in Japan.” According to Hunt, Lattimore had violated policy by using his office to attack the Emperor, even recommending that the Japanese monarch be exiled to China. Attacking Japan’s monarchy could only lead to prolonging the war and opening the door to Soviet presence in Asia. As would subsequently be revealed, Lattimore had reason to act as he did: The Senate Internal Security Subcommittee would conclude a few years later that Lattimore “was from some time in the middle 1930s a conscious, articulate instrument of the Soviet conspiracy.”
In his 1966 book No Wonder We Are Losing, wartime U.S. official Robert Morris stated that the undefined demand for unconditional surrender was “frightening” to the Japanese. Working for Naval Intelligence as an expert in its Psychological Warfare Department, Morris reported that careful interrogation of Japanese prisoners confirmed that “the Japanese would yield most readily if they were assured that they could keep Emperor Hirohito.” Morris also stated that “intelligent prisoners ... consistently reported that Japan would prefer to surrender before the Soviet Union entered the war [because they] feared the Bolshevization of the home islands.”
Once Saipan was in American hands, President Roosevelt journeyed to Hawaii to meet with our nation’s top Pacific commanders, General Douglas MacArthur and Admiral Chester Nimitz. Both emphasized that Japan could now be forced to surrender without an invasion of her homeland. In his 1950 book I Was There, Admiral William D. Leahy, President Roosevelt’s aide who was present at the meeting, confirmed that there was never any consideration given during the meeting to an invasion of the Japanese mainland.
In the fall of 1944, Emperor Hirohito attempted to make peace with China, but his efforts failed because Chinese leader Chiang Kai-shek felt compelled to follow the lead of his wartime allies, Great Britain and the United States, neither of which was planning for an early Japanese surrender. The Emperor then made contact with a group of Siamese and had them send peace proposals to Washington. By now, the Japanese were aware of the alarming possibility that the USSR might be invited into the war.
More peace overtures were being sent by Japan through various channels. In No Wonder We Are Losing, Robert Morris stated that “the Japanese had explored the possibility of a negotiated peace through the Vatican as early as November 1944.” Erik von Kuehnelt-Leddihn noted in his 1990 book Leftism Revisited that the Japanese had tried to arrange peace “in April 1945 through the Vatican.”
“The Army”
In the U.S., the diplomatic element favoring a continuation of all-out war with Japan was led by Harry Hopkins, President Roosevelt’s closest adviser, whose fanatical esteem for Soviet Russia was legendary. Among the very few military officials who favored continued fighting, the leader was Army Chief of Staff George Marshall who, right up to the actual use of the atomic bombs, would listen to no talk of a Japanese surrender and insisted on the need for a full-scale invasion of Japan proper. Of President Roosevelt’s military advisers, it was to Marshall alone he looked for military perspective about the Pacific war. The other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff might have their say during meetings, but Marshall’s view always prevailed. After President Roosevelt died on April 12, 1945, Marshall’s influence continued with the arrival of President Truman. Of Marshall’s role, Elizabeth Churchill Brown wrote:
I found that all final and absolute decisions of the war were taken by the President and “the Army.” Who “the Army” was, I discovered by a process of elimination and a close study of the war. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consisted of Admiral Ernest J. King, Chief of Naval Operations; General H.H. Arnold, Chief of the Army Air Force; General George C. Marshall, Army Chief of Staff; and Admiral William D. Leahy, President Roosevelt’s and later President Truman’s Chief of Staff who presided over the meetings. Although the recommendations of the Joint Chiefs were always unanimous, more often than not the two admirals disagreed with General Marshall in private. And General Arnold, according to his memoirs, also quite often did not go along with General Marshall’s views. Secretary of War Henry Stimson was so seldom consulted that he, too, must be eliminated. Finally I discovered a passage in General Arnold’s book, “Global Mission,” which summed up the picture. He wrote – “Usually, he [Marshall] was spokesman at our conferences.” Arnold referred to Admiral Leahy as the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, but to Marshall as the spokesman. I therefore came to the inescapable conclusion that, when I read that “the Army” or “the Joint Chiefs” had decided upon such-and-such a strategy, the decision was invariably that of General Marshall.*

* On June 14, 1951, Senator Joseph McCarthy delivered to the Senate a review of the career of George Marshall. His speech, the product of journalist Forest Davis’ research, detailed Marshall’s incompetence as a military official, his rise to prominence within the military through political connections, and his diplomatic disloyalty to the United States and its true allies. The speech was later published in book form as America’s Retreat From Victory.
The first atomic bomb was exploded over Hiroshima on August 5, 1945; the second was detonated over Nagasaki four days later. On August 8th, the Soviet Union declared war on an already beaten Japan. But other Japanese attempts to surrender had been coming fast and furious prior to these historically important developments.
One of the most compelling was transmitted by General MacArthur to President Roosevelt in January 1945, prior to the Yalta conference. MacArthur’s communiqué stated that the Japanese were willing to surrender under terms which included:

• Full surrender of Japanese forces on sea, in the air, at home, on island possessions, and in occupied countries.
• Surrender of all arms and munitions. · Occupation of the Japanese homeland and island possessions by allied troops under American direction.
• Japanese relinquishment of Manchuria, Korea, and Formosa, as well as all territory seized during the war.
• Regulation of Japanese industry to halt present and future production of implements of war.
• Turning over of Japanese which the United States might designate war criminals.
• Release of all prisoners of war and internees in Japan and in areas under Japanese control.
Amazingly, these were identical to the terms which were accepted by our government for the surrender of Japan seven months later. Had they been accepted when first offered, there would have been no heavy loss of life on Iwo Jima (over 26,033 Americans killed or wounded, approximately 21,000 Japanese killed) and Okinawa (over 39,000 U.S. dead and wounded, 109,000 Japanese dead), no fire bombing of Japanese cities by B-29 bombers (it is estimated that the dropping of 1,700 tons of incendiary explosives on Japanese cities during March 9th-10th alone killed over 80,000 civilians and destroyed 260,000 buildings), and no use of the atomic bomb.
Countless thousands of Japanese civilians perished as a result of the atomic bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. And the world was suddenly and violently brought into the atomic age.
Belated Revelations
The U.S. government has never published MacArthur’s communiqué detailing Japan’s willingness to end the war, even though its existence first came to light in an article by Chicago Tribune journalist Walter Trohan and published on August 19, 1945 in both the Tribune and the Washington Times Herald. A military intelligence officer with access to classified information had given Trohan a copy of this peace proposal with the stipulation that he keep it confidential until the war ended. Trohan honored his end of the agreement, and then wrote his article immediately after Japan’s August 14th surrender had been announced.
Trohan’s sensational revelations occasioned no response from the White House and State Department. Nor did it attract the kind of attention from the mass media it surely deserved. Historian Harry Elmer Barnes, writing in the May 10, 1958 issue of National Review, supplied additional credence to the Trohan report:
After General MacArthur returned from Korea in 1951, his neighbor in the Waldorf Towers, former President Herbert Hoover, took the Trohan article to General MacArthur and the latter confirmed its accuracy in every detail and without qualification.
But the January 1945 attempt to end the war wasn’t Japan’s only move. Robert Morris wrote in No Wonder We Are Losing:
... the Japanese made other overtures through the Soviet Union which were not transmitted to us. But on June 1, Tokyo wired its Ambassador in Moscow that the Emperor wished to make peace and told him to request Soviet mediation. This information was decoded by the United States – two months before the atomic bomb dropped and the Soviet Union entered the war against Japan.
In his 1963 book How the Far East Was Lost, Professor Anthony Kubek told of a July 6, 1945 message sent to the State Department by American diplomats in Sweden which claimed “that Prince Carl Bernodotte, nephew of King Gustov, had been told by the Japanese military attaché in Sweden that Japan had lost the war and wanted to enter surrender negotiations through the King of Sweden.”
Kubek further reported on July 12th, “Prince Konoye was received by the Emperor and ordered to Moscow as a peace plenipotentiary to ‘secure peace at any price.’“ Despite the strong efforts of the Japanese ambassador in Moscow to arrange for Prince Konoye’s visit, however, the Russian government rejected the proposal.
In his 1966 work The Death of James Forrestal, Cornell Simpson wrote that Forrestal, the Secretary of the Navy at the time, “had originated a plan to end the war with Japan five and a half months before V-J Day [August 14, 1945] finally dawned.” Simpson pointed out that, had this plan been implemented, the atomic bombs would never have been used and “the Russians would not have had a chance to muscle into the Pacific war for the last six of its 1,347 days.” Simpson added:
The last point, of course, is why the fellow travellers hurriedly persuaded FDR to reject Forrestal’s plan, and why they saw to it that the American people heard nothing about this chance to save untold numbers of American lives .... In May, another move to end the Pacific war was similarly scuttled. The very same month that Germany surrendered, Truman approved a peace ultimatum to Japan, subject to endorsement by the military. But on May 29, General Marshall rejected it as “premature.”
General MacArthur’s January 1945 communiqué containing Japan’s detailed peace proposal reached President Roosevelt two days before he departed for his meeting with Churchill and Stalin at Yalta. With his mind already made up about the need to continue the war, he completely discounted the entire proposal and flippantly remarked to an aide, “MacArthur is our greatest general and poorest politician.”
At the conference in Yalta, with secret Communist agent Alger Hiss at his side, Franklin Roosevelt agreed to everything Josef Stalin wanted – and more. Plans previously discussed at a November 1943 Big Three conference held in Teheran were finalized at Yalta.
The Soviets were to be welcomed into the Pacific war after Germany surrendered. They were to be given rights to the port of Dairen, Port Arthur’s naval base, several Japanese island possessions, and both Outer Mongolia and Manchuria, where huge stores of Japanese arms were stockpiled. These munitions were later transferred to Mao Tse-tung’s Communist forces, enabling them to carry on the war with the Nationalist Chinese forces and eventually seize control of mainland China.
Decisions reached at Yalta also gave the Soviet Union a green light to take huge chunks of Poland, as well as Prague and Berlin.
Bomb at the Ready
Just prior to departing for Yalta, President Roosevelt also received confirmation via Secretary of War Henry Stimson that the scientists working on the development of the atomic bomb expected it to be ready for use in August. Possessed of this intelligence, he nevertheless went to Yalta with the intention of prolonging the war, welcoming the Soviet Union into it, and ignoring Japan’s detailed peace offerings.
President Roosevelt died on April 12th and was succeeded at once by Harry Truman. After Germany surrendered on May 8th, President Truman began making plans for the next Big Three conference to be held in the German city of Potsdam in mid-July. This gathering would legitimize all that had been decided at Yalta.
On May 28th, Stalin informed Harry Hopkins that Russia would move against Japan on August 8th. On May 29th, as noted previously, President Truman’s plan to send Japan a surrender demand was scuttled by General Marshall as “premature.” Truman would then defer any further discussion of Japan’s surrender until after the Potsdam meeting. In Moscow, Stalin brusquely told Japanese emissaries in Moscow that he saw no reason to discuss an end to the war until after Potsdam.
On July 16th, President Truman received word that a successful test of the atomic bomb had been completed in New Mexico. The Potsdam conference, delayed a day because of Stalin’s alleged heart attack, began on July 17th. On July 24th, the President informed a not-surprised Stalin about the bomb.*
* Stalin wasn’t surprised because, as was later shown, there were active Soviet spies working in the group developing and producing the atomic bomb.
On July 25th, U.S. military officials were ordered to drop the bomb “after August 3rd.” The Potsdam conference closed on August 2nd.

As has already been noted, the first atomic bomb fell on Hiroshima on August 5th; the USSR entered the war on August 8th; and the second bomb devastated Nagasaki on August 9th. Japan was finally permitted to surrender on August 14th.
No good evidence exists to demonstrate that the atomic bomb was needed to hasten the end of the war with Japan. While many Americans have been persuaded that a full-scale invasion of Japan and its accompanying huge number of casualties were avoided, no invasion was ever needed. Japan was beaten and was trying to surrender.
Another argument to justify the use of the atomic bomb holds that the demonstration of some awesome and terrible power would aid the United States in future diplomatic confrontations with Soviet Russia. Norman Cousins and Thomas K. Finletter offered this rationalization in an article appearing in the June 15, 1946 Saturday Review of Literature. Secretary of War Stimson proposed this same rationale in his 1948 memoir, On Active Service in Peace and War.
Of course, if the frightening power of the atomic bomb were to be employed as a diplomatic weapon, such an advantage could have been gained by a demonstration that did not consume hundreds of thousands of defenseless human beings. If its effect was directed more at Russia than at Japan, the victims at Hiroshima and Nagasaki died for a mere diplomatic edge. The incredible lack of morality in such a decision is self-evident.
Authoritative Opposition
Other more rational and moral voices spoke out in opposition to what had been done to the Japanese people. One of the first was Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal, who had tried to end the war months before the bomb. In his diary entry for August 10, 1945, he wrote:
The Secretary of War made the suggestion that we should now cease sending our bombers over Japan; he cited the growing feeling of apprehension and misgiving as to the effect of the atomic bomb even in our own country. I supported that view and said that we must remember that this nation would have to bear the focus of the hatred of the Japanese.
In 1946, the United States Strategic Bombing Survey, headed by Rear Admiral R.A. Ofstie, issued a report entitled The Campaigns of the Pacific War. Among its many revealing passages can be found:
In June [1944] the loss of the Marianas had struck terror into the hearts of responsible Japanese authorities and had convinced many that the war was lost. By January 1945 Japan was in fact a defeated nation.

[P]rior to 31 December 1945, and in all probability prior to 1 November 1945, Japan would have surrendered even if the atomic bombs had not been dropped, even if Russia had not entered the war, and even if no invasion had been planned or contemplated.
In his 1950 work I Was There, Admiral William Leahy discussed his reaction to the use of the bomb:
It is my opinion that the use of this barbarous weapon at Hiroshima and Nagasaki was of no material assistance in our war against Japan. The Japanese were already beaten and ready to surrender ....

It was my reaction that the scientists and others wanted to make the test because of the vast sums that had been spent on the project .... My own feeling was that in being the first to use it, we had adopted an ethical standard common to the barbarians of the Dark Ages.
In his 1967 book Utopia: The Perennial Heresy, Professor Thomas Molnar put his finger on a major reason why the bomb was used:
In our times the portentous event is the atomic bomb which creates general insecurity and is credited with effecting a total change in mankind’s destiny since it can no longer be called a “single event” but a permanent state with which we shall have to live from now on. Accordingly, voices are already heard that, living as we do “in the shadow of the bomb,” our traditional moral assumptions will have to be reconsidered. Religious leaders declare that the existence of “the bomb” has so activated our awareness of science that, as Paul Tillich says, “we must forget everything traditional we have learned about God, perhaps even that word itself.” Political leaders, fearful of the final cataclysm of nuclear annihilation, say that men must huddle together under a world government .... (Emphasis added.)
Looking to the UN
Almost immediately after the first atomic bombs had been used, U.S. Communist Party chieftain William Z. Foster suggested the need for United Nations control of atomic energy. In an article appearing in the party newspaper Daily Worker on August 13, 1945, he wrote: “If... the new atomic power which is a product of international science is to be directed to constructive uses, the general military control of it will have to be vested in the Security Council of the United Nations.” Foster, of course, knew that the Soviet Union would control the military use of atomic power through the privilege it had been granted to appoint the UN’s Undersecretary for Political and Security Council Affairs. That post has always had jurisdiction over all military, disarmament, and atomic energy matters for the world body.
In September 1949, Mr. Truman announced that the Soviets had exploded their own atomic bomb, and that America’s monopoly on this awesome weaponry had ended.
Only a few days after the U.S. had dropped the A-bombs on Japan, President Truman sought to justify their use in a letter he sent to the Federal Council of Churches: “I was greatly disturbed over the unwarranted attack by the Japanese on Pearl Harbor and their murder of our prisoners of war. The only language they seem to understand is the one we have been using to bombard them. When you have to deal with a beast you have to treat him as a beast.”
Years later, Mr. Truman would again attempt to defend his decision to use the bomb against Japan. As Harry Elmer Barnes reported in National Review, May 10, 1958, the former President stated: “The need for such a fateful decision, of course, would never have arisen had we not been shot in the back by Japan at Pearl Harbor in December 1941.” According to Barnes, the Hiroshima City Council responded to Truman as follows:
Had your decision been based on the Imperial Navy’s surprise attack on your country’s combatants and military facilities, why could you not choose a military base for the target? You committed the outrage of massacring 200,000 non-combatants as revenge, and you are still trying to justify it.
Hundreds of thousands of Japanese civilians did perish in the raids on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. But their deaths had nothing to do with either forcing Japan to the peace table or gaining a diplomatic edge over the Soviet Union. Their deaths did, however, usher the world dramatically into the age of atomic weaponry – where the threat of nuclear terror has been effectively used to propel mankind – especially the United States – to the brink of world government.
The very existence of atomic weapons, and especially their use against Japan, has been cited ever since 1945 by enemies of national sovereignty and promoters of the United Nations as a prime reason why nations can no longer be independent and peoples can no longer expect God-given freedom.
Current commentaries about the events surrounding the use of the atomic bomb are appearing virtually everywhere. The summer 1995 issue of Foreign Policy offered “Hiroshima: Historians Reassess.” And the January/February issue of the Council on Foreign Relation’s journal Foreign Affairs contained “The Atomic Bombings Reconsidered.”
Both articles disregard fundamentally important matters such as the MacArthur communiqué of January 1945, Japan’s many attempts to surrender, and the pro-Soviet treachery accomplished at Yalta and Potsdam. The articles promote the notion that only through the reflections of modern scholars may we come to understand that there were alternatives to the bomb. In reality, those alternatives have been a matter of conspiratorial history for five decades.
From at least January 1945, the many thousands of dead and wounded on both sides of the Pacific war must be counted as victims of the treacherous determination to extend the conflict in order to benefit the Soviet Union and use the bomb. Franklin Roosevelt, Harry Truman, and all who supported this perfidy must be held historically accountable.
No one can blame the horrible killing and maiming at Iwo Jima, Okinawa, Hiroshima, and Nagasaki on our nation’s military forces whose leaders, with the prominent exception of George Marshall, tried to stop the war prior to each of these events.
Without doubt, war is hell. But World War II in the Pacific was hell for at least six months more than was needed. And when it was finally over, the real winners were the conspirators who had done their very best for Josef Stalin, Mao Tse-tung, and world government.
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Despite popular misconceptions, America’s involvement in WWII was brought on not by isolationism but by globalism—a concerted, clandestine effort to build world government.

Ben Affleck, Hollywood heartthrob and reputed actor, has it all figured out. “Pearl Harbor showed that the United States, for better or worse, is permanently linked to the rest of the world,” declared Affleck in an interview with USA Weekend magazine. “Until then, there was a belief we could be by ourselves in North America, that we didn’t have to have anything to do with anyone else.” Affleck was surprised to learn that most Americans at the time of the Pearl Harbor attack didn’t share his wisdom: “I was interested in the degree to which people didn’t want to get involved in World War II — the isolationists, the America First movement. In 1939, more than 80 percent were against getting into the war.”
To prepare for his role in the new Disney film Pearl Harbor, Affleck put himself through a vigorous research regimen — he “watched old war movies and newsreel footage and listened to old speeches and radio shows....” In the course of such expansive and detailed inquiry, it never occurred to him to ask questions that would challenge the prevailing orthodoxy about the war. For instance, if it was “impossible” for America to avoid the war, our geographical isolation notwithstanding, how did land-locked Switzerland — a nation with no standing army, that was surrounded by Axis-dominated nations — manage to stay out of the conflict? If America had thrust itself into the fray in 1939, wouldn’t we have been at war with the Soviet Union — which at the time was Nazi Germany’s partner in the invasion of Poland? And why was it that after Pearl Harbor, the Roosevelt administration’s war strategy focused upon Europe, rather than the Pacific — when it was Imperial Japan, and not Nazi Germany, who had attacked us?
Affleck laments that people of “my generation … get so much of their history and politics from pop culture. It’s not the most accurate way to learn. But since so many people do go to movies for history, the onus is on us [in the film industry] to get it right.” This explains, presumably, why Pearl Harbor begins with newsreel footage of Nazi-dominated Europe, circa 1940, augmented with a mock voice-over chastising “isolationist” America for refusing to join the war. Even Affleck’s cursory study of the period would have been sufficient to document that no newsreel of that era would come equipped with pro-intervention commentary. So fervently did America want to remain aloof from Europe’s fratricide that FDR was forced to campaign for re-election on a specific, oft-reiterated pledge to keep our nation out of the war.
In the section of the film Pearl Harbor that precedes the depiction of the Japanese attack, there is general unanimity among the characters that America would soon join the war. Affleck’s character, Army Air Corps fighter pilot Rafe McCawley, volunteers to fight alongside the British, and quickly wins the Brits’ respect by downing several Luftwaffe planes over the English Channel. During a break in the action, Rafe’s British RAF commander remarks that the English are peeved with the “Yanks” for their determination to remain aloof from the war — but that “if there are many more at home like you, God help anyone who goes to war with America.” It’s a sure-fire applause line for U.S. audiences — the cinematic equivalent of the lounge singer’s invitation to the audience to “give yourselves a hand.” The line is particularly clever in that it invites American audiences to feel a rush of self-approval for the fact that they are much wiser than the selfish, short-sighted “isolationists” of the pre-war era.
“Isolationism” and War
In its dimwitted way, Pearl Harbor offers a cinematic riff on a familiar Establishment propaganda theme — namely, that isolationists cause wars. A much more cogent version of that canard was presented by former President George Bush during the observance of the 50th anniversary of the Pearl Harbor attack. Speaking in Honolulu, Bush unleashed a remarkable slander against the America First movement:
Ironically, isolationists gathered together at what was known in those days as an “American [sic] First” rally in Pittsburgh at precisely the moment the first Americans met early, violent deaths right here at Pearl Harbor. The isolationists failed to see that the seeds of Pearl Harbor were sown back in 1919, when a victorious America decided that in the absence of a threatening enemy abroad, we should turn all of our energies inward. That notion of isolationism flew escort for the very bombers that attacked our men 50 years ago.
Bush’s defamation of the America First movement as co-conspirators in the Pearl Harbor attack is even more contemptible today, when abundant and irrefutable evidence proves that FDR and his cohorts carefully enticed the Japanese into the attack.*
In early June, Justice Department official Daryl S. Borgquist, who has devoted great time and energy to independent research into Pearl Harbor, added to the already overwhelming body of evidence against FDR by releasing the findings of his latest inquiry into recently released documents. As reported in the June 1st Washington Times, Borgquist points out that a major portion of the first draft of FDR’s “Day of Infamy” speech, prepared by a team headed by Assistant Secretary of State Adolph Berle, was composed on December 6th — several hours before the Japanese attack.
In a 1999 article in Naval History magazine, Borgquist described the recollections of Helen E. Hamman, the daughter of Don C. Smith, who directed the War Service for the Red Cross before WWII. “Shortly before the attack in 1941,” recalled Hamman, “President Roosevelt called [my father] to the White House for a meeting concerning a top-secret matter. At this meeting, the president advised my father that his intelligence staff had informed him of a pending attack on Pearl Harbor. He anticipated many casualties and much loss; he instructed my father to send workers and supplies to a holding area. When he protested to the president … Roosevelt told him that the American people would never agree to enter the war in Europe unless they were attack[ed] within their own borders....”
Tragically, Roosevelt was right. The Japanese attack came, and independent, peaceful America quickly morphed into a war-making machine. Americans were told to “remember Pearl Harbor,” and they went on to avenge it. Japan was not the only enemy, however, and Nazi Germany soon felt the wrath of American interventionism as well. For post-War Americans, stopping the spread of Nazi evil was the most important justification of U.S. involvement in World War II, but the extent of that evil would not fully be known until after war’s end. But like the attack on Pearl Harbor, the rise of Nazism was assisted by the Western Power Elite.
Spontaneous Nazism?
According to orthodox treatments of history, Germany’s National Socialist (Nazi) regime spontaneously coalesced around Adolf Hitler — perhaps willed into existence through an act of Hitler’s depraved will. But this notion of Nazism-through-spontaneous-generation doesn’t answer one of the key questions about that era: How did a defeated, prostrate, bankrupt Germany acquire the means to create a war machine capable of threatening Europe? Where did the money come from? Although corporate investment in foreign nations does not necessarily mean that those individuals involved are responsible for the aggressive actions of another nation, it is important to acknowledge the globalist aspirations of those who provided the financial backing for Germany’s rearmament.
In his carefully researched study Wall Street and the Rise of Hitler, Dr. Antony Sutton presents a convincing case that the rise of National Socialism was underwritten and materially supported — both before and during World War II — by U.S.-based multinationals, as well as Morgan, Chase, Rockefeller, and Warburg banking interests. As the late Georgetown professor Carroll Quigley documented in his study Tragedy and Hope, those same interests constitute the financial spine of the international Power Elite, the most visible manifestation of which is the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR).
In a 1947 accounting of its activities during its first quarter-century, the CFR described its role following the German invasion of Poland on September 1, 1939. (That invasion, it should be recalled, was immediately followed by an assault upon Poland by the Soviet Union — which, as Dr. Sutton documented in Wall Street and the Bolshevik Revolution, was also created in collaboration with the Western financial elite.) According to the CFR account, within a week of the invasion of Poland, a contingent from the Council “paid a visit to the Department of State to offer such aid on the part of the Council as might be useful and appropriate in view of the war.”
The State Department approved of the suggestion, and with a special grant from the Rockefeller Foundation, the CFR created, on December 8, 1939, a “Committee on Post-War Problems.” Within that CFR-organized cabal — which was an incubator for FDR’s war plans — gestated the charter for a world government body, the United Nations. The committee’s Russian-born research director, Leo Pasvolsky, was later recognized by Time magazine as the “architect of the United Nations charter.”
Thus two full years before America would declare war upon Japan, the CFR was planning for a post-war American foreign policy that would be built around a permanent entanglement in a world government body. Indeed, the term “United Nations” began to be used as a description of the anti-Axis powers following the August 14, 1941 Atlantic Charter conference between Roosevelt and Churchill — and was formally applied to the Allied nations by the January 1, 1942 United Nations Pact.
There is a narrow and ironic sense in which George Bush had a point: The seeds of Pearl Harbor were sown when the Senate rejected the League of Nations covenant in 1919-1920. They were planted and cultivated by the same Power Elite that had connived to involve America in World War I, and which sought to enmesh our nation in a world government body following the war.
During a September 1919 speech in Omaha, Nebraska, Woodrow Wilson — whose alter-ego and “second self,” Edward Mandell House, was a key link to the Power Elite — declared that if the Senate rejected the League of Nations covenant, “I can predict with absolute certainty that within another generation there will be another war.” Wilson was not acting as a seer foretelling the future, but rather as an emissary reading a blackmail note to the American public: Surrender your sovereignty, or face the horrendous consequences.
UNdoing “Isolationism”
It is doubtful that one American in a thousand knows that the U.S. participated in World War II as a member of the “United Nations” even before the United Nations organization was created in 1945. And it is doubtful that even one American in ten thousand knows that it was the unambiguous intention of the FDR administration — and the Power Elite behind it — to use the war as a means of permanently defeating “isolationism” by imprisoning our nation within a world government body.
The clearest statement of this under-appreciated reality comes from Arthur Schlesinger Jr., writing in the Power Elite’s chief publication, Foreign Affairs. “For Roosevelt, the critical task in 1943-45, beyond winning the war, was to commit the United States to postwar international structures before peace could return the nation to its old habits,” observes Schlesinger. “So he moved methodically to prepare the American people for a continuing world role” by putting in place key elements of the United Nations system. This process began with the financial infrastructure, the World Bank and International Monetary Fund, which were created in 1944 — before the founding conference of the UN organization itself.
“Above all,” continues Schlesinger, “FDR saw the United Nations, in the words of [presidential advisor] Charles E. Bohlen, as ‘the only device that could keep the United States from slipping back into isolationism.’ He was determined to put the United Nations in business while the war was still on so that the American people were still in an internationalist mood; hence the founding conference in San Francisco, which took place after his death but before victory. And, as Winston Churchill emphasized, the new international organization ‘will not shrink from establishing its will against the evil-doer or evil-planner in good time and by force of arms.’”
One of the FDR administration’s most outspoken propagandists on behalf of the United Nations — both as a wartime alliance and as a permanent “peace enforcement” body — was Wendell Willkie, the globalist Republican who lost (some commentators say “threw”) the 1940 presidential race. (Willkie had been a Democrat until 1938, and actually flanked Roosevelt to the left in both foreign and domestic policy.) In his 1943 book One World — a travelogue of Willkie’s grand tour of the Soviet Union, Asia, the Middle East, Africa, and Latin America as an emissary of the FDR administration — the vision of a UN-administered world is laid out with compelling bluntness:
More than a year has passed since the signing of the [United Nations] pact. Today the United Nations is a great symbol and a treaty of alliance. But we must face the fact that if hopeful billions of human beings are not to be disappointed, if the world of which we dream is to be achieved, even in part, then today, not tomorrow, the United Nations must become a common council, not only for the winning of the war, but for the future welfare of mankind. While we fight, we must develop a mechanism of working together that will survive after the fighting is over.
Aiding Stalin
Another of the United Nations’ priorities was to build, strengthen, and sustain the Soviet Union under Josef Stalin — and it bears repeating that the Soviet Union began World War II as an ally of, and co-aggressor with, Nazi Germany. Through the Roosevelt administration’s Lend-Lease program, nearly $10 billion in aid — both military and non-military — was channeled into the Soviet Union. Lend-Lease is primarily remembered as a wartime expedient. But the program began prior to U.S. entry into the war, and continued for at least one year after the war.
Furthermore, the military element of Lend-Lease was not used to fight the Axis. Father Leopold Braun, an American Catholic priest who was in Moscow during World War II, testified that “Lend-Lease aid to Russia was diverted to a second, secret Red Army which was used exclusively for the purpose of suppressing revolts against the Kremlin regime.”
But the supreme betrayal embodied in Lend-Lease was described by George Racey Jordan in his book From Major Jordan’s Diaries. Major Jordan, in his capacity as “United Nations Representative” in charge of expediting Lend-Lease aid to Moscow, was the only U.S. official to defy both Soviet and U.S. officials by inspecting mysterious shipments headed for the USSR. Cloaked in diplomatic immunity, the Russian suitcases contained uranium, cobalt, thorium, cadmium, and detailed scientific data from the U.S. Manhattan Project, as well as reams of military and industrial secrets obtained through espionage.
Addressing a huge Aid to Russia rally at Madison Square Garden in May 1942, Lend-Lease commissar Harry Hopkins offered some remarks that place American involvement in World War II — and the United Nations concept — in a very interesting light. “The American people are bound to the people of the Soviet Union in the great alliance of the United Nations,” cried Hopkins. “We are determined that nothing shall stop us from sharing with you all that we have and are in this conflict, and we look forward to sharing with you the fruits of victory and peace.”
In sharing “all that we have” with the Soviet Union, Hopkins and his comrades were careful to include the means whereby the Soviets could become a nuclear-armed aggressor. Moscow first tested its atom bomb in 1949; a year later, its surrogates in North Korea overran the South. In The Venona Secrets, a book he co-wrote with the late Eric Breindel, intelligence analyst Herbert Romerstein notes: “Documents recently released in the former USSR … demonstrate that, absent an atomic bomb, Stalin would not have unleashed Pyongyang’s army to conquer the entire Korean peninsula,” an action that resulted in America’s involvement in the Korean War.
Thus the Power Elite — working through the FDR administration — made the proper provisions to create a suitable foreign threat as a way of keeping American “isolationism” in abeyance. Or, as Schlesinger puts it, “it is to Joseph Stalin that Americans owe the 40-year suppression of the isolationist impulse.” Dean Acheson, a founder of the CFR who was Truman’s secretary of state at the time of the Korean War, went so far as to describe Stalin as the American Establishment’s savior. Writing in the June 1996 issue of The Atlantic Monthly, Benjamin Schwarz of the World Policy Institute mentions a speech in which Acheson, “describing how Washington overcame domestic opposition to its internationalist policies in 1950 … recalled in 1954 that at that critical moment the crisis in Korea ‘came along and saved us.’”
This is to say that the same globalist Establishment whose designs were “saved” by Pearl Harbor found similar “salvation” through the Communist assault upon South Korea.
Totalitarian Democracy
Those designs cost tens of thousands of American lives. World War II was America’s introduction into the despicable practice of totalitarian war — not only from studying the demonic accomplishments of the Nazis, Soviets, and Imperial Japanese, but also under the guidance of our own totalitarian ruling class. Many critics of the detestable New Deal “Brain Trust” might flinch from using the term “totalitarian” to describe FDR’s administration. Once again, it is useful to refer to the words of Lend-Lease chief Harry Hopkins, who was hailed by Churchill as FDR’s “Lord Root of the Matter” for his ability to reduce complex issues to their essence.
In April 1941 — eight months before Pearl Harbor — Hopkins composed a memorandum entitled “The New Deal of Roosevelt is the Designate and Invincible Adversary of the New Order of Hitler.” “As Hopkins saw it,” relates historian Thomas Fleming in his new book The New Dealers’ War, “the new order of Hitler ‘can never be defeated by the old order of democracy, which is the status quo.’ There was only one way to beat Hitler: ‘By the new order of democracy, which is the New Deal universally extended and applied.’”
“Almost as daunting was Hopkins’s view of how to achieve this new world order,” continues Fleming. “Democracy ‘must wage total war against totalitarian war. It must exceed the Nazi in fury, ruthlessness, and efficiency.’”
One measure of the “ruthlessness” of the New Dealers’ war was FDR’s perverse refusal to assist Germans who sought to overthrow Hitler — and his utterly demonic insistence upon Germany’s “unconditional surrender.” Fleming describes a November 1941 meeting in Berlin between liberal American journalist Louis Lochner and 15 members of the Front der anstandiger Leute (“Front of Decent People”). Drawn from the Reichstag, the German military, the secret police, and the clergy, the Front “hoped to overthrow Hitler, renounce his conquests and his war on the Jews, and restore Germany as a peaceful member of the family of nations.”
Hitler’s German enemies were even willing to listen to American advice as to a suitable post-Hitler German government. However, before Lochner — who knew FDR well — could convey the Front’s message to Roosevelt, Pearl Harbor was attacked, with FDR’s connivance. Four days later, Hitler declared war on America, prompted by the December 6th leak of “Rainbow Five,” a classified American plan for war against Germany. (Fleming makes a persuasive case that FDR arranged for the leak for the specific purpose of provoking Hitler to declare war.)
Throughout the war, the Front — often acting through Wilhelm Canaris, head of the German Secret Service — sought to make contact with the American government, but was repeatedly rebuffed. A group of German anti-Nazi scholars, many of them Jewish refugees, employed by the Office of Strategic Studies (the forerunner to the CIA) “urged the Allied governments to make contact with the resisters to ‘give some substance to the hope,’” recalls Fleming. “Their advice was totally ignored.” When Lochner tried to file an AP report from Europe about the Front in 1944, the story was killed by Army censors. “He was told a special regulation was in force ‘From the President of the United States in his capacity as commander in chief, forbidding all mention of any German resistance.’”
Public recognition of the Front of Decent People was incompatible with FDR’s dogmatic insistence upon “unconditional surrender” — and that insistence made it impossible for Hitler’s domestic enemies to gain any traction. Accordingly, the war ground on for years, devouring millions upon millions of lives, drawing the Soviets into Europe, and paving the way for the Communist conquest of China.
FDR’s continued demand for unconditional surrender after D-Day cost as many as two million casualties, according to Fleming. “If we add to this toll the number of Jews who were killed in the last year of the war, the figure can easily be doubled,” he continues. (If the Front had been successful, Hitler’s regime might have been toppled before the 1942 Wannsee Conference which organized the “Final Solution.”) “If we add all the dead and wounded since 1943, when unconditional surrender was promulgated, destroying the German resistance’s hope of overthrowing Hitler, that figure too could be doubled — to 8 million. Unquestionably, this ultimatum was written in blood.”

“We are not going to achieve a new world order without paying for it in blood as well as in words and money,” concludes Arthur Schlesinger Jr. In those words can be heard an uncanny echo of Harry Hopkins’ admonition that the architects of the new world order display “fury” and “ruthlessness” that would eclipse Hitler. And without a doubt, in the UN’s first war — for such indeed was World War II — those despicable traits were on full display.
By any reckoning, the courage and selfless service rendered by our WWII vets is worthy of celebration. But why is this cohort constantly congratulated by popular media for fighting what is ritually referred to as “The Good War”? One answer irresistibly suggests itself: Through the amoral machinations of our rulers, the WWII generation was forced to fight the “good fight” to save Marshall Stalin and to give birth to the United Nations.
* James Perloff wrote three cover story articles on the subject for the June 4, 2001 issue of THE NEW AMERICAN. The articles are available on the Internet at www.thenewamerican.com/focus/pearl_harbor.
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The Causes and Consequences of World War II, Part 1
by Richard M. Ebeling, November 1991
 

When World War II ended in 1945, most of Europe lay in ruins. German cities like Dresden and Hamburg had practically been cremated from day-and-night Allied fire-bombings. Warsaw had been almost leveled to the ground by the Germans. The scorched-earth policies of both the Nazis and the Soviets had left much of European Russia, the Ukraine and the Baltic States almost totally destroyed. The Nazi death camps had consumed not only the lives of six million Jews, but an equivalent number of Poles, Gypsies and other undesirables.

Two Japanese cities — Hiroshima and Nagasaki — lay incinerated from atomic blasts. Eight years of war and Japanese occupation in China had uprooted millions of Chinese who had taken refuge in the wild and hostile regions of western China; and tens of thousands had died trying to make their escape.

Fifty million lives were consumed by the war.

The words of English historian Robert Mackenzie, in describing Europe at the beginning of the 19th century during the Napoleonic Wars, are even more apt in expressing the events of the Second World War: “The interests of peace withered in the storm; the energies of all nations, the fruits of all industries were poured forth in the effort to destroy. From the utmost North to the shores of the Mediterranean, from the confines of Asia to the Atlantic, men toiled to bum each other’s cities, to waste each other’s fields, to destroy each other’s lives. In some lands there was heard the shout of victory, in some the wail of defeat. In all lands waste of war had produced bitter poverty; grief and fear were in every home.”

Why? For what cause, for what purpose, did men set loose the forces of destruction in this bonfire of the insanities? The answers are simple: collectivism and nationalism; utopian visions and ideological fanaticism; and the will to power.

The classical-liberal world of individual rights, private property and civil liberty had died in World War I. Every one of the cherished and hard-won freedoms of the 19th century were sacrificed on the altar of winning victory in that war. And when the war was over, liberty, as it turned out, was the ultimate victim. Behind the wartime slogans of “making the world safe for democracy,” “the right to national self-determination,” and “a league of nations for the securing of world peace,” nation-states had grown large with power. Wartime controls had replaced free enterprise; exchange controls and import-export regulations had replaced free trade; confiscatory taxation and inflation had undermined the sanctity of property and eaten up the accumulated wealth of millions. The individual and his freedom had shrunk ... and the state and its power were now gigantic.

And the demons had been set loose on the world. Before the war had even come to a close, Russia was swept by revolution. Tired and hungry, the Russian people wanted peace. The Czar abdicated in February 1917. But the provisional government of center-left political forces that replaced the monarchy insisted upon pursuing the war on the Allied side against Germany. This gave the Bolsheviks under Lenin the opportunity to play to the masses with the slogan “peace, bread and land.”

In November 1917, in a coup, the Bolsheviks took power. When free elections resulted in the Bolsheviks’ winning only a small number of seats to the new Parliament Lenin shut it down after only one day of being in session. Lenin and the Bolsheviks intended to bring the people to socialism, in spite of the people’s own desires. Then, the Marxian path to the paradise-to-come was travelled even further under Stalin with forced collectivization of land, central planning, mass purges of all “enemies of the people,” and the Gulag.

In Italy, social unrest, communist agitation and disillusionment with the war created the conditions for the emergence of Mussolini and his fascist movement. The “march an Rome” in 1922 brought the fascists to power. Within a few years, they were instituting their version of the collectivist utopia of the future: corporativism. All industry and trade were subordinate to the interests of the nation. The state was supreme — and the individual was the means to its end. To express this concept, Mussolini coined the term “totalitarianism.”

In the 1920s, a weak, democratic government in Germany served as the background for the emergence of radical political movements. Hitler and the Nazis insisted that Germany had been victimized by the Allied powers, who had labeled Germany as the sole aggressor in World War 1. And Germany was now burdened by oppressive reparations payments caused by the “betrayal” of the German people by the social democrats. With rising unemployment and economic dislocation following the start of the Great Depression in 1929, the Nazis came to power in 1933. They promised to bring economic recovery, to purge Germany of the “alien Jewish element,” and to reestablish Germany’s rightful place in the world. By 1936, the Nazis had put into place their own version of the corporativist planned-economy. Moreover, through state education and a vast propaganda machine, they had instituted their ideology of racism and territorial aggrandizement.

But the tide of collectivist ideology was not limited to the Soviet Union, Italy and Germany. Except for Czechoslovakia, all of the countries of Central and Eastern Europe were controlled by authoritarian regimes — characterized by regulated economics and denial of civil liberties.

And in Western Europe, the political course of events was no different. Both the Conservative and Labor Parties in Great Britain were dedicated to the interventionist-welfare state. After 1931, Great Britain was off the gold standard, free trade was replaced by protectionism, and public-works projects were used to fight unemployment. And in France, center-left governments followed similar policies.

In Asia, China was ruled by the Nationalist (Kuomintang) Party under Chiang Kai-Shek, who was attempting to introduce “modernization” through state economic intervention and fascist-type planning. At the same time, large areas of the country were controlled either by local warlords or Mao Tse-tung’s communist forces. And Japan, with its own fascist-style economic order, was attempting to establish its own imperial empire in Manchuria and the rest of China.

In the United States, collectivism was triumphant as well. In the 1920s, the Republican administrations, in spite of free-enterprise rhetoric, established various government-business partnerships in the name of economic “rationalization.” Federal Reserve central-banking policy was geared to managing the economy through monetary manipulation. And when the fruits of central-bank, monetary central-planning resulted in the “great crash” of October 1929, the Hoover administration responded with even greater state intervention and governmental spending. The result was the Great Depression.

With the coming of the New Deal in 1933, following the election of Franklin D. Roosevelt, America was subjected to its own brand of economic fascism, as the government imposed comprehensive controls and regulations on practically every aspect of economic life. The New Deal experience even led Mussolini to say that he greatly admired Franklin Roosevelt because with these policies, Roosevelt had shown that he, too, was a “social fascist.”

By the middle of the 1930s, collectivism was triumphant. Hardly a comer of the world was left which was not under the control of governments dedicated to a planned economy — dedicated to expanded state power. And the conditions were now in place for conflict and war.

The politicizing of economic and social life meant that every dispute — every disagreement in the world arena — were now matters of national interest and ideological victory or defeat. Every nation-state made itself an economic fortress, surrounded with trade barriers and economic weapons of way. And matching the economic weapons of nationalist rivalry was the growth of a vast armaments race.

The political means used by all of these nation-states were similar. What separated them were the ends for which these means were being applied. For the Soviets, the goal was Marxist revolution and communism. For the fascists, it was nationalist power and imperialism. For the Nazis, it was racial supremacy and “living room” for the German people. For the British and the French, it was maintenance of their colonial empires and economic domination of world trade. For Japan, it was an economic empire in China and political domination of East Asia. For the United States, it was the consolidation of the “achievements” of the New Deal at home and, by the late 1930s, the spreading of New Deal ideology to the rest of the world.

The events of the 1930s — events that brought the world into total war — were the natural results of the emergence of the total collectivist state. With the demise of classical liberalism — and its philosophy of limited government and individual liberty — the demons of statolatry encompassed the globe. The competing collectivisms were inevitably bound to clash in the struggle for ideological supremacy. And the clashes of these competing statisms formed the backdrop for the beginning of World War II.

The Causes and Consequences of World War II, Part 2
by Richard M. Ebeling, December 1991

World War II was not a war between freedom and tyranny. Rather it was a conflict between alternative systems of collectivism. By the 1930s, there was not one major country devoted to and practicing the principles of classical liberalism — the political philosophy of individual liberty, free-market capitalism and free trade. Regardless of the particular variation on the collectivist theme, practically every government in the world had or was implementing some form of economic planning and restricting the personal and commercial freedoms of its own citizenry. 

In the Soviet Union, the state owned and controlled all of the resources and means of production of the society. Production and distribution were directed by the central-planning agencies in Moscow. In fascist Italy and Nazi Germany, property and resources remained nominally in private hands, but the use and disposal of that property and those resources were controlled and directed according to the dictates of the state. In Great Britain, free trade and the gold standard had been abandoned in the early 1930s, during the depths of the Great Depression. Protectionism, interventionism, welfare-statism and monetary manipulation were the active policy-tools of the British government. 

Throughout Europe and the Test of the world, the various nation-states had erected tariff barriers, regulated industry and agriculture, limited the free movement of their people, and restricted civil liberties. 

The United States followed the same course. Franklin Roosevelt’s New Deal was a conscious and active attempt to impose a fascist type of economic order on America. And even after much of the New Deal had been declared unconstitutional in 1935, the Roosevelt administration continued on the collectivist road with economic regulation, deficit-spending, public works, welfare-statism, and monetary central-planning through the Federal Reserve System. 

Indeed, outside of the Soviet Union, the competing collectivisms were merely different forms of economic and political fascism. The common denominators of all of them were economic nationalism, government control of the economy, and political absolutism. And this applied to the United States as well. As John T. Flynn concisely expressed it in his 1944 book As We Go Marching, the only difference is whether one thought of these policies as “the bad fascism” or “the good fascism,” with the distinction being determined by whether it was some other government carrying out these policies or one’s own. 

The totalitarian regimes in Germany and Italy had merely taken the collectivist premise to its logical conclusion. It was for this reason that Friedrich A. Hayek entitled his 1944 book The Road to Serfdom, a book in which he demonstrated that the road being followed by England and the United States was the same one travelled by Germany. The only difference, Hayek observed, was that Nazi Germany was further along that road. 

Economic nationalism requires that each nation-state has within its boundaries a territory sufficiently large to assure economic self-sufficiency. Hitler’s drive for “living room” for the German people epitomized this doctrine. Instead of the Marxian concept of society divided into “social classes,” Hitler divided the world into “racial groups,” the Germans being classified by him as the superior racial group. Nationalism also means that the individual possesses neither significance nor value other than in his assigned role in serving the state, with the state being the political agent for the collective’s power and destiny. 

And what were the British motives for resisting the Nazi quest for conquest? Speaking about the attack on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, Winston Churchill rejoiced: “No American will think it wrong of me if I proclaim that to have the United States on our side was to be the greatest joy ... England would live; Britain would live; the Commonwealth of Nations and the Empire would live.” No reference is made here to liberty or property, to the sanctity of the individual, and the limiting of government. The preservation of “the nation” and “the empire” was what mattered to him. Indeed, Churchill’s political philosophy was reflected in the early 1930s, when he declared that if Britain ever found itself in the position that Italy and Germany had found themselves in after the First World War, he only hoped that Britain would find its Mussolini or Hitler to guide it. 

And Churchill’s disregard for the rights of other peoples and other nations was demonstrated by his advocacy of a British invasion of neutral Norway in the early spring of 1940. Of course, Hitler beat the British to that act by only a week. But only then did the invasion of a neutral country become a morally despicable act in Churchill’s eyes. His disregard for other people’s freedom was also reflected at a wartime conference with Stalin in Moscow, at which he offered to divide up the Balkan area of southeastern Europe between Britain and the Soviet Union. He even made up a percentage table of degrees-of-influence Britain and the U.S.S.R. would have in each of the countries up for grabs. 

And World War II was a godsend for Franklin Roosevelt. Having set out to give America a “New Deal,” unemployment was still hovering around fifteen percent by 1937 and 1938. And disillusionment was setting in among the American people as the levels of government spending and budget deficits kept getting larger and larger. 

But Roosevelt now had another chance: he would give the world a “New Deal.” He put on Woodrow Wilson’s mantle of leadership to make the world safe for democracy. And he was surrounded by advisors who saw the world’s salvation through welfare-statism and government planning. 

The problem, however, was that most Americans did not want to be either the world’s policeman or its global social engineer. 

But Roosevelt had made up his mind about what was good for America and its citizenry. So, he set out to bring America into the war. The evidence of this is so strong that both pro- and anti-Roosevelt historians admit the fact that he violated constitutional restraints and broke congressionally passed neutrality acts to create conditions inevitably leading to America’s entry into the Second World War. The only dispute now is an interpretive one — was it or was it not a good thing that he did so? 

And all the time, Stalin sat in the wings. By signing a non-aggression pact with Hitler — a pact that divided up Eastern Europe between Germany and the Soviet Union — he had made possible Hitler’s attack on Poland in 1939. Even after the German invasion of the Soviet Union — when the Soviet Union was then the ally of Britain and the U.S. — Stalin was putting out feelers for a separate peace with Hitler. Hitler was just unwilling to pay Stalin’s price for that peace. 

And at the wartime conferences at Teheran and Yalta with Roosevelt and Churchill, Stalin made sure that in the bright and better world at the end of the war, the Soviet Union would be assured domination of the European continent. In fact, at the Teheran Conference in 1943, Roosevelt even suggested that after the war, the governments of Eastern Europe should all be “friendly” to the Soviet Union. He merely asked Stalin not to make this public — 1944 was an election year, and Roosevelt did not want to lose the Polish vote. The Marxist butcher who had killed tens of millions of people in the Soviet Union was thus given a free hand in half of Europe. What did Roosevelt want in return? That Stalin agree to have the Soviet Union join the United Nations and work with the U.S. for world peace! 

In this assortment of “allies” and “enemies,” the advocate of liberty could find no champion. The “bad fascists” were busy at work in their death camps in Poland and Germany. The “good fascists” were busy at work firebombing civilian targets all over Germany and raining mass destruction on the Japanese. And the “well-intentioned” communists in the Soviet Union were busy charting their course to subjugate Eastern Europe and vast stretches of Asia, as the next steps to world Marxist victory. 

For a second time in the 20th century, the world had been plunged into a global conflict. And for a second time, surrounded by mass destruction and millions of corpses, the living believed that a better world would now rise like a phoenix from the ashes. Their hopes were to be dashed almost immediately. The Cold War was about to begin. And liberty was again about to be sacrificed on the altar of the state. 

Professor Ebeling is the Ludwig von Mises Professor of Economics at Hillsdale College, Hillsdale, Michigan, and also serves as vice-president of academic affairs for The Future of Freedom Foundation. 
Appendix R

The Continuing Influence of Japanese Fascism
and the Failure to Address the Justifications for War Against Japan




Free Wen Ho Lee
In order to prevent the Japanese Neo-fascism from rising in power, we demand that the Government of Japan:
1) issue an official apology for invasion of China and SE Asia and bombing of Pearl Harbor in the United States; 

2) issue an official apology for its violation of the Geneva and Hague Conventions by undertaking atrocious war crimes against humanity; 

3) provide reparations to the victims of its war crimes or their surviving family members. 

4) correct its misrepresentation of World War II history in Japanese textbooks and admit the war crimes committed by its army.



THE DEATH TOLL AND WAR CRIMES
Although the total deaths in SE Asia and the West Pacific will never be known, the death toll in China alone was estimated at 34 Million. According to historian Tien-Wei Wu, they included: (1) The massacres of Pingdingshan, Laohegou, Nanjing (Nanking), Hainan, Zhejiang, Changgu, Changde, Cangwu, Guangxi, Guizhou, and Hebei, 6 Million; (2) deaths caused by biochemical and germ warfare, 1 Million; (3) civilian deaths caused by the poisoning of opium the sales of which was revived through a monopolistic system by the Japanese, about 0.5 Million; (4) civilian deaths by air bombing, 1.5 Million; (5) civilian deaths in moving people out of their burned villages to 13,450 concentration camps, 1 Million; (6) slaughtering under the slogan “Sanko Seiseku” (Kill All, Burn All, Loot All), and flooding the rivers by bombing the dikes, 3 Million; (7) deaths among the enforced laborers, (20% of the total 30 Million), 6 Million; (8) deaths caused by hunger, diseases when relocating refugees in 20 provinces and 600 counties, 6 Million; (9) military deaths in the battlefields, 9 Million. 

The statistics alone do not tell the full story. The degree of brutality and human suffering was unparalleled in history. The Japanese soldiers used captives for bayonet practice, held decapitation contest, buried them alive, disemboweled women after raping. They roasted and burned captives after dousing them with gasoline. 

These war crimes were exposed in the “Rape of Nanking,” reported by Western reporters, missionaries and a German Nazi, John Rabe. The crimes were evidenced by the photos and diaries belonging to the Japanese soldiers themselves. They were further witnessed and convicted by the International Tribunal in Tokyo. This matter was treated in detail by Iris Chang’s recent book. 



BIOCHEMICAL AND GERM WARFARE
Starting in 1932, the Japanese Army began to conduct experiments and manufacture biochemical and germ weapons by raising tens of thousands of rats infected with diseased fleas carrying the plague, cholera, typhoid and anthrax. The experiment center was Unit 731, near Harbin, Manchuria, headed by Ishii Shiro. Subordinate labs were established in 63 places in China. Deaths resulted from the injection of germs and dissection of at least 3,000 live prisoners, of whom included hundreds of Americans. 

Germ warfare was waged against Chinese troops 1,131 times, and possibly in Saipan against Americans. It was intended to launched in San Diego, USA in September of 1945. The Chinese who died of such infections numbered 1 Million.. 

The facts regarding these germ experiments were not disclosed because the U.S. military authority granted immunity to Ishii Shiro and his subordinates in exchange for their cooperation in continuing of the study. In 1981 “The devil’s Gluttony” written by Seiichi Morimura was published; the realities of Unit 731 was widely known. In 1989 bones of more than 100 people were found at ruins of the former army medical school in Tokyo. These were later identified to be Chinese used as specimens in the germ warfare lab. 



RAPE AND SEXUAL SLAVERY
More than 200,000 Korean, Chinese and Philippine women were forced into situations of sexual slavery and mass rape, called “comfort women.” These were denied by the Japanese until 1992. Then the Prime Minister Ryutaro Hashimoto admitted when he was in Korea, and, later, set up a token Asian Women’s Fund for some 300 women, while ignoring the scope of crime and the majority of victims. 



THE CRUEL TREATMENT OF ALLIED POWs
Allied prisoners of war held by the Japanese totaled more than 320,000, and suffered extreme tortures. Their death rate was 27% as compared to 4% of those captured by the Germans in Europe. In the Bataan Death March (April, 1942), some 76,000 were forced to walk for 140 miles under 105 degree heat without water and food; many were tortured with vicious physical abuse and slain. The death toll was between 8,000 and 12,000. Many Allied POWs were forced to build, with only hand tools, the 250-mile Burma-Siam Rail Road, which included 680 bridges across high mountain peaks and no-man’s land. Among 62,000 enslaved laborers, 12,000 died. Some 140,000 POWs were shipped to Japan to work in crumbling coal mines, which resulted in numerous deaths. 

Almost all of the U.S. prisoners of war rescued at the end of World War from a total of 47,553 were afflicted with diseases caused by malnutrition and deprivation and have suffered from life-long illnesses, psychological and emotional trauma and financial hardships. 



TOTAL PROPERY LOSS
Total property loss during the war was astronomical. In China alone, the military loss was estimated, in 1947, to be over US$120 Billion, and the civilians’ property damage, US$180 Billion. 



JAPAN’S NO-APOLOGY ATTITUDE
Japan has never officially apologized for initiating the war nor has it admitted its war crimes. The historical evidence and reasons follow: 

1) The so called, “Unconditional Surrender,” was not carried out in realty. Emperor Hirohito, was not punished but remained as head of the State. His direct involvement in war crimes was evidenced by the fact that an imperial family member issued a “Kill All Captives” order prior to the Japanese troops’ entrance into Nanjing. In the Tokyo Tribunal, only Hideki Tojo and six other Class A War Criminals were sentenced to death. The total convicted were 28. In China only Tani Hisao and three others were sentenced to death for the crimes committed in the “Rape of Nanking.” The other 45 were convicted. The total accused in all the Far East countries were 5,700, with only 3,000 convicted, as compared to 80,000 were accused in Nazi Germany. The Nazi criminals were totally eliminated from German government after the war, while many war criminals in Japan resumed important political posts. 

2) The cold war between US and USSR ensued right after WWII. The US-Japan Peace Treaty was signed in 1951, when US needed the cooperation of Japan, to provide military bases. The reparation was light, and set up examples for China and other Asian countries. 

3) China faced a civil war and paid little attention of the problems to reparations. Neither did the other Asian and Pacific Rim nations for similar reasons.


TIME LIMIT FOR PRESCRIPTION OF REPARATIONS

In 1968 the United Nations General Assembly passed a resolution stated that the prescription of reparation to victims of war crimes has no time limit. 

The Government of Germany has formally apologized to the victims of war and set up a Reparation Fund. Its payments, up to the year 2030, will equal US$88 Billion. 

In 1988, the United States Government acknowledged its unfairness in detaining Japanese-Americans during World War II. It paid each detainee $20,000 with a letter of apology. 

Japan’s reparations to Asian countries were only US$6 Billion, almost none to the victims, while the compensations for its own people totaled US$388 Billion, and for its own military, US$410 Billion. 



RECENT DEVELOPMENTS
On April 21, 1998, Japanese Ambassador to the US, Kunihiko Saito, attacked Iris Chang’s book, “The Rape of Nanking,”. saying, it “contain(ing) many extremely inaccurate descriptions and one-sided views on the case.” 

Then the No. 1 war criminal in Japan, Hideki Tojo was made into a movie, which glorified him as a hero and kind grandfather. Tojo was the Japanese prime minister during World War II, who was responsible for the invasion of China, SE Asia, and the bombing of Pearl Harbor.. It was apparently a conspiracy of the right wing politicians, entrepreneurs, educators and the entertaining circle. 

On March 12, 1998, a 86-year old Japanese retired soldier, Shiro Azuma, appeared on Japanese Supreme court to defend his diary on his witness of the Nanjing Massacre. 

On April 27, a judge at Yamaguchi local court in Japan, Hideaki Chikashita, sentenced that three South Korean women who were forced to serve as “comfort women” was violating basic human rights. 

In June and July, previous Japanese soldiers along with Military Surgeon Takemitsu Ogawa and attorneys led by Koken Tsuchiya made a photo exhibition tour of war atrocities in USA and Canada. The attorneys also represented 108 victims of germ-warfare to bring a lawsuit against the Japanese Government. 

We finally see some Japanese also join us to fight the injustice of their Government. 



WILL THE JAPANESE NEO-FASCISM RISE IN POWER?

Clause 9 of the Japanese Constitution currently states that its military forces are limited to defense, not to wage a war. However, there are suggestions to revise the Constitution. Many recent ministers, on behalf of the Government, went to worship the National Shrines, which including the spirits of past war criminals. Their intention is apparently to restore the national militarism. Under the name of self defense their army, navy and air forces are built up. In 1997 Japan threatened to take over Diaoyutai, an island 120 miles from the shores of Taiwan. 

Remember that during World War II, the United States was transformed from a consumers’ economy into the No. 1 arsenal infrastructure of the world within four short years. With the highly developed industries and the expansion of right-wing influence in Japan, it is possible that it will become a warmonger again. 



Appendix S

Dave Emory Radio Broadcasts

RFA-1 Looking Back From 1984: The Hidden History of the Cold War, Part One (Approximately 225 minutes)
This broadcast examines international fascism as a reaction to the founding of the former Soviet Union and the growth of socialist movements in other countries and how this development led to World War II. The program focuses on the critical support American industrialists and financiers gave to Hitler’s Germany and how this affected allied military policy during the war, as well as the incorporation of the Third Reich’s intelligence forces into the CIA at the conflict’s conclusion. 

Program highlights include: 

· Herbert Hoover’s diversion of aid requisitioned by Congress to Polish and Baltic armies fighting against the U.S.S.R. in the early 1920’s; 

· the growth of Mussolini’s “corporate state” (as he termed his fascist system of government); 

· the Hearst neswpaper chain’s glowing portrayal of Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy prior to the outbreak of World War II; 

· the American Legion’s awarding of an honorary membership to Mussolini in 1935; 

· the Curtis-Wright Company’s deliberate betrayal of dive-bombing (a closely-guarded U.S. Navy technique) to the Axis powers; 

· Alger Hiss’ role as special counsel to the Nye-Vandenburg committee (investigating American corporations’ aid to the Axis powers); 

· the Allies’ restoration of fascist infrastructure in French North Africa and Italy following “liberation;” 

· the British political betrayal of and military attacks upon the anti-fascist partisans in Greece before the end of the war; 

· the formation of guerilla groups established by the Nazis during the war’s closing days in order to fight against the Soviet Union; 

· the adoption of the Nazi guerilla groups by the CIA and other Western intelligence agencies; 

· the fierce warfare conducted by the fascist guerillas (under Western sponsorship) in Poland and the former Soviet Union until 1953; 

· the incorporation of the Nazi Eastern Front intelligence organization into the CIA (under the stewardship of its wartime head, General Reinhard Gehlen); 

RFA-2 Looking Back from 1984, The Hidden History of the Cold War, Part II (Approximately 225 minutes)
Picking up where part one left off, this program begins with an examination of the role of SS veterans in the formation of the Green Berets. Formed initially under the auspices of the CIA, the Green Berets grew under the CIA stewardship of SS Brigadier General Franz Alfred Six, SS Colonel Emil Augsburg (like Six, a veteran of Hitler’s “Final Solution” to the “Jewish Problem”) and Michael Achmeteli, a White Russian and Nazi collaborator who worked closely with the SS and was viewed as an expert on the former Soviet Union. The Green Berets were formed against the background of the guerilla warfare that raged in Eastern Europe and the former U.S.S.R. for years after the formal conclusion of World War II. (See RFA-1 for more details.) The program then highlights the deliberate sabotaging of the de-Nazification of Germany after the war. Derailed by political and economic forces sympathetic to fascism, many of which had enthusiastically supported Hitler and Mussolini before the war, this failure resulted in the return to power of the same industrialists and financiers who had supported Hitler. Even more importantly, Nazis and Nazi collaborators were put right back in positions of political power in Germany, where they pursued a policy of restoring Germany’s “lost territories,” including parts of Poland, the Czech Republic and the former Soviet Union. The program also focuses on: the Nazi antecedents of Interpol (the international police organization); the role of Herbert Hoover in helping to foil de-Nazification of German industry at the end of World War II; the Nazi sympathies of Whittaker Chambers (the principal accuser of Alger Hiss); Senator Joe McCarthy’s persecution of American P.O.W.’s who survived a Nazi massacre at the Battle of the Bulge; Joe McCarthy’s prominent, pro-Nazi political backers; the role of Richard Nixon in blocking a congressional move to breakup of I.G. Farben (the Nazi chemical giant); Nixon’s sponsorship of a prominent Rumanian war criminal’s residence in the United States and Nixon’s invitation to another Rumanian Iron Guard butcher to give the opening prayer before the U.S. Senate in 1955. 

RFA-3 Reinhard Gehlen and His Organization (Approximately 90 minutes)
The third program in the series focuses on the pivotal role Hitler’s top spymaster (General Reinhard Gehlen) and his organization played in post-World War II history. In charge of all intelligence on the Eastern Front during the war, Gehlen’s organization was adopted by U.S. intelligence after the war and became, in turn, the CIA’s intelligence eyes and ears on the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, the de-facto NATO intelligence organization and the intelligence service of the Federal Republic of Germany, the BND. In this capacity, Gehlen was able to exert a profound influence on the course of world events. Despite a pledge to his American sponsors not to employ war criminals, from the first, Gehlen did not hesitate to utilize some of the worst offenders. SS colonel Otto Skorzeny put his post-war ODESSA network of SS men to work for Gehlen as part of the latter’s operation. This broadcast documents Gehlen’s use of Skorzeny and a force composed largely of veterans of Hitler’s “Final Solution” to train the Egyptian intelligence service, having undertaken the mission on behalf of the CIA. Program highlights include: Gehlen’s central role in the creation of Radio Free Europe; an interview with Gehlen; Gehlen’s employment of Eichman’s superior in the Final Solution, Otto Von Bolschwing; the appointment of Von Bolschwing associate Helene Van Damme to serve as White House specialist for Presidential personnel; Skorzeny’s creation and training of the first Palestinian terrorist groups while serving on the Gehlen-CIA mission in Egypt in the 1950’s; Gehlen’s use of Adolph Eichman in the Skorzeny/CIA/Gehlen mission in Egypt; text of a rare interview with Gehlen, in which he demonstrated his unreconstructed Nazi sympathies; Gehlen’s pivotal role in the establishment of Radio Free Europe; a history of Gehlen operative Helmut Streicher, a former SS officer, whose intelligence activities ranged from the Eastern Front in World War II to the Bay of Pigs invasion; Gehlen’s work as a minister in “the Evangelical Church,” following his alleged retirement from the BND (Germany’s intelligence service and the final incarnation of Gehlen’s Nazi spy outfit.)

RFA37 – How the United States Lost the Second World War 
Considered by Mr. Emory to be his best work, this massive archive program merits serious consideration as the most revealing explanation of the Cold War to date. The history of intellectual endeavor teaches that prevailing theories in the academic disciplines may be disproved and supplanted in time. Taken in combination with its immediate predecessor RFA program number 36, this work documents the working hypothesis that during the Cold War, German fascism and the Third Reich did not disappear as is commonly believed but rather survived underground and achieved a very real political and economic victory over the Allies. 

In the aftermath of World War I, the German Nazis learned that anti-communism could be used to achieve strategic leverage over Germany’s prospective enemies such as Great Britain and the United States. The Third Reich utilized this stratagem to establish Fifth Column movements in countries they had targeted for conquest. Those movements were composed largely of sympathizers who viewed the Third Reich as a bulwark against communism. The Third Reich sought to escape the full consequences of military defeat in World War II by playing the anti-communist card again. 

When it became clear that the armies of the Third Reich were going to be defeated, it opened secret negotiations with representatives from the Western Allies. Representatives on both sides belonged to the transatlantic financial and industrial fraternity that had actively supported fascism (see Miscellaneous program numbers 11, 42 and RFA program numbers 1,2 and 10). The thrust of these negotiations was the establishment of The Christian West. Viewed by the Nazis as a vehicle for surviving military defeat, “The Christian West” involved a Hitler-less Reich joining with the U.S., Britain, France and other European nations in a transatlantic, pan-European anti-Soviet alliance. In fact, The Christian West became a reality only after the cessation of hostilities. 

The de-Nazification of Germany was aborted. Although a few of the more obvious and obnoxious elements of Nazism were removed, Nazis were returned to power at virtually every level and in almost every capacity in the Federal Republic of Germany. A Hilter-less Reich then was incorporated into the anti-Soviet alliance the Third Reich’s leaders had envisioned – NATO. 

One of the central elements in RFA 37, the Reinhard Gehlen spy organization functioned as a Trojan Horse vis-a-vis the United States. By deliberately exaggerating Soviet intentions and capabilities in order to alarm the United States, the Gehlen organization greatly exacerbated cold-war tensions and manipulated them to Germany’s advantage. 

Perhaps the most important effect of the Gehlen organization was to introduce “rollback” or “liberation theory” into American strategic thinking. Rollback was a political warfare and covert operation strategy which had its genesis in the Third Reich Ostministerium headed by Alfred Rosenberg. This strategy entailed enlisting the aid of dissident Soviet ethnic minorities to overthrow the Soviet Union. In return, these minorities and their respective republics were to be granted nominal independence while serving as satellite states of “Greater Germany.” 

In its American incarnation, liberation theory called for “rolling back” communism out of Eastern Europe and the break-up of the Soviet Union into its constituent ethnic Republics. Lip-service was given to initiating democracy in the “liberated” countries. Liberation theory was projected into mainstream American political consciousness through the Crusade for Freedom. This enormous CIA domestic media campaign not only established liberation theory as a dominant element in American strategic thinking but also projected European fascists associated with the Gehlen milieu into positions of prominence within the powerful ethnic voting blocks in America. 

The Gehlen imports combined with domestic reactionary elements to form a powerful fascistic and ultimately triumphant political engine referred to in RFA 37, as the “rollback” or “liberation milieu.” 

RFA 37 traces the evolution of this milieu and its influence on international and domestic political affairs. The liberation milieu cemented its triumph in American politics through the assassination of President Kennedy. The program highlights the roles of Gehlen-related elements and intelligence agents associated with the petroleum industry in the JFK assassination. Particular emphasis is on George Bush’s connections to this milieu as well as the milieu’s relationship to the defense industry, military intelligence and corporate America. 

RFA 37 analyzes the Reagan and Bush administrations as the realization of the goals of liberation theory as well as the fulfillment of National Security Counsel Number 68. NSC 68 was the blueprint for U.S. strategy during the Cold War. Heavily influenced by the work of the Gehlen organization, NSC 68 called for the destabilization of the U.S.S.R. through a massive military buildup by the U.S. The strategy sought to bankrupt the Soviet economy through an arms race and to promote agitation among the dissident Soviet ethnic groups by Gehlen-related intelligence elements. In addition, the document called for an accompanying propaganda blitz in the United States to convince the American people to support the military buildup as well as the suppression of political dissidents. 

The Reagan and Bush administrations instituted the principles of NSC 68 and accomplished the aims of liberation theory. The realization of those goals also did enormous damage to the United States. The cost of bankrupting the Soviet Union, turned the United States into the world’s biggest debtor nation, severely damaged its infrastructure and crippled its competitive economic advantage internationally. In addition, the United States badly compromised its democratic institutions during the Cold War, possibly beyond repair. 

RFA 37 hypothesizes that the realization of liberation theory primarily benefited Germany rather than the United States. Indeed, the recovery of Germany’s “lost territories” was the goal of Gehlen’s alliance with the western powers and was the raison d’etre for the Vertviebene groups. Founded by the SS and funded by the German government, the Vertriebene groups were part of the liberation milieu described above. Their activity has increased dramatically since the end of the Cold War. The BND, the current German government intelligence service and the final incarnation of the Gehlen organization, has been extremely active in the newly “liberated” territories where it has worked hand in glove with major German corporations and the various Nazi parties of Germany to realize Hitler’s goal of a “greater Germany.” 

See also RFA program numbers 1,2,3,10 - 15,17,22, 36, Miscellaneous 42, 59 and 60. 

Researchers who are particularly interested in this information area should be sure to obtain the “Wilhelm Stauffer“ interview cassettes (SI09). 

Appendix T

How War Amplified Federal Power in the Twentieth Century

by Robert Higgs*

After surveying the Western world in the past six centuries, Bruce Porter concluded: “a government at war is a juggernaut of centralization determined to crush any internal opposition that impedes the mobilization of militarily vital resources. This centralizing tendency of war has made the rise of the state throughout much of history a disaster for human liberty and rights.”1 As a cause of the development of big government in the United States, however, war seldom receives its due.

World War I

Despite expansion during Woodrow Wilson’s first term as president, the federal government on the eve of World War I remained small. In 1914, federal spending totaled less than two percent of GNP. The top rate of the recently enacted federal individual-income tax was seven percent, on income over $500,000, and 99 percent of the population owed no income tax. The 402,000 federal civilian employees, most of whom worked for the Post Office, constituted about one percent of the labor force. The armed forces comprised fewer than 166,000 men on active duty. Although the federal government meddled in a few areas of economic life, prescribing railroad rates and bringing antitrust suits against a handful of unlucky firms, it was for most citizens remote and unimportant.

With U.S. entry into the Great War, the federal government expanded enormously in size, scope, and power. It virtually nationalized the ocean shipping industry. It did nationalize the railroad, telephone, domestic telegraph, and international telegraphic cable industries. It became deeply engaged in manipulating labor-management relations, securities sales, agricultural production and marketing, the distribution of coal and oil, international commerce, and markets for raw materials and manufactured products. Its Liberty Bond drives dominated the financial capital markets. It turned the newly created Federal Reserve System into a powerful engine of monetary inflation to help satisfy the government’s voracious appetite for money and credit. In view of the more than 5,000 mobilization agencies of various sorts—boards, committees, corporations, administrations—contemporaries who described the 1918 government as “war socialism” were well justified.2

During the war the government built up the armed forces to a strength of four million officers and men, drawn from a prewar labor force of 40 million persons. Of those added to the armed forces after the U.S. declaration of war, more than 2.8 million, or 72 percent, were drafted.3 Men alone, however, did not make an army. They required barracks and training facilities, transportation, food, clothing, and health care. They had to be equipped with modern arms and great stocks of ammunition.

As the mobilization began, the requisite resources remained in the possession of private citizens. Although manpower could be obtained by conscription, public opinion would not tolerate the outright confiscation of all the property required to turn the men into a well-equipped fighting force. Still, ordinary market mechanisms threatened to operate too slowly and at too great an expense to facilitate the government’s plans. The Wilson administration therefore resorted to the vast array of interventions mentioned earlier. All may be seen as devices to hasten the delivery of the requisite resources and to diminish the fiscal burden of equipping the huge conscript army for effective service in France.

Notwithstanding those contrivances to keep the Treasury’s expenses down, taxes still had to be increased enormously—federal revenues rose by nearly 400 percent between fiscal 1917 and fiscal 1919—and even greater amounts had to be borrowed. The national debt swelled from $1.2 billion in 1916 to $25.5 billion in 1919.

To ensure that the conscription-based mobilization could proceed without obstruction, critics had to be silenced. The Espionage Act of June 15, 1917, penalized those convicted of willfully obstructing the enlistment services by fines up to $10,000 and imprisonment as long as 20 years. An amendment, the Sedition Act of May 16, 1918, went much further, imposing the same severe criminal penalties on all forms of expression in any way critical of the government, its symbols, or its mobilization of resources for the war. Those suppressions of free speech, subsequently upheld by the Supreme Court, established dangerous precedents that derogated from the rights previously enjoyed by citizens under the First Amendment.

The government further subverted the Bill of Rights by censoring all printed materials, peremptorily deporting hundreds of aliens without due process of law, and conducting—and encouraging state and local governments and vigilante groups to conduct—warrantless searches and seizures, blanket arrests of suspected draft evaders, and other outrages too numerous to catalog here. In California the police arrested Upton Sinclair for reading the Bill of Rights at a rally. In New Jersey the police arrested Roger Baldwin for publicly reading the Constitution.4

The government also employed a massive propaganda machine to whip up what can only be described as public hysteria. The result was countless incidents of intimidation, physical abuse, and even lynching of persons suspected of disloyalty or insufficient enthusiasm for the war. People of German ancestry suffered disproportionately.5

When the war ended, the government abandoned most, but not all, of its wartime control measures. The draft itself ended when the armistice took effect on November 11, 1918. By the end of 1920 the bulk of the economic regulatory apparatus had been scrapped, including the Food Administration, the Fuel Administration, the Railroad Administration, the War Industries Board, and the War Labor Board. Some emergency powers migrated into regular government departments such as State, Labor, and Treasury and continued in force. The Espionage Act and the Trading with the Enemy Act remained on the statute books. Congressional enactments in 1920 preserved much of the federal government’s wartime involvement in the railroad and ocean shipping industries. The War Finance Corporation shifted missions, subsidizing exporters and farmers until the mid-1920s. Wartime prohibition of alcoholic beverages, a purported conservation measure, transmogrified into the ill-fated Eighteenth Amendment.

Most important, the dominant contemporary interpretation of the war mobilization, including the belief that federal economic controls had been instrumental in achieving the victory, persisted, especially among the elites who had played leading roles in the wartime economic management. It was hardly surprising that 15 years later, in the depths of the Great Depression, the federal government employed the wartime measures as models for dealing with what Franklin D. Roosevelt called “a crisis in our national life comparable to war.”6

World War II

When World War II began in Europe in 1939, the size and scope of the federal government were much greater than they had been 25 years earlier, owing mainly to World War I and its peacetime progeny, the New Deal. Federal spending now equaled 10 percent of GNP. Of a labor force of 56 million, the federal government employed about 1.3 million persons (2.2 percent) in regular civilian and military jobs and another 3.3 million (5.9 percent) in emergency work-relief programs. The national debt held outside the government had grown to nearly $40 billion. Most important, the scope of federal regulation had increased immensely to embrace agricultural production and marketing, labor-management relations, wages, hours, and working conditions, securities markets and investment institutions, petroleum and coal marketing, trucking, radio broadcasting, airline operation, provision for income during retirement and unemployment, and many other objects.7 Notwithstanding those prodigious developments, during the next six years the federal government would assume vastly greater dimensions—in some respects its greatest size, scope, and power ever.8

During the war the conscript-based armed force, which ultimately comprised more than 12 million men and women, required enormous amounts of complementary resources for its housing, subsistence, clothing, medical care, training, and transportation, not to mention the special equipment, arms, ammunition, and expensive weapons platforms that now included tanks, fighter and bomber aircraft, and naval aircraft carriers.

For the Treasury, World War II was 10 times more expensive than World War I. Many new taxes were levied. Income taxes were raised repeatedly, until the personal income-tax rates extended from a low of 23 percent to a high of 94 percent. The income tax, previously a “class tax,” became a “mass tax,” as the number of returns grew from 15 million in 1940 to 50 million in 1945.9 Even though federal revenues soared from $7 billion to $50 billion between 1940 and 1945, most war expenses still had to be financed by borrowing. The publicly held national debt rose by $200 billion, or more than fivefold. The Federal Reserve System itself bought some $20 billion of government debt, thereby serving as a de facto printing press for the Treasury. Between 1940 and 1948 the money stock (M1) increased by 183 percent, and the dollar lost nearly half its purchasing power.

The authorities resorted to a vast system of controls and market interventions to get resources without having to bid them away from competing buyers in free markets. By fixing prices, directly allocating physical and human resources, establishing official priorities, prohibitions, and set-asides, then rationing the civilian consumer goods in short supply, the war planners steered raw materials, intermediate goods, and finished products into the uses they valued most. Markets no longer functioned freely; in many areas they did not function at all.10

World War II witnessed massive violations of human rights in the United States, apart from the involuntary servitude of the military conscripts. Most egregiously, about 112,000 blameless persons of Japanese ancestry, most of them U.S. citizens, were uprooted from their homes and confined in concentration camps without due process of law. Those subsequently released as civilians during the war remained under parole-like surveillance. The government also imprisoned nearly 6,000 conscientious objectors—three-fourths of them Jehovah’s Witnesses—who would not comply with the service requirements of the draft laws.11 Signaling the enlarged federal capacity for repression, the number of FBI special agents increased from 785 in 1939 to 4,370 in 1945.12

Scores of newspapers were denied the privilege of the mails under the authority of the 1917 Espionage Act, which remained in effect. Some newspapers were banned altogether.13 The Office of Censorship restricted the content of press reports and radio broadcasts and censored personal mail entering or leaving the country. The Office of War Information put the government’s spin on whatever it deigned to tell the public, and the military authorities censored news from the battlefields, sometimes for merely political reasons.

The government seized more than 60 industrial facilities—sometimes entire industries (for example, railroads, bituminous coal mines, meatpacking firms)—most of them in order to impose employment conditions favorable to labor unions engaged in disputes with the management.14

At the end of the war most of the economic control agencies shut down. But some powers persisted, either lodged at the local level, like New York City’s rent controls, or shifted from emergency agencies to regular departments, like the international trade controls moved from the Foreign Economic Administration to the State Department.

Federal tax revenues remained high by prewar standards. In the late 1940s the IRS’s annual take averaged four times greater in constant dollars than in the late 1930s. In 1949, federal outlays amounted to 15 percent of GNP, up from 10 percent in 1939. The national debt stood at what would have been an unthinkable figure before the war, $214 billion—in constant dollars, roughly a hundred times the national debt in 1916.

The prevailing interpretation of the wartime experience gave unprecedented ideological support to those who desired a big federal government actively engaged in a wide range of domestic and international tasks. To many, it seemed that a federal government capable of leading the nation to victory in a global war had a similar capacity to remedy peacetime economic and social ills. Accordingly, in 1946 Congress passed the Employment Act, pledging the federal government to act as America’s permanent macroeconomic warden.

The Cold War

The end of World War II blended into the beginning of the Cold War. In 1948 the government reimposed the military draft, and over the next 25 years conscription was extended time and again. After 1950 the military-industrial-congressional complex achieved renewed vigor, sapping 7.7 percent of GNP on average during the next four decades—cumulatively some $11 trillion dollars of 1999 purchasing power.15

During the Cold War the government’s operatives committed crimes against the American people too numerous to catalog here, ranging from surveillance of millions of innocuous citizens and mass arrests of political protesters to harassment and even murder of persons considered especially threatening.16 C’est la guerre. The government’s reprehensible actions, which many citizens viewed only as abuses, we can apprehend more plausibly as intrinsic to its constant preparation for and episodic engagement in warfare.
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Appendix U

War and Leviathan in Twentieth-Century America:
Conscription as the Keystone

By Robert Higgs*

“Times of danger, when Power takes action for the general safety, are worth much to it in accretions to its armoury; and these, when the crisis has passed, it keeps. . . . It is impossible to exaggerate the part played by war in the distension of Power.”
—Bertrand de Jouvenel1

The association of war and the growth of government in the modern era is a commonplace. Randolph Bourne’s observation that “war is the health of the state” has become a cliché. Having extensively surveyed the fatal linkage, Bruce Porter concludes that “a government at war is a juggernaut of centralization determined to crush any internal opposition that impedes the mobilization of militarily vital resources. This centralizing tendency of war has made the rise of the state throughout much of history a disaster for human liberty and rights.”2 Porter maintains that much of the history of the West during the past six centuries can be reduced to a simple formula: war made the state, and the state made war. In the process, countless individuals suffered the destruction of their liberties, property, and lives.

Still, as a cause of the development of big government in the United States, war seldom receives its due. Scholars and laymen alike usually trace the origins of our own Leviathan to the New Deal. In doing so, they attribute too much influence to the New Dealers as such. Franklin D. Roosevelt and friends never would—or could—have done what they did in the 1930s without the state-building precedents of World War I, which in many important cases they reinstituted with little more than a change of name. But if World War I gets insufficient notice from students of the growth of government, World War II gets even less. Too often, it is viewed as a discrete event, an episode when government took on awesome dimensions but then relinquished the new powers after victory had been won, more or less returning the relations between government and civil society to the prewar status quo. Nothing of the sort happened, or could have happened. A politico-economic undertaking of such enormous magnitude does not just come and go, leaving no trace. In fact, the Big One left a multitude of important enduring legacies.

The government’s organization of the economy for war, more than anything else, determined how the central government would grow in the United States in the twentieth century. And conscription, more than anything else, determined how the government would organize the economy for war. Thus, in a multitude of ways the military draft shaped not only the contours of the nation at war but the course of its politico-economic development throughout the past 80 years.

* * * * *

Notwithstanding the important developments during Woodrow Wilson’s first term as President, the federal government on the eve of World War I was quite limited. In 1914 federal outlays totaled less than 2 percent of GNP. The top rate of the recently enacted federal individual income tax was 7 percent on income over $500,000 (equivalent to about 10 times that amount in present-day dollars), and 99 percent of the population owed no income tax. The 402,000 federal civilian employees, most of whom worked for the Post Office, made up about 1 percent of the labor force. Nor did the armed forces amount to much, numbering fewer than 166,000 active duty personnel. The federal government did not regulate securities markets, labor-management relations, or agricultural production. It set no minimum wage rate, collected no social security tax, provided no make-work jobs or make-believe job training for the unemployed. Although the feds did meddle in a few areas of economic life, prescribing railroad rates and prosecuting a handful of unlucky firms under the antitrust laws, the central government was for the most part only a small nuisance. It was not very expensive and did not exert an important direct effect on the daily lives of many citizens. On the positive side, the government maintained the gold standard and suppressed labor disturbances that threatened to obstruct interstate commerce. The U.S. Supreme Court gave fairly strong protection to private property rights and freedom of contract while generally insisting that state governments not deprive citizens of property rights without substantive due process. After World War I the American people would never again enjoy a government so closely approximating the Jeffersonian ideal.

With U.S. entry into the Great War, the federal government expanded enormously in size, scope, and power. It virtually nationalized the ocean shipping industry. It did nationalize the railroad, telephone, domestic telegraph, and international telegraphic cable industries. It became deeply engaged in manipulating labor-management relations, securities sales, agricultural production and marketing, the distribution of coal and oil, international commerce, and the markets for raw materials and manufactured products. Its Liberty Bond drives dominated the financial capital markets. It turned the newly created Federal Reserve System into a powerful engine of monetary inflation to help satisfy the government’s voracious appetite for money and credit. In view of the more than 5,000 mobilization agencies of various sorts—boards, committees, corporations, and administrations—contemporaries who described the government’s creation as “war socialism” were well justified.3

During 1917 and 1918 the government built up the armed forces to a strength of 4 million officers and men, drawn from a prewar labor force of 40 million persons. Of those added to the armed forces after the U.S. declaration of war, more than 2.8 million, or 72 percent, were drafted.4 By employing the draft, the government got more men into the army and got them quicker than it could have by recruiting volunteers. Moreover, it got the men’s services at far less expense to the Treasury. As the army leadership had recommended and President Wilson had accepted even before the declaration of war, the U.S. government obtained its servicemen by following the Prussian model.5

Men alone, however, did not make an army. They required barracks and training facilities, transportation, food, clothing, and health care. They had to be equipped with modern arms and great stocks of ammunition. In short, to be an effective fighting force, a large soldiery required immense amounts of complementary resources. As the buildup began, the requisite resources remained in the possession of private citizens. Although manpower could be obtained by conscription, public opinion would not tolerate the outright confiscation of all the property required to turn the men into a well-equipped fighting force. Still, ordinary market mechanisms threatened to operate too slowly and at too great an expense to facilitate the government’s plans. The Wilson administration therefore resorted to the vast array of interventions mentioned above. All may be seen as devices to hasten the delivery of the requisite resources and diminish the fiscal burden of equipping the huge conscript army for effective service in France. Notwithstanding these contrivances to keep the Treasury’s expenses down, enormously increased taxes still had to be levied—federal revenues increased by nearly 400 percent between fiscal 1917 and fiscal 1919—and even greater amounts had to be borrowed. The national debt swelled from $1.2 billion in 1916 to $25.5 billion in 1919.

To insure that the conscription-based mobilization could proceed without obstruction, critics had to be silenced. The Espionage Act of June 15, 1917, penalized those convicted of willfully obstructing the enlistment services with fines as much as $10,000 and imprisonment as long as 20 years. An amendment, the notorious Sedition Act of May 16, 1918, went much further, imposing the same harsh criminal penalties on all forms of expression in any way critical of the government, its symbols, or its mobilization of resources for the war. These suppressions of free speech, subsequently upheld by the Supreme Court, established dangerous precedents that derogated from the rights previously enjoyed by citizens under the First Amendment. The government further subverted the Bill of Rights by censoring all printed materials, peremptorily deporting hundreds of aliens without due process of law, and conducting—and encouraging state and local governments and vigilante groups to conduct—warrantless searches and seizures, blanket arrests of suspected draft evaders, and other outrages too numerous to catalog here. In California, the police arrested Upton Sinclair for reading the Bill of Rights at a rally. In New Jersey the police arrested Roger Baldwin for publicly reading the Constitution.6 The government also employed a massive propaganda machine to whip up what can only be described as public hysteria. The result was countless incidents of intimidation, physical abuse, and even lynching of persons suspected of disloyalty or insufficient enthusiasm for the war. People of German ancestry suffered disproportionately.7

The connection of the draft with these official subversions of the Constitution was hardly coincidental; it was direct, intentional, and publicly acknowledged. Consider the statement of a contemporary legal authority, Professor John Henry Wigmore:

Where a nation has definitely committed itself to a foreign war, all principles of normal internal order may be suspended. As property may be taken and corporal service may be conscripted, so liberty of speech may be limited or suppressed, so far as deemed needful for the successful conduct of the war . . . all rights of the individual, and all internal civic interests, become subordinated to the national right in the struggle for national life.8
The formula, applied again and again, was quite simple: If it is acceptable to draft men, then it is acceptable to do X, where X is any government violation of individual rights whatsoever. Once the draft had been been adopted, then, as Justice Louis Brandeis put it, “all bets are off.”9

When the war ended, the government abandoned most—but not all—of its wartime control measures. The draft itself ended when the armistice took effect on November 11, 1918. By the end of 1920 the bulk of the economic regulatory apparatus had been scrapped, including the Food Administration, the Fuel Administration, the Railroad Administration, the War Industries Board, and the War Labor Board. Some emergency powers migrated into regular government departments such as State, Labor, and Treasury and continued in force. The Espionage Act and the Trading with the Enemy Act remained on the statute books. Congressional enactments in 1920 preserved much of the federal government’s wartime involvement in the railroad and ocean shipping industries. The War Finance Corporation shifted missions, subsidizing exporters and farmers until the mid-1920s. Wartime prohibition of alcoholic beverages, a purported conservation measure, transmogrified into the ill-fated Eighteenth Amendment.

Most importantly, the dominant contemporary interpretation of the war mobilization, including the belief that federal economic controls had been instrumental in achieving the victory, persisted, especially among the elites who had played leading roles in the wartime economic management. Economic czar Bernard Baruch did much to foster the postwar dissemination of this interpretation by historians, journalists, and other shapers of public opinion. But many interest groups, like the farmers, needed no prompting to arrive at a Baruchian conclusion. “By the time the Food Administration dropped its wartime controls, it had weakened farmer resistance to governmental direction of their affairs.10 Having observed how the government could shape wartime food prices, farmers would expect it also to act in peacetime to maintain the prosperity of America’s farms.”11 Big businessmen in many industries took a similar lesson away from the war.12
* * * * *

In the depths of the Great Depression, the federal government employed the wartime measures as models for dealing with what Franklin Roosevelt called “a crisis in our national life comparable to war.”13 Hence the War Finance Corporation came back to life as the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, the War Industries Board as the National Recovery Administration, the Food Administration as the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, the Capital Issues Committee as the Securities and Exchange Commission, the Fuel Administration as the Connolly Act apparatus for cartelizing the oil industry and the Guffey Act apparatus for cartelizing the bituminous coal industry. The military mobilization of young men came back as the quasi-military Civilian Conservation Corps. The Muscle Shoals hydroelectric munitions facility became the germ of the Tennessee Valley Authority. The wartime U.S. Housing Corporation reappeared first as part of the Public Works Administration in 1933 and then as the U.S. Housing Authority in 1937. The federal social security program of the New Deal harked back to the wartime servicemen’s life insurance and the payments made to the soldiers’ dependents. The temporary wartime abandonment of the gold standard became a permanent abandonment in 1933-1934, when the government nationalized the monetary gold stock and abrogated all contractual obligations, both public and private, to pay gold. Along with the revived agencies came many of the wartime planners, including Baruch, Felix Frankfurter, George Peek, Hugh Johnson, John Hancock, Leon Henderson, and John Dickinson, not to mention FDR himself, as advisers or administrators. Obviously the wartime precedents were crucial in guiding the New Dealers and helping them to justify and gain acceptance of their policies.14
* * * * *

When World War II began in Europe in 1939, the size and scope of the central government of the United States were much greater than they had been 25 years earlier, owing mainly to World War I and its peacetime offspring, the New Deal. Federal outlays now equaled 10 percent of GNP. Of a labor force of 56 million, the federal government employed about 1.3 million persons (2.2 percent) in regular civilian and military jobs plus another 3.3 million (5.9 percent) in emergency work relief programs. The national debt held outside the government had grown to nearly $40 billion. Most importantly, the scope of federal regulation had increased immensely to embrace agricultural production and marketing, labor-management relations, wages, hours, and working conditions, securities markets and investment institutions, petroleum and coal marketing, trucking, radio broadcasting, airline operation, provision for income during retirement or unemployment, and much, much more.15 Notwithstanding these prodigious developments, during the next six years the federal government would achieve vastly greater dimensions, in many respects its greatest size, scope, and power ever.16

Again conscription served as a springboard for the growth of the state. This time the political pressure to adopt the draft mounted long before the United States entered the war. In mid-1940 the armed forces had only 458,000 officers and men on active duty. After the great German advances and the defeat of France in the spring of 1940, proponents of a new draft—including Grenville Clark, Henry Stimson, and others who had led the charge for conscription before and during World War I—gained greater public support. But opponents fought hard, and a national debate raged furiously throughout the summer. Finally, on September 16 Congress enacted the Selective Training and Service Act, which authorized the conscription of 900,000 men. The law was extended and amended in the fall of 1941 and again several times after the U.S. declaration of war. Eventually the draftees numbered more than 10 million men, or about 63 percent of all those who served in the armed forces at some time during the war.17 Obviously, many of those who volunteered for military service did so to escape the draft and the consequent likelihood of assignment to the infantry.

As before, a huge conscript-based armed force required enormous amounts of complementary resources to make possible its housing, subsistence, clothing, medical care, training, and transportation, not to mention the special equipment, arms, ammunition, and expensive weapons platforms that now included tanks, fighter and bomber aircraft, and naval aircraft carriers. For the Treasury, World War II was ten times more expensive than World War I. Many new taxes were levied. Income taxes were raised repeatedly, until the individual income tax rates extended from a low of 23 percent to a high of 94 percent. The income tax, previously a “class tax,” became a “mass tax,” as the number of returns grew from 15 million in 1940 to 50 million in 1945.18 Even though annual federal revenues soared from $7 billion to $50 billion between 1940 and 1945, most war expenses still had to be financed by borrowing. The national debt held by the public went up by $200 billion, or more than five-fold. The Federal Reserve System itself bought some $20 billion of government debt, thereby acting as a de facto printing press for the Treasury. Between 1940 and 1948 the money stock (M1) increased by 183 percent, and the dollar lost nearly half its purchasing power.

Had the government relied exclusively on fiscal and market mechanisms to marshal the desired resources, the expense of the war would have been far greater, probably much greater than the government could possibly finance. Accordingly, the authorities resorted to a vast system of controls and market interventions to gain possession of resources without having to bid them away from others in free markets. Although relatively few resources were simply confiscated or requisitioned, the effect was similar. By fixing prices, directly allocating physical and human resources, establishing official priorities, prohibitions, and set-asides, then rationing the civilian consumer goods in short supply, the war planners steered raw materials, intermediate goods, and finished products into the uses to which they attached greatest importance. Markets no longer functioned freely; in many areas they did not function at all. The economic system was transformed from one in which the market allocated resources, with some peripheral government distortions, to one in which the central government allocated resources, with market (including black market) influences operating only at the fringes of the command economy.19

As before, the draft played a key role in justifying the government’s imposition of a command economy. The same formula applied: If the draft is acceptable, then X is acceptable, X being any form of government coercion whatsoever. As the eminent economist Wesley Mitchell put it in 1943, “After common consent has been given to that act [conscription], civilians are morally bound to accept the lesser sacrifices war imposes on them.”20 Even the Supreme Court adopted the argument, as Justice Hugo Black evinced in a 1942 decision: “Congress can draft men for battle service. Its power to draft business organizations to support the fighting men who risk their lives can be no less.”21

World War II witnessed massive violations of human rights in the United States, apart from the involuntary servitude of the military draft. Most egregiously, about 112,000 blameless persons of Japanese ancestry, most of them U.S. citizens, were uprooted from their homes and confined in concentration camps without due process of law. Those who were subsequently released as civilians during the war remained under parole-like surveillance. The government also imprisoned nearly 6,000 conscientious objectors—three-fourths of them Jehovah’s Witnesses—who would not comply with the service requirements of the draft laws.22 Scores of newspapers were denied the privilege of the mails under the authority of the Espionage Act still in effect from World War I. Some newspapers were banned altogether.23 The Office of Censorship restricted the content of press reports and radio broadcasts and censored personal mail entering or leaving the country. The Office of War Information put the government’s spin on whatever it deigned to tell the public, and the military authorities censored news from the battlefields, sometimes for merely political reasons. The government seized more than 60 industrial facilities—sometimes entire industries (e.g., railroads, bituminous coal mines, meatpacking)—most of them in order to impose employment conditions favorable to labor unions engaged in disputes with the management.24 One indication of the enlarged federal capacity for repression was the increase in the number of FBI special agents from 785 in 1939 to 4,370 in 1945.25

At the end of the war most of the economic control agencies shut down—most but not all. Some powers persisted, either lodged at the local level, like New York City’s rent controls, or shifted from emergency agencies to regular departments, like the international trade controls moved from the Foreign Economic Administration to the State Department. The military-industrial complex, which had grown to gargantuan size during the war, shrank but survived, as top military officers and big contractors, especially the aircraft companies, lobbied hard for new procurements to shore up their bureaucratic clout and financial condition.26 Federal tax revenues remained very high by prewar standards. In the late 1940s the IRS’s annual take averaged four times greater in constant dollars than in the late 1930s. In 1949 federal outlays amounted to 15 percent of GNP, up from 10 percent in 1939. The national debt stood at what would have been an unthinkable figure before the war, $214 billion—in constant dollars this was roughly a hundred times the national debt in 1916.

The prevailing interpretation of the wartime experience gave unprecedented ideological support to those who desired a big federal government actively engaged in a wide range of domestic and international tasks. After all, the wartime central planners had just carried out successfully a complex undertaking of enormous dimensions. They had waged a global war, marshalling, organizing, and allocating the requisite resources to defeat two mighty adversaries while leaving American civilian consumers relatively well off, at least by comparison with the suffering populations of the Soviet Union, Japan, Germany, or Great Britain. Surely this great accomplishment testified to the planners’ knowledge, abilities, and devotion to the public interest. Surely a central government capable of winning the greatest war in human history could carry out such relatively mundane tasks as stabilizing the business cycle, guaranteeing all citizens a good job and a high standard of living, and regulating the industrial life of the nation to achieve greater fairness than the unfettered market. Surely. In this spirit Congress enacted in 1946 the Employment Act, pledging the federal government to play a permanent role as macroeconomic savior of the U.S. economy.27 Thanks to the GI Bill, the Veterans Administration became the overseer of what amounted to a substantial welfare state within a welfare state.

* * * * *

Soon after the Big One ended, the Cold One began. In 1948 the government reimposed the military draft. Then, over the next 25 years, conscription was repeatedly extended until the Nixon administration, in the face of massive protests, finally allowed it to expire in 1973. Draftees supplied the principal cannon fodder for the U.S. adventures in Korea and Vietnam as well as a large part of the standing forces positioned throughout the world to challenge the Soviets and their surrogates. After 1950 the military-industrial-congressional complex achieved renewed vigor, sapping 7.7 percent of GNP on average during the next four decades—cumulatively more than $10 trillion dollars of 1994 purchasing power.28 During the Cold War the government’s operatives committed crimes against the American people too numerous to catalog here, ranging from surveillance of millions of innocuous citizens and mass arrests of political protesters to harassment and even murder of persons considered especially threatening.29 These actions warrant close examination by students of the relation between war (or the threat of war) and the growth of the state, but for present purposes we need not dwell upon them. So far as the relation between war and the development America’s Leviathan is concerned, the deed had largely been done even before the outbreak of the Korean War.

Within three decades, from the outbreak of World War I in Europe to the end of World War II, the American people endured three great national emergencies, during each of which the federal government imposed unprecedented taxation and economic controls on the population and accumulated enormous debts. By the late 1940s these government actions no longer startled the citizenry; indeed many Americans, including highly regarded intellectuals and top policy makers, had come to regard them as desirable. Even businessmen, many of whom had continued to resist the encroachments of the New Deal bureaucrats throughout the 1930s, now looked upon the American Leviathan with an approving eye. The wartime experience, said Calvin Hoover, had “conditioned them to accept a degree of governmental intervention and control after the war which they had deeply resented prior to it.”30 As Herbert Stein recognized, American businessmen tended to “regard the regulations they are used to as being freedom.”31 Rather than resisting the government’s impositions or working to overthrow them, they looked for ways to adapt to them, positioning themselves so that the government policies would provide a tax advantage, channel a subsidy their way, or hobble their competitors.32 If the business class, with its immense financial resources and its considerable political clout, would not strive seriously to overthrow the Leviathan that had come into being by the late 1940s, there was scant chance that anyone else would mount a formidable attack.

Reactionaries could hardly expect to succeed in any event, because the post-World War II ideological climate showered an active federal government with public trust and approbation. As Ben Page and Robert Shapiro have documented in their massive survey of public opinion, World War II stands as “the most pervasive single influence on public opinion” since the mid-1930s. Among other things, it “transformed American public opinion concerning virtually all aspects of foreign affairs,” opening the way for the imperial presidency and the use of U.S. forces as world policemen.33 Opponents of global interventionism were smeared as “isolationists” and “appeasers” and thereby completely discredited. In 1953 Senator Robert Taft died, and his followers, already a dwindling corps, soon abandoned their old beliefs and political commitments.34 Domestically, the people’s devotion to the welfare state solidified. No amount of contradictory evidence seemed to dent the prevailing faith in the government’s ability to create personal and social security and to remedy the full range of human problems and pathologies.35

Nor did the Constitution serve any longer as a bulwark of individual rights. After World War II, as Edward Corwin observed, for the first time in American history after a war the country did not revert to a “peacetime Constitution.” Instead, the Supreme Court’s wartime surrender to the President combined with the carte blanche it had granted to federal economic regulation in the late 1930s to enhance all of the following:

(1) the attribution to Congress of a legislative power of indefinite scope; 
(2) the attribution to the President of the power and duty to stimulate constantly the positive exercise of this indefinite power for enlarged social objectives; 
(3) the right of Congress to delegate its powers ad libitum to the President for the achievement of such enlarged social objectives...; 
(4) the attribution to the President of a broad prerogative in the meeting of “emergencies” defined by himself and in the creation of executive agencies to assist him; 
(5) a progressively expanding replacement of the judicial process by the administrative process in the enforcement of the law—sometimes even of constitutional law.36
Under these conditions the only impediment to the relentless growth of the central government consisted of partisan and interest-group opposition to particular proposals. Time would reveal that such obstructionism, ever shifting with the winds of partisan politics and immediate interest-group objectives, could do no more than slow the onrushing Leviathan.

“It is not possible,” said William Graham Sumner, “to experiment with a society and just drop the experiment whenever we choose. The experiment enters into the life of the society and never can be got out again.”37 World War I, the New Deal, and World War II gave rise to the greatest experiments in collectivization America had ever experienced. These experiments radically transformed the political economy institutionally and ideologically. The political economy of 1948 bore scarcely any resemblance to that of 1912, and the changes gave every indication of being irreversible.

In the process by which this radical transformation occurred, the military draft played a central part. Conscription made possible the creation of a huge armed force in 1917-1918, which in turn required massive amounts of complementary resources. To get these resources the government had to raise taxes enormously, to go deeply into debt, and to impose a great variety of controls on the market economy; that is, it had to override traditional limitations on government action and to disallow longstanding economic liberties. In light of the apparent success of the policies employed during World War I, the temptation to impose similar policies during the Great Depression proved irresistible. In large part the New Deal consisted of quasi-war policies to deal with a pseudo-war emergency. Participation in World War II, with its global reach and voracious demand for resources, increased every aspect of the process by an order of magnitude: the draft permitted the creation of a huge army, which gave rise to vast military resource requirements that could be met expeditiously only by imposition of a command-and-control system throughout the economy.

By the late 1940s the three great experiments had entered, institutionally and ideologically, into the life of the society. With all the fundamental barriers to the growth of government having been battered down during war and pseudo-war emergencies, nothing substantial remained to impede the relentless growth of government.38
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Appendix V

World War II and the Military-Industrial-Congressional Complex

By Robert Higgs*

On January 18, 1961, just before leaving office, President Dwight D. Eisenhower gave a farewell address to the nation in which he called attention to the “conjunction of an immense military establishment and a large arms industry.” He warned that “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.”

As Eisenhower spoke, the military-industrial complex was celebrating its twentieth birthday. The vast economic and administrative apparatus for the creation and deployment of weapons took its enduring shape during the two years preceding the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. It grew to gargantuan proportions during the war, then survived and flourished during the four decades of the Cold War. By the 1950s, members of Congress had insinuated themselves into positions of power in the complex, so that one is well justified in calling it the military-industrial-congressional complex (MICC) during the past 40 years.

The powerful role played by the MICC in the second half of the twentieth century testifies to a fact that has seldom been faced squarely: World War II did not end in a victory for the forces of freedom; to an equal or greater extent, the defeat of Nazi Germany and its allies represented a victory for the forces of totalitarian oppression in the Soviet Union and, later, its surrogates around the world. Hence, in 1945, we merely traded one set of aggressive enemies for another. In reality, the war did not end until the disintegration of the Soviet Union and the degeneration of its armed forces in the early 1990s. In America, the long war—from 1940 to 1990—solidified the MICC as an integral part of the political economy.

Its antecedents hardly suggested how quickly and hugely the MICC would grow. Prewar military budgets were very small: during the fiscal years 1922-1939 they averaged just $744 million, roughly one percent of GNP. In those days, military purchases were transacted according to rigidly specified legal procedures. Normally, the military purchaser publicly advertised its demand for a definite quantity of a specific item, accepted sealed bids, and automatically awarded the contract to the lowest bidder.

Moreover, few businessmen wanted military business or any dealings with the New Deal government. When Fortune magazine surveyed business executives in October 1940, it found that 77 percent had reservations about doing rearmament work because of their “belief that the present administration in Washington is strongly anti-business and [their] consequent discouragement over the practicability of cooperation with this administration on rearmament.”

But conditions changed dramatically between mid-1940 and late 1941. During that period, Congress appropriated $36 billion for the War Department alone—more than the army and navy combined had spent during World War I. With congressional authorization, the War and Navy departments switched from using mainly sealed-bid contracts to mainly negotiated contracts, often providing that the contractor be paid his full costs, however much they might be, plus a fixed fee. Contracts could be changed to accommodate changes in the contractor’s circumstances or poor management in performing the work. In these and other ways, military contracting was rendered less risky and more rewarding. As Secretary of War Henry Stimson said at the time, “If you are going to try to go to war, or to prepare for war, in a capitalistic country, you have got to let business make money out of the process or business won’t work.”

Businessmen worked, to be sure, and they made money—far more than anyone had dreamed of making during the Depression. Much of the more than $300 billion the government spent for war goods and services ended up in the pockets of the contractors and their employees. According to a contemporary study, rates of return on net worth ranged from 22 percent for the largest companies to 49 percent for the smaller firms—extraordinary profits given that the contractors bore little or no risk.

Large manufacturing firms enjoyed the bulk of the business. The top 100 prime contractors received about two-thirds of the awards by value; the top 10 got about 30 percent; the leading contractor, General Motors, accounted for nearly eight percent. The military research and development contracts with private corporations were even more concentrated. The top 68 corporations got two-thirds of the R&D awards; the top ten took in nearly two-fifths of the total.

The government itself became the dominant investor, providing more than $17 billion, or two-thirds of all investment, during the war. Besides bankrolling ammunition plants, the government built shipyards, steel and aluminum mills, chemical plants, and many other industrial facilities. Thanks to government investment and purchases, the infant aircraft industry soared to become the nation’s largest, building 297,000 aircraft by the war’s end. One might justifiably call this government investment “war socialism.”

But it had a peculiarly American twist that makes “war fascism” a more accurate description. Most of the government-financed plants were operated not directly by the government but by a relatively small group of contractors. Just 26 firms enjoyed the use of half the value of all governmentally financed industrial facilities leased to private contractors as of June 30, 1944. The top 168 contractors using such plants enjoyed the use of more than 83 percent of all such facilities by value. This concentration had important implications for the character of the postwar industrial structure because the operator of a government-owned, contractor-operated facility usually held an option to buy it after the war, and many contractors did exercise their options.

The arrangements created in 1940 and refined during the next five years completely transformed the relations between the government and its military contractors. In the words of Elberton Smith, the official army historian of the mobilization, the relationship “was gradually transformed from an ‘arm’s length’ relationship between two more or less equal parties in a business transaction into an undefined but intimate relationship.” The hostility that businessmen had felt toward the government in 1940 evolved into a keen appreciation of how much a company could gain by working hand-in-glove with the military.

During the Cold War these relationships became institutionalized. Between 1948 and 1989, the government spent more than $10 trillion (in dollars of today’s purchasing power) for national defense, and much of the money found its way into the bank accounts of the defense contractors, their employees, and their suppliers. The procurement business remained as it had become during the war—fluid and subject to mutually beneficial adjustment. Transactions were not so much firm deals as ongoing joint enterprises among colleagues and friends in which military officials and businessmen cooperated to achieve a common goal not incompatible with, but rather highly facilitative of, the pursuit of their separate interests.

Aside from the serenity that attends the spending of other people’s money, military-industrial dealings were smoothed by the personal passages back and forth across the border between the government and the contractors. People spoke of the “old boy network” and the “revolving door.” Upon retirement, thousands of military officers found immediate employment with the contractors, while industry officials routinely occupied high-ranking positions in the Pentagon bureaucracy during leaves from their firms. It was easy to forget who worked for whom. As General James P. Mullins, former commander of the Air Force Logistics Command, remarked, the defense business “is not business as usual among independent parties. This is a family affair among terribly interdependent parties.”

The families tended to do well. When Ruben Trevino and I made a study of the profitability of defense contracting (published in Defence Economics, 1992, pages 211-218), we found that during the period 1970-1989, the profit rates of the top 50 defense contractors substantially exceeded those of comparable non-defense companies. This conclusion holds regardless of whether profits are measured by the firms’ accounting rate of return on investment or assets or by the stock-market payoff to shareholders in the form of dividends and capital gains. We also found that investing in defense contractors was not significantly riskier than investing in comparable non-defense companies. In short, this business has been very good to those involved in it.

Even when companies got into trouble, they could expect to be bailed out. Lockheed, Litton, General Dynamics, Chrysler, Grumman, and other leading defense contractors demonstrated that the Pentagon’s propensity to protect its big prime contractors outweighed the inclination to hold them to the terms of their contracts. To subsidize the favored firms, the Department of Defense provided for subsidies to keep facilities open and to finance ongoing R&D, loans and loan guarantees, government-supplied plants and equipment, tax breaks, and strategic placement of new contracts.

Congress, as usual, went where the money was. Defense-related jobs served as a major determinant of congressional defense decisions for both liberals and conservatives. Members of Congress strove to steer contracts and subcontracts to favored constituents, who rewarded them in turn with lavish campaign contributions, votes, and other payoffs. Congressional micro-management of the defense program grew ever more elaborate as lawmakers grasped new opportunities to control the disposition of defense resources. Resistance to base closures, in particular, prompted the most exquisite legislative maneuvers. For more than a decade after 1977, the Pentagon found it impossible to close any large defense facility, no matter how obsolete or otherwise unwarranted. Weapons systems no longer desired by the military, such as A-7 and A-10 aircraft in the early 1980s, got extended funding, thanks to the efforts of friendly legislators.

This waste of money had many other pernicious consequences. With great corporations, powerful military authorities, and members of Congress all linked in a mutually self-serving complex, there was little incentive to end the Cold War. Not that anyone craved World War III. But wealth, position, power, and perquisites all rode on the shoulders of the MICC. The best of all worlds, then, was massive, ongoing preparation for war that would never occur. But with the nation well-prepared for war, national leaders launched more readily into military adventures like those in Korea and Vietnam, not to mention a variety of smaller projections of force abroad. Among the costs of the MICC, we might count the more than 112,000 American deaths sustained in the Cold War’s hot engagements.

In retrospect, we can see clearly that World War II spawned the MICC and that the war’s long continuation as the Cold War created the conditions in which the MICC could survive and prosper. America’s economy sacrificed much of its potential dynamism as the massive commitment of resources to military R&D diverted them from the civilian opportunities being pursued with great success in Japan, Germany, and elsewhere. For the period 1948-1989, national defense spending consumed, on average, 7.5 percent of American GNP. The costs to liberty were also great, as national defense authorities, using the FBI, CIA, and other agencies, violated people’s constitutional rights on a wide scale.

When we are tempted to look back at World War II as the “good war,” we would do well to consider the full range of its consequences.



*Robert Higgs is Senior Fellow in Political Economy at The Independent Institute and editor of The Independent Review. Among Dr. Higgs’s books are Crisis and Leviathan: Critical Episodes in the Growth of American Government and Arms, Politics and the Economy: Historical and Contemporary Perspectives.

Reprinted with permission from the May 1995 issue of Freedom Daily. © Copyright 1995, the Future of Freedom Foundation

Appendix W

World War II and the Triumph of Keynesianism

By Robert Higgs*

War, everybody says, is hell. But many Americans do not really believe this truism, especially when the war in question is World War II. Of course, for the men who had to endure the horrors of combat, the war was terrible—just how terrible, hundreds of thousands of them did not live to say. But the great majority of Americans never experienced the fighting directly. It was something that went on “overseas,” and government censors kept reports of its brutal realities from the public.

For many Americans, at the time and since, World War II actually seemed to be a fine thing, mainly because, as the hackneyed expression has it, “the war got the economy out of the depression” in which it had wallowed for more than a decade. During the Great Depression, many people had despaired over whether the economy would ever again operate satisfactorily. Then, the mobilization for war coincided with what appeared to be a great economic boom.

By 1944, all the usual indicators of economic well-being signaled that the economy was enjoying unprecedented prosperity. Most important, the official rate of unemployment had sunk to just 1.2 percent—the lowest rate ever achieved before or since. After years of turning away qualified job seekers, employers were beating the bushes in search of warm bodies. Official figures showed that the Gross National Product (GNP), adjusted for inflation, had risen some 70 percent since 1939—later Commerce Department figures would revise the increase upward, making it more than 90 percent.

For the economists who had recently embraced the ideas of John Maynard Keynes, expressed in his General Theory of Employment, Interest, and Money (1936), the war seemed to validate their beliefs. In Keynes’s theory, in contrast to the previously accepted view, an economic depression might continue indefinitely unless government spending, financed by a budget deficit, were increased sufficiently. The Keynesians believed that the federal deficits of the 1930s, never more than $3.5 billion per year, had been too small to lift the U.S. economy from its slough. The huge wartime deficits, however, reaching as high as $55 billion in 1943, seemed to have accomplished precisely what Keynes had said they would.

Ever since, most economists, historians, and educated laymen have accepted the Keynesian conclusion. It seems obvious that the war got the economy out of the depression, that it created a condition commonly called wartime prosperity. How could anyone argue otherwise? Certainly no one can deny that the wartime budget deficits were immense—in terms of today’s dollars, they added some $2.2 trillion to the national debt.

Appearances, however, can be deceptive, and correlations can be spurious. Did American participation in the most destructive event of all time really have positive economic consequences?

When something seems counterintuitive, it often helps to reexamine the terms in which the puzzle is expressed. This is certainly the case with the “wartime prosperity” of World War II. What did this condition consist of?

Consider first the labor market. Although unemployment virtually disappeared, the disappearance owed nothing to Keynesian fiscal policy. In truth, it owed everything to massive conscription. Between 1940 and 1944, the number of unemployed persons fell by 4.62 million, while the armed forces increased by 10.87 million. For the whole war period, more than 10 million men were drafted. The enormous forced withdrawal—the number of draftees was equivalent to nearly 20 percent of the prewar labor force—drastically reduced the number of potential workers and depleted the ranks of the unemployed, and would have done so with or without the government’s budget deficit. The Keynesian correlation is spurious.

But what about the enormous increase of the economy’s total output? This, it turns out, is nothing more than an artifact of the accounting system used by the government to keep the national product accounts. In the official system, spending for military goods and services gets counted as part of the dollar value of national output, as does spending for consumer goods and new capital goods. So every dollar the government paid for the services of military personnel or for the purchase of battleships, tanks, bombers, and other munitions during the war was included in the GNP. Hardly surprising, then, that GNP skyrocketed as the government created a command economy geared for “total war.”

But when we examine the rest of the GNP—the part consisting of spending for civilian consumer goods and new capital goods—we find that after 1941 (adjusted for actual as opposed to official inflation), it declined for two years; and even though it rose after 1943, it was still below its 1941 value when the war ended. Thus, the war years witnessed a reduction of the total real output flowing to civilian consumers and investors—a far cry from “wartime prosperity.”

My estimates of real personal consumption expenditures per capita show a similar pattern—down during the first two years of direct U.S. involvement in the war, up slightly during the next two years, but not up enough to erase the initial declines. Historians who have spoken of a “carnival of consumption” during the war are simply mistaken.

Many aspects of economic well-being deteriorated during the war. Military preemption of public transportation interfered with intercity travel by civilians, and rationing of tires and gasoline made commuting to work very difficult for many workers. More workers had to work at night. The rate of industrial accidents increased substantially as novices replaced experienced workers and labor turnover increased. The government forbade nearly all nonmilitary construction, and housing became extremely scarce and badly maintained in many places, especially where war production had been expanded the most. Price controls and rationing meant that consumers had to spend much time standing in lines or searching for sellers willing to sell goods at the controlled prices. The quality of many goods deteriorated, as sellers forbidden to raise prices adjusted to increased demands by selling lower quality goods at the controlled prices.

After the war ended in the late summer of 1945, a genuine economic miracle took place during the next two years. More than 10 million men were released from the armed forces. Industry, which had occupied itself largely in producing war goods from 1942 to 1945, switched back to the production of civilian goods. The huge government budget deficit disappeared, and during the fiscal years 1947-1949, the federal budget actually had a small surplus. Yet, despite the fears and warnings of the Keynesian economists that such events would plunge the economy back into depression, civilian production boomed, increasing by nearly 27 percent from 1945 to 1946, and the rate of unemployment never exceeded 4 percent until the recession of 1949. Why the economy performed so successfully during the reconversion is an economic mystery that a few economists, including the present writer, have recently begun trying to understand better.

The mainstream economics profession, however, never faced the contradictions between its Keynesian theory and the events of the reconversion. According to this theory, the huge turnaround of the federal budget—from a deficit equal to 25 percent of GNP during 1943-1945 to a surplus during 1947-1949—should have sent the economy into a tailspin. It did not, which refutes the theory. Ignoring this embarrassing fact, the Keynesians continued to cite the war “boom” as a definitive demonstration of the correctness of their theory. Reflecting the conventional wisdom, a leading textbook in U.S. economic history gave its chapter on World War II the title “War Prosperity: The Keynesian Message Illustrated.”

The lesson was false but, for politicians and certain others, immensely useful. For decades, secretaries of defense helped to justify their gargantuan budget requests by claiming that high levels of defense spending would be “good for the economy” and that reduced defense spending would cause recession. So common did this argument become that Marxist critics gave it the apt name military Keynesianism. On both the left and the right, people believed that huge military spending propped up an economy that, lacking this support, would collapse into depression. Such thinking played an important part in the political process that directed into defense spending some $10 trillion dollars (in today’s purchasing power) between 1948 and 1990.

Military Keynesianism was always an intellectually bankrupt theory. As I have shown above, it was not proven by the events of the war years; all that those events proved was that a command economy can, at least for a while, keep everyone busy building munitions and using them to demolish the nation’s enemies. But the munitions production was far from free. It entailed huge opportunity costs, even though part of it could be accomplished simply by employing workers and capital that had been idle before the war. During the Cold War, however, the nation had very few unemployed resources to call into defense production, and using lots of resources for this purpose meant that the civilian goods that those resources might otherwise have produced had to be sacrificed.

Keynesian economics rests on the presumption that government spending, whether for munitions or other goods, creates an addition to the economy’s aggregate demand, which brings into employment labor and other resources that otherwise would remain idle. The economy gets not only the additional production occasioned by the use of those resources but still more output via a “multiplier effect.” Hence the Keynesian claim that even government spending to hire people to dig holes in the ground and fill them up again has beneficial effects; even though the diggers create nothing of value, the multiplier effect is set in motion as they spend their newly acquired income for consumption goods newly produced by others.

Such theorizing never faced squarely the underlying reason for the initial idleness of labor and other resources. If workers want to work but cannot find an employer willing to hire them, it is because they are not willing to work at a wage rate that makes their employment worthwhile for the employer. Unemployment results when the wage rate is too high to “clear the market.” The Keynesians concocted bizarre reasons why the labor market was not clearing during the Great Depression and then continued to accept such reasoning long after the depression had faded into history. But when labor markets have not cleared, either during the 1930s or at other times, the causes can usually be found in government policies—such as the National Industrial Recovery Act of 1933, the National Labor Relations Act of 1935, and the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, among many others—that obstruct the normal operation of the labor market.

So, government policies created sustained high unemployment, and Keynesians blamed the market. The Keynesians then credited the government’s wartime deficits for pulling the economy out of the Great Depression and continued to credit defense spending for preventing another economic collapse. In this way, sound economics was replaced by economic ideas congenial to spendthrift politicians, defense contractors, labor unions, and left-liberal economists.

How much better it would have been if the wisdom of Ludwig von Mises had been taken to heart. In Nation, State, and Economy (1919), Mises said, “War prosperity is like the prosperity that an earthquake or a plague brings.” The analogy was apt in World War I, in World War II, and during the Cold War. It is still apt today.



*Robert Higgs is Senior Fellow in Political Economy at The Independent Institute and editor of The Independent Review. Among Dr. Higgs’s books are Crisis and Leviathan: Critical Episodes in the Growth of American Government and Arms, Politics and the Economy: Historical and Contemporary Perspectives. 
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Appendix X

The Myth of U.S. Prosperity during World War II

By Robert Higgs*

World War II, the so-called Good War, has been a fount of historical fallacies. One of the greatest—and one of the most pernicious for subsequent policymakers—is the notion that prosperity prevailed during the war. Although Americans might have been dying in the Pacific and European theaters of war, people on the home front actually benefited from the war, because it propelled the economy at long last out of the Great Depression. This view of the war would be sufficiently egregious if it were true, but despite the claims of historians for the past half century, it is not true.

For most people, the myth of wartime prosperity rests on selective memory or, for the younger generations, on miseducation. Those who lived through the war at home recall the warm social solidarity; the “pitching in” to collect scrap metal, rubber, fats, and waste paper; and the ready availability of jobs in munitions plants. They forget the scarcity of decent housing, the hassles in commuting to work, and the severe rationing or complete absence of basic consumer goods. Younger generations have been given accounts featuring legions of strong, cheerful women assembling bombers, almost as if the war had been more a giant step in the long march of women’s liberation than a global orgy of death and destruction.

Economists and historians, who have studied the home front more systematically, have succumbed to different sorts of errors. In general, they have claimed that prosperity prevailed during the war because unemployment nearly disappeared, because national production soared, and because even personal consumption increased. None of these claims holds water when examined carefully.

Yes, official unemployment did nearly disappear, falling from 14.6 percent of the civilian labor force in 1940 to just 1.2 percent in 1944.1 What the orthodox account neglects, however, is that during that same period the government, mostly by conscription, increased the active-duty personnel of the armed forces by 11 million persons, equivalent to almost 20 percent of the total labor force (employed plus unemployed) in 1940.2 If a nation shoves 11 million persons into military service and, as a result, reduces the number of unemployed persons by eight million, that performance scarcely signifies the achievement of true prosperity.

Yes, national output as conventionally measured did grow hugely during the war. As shown by the figure, gross domestic product (in constant 1987 prices) increased by 84 percent between 1940 and 1944.3 What the orthodox account neglects, however, is that this “miracle of production” consisted entirely (and then some) of increased government spending, nearly all of it for war materials and equipment and military personnel. The private component of GDP (consumption plus investment) actually fell after 1941, and while the war lasted, private output never recovered to its pre-Pearl Harbor level. In 1943, real private GDP was 14 percent lower than it had been in 1941. If a nation produces an abundance of guns and ammunition, it does not thereby achieve genuine prosperity. As the figure shows, only after the war ended did the private economy—the part of the economy that directly or indirectly satisfies freely expressed consumer demands—recover fully from its 15-year slump.

Nor did personal consumption flourish during the war, notwithstanding historians’ claims of a “carnival of consumption.”4 Because the government imposed comprehensive price controls during the war, and thereby encouraged pervasive black-market activity, official price indexes failed to record the true amount by which actual prices increased. Thus the increase of “real” (that is, inflation-adjusted) consumption spending during the war was overstated substantially. When even a conservative adjustment is made for this mismeasurement, the conclusion is that “real consumption per capita reached a pre-war peak in 1941, . . . declined by more than 6 percent during 1941–1943 and rose during 1943–1945; still, even in 1945 it had not recovered to the level of 1941.”5 Because of the many other ways that the well-being of consumers deteriorated during the war, which the official data fail to capture, actual wartime conditions were even worse than these figures suggest.6
Notes:
1. U.S. Council of Economic Advisers, Annual Report 1990 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1990), p. 330.

2. U.S. Department of Defense, Office of the Comptroller, National Defense Budget Estimates for FY 1991, March 1990, p. 126.

3. Data plotted in the figure derive from U.S. Council of Economic Advisers, Annual Report 1995 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1995), p. 406.

4. John Morton Blum, V Was For Victory: Politics and American Culture During World War II (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1976), p. 90.

5. For the calculations and their basis, see Robert Higgs, “Wartime Prosperity? A Reassessment of the U.S. Economy in the 1940s,” Journal of Economic History, March 1992, pp. 49–52.

6. Ibid., pp. 52–53.
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War Prosperity: The Fallacy that Won’t Die
By Robert Higgs*

Bob Davis and Gref Jaffe’s article (Feb. 4) on the likely economic consequences of a U.S. war against Iraq errs by giving past wars credit for creating positive economic effects. This hoary fallacy, it seems, just can’t be killed.

The strongest case for it has long been World War II, which Davis and Jaffe claim “clearly was a boon for the U.S. economy.” But a boon in what sense? Unemployment fell during the war entirely because of the buildup of the armed forces. In 1940, some 4.62 million persons were actually unemployed (the official count of 7.45 million included 2.83 million employed on various government work projects). During the war, the government, by conscription for the most part, drew some 16 million persons into the armed forces at some time; the active-duty force in mid-1945 numbered in excess of 12 million. Voila, civilian unemployment nearly disappeared. But herding the equivalent of 22 percent of the prewar labor force into the armed forces (to eliminate 9.5 percent unemployment) scarcely produced what we are properly entitled to call prosperity.

Yes, officially measured GDP soared during the war. Examination of that increased output shows, however, that it consisted entirely of military goods and services. Real civilian consumption and private investment both fell after 1941, and they did not recover fully until 1946. The privately owned capital stock actually shrank during the war. Some prosperity. (My article in the peer-reviewed Journal of Economic History, March 1992, presents many of the relevant details.)

It is high time that we come to appreciate the distinction between the government spending, especially the war spending, that bulks up official GDP figures and the kinds of production that create genuine economic prosperity. As Ludwig von Mises wrote in the aftermath of World War I, “war prosperity is like the prosperity that an earthquake or a plague brings.”
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Appendix Z

Some Other Costs of War

By Robert Higgs*

War always increases State power over the economy, and the Gulf war is no exception. Thus one of President Bush’s first actions was, by executive fiat, to give himself total control over any corporation or industry, if he deems it necessary for the war effort. He can now requisition what he wants, without regard to contracts or the needs of property owners and their customers.

This method was used extensively in both world wars and the Korean war. The armed forces commandeered railroads, communications, ships, and coal, for example. They allowed the ordinary managers to operate, but made them subject to Washington, D.C. Private property rights were effectively abolished.

Since the end of World War II, the government has spent about $10 trillion in today’s purchasing power on military affairs. This is about two years of current production—as if every single person stopped working for two years. With a constitutional foreign policy, most of these resources would have been available for private investment. We are a much poorer country because they were not.

War also means more government control of labor, with the draft the preferred means. Soldiers whose terms of service were set to expire have been forbidden to leave, tantamount to a partial draft. The war economy means government takeover of private resources and people. This would easily be recognized without war. Suppose that the president on his own authority, suddenly expanded government control of the economy. People would have much less freedom, and would have to pay much higher taxes. The public would be outraged. But during wartime, people readily accept an executive takeover of just about every aspect of the economy.

Even victory can have its problems. Should the Iraq war be viewed as a glorious achievement, the politicians wll be able to pick our pockets even more.

From a historical standpoint war is instrumental in expanding government in every dimension. Particularly during the world wars, the transformation of a mainly market economy into a mainly command economy taught people to use government to achieve their personal ends, and eroded resistance to bureaucratization by making Americans less willing to protest. Not only does the war machine not return to its previous level, every other aspect of government is fostered as well. During World War II, bureaucracies that had little to do with the war—the Department of Interior or Agriculture, for example—claimed they were essential for the war effort so their budgets and activities should be increased. Once the war was over, they retained their newly acquired functions.

The most important consequence of war is the ideological shift. A successful war brings new stature to the government. In the case of the Gulf war, a success will mean a more interventionist foreign policy. As neoconservative Ben Wattenberg puts it, victory will yield “greater domestic political support for future assertiveness.”

To the extent that the public thinks successful government management meant victory, their faith is increased in government solutions. It is difficult to argue that the government cannot run a national energy policy when it appears to be running a New World Order. Thanks in large part to war, we are much less free than we were in 1939. Living in a garrison state has also changed the political character of the American people. They are more like sheep, more easily led into approving government actions—domestic and international.

Consider the recently passed child care bill. At one time, most Americans would have viewed child care as none of the government’s business. Today, federalized child care is supported by the Congress and the president, and even the opponents didn’t use principled arguments.

Until neutrality becomes once again the dominant principle in foreign policy, we have no realistic hope of dismantling domestic intervention. Yet instead of cutting back on spending and taxes, Bush is increasing them to fund a New World Order.

This Wilsonian fantasy is as much a pipe dream as the centrally planned economy. This world of the future will be the same world we’ve always had—with kaleidoscopic changes constantly going on. If the president really thinks he can impose a new order on other countries, that means buying them or bombing them. Neither is consistent with the republic of the Founding Fathers’ vision.

As James Madison wrote in 1795: “Of all the enemies to public liberty, war is, perhaps, the most to be dreaded . . . . War is the parent of armies; from these proceed debts and taxes; and armies, and debts, and taxes are the known instruments for bringing the many under the domination of the few.”
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Appendix AA

Peace on Earth

By Robert Higgs*

“Peace on Earth” should be more than a holiday cliché. The costs of war and its perpetual threat are immense, and threaten freedom and civilization itself. Even with the end of the Cold War, the U.S. finds itself in an endless series of military squabbles, including Panama, Iraq, Somalia, and Haiti, with prospects for future involvement in Korea, Bosnia, Cambodia, and Rwanda.

This policy must be re-evaluated, especially by those concerned about the fate of American liberty. In his 1994 book, War and the Rise of the State, historian Bruce D. Porter extensively surveys the fatal linkage between war and collectivism. He maintains that the history of the West during the past six centuries can be reduced to a simple formula: war made the state, and the state made war. In the process, countless individuals suffered the destruction of their liberties, property, and lives. “A government at war is a juggernaut of centralization,” he says, and that has been “a disaster for human liberty and rights.”

Still, war seldom receives its due as a cause of big government in the U.S. Scholars and laymen alike usually trace the origins of our own Leviathan to the New Deal. But FDR never could have done what he did in the 1930s without the state-building precedents of World War I.

The federal government on the eve of that war was quite limited. In 1914, outlays totaled less than 2 percent of GNP. The top rate of the income tax was 7 percent on incomes over $500,000 (about $5 million today). Only 1 percent of the population had to pay the tax. Federal civilian employees made up about 1% of the labor force, and most worked for the Post Office.

Fewer than 166,000 people were on active duty in the military. The federal government did not regulate securities markets, labor-management relations, agricultural production, or energy markets. It provided no make-work jobs and offered no make-believe training for the unemployed. There was no unemployment compensation, social security, or national medical insurance like Medicare and Medicaid.

The feds meddled in a few areas of economic life, prescribing railroad rates and prosecuting a handful of unlucky firms under the antitrust laws. But for the most part, the central government was only a nuisance. It maintained a gold standard, was not very expensive, and did not exert an important direct effect on the daily lives of most citizens.

But U.S. entry in the Great War changed all that. The government virtually nationalized the ocean shipping industry. It did nationalize the railroad, telephone, domestic telegraph, and international telegraphic cable industries. It became deeply engaged in manipulating labor-management relations, securities sales, agricultural production and marketing, the distribution of coal and oil, international commerce, and much else.

It turned the new Federal Reserve System into a powerful engine of monetary inflation to satisfy the government’s appetite for money and credit. With more than 5,000 mobilization agencies of various sorts, America was ruled under “war socialism.” Federal revenues increased by nearly 400 percent between fiscal 1917 and 1919-and even greater amounts had to be borrowed. The national debt swelled from $1.2 billion in 1916 to $25.5 billion in 1919.

The Espionage Act of 1917 penalized those convicted of willfully obstructing military enlistment with fines as high as $10,000 and imprisonment as long as 20 years. The Sedition Act of 1918 imposed the same harsh criminal penalties on all forms of expression in any way critical of the government, its symbols, or its mobilization of resources.

The suppressions of free speech, upheld by the Supreme Court, established dangerous precedents. The police arrested Upton Sinclair for reading the Bill of Rights at a rally, for example. The final result was countless incidents of intimidation, physical abuse, and even lynching of persons suspected of disloyalty or insufficient enthusiasm for the war. People of German ancestry suffered disproportionately.

When the war ended, the government abandoned most—but not all—of its wartime control measures. By the end of 1920, the bulk of the economic regulatory apparatus had been scrapped. But the American public’s resistance to governmental direction had weakened. Many farmers and big businessmen, especially, were impressed by how the government could be used to maintain high prices and make them personally prosperous, even if at public expense.

Some of these wartime measures were given new life during the Great Depression. The War Finance Corporation, for example, came back as the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. The War Industries Board became the National Recovery Administration.

The Food Administration became the Agricultural Adjustment Administration. The Muscle Shoals hydroelectric munitions facility became the basis of the Tennessee Valley Authority. The wartime servicemen’s insurance became Social Security.

When World War II began in Europe in 1939, the size and scope of the central government were much greater than they had been 25 years earlier, owing mainly to World War I and the New Deal.

Federal outlays were 10 percent of GNP. The federal government employed 1.3 million in civilian and military jobs, and another 3.3 million in emergency work relief programs. The national debt had grown to $40 billion. The scope of federal regulation had increased to embrace whole industries and sectors.

If World War I gets insufficient notice, World War II gets even less. It was ten times more expensive than World War I. Government raised many new taxes, with individual income tax rates extended to a range of 23 percent to 94 percent. Previously a class tax, it became a mass tax, and the number of returns grew from 15 million in 1940 to 50 million in 1945. Federal revenues soared from $7 billion to $50 billion in five years, and most expenses were financed by borrowing. The national debt went up by $200 billion, or more than five fold. The Fed bought some $20 billion in government debt, thereby acting as a printing press for the Treasury.

Government authorities used a vast system of controls and market interventions to gain possession of resources without having to bid them away from others in a free market. Through price-fixing, direct allocations, and draconian production orders, war planners steered private resources into uses they deemed important. Markets no longer functioned freely. In many areas they did not function at all. Markets operated only on the fringes of a command-style economy.

Without due process of law, 112,000 people of Japanese ancestry, most of them U.S. citizens, were uprooted from their homes and put in concentration camps. The government imprisoned 6,000 conscientious objectors. Scores of newspapers were denied the use of the mails. Some were banned altogether.

The government seized more than 60 industrial facilities and sometimes entire industries (railroads, bituminous coal mines, and meatpacking), and imposed labor conditions favorable to unions. FBI special agents increased from 785 in 1939 to 4,370 in 1945.

At the end of the war, most of the economic control agencies shut down, but not all. The military-industrial complex, which had grown to gargantuan size during the war, shrank but survived, as top military officers and contractors lobbied for new procurements to shore up their clout.

Federal tax revenues remained very high by prewar standards. In the late 1940s the IRS’s annual take averaged four times greater in constant dollars than in the late 1930s. In 1949, federal outlays were 15 percent of GNP, up from 10 percent in 1939. The national debt was a hundred times its 1916 size.

Soon after, the Cold War began. Conscription was repeatedly extended until the Nixon administration, in the face of massive protests, allowed it to expire in 1973. Draftees supplied the principal cannon fodder for Korea and Vietnam, as well as a large part of the standing forces positioned throughout the world. After 1950, the military-industrial-congressional complex achieved renewed vigor, sapping 7.7 percent of GNP on average during the next four decades, or more than $10 trillion (1994 dollars).

Such confiscation of private wealth no longer startles the citizenry. Indeed, many Americans, including highly regarded intellectuals and top policy-makers, have come to regard it as desirable. Even businessmen, many of whom resisted the encroachments of the New Deal, now look upon the American Leviathan with an approving eye. Wartime has conditioned them to accept coercive control.

“It is not possible,” said William Graham Sumner, “to experiment with a society and just drop the experiment whenever we choose. The experiment enters into the life of the society and never can be got out again.”

The American wartime experiment entered into the life of society, and the central government has good reason to keep it there. To slacken the expectation of perpetual war is to risk its historical justification for coercion, control, and property confiscation.

Opponents of global interventionism are often smeared as “isolationists” and “appeasers.” Better to call them wise students of history. If we place a premium on human liberty and an unhampered market economy, there is no greater policy priority than staying out of war. 
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Appendix BB

In the Name of Emergency

By Robert Higgs*

“Few indeed have been the invasions upon essential liberties which have not been accompanied by pleas of urgent necessity advanced in good faith by responsible men . . .”
—Justice Frank Murphy

Time and chance have been unkind to the hopes of the Founding Fathers. They established the Constitution to “secure the Blessings of Liberty” to themselves and their posterity, intending their framework of freedom and government to endure through storm as well as sunshine. But the dead could not forever bind the living, and the unfolding of our history during the 20th century has brought into being a second Constitution. Besides the Normal Constitution, protective of individual rights, we now have a Crisis Constitution, hostile to individual rights and friendly to the unchecked power of government officials. In national emergencies the Crisis Constitution overrides the Normal Constitution.

The great danger is that in an age of permanent emergency—the age we live in, the age we are likely to go on living in—the Crisis Constitution will simply swallow up the Normal Constitution, depriving us at all times of the very rights the original Constitution was created to protect at all times. The outlook can only dishearten those who believe that the fundamental purpose of the Constitution is to protect individuals’ rights to life, liberty, and property. Though earlier events, especially during the Civil War, foreshadowed the Crisis Constitution, World War I witnessed its unmistakable emergence. Even before the United States formally entered the war, the railroad labor troubles of 1916-17 provoked unprecedented government actions. Facing the prospect of a nationwide railroad strike when the operating brotherhoods and the railroad managers could not agree on wages and hours, President Woodrow Wilson turned to Congress, gaining passage of the Adamson Act in September 1916. In effect the act simply imposed on the interstate railroad industry a 25 percent increase in wage rates.

The railroads challenged the law, but the Supreme Court upheld its constitutionality. While the government has no emergency power as such, argued the Court, it has a reservoir of reserved power legitimately drawn on during emergencies. The outcome: railroad owners were deprived of a great deal of property, without compensation, for a use not public, namely, raising the pay of unionized railroad workers holding the economy hostage.

After the United States formally entered the war, the government enacted legislation providing for conscription of soldiers. Though men had been drafted during the Civil War, the Supreme Court had never ruled on the constitutionality of the draft. Besides, the issues now differed: men were being drafted not to defend the government against violent domestic rebellion or invasion but to do battle in the trenches of faraway France, ostensibly to foster such abstract ideological aims as “making the world safe for democracy.”

The Supreme Court readily affirmed, however, the constitutionality of the draft, refusing to consider seriously the claim that conscription constitutes a form of involuntary servitude forbidden by the Thirteenth Amendment. The outcome: many draftees were deprived of life itself by the actions of political authorities intent on the prosecution of war but unwilling to impose enough explicit taxes to hire the desired military personnel.

The Great Depression, which Justice Louis Brandeis called “an emergency more serious than war,” prompted a welter of actions by government at all levels. In 1932-45, 25 states enacted a moratorium on mortgage foreclosures. Such laws appeared to be unambiguous impairments of the obligation of contract and therefore in clear violation of the U.S. Constitution. But when Minnesota’s moratorium law came before the Supreme Court, the majority pronounced this self-declared emergency legislation as a valid exercise of the state’s police powers.

Harkening back to the railroad case of 1917, Chief Justice Charles Evans Hughes reasoned that “while emergency does not create power, emergency may furnish the occasion for the exercise of power.” The Constitution’s clause protecting contracts, said Hughes, “is not to be read with literal exactness.” The outcome: many thousands of mortgagees were deprived of the rights of foreclosure stipulated in their contracts and compelled to make do with the alternatives provided by emergency statutes.

Also in the depths of the Great Depression the federal government abandoned the gold standard, nationalized the monetary gold stock, and abrogated the gold clauses of all contracts, public and private, past and future. This “act of absolute bad faith” astonished even some members of Congress. Senator Thomas P. Gore declared it “just plain stealing.”

But the Supreme Court held that “if the gold clauses… interfere with the policy of the Congress in the exercise of the [monetary] authority they cannot stand.” The Court argued that “contracts, however express, cannot fetter the constitutional authority of Congress.” The outcome: thousands, perhaps millions, of parties to contracts containing gold clauses, including the many holders of U.S. government bonds stipulating payment in gold, were deprived of property rights, victimized by their own government.

Citizens Surrender

In the war emergency that followed the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, the government built an awesome command economy, suspending many individual rights. Ten million men were conscripted. The Supreme Court refused even to review challenges to the draft. Some 110,000 Japanese-Americans, two-thirds of them U.S. citizens and not one of them proven guilty of a crime, were herded into concentration camps, losing their liberty and sustaining property losses estimated at some $400 million. All quite constitutional, said the justices.

Raw materials and plants were allocated by government order; production facilities, sometimes entire industries, were seized and operated by the government; many consumer goods were rationed. None of these actions elicited so much as a ruling from the Supreme Court. Sweeping price and rent controls did come before the Court, but the cases focused on procedural, not substantive, questions, and even then the Court found no reason to deny the government any of the powers it was exercising at the expense of private rights. Said Justice Wiley Rutledge, one of the least single-mindedly bellicose justices, “Citizens much surrender or forego [sic] exercising rights which in other times could not be impaired.”

During the Korean War emergency the government reinstituted controls over raw materials, production, shipping, credit, wages, and prices. When the wage-price controls created a collective-bargaining impasse in the steel industry, threatening a nationwide strike, President Harry Truman ordered the secretary of commerce to seize the industry. The Supreme Court, unconvinced that a genuine national emergency existed, ruled that the president had no constitutional authority for the seizure.

The ruling, however, in no way signified a triumph for individuals’ rights or a significant check on the exercise of the government’s emergency powers. The Court’s decision found intolerable the president’s failure to cite specific legislative authority for his action; but on emergency powers, the justices’ multiple opinions—seven in all—-spoke more in favor than in opposition. Only two justices explicitly rejected Truman’s claim of inherent presidential power. The outcome: the steel seizure itself was forbidden; but, given the reasoning of the justices and the fragmentation of their opinions, the vulnerability of private property rights to emergency suspension remained virtually as great as before.

In the 1970s, the National Emergencies Act (1976) and the International Emergency Economic Powers Act (1977) imposed new procedural requirements but did little to detract from the substance of presidential emergency powers, which continue to be employed routinely. Recent Supreme Court rulings have sustained a wide scope for the exercise of these powers.

In 1981 the Court gave broad construction to the president’s power to act under the International Emergency Economic Powers Act, even ruling that the president has constitutional power to act in the absence of statutory authority. The Court’s 1983 ruling against congressional vetoes effectively demolished the check of a concurrent resolution provided in the National Emergencies Act. The Court further eroded the restraints on the president stipulated in the emergency acts when it ruled in 1984 that the executive branch could impose a major new curtailment of private travel to Cuba without even declaring a national emergency or complying with the procedural requirements of the National Emergencies Act.

The outcome: during the past decade, American citizens have been forbidden to travel to various countries, to borrow or buy from or lend or sell to the citizens or governments of various countries, to fulfill the terms of valid contracts, or to pursue in U.S. courts legal remedies for injuries and takings. Far from having their rights to life, liberty, and property upheld by the federal government, Americans have been routinely deprived of such rights under declarations of emergency.

Lowly Sentry

If the Framers intended the powers of government officials or the rights of private citizens to be any different in national emergencies, they neglected to express that intention in the Sacred Text. But the Constitution is more than the document itself. As Charles A. Beard observed, it is “what living men and women think it is, recognize as such, carry into action, and obey.” And clearly, the Crisis Constitution is, and long has been, as much a part of the American constitutional system as the Normal Constitution.

Perhaps the best way to understand how the Crisis Constitution became embedded in the constitutional system is to examine the major episodes of its development, asking of each: Might it have been different? For each episode one can scarcely imagine that, given the political realities and the prevailing crisis conditions, the outcome could have been avoided.

Consider whether the Court might have found the Adamson Act unconstitutional in 1917. What would have been the consequence of such a ruling? Presumably a national railroad strike would have occurred, causing, in the words of the Court, the “destruction of interstate commerce” and “infinite injury to the public interest.”

Bad enough, but the United States also stood on the brink of war. Thomas Gregory, the attorney general at the time, later recalled that Chief Justice Edward White “knew, as we all knew, that we were on the very verge of war; for the moment he forgot the facts of the case that was before him and his prophetic eye was resting on the immediate future when every proper energy of our country would be called upon to sustain it in its hour of greatest need.”

The majority simply was not willing to issue a ruling fraught with danger to the military strength of the nation, no matter what the Normal Constitution might require. In retrospect, the most remarkable aspect of the ruling is that four justices dissented, two of them recording vigorous opposition to the majority’s derogation from private property rights in the crisis.

The division within the Court disappeared completely when the justices ruled on the military draft in 1918: the decision was unanimous. Under the prevailing political and social conditions, permeated by war hysteria, superheated patriotism, and vigilante attacks on “slackers,” the ruling was well-nigh inevitable. Men were, after all, being thrown into jail merely for questioning the constitutionality of the draft. (The attorney general went so far as to request the aid of the American Protective League, a private organization of superpatriots, to locate draft resisters. Members of the league conducted numerous “slacker raids,” made some 40,000 citizens’ arrests, and investigated about 3 million suspected subversives.)

Leon Friendman has argued that the draft-law cases “were based upon superficial arguments, disregard of substantial historical evidence, and undue deference to the exigencies of the First World War—in short, that they were incorrectly decided.” Nonetheless, one can see why the justices chose to transcend the Normal Constitution and uphold the draft: political elites throughout the land were howling for conscription, and without it the government’s war effort would have collapsed.

Might the Supreme Court have upheld private property rights in the Minnesota mortgage moratorium case? Of course, it might have, and the actual decision rested on only a 5-to-4 margin. But farmers had suffered disproportionately in the Great Contraction. Angry and frustrated, some had resorted to violence and many others had brought ominous political pressures to bear on state legislatures. To strike down, in January 1934, the moratorium laws already enacted by 22 states would have risked setting off an explosion of farm protest and perhaps widespread violence. Forced to choose between upholding the Normal Constitution and averting a potential social and political calamity, the majority decided to avert the calamity.

When the Court ruled on the gold-clause cases, early in 1935, it faced—as it often does in cases involving public policies with pervasive impacts—an executive fait accompli. Was the Court to say that the government must return gold coins and certificates to millions of citizens who had surrendered them and that all those who had paid legal tender instead of gold must turn around and pay the gold as initially stipulated in their contracts? The far-reaching economic consequences of such a ruling must have given the justices pause. (So disastrous did the president consider an adverse ruling on the gold clause that, in anticipation, he prepared a radio address announcing that he would not enforce it.)

Beyond the utter confusion of the marketplace lay the disruption of the administration’s monetary policy, now almost two years old. The attorney general’s argument before the Court emphasized the doctrine of emergency powers and the gravity of the prevailing depression crisis; the “power of self-preservation,” he declared, required transcending the “supposed sanctity and inviolability of contractual obligations.” Again, given the prevailing economic and political conditions, the remarkable aspect of the decision is that four justices dissented—Justice James McReynolds read their objections with muttered asides that “the Constitution is gone” and “this is Nero at his worst.’

The Supreme Court’s virtual abdication during World War II reflected, even more clearly than the gold-clause cases, a fait accompli by the legislative and executive branches of government. The political branches had created a full-blown command economy. Was the Court, deciding cases in 1944 after such policies had been in force for years, to say that they were unconstitutional? It is unconceivable. It would, in any event, have been futile. The Court, wrote Alpheus Mason, occupied “the position of a private on sentry duty accosting a commanding general without his pass.”

Precarious Position

Events during World War II demonstrate in its clearest form the logic of the Crisis Constitution. When elites and masses alike believe that national emergency is upon them, they call on the government to “do something.” The political branches, acting more or less autonomously, adopt policies. By their very nature such policies entail costs to the public. The greater the costs, the more likely the public resistance. So governments take steps to conceal or obscure the costs, invariably substituting cost-hiding command-and-control measures for cost-revealing fiscal-and-market means of resource allocation. The necessary implication of this substitution is the attenuation or destruction of private citizen’s rights—rights previously protected by the Normal Constitution.

After the fall of France and even more so after the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor and the ensuing declarations of war, Americans demanded effective military action to defend the nation and subdue its powerful enemies. The political branches responded by imposing a sweeping command-and-control system. Dependent on the executive branch enforcement of its rulings, the Supreme Court could not have prevented this development even had it wanted to; as Aristotle said, “those who carry arms can always determine the fate of the constitution.”

But even more fundamental than arms themselves—for arms must be wielded by people conscious of what they are doing—is the dominant ideology. People anxiously seeking security against imminent threats to the economic viability, independence, or survival of the nation submit far more readily to a deprivation of normal rights. Many people who ordinarily would have refused to comply with intrusive government directives accepted them during World War II as appropriate to the prevailing national condition. Only because of such public support did the government’s emergency measures prove reasonably effective.

In sum, the Crisis Constitution, like the Normal Constitution, rests on a broad ideological base. In the 20th century the American people have come to expect, tolerate, and in many instances demand that the Normal Constitution be displaced during national emergencies.

To make matters worse, however, the Normal Constitution to which we revert after a national emergency has ended is never the same as it was before the crisis. To some degree, aspects of the Crisis Constitution, as expressed in judicial interpretation and even more so in the body of belief that supports the constitutional system, are incorporated into the Normal Constitution. Such legacies marked the aftermaths of both world wars and the Great Depression.

After World War I the Normal Constitution included massive government participation in credit markets, communications, and transportation industries as well as enduring precedents for rent controls, military conscription, and the suppression of free speech. The Great Depression, of course, brought a profusion of government restraints and regulatory agencies and a corresponding constriction of private property rights. During 1937-42, a veritable Constitutional Revolution took place, submerging the doctrine of substantive due process in economic matters and giving unrestricted scope to federal regulatory power.

Then the events of World War II carried the Crisis Constitution to new heights, and the legacies are legion. Even after enactment of a joint resolution repealing many of the wartime statutes in July 1947, more than 100 wartime statutory provisions remained active; official states of emergency continued in force; and various new emergency measures, including a rent-control act and a peacetime military-conscription law, were enacted.

As Edward S. Corwin noted in Total War and the Constitution in 1947, after war, for the first time in American history, the country did not return to a “peacetime Constitution.” Now the Normal Constitution included: (1) “legislative power of indefinite scope”; (2) executive power “to stimulate constantly” the use of this indefinite power “for enlarged social ends”; (3) the right of Congress to delegate its powers to the president; (4) a broad presidential prerogative to meet self-defined emergencies and to create executive agencies to assist him; and (5) “progressively expanding” administrative instead of judicial enforcement of the law.

In the four decades that have passed since Corwin made this summary, nothing he mentioned has changed. Thus the Normal Constitution of the post-World War II era has fully validated Big Government in the sense of an active, powerful, highly arbitrary government far less restrained by the constitutional checks and balances of the old Normal Constitution, a system that once curbed the interventions if not the ambitions of government officials.

Emergency powers as such continue to undergird the government’s denial of numerous rights, especially in relation to international travel, commercial, and financial transactions. In upholding government actions under the International Emergency Economic Powers Act, the Court quoted with approval a lower-court decision noting that the act’s language “is sweeping and unqualified. It provides broadly that the President may void or nullify the ‘exercising [by any person of] any right, power or privilege with respect to… any property in which any foreign country has any interest.’” Thus, even in the early 1980s, as normal a time as one can expect in our era, the Crisis Constitution overrides and displaces the Normal Constitution.

Should a genuine national emergency arise, there can be no doubt about how the government would react. (Recall its actions in dealing with the partly spurious, partly self-inflicted “energy crisis” in the 1970s.) The private rights of Americans—such as remain—are balanced on a very thin constitutional edge.

Deadly Ratchet

Effective protection of private rights against future government invasion under color of emergency is unlikely. The experience of the past decade has shown that the procedural safeguards stipulated in the National Emergencies Act have no real effect. In any event, the problem is not procedure; it is substance—and the abuse of substantive powers.

Not much more hope can be placed in a reconstituted Supreme Court, one more devoted to individual rights and restoration of the old Normal Constitution. Even if such judges could be found and appointed—an unlikely prospect—their resistance to the Crisis Constitution could not have more than a temporary effect in an emergency. This lesson we have learned from the constitutional crisis of the mid-1930s. Even a court containing the Four Horsemen, a court willing to plunge a constitutional dagger into the collectivist heart of the New Deal, could not hold out indefinitely in the face of preponderant public support for the government’s policies.

George Sutherland, as staunch a friend as the Normal Constitution ever had, expressed doubt that judges “are indifferent to what others think about their decisions” and avowed that he himself was not indifferent. Justice Owen Roberts, the “swing man” who more than anyone else bore responsibility for the Court’s turnaround in 1937, later observed: “Looking back, it is difficult to see how the Court could have resisted the popular urge.” He referred obliquely to the “tremendous strain and the threat to the existing Court, of which I was fully conscious.” On the Court, as in other branches of government, good men are not enough.

Ultimately the Normal Constitution can be preserved against the inroads of the Crisis Constitution only if the politically influential elites who make policies and mold the opinions of the majority are willing to resist the passions of national emergency. If such understanding, and a concomitant commitment to individual rights, were widespread, we would have little to fear. As Abraham Lincoln said, “With public sentiment nothing can fail; without it, nothing can succeed.” If the dominant ideology gives strong support to the Normal Constitution, it will survive, no matter what else happens.

But if the dominant ideology does not give strong support to the Normal Constitution, it will eventually be overwhelmed by the Crisis Constitution. Step by step, a ratcheting loss of rights will attend each episode of national emergency. And we may as well admit that such emergencies are inevitable.

Unfortunately, citizens in the United States today, with only a few notable exceptions, have neither an appreciation of this ratchet process nor a strong commitment to individual rights to life, liberty, and property. Therefore, the most likely prospect is for further expansion of the Crisis Constitution and a corresponding loss of the liberty our Founding Fathers sought to secure for us. 
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Appendix CC

“In God We Trust”:
The Myth of “National Security”

The National Motto of the United States of America, by a Joint Resolution of Congress, is “In God We Trust.” In reporting the Joint Resolution, the Senate Judiciary Committee stated:

	“Further official recognition of this motto was given by the adoption of the Star-Spangled Banner as our national anthem. One stanza of our national anthem is as follows: 

“‘O, thus be it ever when freemen shall stand
Between their lov’d home and the war’s desolation!
Blest with vict’ry and peace may the heav’n rescued land
Praise the power that hath made and preserved us a nation!
Then conquer we must when our cause it is just,
And this be our motto - “In God is our trust.”
And the Star-Spangled Banner in triumph shall wave
O’er the land of the free and the home of the brave.’

“In view of these words in our national anthem, it is clear that ‘In God we trust’ has a strong claim as our national motto.” S. Rep. No. 2703, 84th Cong., 2d Sess., p. 2.


What does it mean to “trust God?” What are we asking for when we sing “God Bless America?” How does our national motto relate to our national defense policy?

In other Vine & Fig Tree webpages we have seen that our current defense policies

· Violate the Constitution: the War Power 

· Mis-Define U.S Security Strategy 

· Compound the Terrorist Threat 

· Encourage Weapons of Mass Destruction 

· Unnecessarily Inflate the Defense Budget 

The policies of the 20th century have proven ineffective –even dangerous – for the 21st century, and the policies of America’s Founding Fathers will prove to be the only security against the destruction of the American system.

Politicians in generations past sometimes took their oath of office on a Bible opened up to the Book of Deuteronomy, chapter 28. This chapter spells out the “blessings” promised to a nation that trusts in God, and “curses” God promises to the nation that rejects Him. Among the promises are economic prosperity and peace – safety from our enemies. “God Bless America” is the claim that we trust God, and a prayer that God should honor His promises and bless us. It means if we obey God’s Law in our own lives, God will make our enemies at peace with us, and bless us with safety. God does not bless selfish disobedience and arms deals with terrorists. “In God We Trust” is the belief that God is both gracious and righteous.



Two Dreaded Words

For most Americans, no two words are more dreaded and offensive than “anarchism“ and “pacifism.” “Anarchists” are perceived as “lawless,” and “pacifists” are “unrealistic” utopian wimps.

But these two schools are the indispensable vision of sound defense policy: 

· “Pacifists” say we shouldn’t kill each other, but we should live in peace. The word comes from the Latin word for “peace,” as in “Prince of Peace.” 

· Pacifists would not have approved military aid to Islamic militias in the early 1980’s, and could have prevented the tragedy of September 11. 

· “Anarchists,” such as Murray Rothbard, are serious scholars who believe in the principles of a “Free Market,” and have reached the very logical conclusion that there is no area of human action which is best served by socialism rather than by capitalism. 

· To whatever degree you believe there should be a State, to that degree you champion socialist principles. 

What does the Bible say about “pacifism” and “anarchism”? Not, “What do Richard Nixon and George Bush say about ‘pacifism’ and ‘anarchism,’” but “what saith the LORD?”

Jesus commanded us to love our enemies. The Bible says we are not to kill each other — it’s one of the Ten Commandments — and that we should live in peace with each other (Psalm 133:1; Psalm 87; Romans 12:18). The Bible says we should even live in peace with the State, which is where the Bible parts company with many revolutionaries who call themselves “anarchists.” Romans 12:18 through 13:10 tell us to be pacifists even with respect to the epitome of anti-pacifism, the State. Thus, Biblical Christians are not “anarchists” in a violent way, but in a non-violent way. For while Conservatives believe in “peace through strength,” that is, peace through militaristic national socialism,[1] the Bible teaches “peace through God’s strength.” The Bible condones peace and condemns security through State socialism. America’s once-popular vision of Vine & Fig Tree is all about this Biblical vision of peace and security, a Godly society rooted in pacifism and anarchism.

“Vine & Fig Tree”

The Bible says that people can live safely and securely without a State. Abraham lived prosperously and securely without a State. Even unbelievers can do it. And it’s happened, too. The Bible describes it, but most people have never read it:

Judges 18:7 Then the five men departed, and came to Laish, and saw the people that were therein, how they dwelt safely (KJV: “careless”), after the manner of the Zidonians, quiet and secure; and there was no magistrate in the land, that might put them to shame in any thing; and they were far from the Zidonians, and had no business with any man.
The word “careless” is interesting. Let’s look at it. My computer will insert the definition from the dictionary in Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance:
“Careless,” “safely” – #983 betach; prop. a place of refuge; abstr. safety, both the fact (security) and the feeling (trust); often (adv. with or without prep.) safely: –assurance, boldly, (without) care (-less), confidence, hope, safe (-ly, -ty), secure, surely.

The State promises “security.” “National security.”

But we are not secure.

We have neither the “fact” nor the “feeling.” Vine & Fig Tree is all about security. The prophet Micah describes a time when the long-awaited Christ has come and people live securely and safely without a socialist “garrison state”:

Micah 4:1-5 But in the last days it shall come to pass, that the mountain of the house of the LORD shall be established in the top of the mountains, and it shall be exalted above the hills; and people shall flow unto it. {2} And many nations shall come, and say, Come, and let exalted above the hills; and people shall flow unto it. {2} And many nations shall come, and say, Come, and let us go up to the mountain of the LORD, and to the house of the God of Jacob; and he will teach us of his ways, and we will walk in his paths: for the law shall go forth of Zion, and the word of the LORD from Jerusalem. {3} And he shall judge among many people, and rebuke strong nations afar off; and they shall beat their swords into plowshares, and their spears into pruning-hooks: nation shall not lift up a sword against nation, neither shall they learn war any more. {4} But they shall sit every man under his vine and under his fig tree; and none shall make them afraid: for the mouth of the LORD of hosts hath spoken it. {5} For all people will walk every one in the name of his god, and we will walk in the name of the LORD our God for ever and ever.
This is not a prophecy of the distant future. Nor is it a prophecy of something that comes about magically, with no faith or effort on the part of men. Micah’s Christ has come, but we have an obligation to trust in Him, and not the State.[2]
A nation dedicated to God lives in safety. That’s what the Bible says.

Zidon: From Security to Tyranny

A secular (God-denying) Humanist (man-worshipping) nation seeks safety without God. “National security.” They may achieve some degree of safety for a time, but only so long as God withholds His judgment upon their sins.[3] Until then, the KJV says they live safely, but “carelessly.”[4]
Although the Zidonians of Laish at the time of the Judges may have been at peace, their worship of idols matured into violence and tyranny. As a result of their “carelessness,” they eventually saw God’s judgment.

Ezekiel 28:21 Son of man, set thy face against Zidon, and prophesy against it, {22} And say, Thus saith the Lord GOD; Behold, I am against thee, O Zidon; and I will be glorified in the midst of thee: and they shall know that I am the LORD, when I shall have executed judgments in her, and shall be sanctified in her.
Ezekiel 32:30 There be the princes of the north, all of them, and all the Zidonians, which are gone down with the slain; with their terror they are ashamed of their might; and they lie uncircumcised with them that be slain by the sword, and bear their shame with them that go down to the pit.
Joel 3:4-7 Yea, and what have ye to do with me, O Tyre, and Zidon, and all the coasts of Palestine? will ye render me a recompense? and if ye recompense me, swiftly and speedily will I return your recompense upon your own head;
Israel rejected God as King, saying, “Make us a king to judge us like all the nations. That we also may be like all the nations; and that our king may judge us, and go out before us, and fight our battles” (1 Samuel 8:5,20).

“Like all the nations.”

Like Zidon.

And so Israel had a history like the Zidonians. At one time there was peace and security. Then tyranny. Then judgment.

Israel: From Security to Tyranny

One of the kings given to Israel was Solomon. In many ways, Solomon was a good king. When he was good, he was a pale reflection of the True King, Jesus the Christ. Psalm 72 is a Psalm which teaches us more about Christ than about any earthly king:

Psalm 72 A Psalm for Solomon. Give the king thy judgments, O God, and thy righteousness unto the king’s son. {2} He shall judge thy people with righteousness, and thy poor with judgment. {3} The mountains shall bring peace to the people, and the little hills, by righteousness. {4} He shall judge the poor of the people, he shall save the children of the needy, and shall break in pieces the oppressor. {5} They shall fear thee as long as the sun and moon endure, throughout all generations. {6} He shall come down like rain upon the mown grass: as showers that water the earth. {7} In his days shall the righteous flourish; and abundance of peace so long as the moon endureth. {8} He shall have dominion also from sea to sea, and from the river unto the ends of the earth. {9} They that dwell in the wilderness shall bow before him; and his enemies shall lick the dust. {10} The kings of Tarshish and of the isles shall bring presents: the kings of Sheba and Seba shall offer gifts. {11} Yea, all kings shall fall down before him: all nations shall serve him. {12} For he shall deliver the needy when he crieth; the poor also, and him that hath no helper. {13} He shall spare the poor and needy, and shall save the souls of the needy. {14} He shall redeem their soul from deceit and violence: and precious shall their blood be in his sight. {15} And he shall live, and to him shall be given of the gold of Sheba: prayer also shall be made for him continually; and daily shall he be praised. {16} There shall be an handful of corn in the earth upon the top of the mountains; the fruit thereof shall shake like Lebanon: and they of the city shall flourish like grass of the earth. {17} His name shall endure for ever: his name shall be continued as long as the sun: and men shall be blessed in him: all nations shall call him blessed. {18} Blessed be the LORD God, the God of Israel, who only doeth wondrous things.{19} And blessed be his glorious name for ever: and let the whole earth be filled with his glory; Amen, and Amen.

David and Solomon could be used of God to show us what the True King would eventually give to those who were faithful. Because Solomon was wise, Israel experienced for a time the kind of safety we can expect if we trust in Christ:

1 Kings 4:25 And Judah and Israel dwelt safely, every man under his vine and under his fig tree, from Dan even to Beersheba, all the days of Solomon.
But David and Solomon were both violent and idolatrous men. Their lives and failures teach us an important “anarchistic” truth: We should put our trust in Christ the King, not in men. If David and Solomon were failures, are there any among the bleary politicians vying for our support in the first years of the 21st century who can be trusted to bring “national security?” If we are to avoid nuclear war and economic chaos, we must learn this vital lesson from Scripture:

Christ, not man, is King.
The Holy Spirit brings “national security,”
not the State and its politicians.

The 21st century must be the century that Christians at last embrace “Anarcho-Theocracy“ with a vibrant faith; the world of Vine & Fig Tree with its “pacifism“ and “anarchism,” no matter what the Council on Foreign Relations and its media may say.[5]
{5} Though all people walk every one in the name of his god, we will walk in the name of the LORD our God for ever and ever. (Micah 4:1-5)

Solomon was not always like Christ. He was an idolater. He faithlessly played the harlot with the gods of the Zidonians, as did all of Israel.

1 Kings 11:1 But king Solomon loved many strange women, together with the daughter of Pharaoh, women of the Moabites, Ammonites, Edomites, Zidonians, and Hittites;
1 Kings 11:5 For Solomon went after Ashtoreth the goddess of the Zidonians, and after Milcom the abomination of the Ammonites.
1 Kings 11:33 Because that they have forsaken me, and have worshipped Ashtoreth the goddess of the Zidonians, Chemosh the god of the Moabites, and Milcom the god of the children of Ammon, and have not walked in my ways, to do that which is right in mine eyes, and to keep my statutes and my judgments, as did David his father.
1 Kings 16:31 And it came to pass, as if it had been a light thing for him to walk in the sins of Jeroboam the son of Nebat, that he took to wife Jezebel the daughter of Ethbaal king of the Zidonians, and went and served Baal, and worshipped him.
2 Kings 23:13 And the high places that were before Jerusalem, which were on the right hand of the mount of corruption, which Solomon the king of Israel had builded for Ashtoreth the abomination of the Zidonians, and for Chemosh the abomination of the Moabites, and for Milcom the abomination of the children of Ammon, did the king defile.
1 Chronicles 22:4 Also cedar trees in abundance: for the Zidonians and they of Tyre brought much cedar wood to David.

Ezra 3:7 They gave money also unto the masons, and to the carpenters; and meat, and drink, and oil, unto them of Zidon, and to them of Tyre, to bring cedar trees from Lebanon to the sea of Joppa, according to the grant that they had of Cyrus king of Persia.
In asking for a human king, and in hearkening to the false promises of safety and “national security” from the gods of Zidon, Israel rejected God, and thus rejected true safety and security, as their history and eventual captivity proves.

Christians Must Be Servants

Just as Christ came to be a Servant, so the true son of the Patriarch Abraham – every Christian -- is a servant. The true servant sees God’s Law as the “blueprints” of Godly service. The Patriarch Abraham did not wait for the State to create a righteous society. He knew the real meaning of “family values.”

Genesis 18:18-19 Abraham shall surely become a great and mighty nation, and all the nations of the earth shall be blessed in him. For I know him, that he will command his children and his household after him, and they shall keep the way of the LORD, to do justice and judgment; that the LORD may bring upon Abraham that which He hath spoken of him.
Abraham did not wait for the State to bring justice to the afflicted. He brought them into his household, and put them under the covenant (Genesis 12:5). He brought in dozens of dozens of people, circumcised them, and taught them the ways of the LORD.[6] Abraham was blessed . . .

Genesis 26:5 Because Abraham obeyed my voice, and kept my charge, my commandments, my statutes, and my laws.
God’s Holy Spirit blesses obedience.

Proverbs 16:7 When a man’s ways please the LORD, He maketh even his enemies to be at peace with him.
The Jews rejected Christ because they did not want a “Suffering Servant” for a Messiah. They knew that if the Messiah was a Servant, they too would have to be servants. They wanted a military dictator for a Messiah because they were despots in their hearts, and they wanted a vindication of their despotism. “We have no king but Caesar!” they said, and they experienced all the curses of Deuteronomy 28.

Mark 10:35-45 {42} But Jesus called them to Him, and saith unto them, Ye know that they which are accounted to rule [Gk: “be an archist“] over the Gentiles exercise lordship over them; and their great ones exercise authority upon them. {43} But so shall it not be among you: but whosoever will be great among you, shall be your minister: {44} And whosoever of you will be the chiefest, shall be servant of all. {45} For even the Son of man came not to be ministered unto, but to minister, and to give his life a ransom for many. (cf. 1 Peter 2:21ff.)

Remember: The Prince of Peace forbids us to be "archists." What does that mean? [7]
“Archists” would rather kill the people of Iraq than to be their servants. We would rather kill criminals than minister to them. But this violence does not bring security. If we are willing to obey God’s Law, become servants, and throw away our archist idols, we shall experience God’s safety and security. True, if we repudiate the State, politicians will call us “naive,” and other Christians will call us “Anabaptists.” Let them call us “anarchists” or “pacifists” if they want, but the children of Abraham will not put their trust in the State

Micah 4:1-5 {5} For though all people walk every one in the name of his god, we will walk in the name of the LORD our God for ever and ever.
Sadly, Christians continue to listen to the false prophets of the Pentagon and the University of Zidon, rather than to the Word of God. We cherish the State. We worship false gods. We will not give up our “archists.”

Over and over and over again, God asks us to trust Him, and over and over and over again, He promises us safety and security if we will do so. God never says, "Here is a State to keep you safe." God never says we are to trust our police or our Joint Chiefs of Staff.[8] God very clearly told Israel not to develop a “Military-Industrial Complex” like all the other nations.

Deuteronomy 17:16-17 But he shall not multiply horses for himself, nor cause the people to return to Egypt to multiply horses, for the LORD has said to you, “You shall not return that way again.” {17} Neither shall he multiply wives for himself, lest his heart turn away; nor shall he greatly multiply silver and gold for himself.
Psalm 20:7 Some trust in chariots, and some in horses; But we will remember the name of the LORD our God.

Psalm 33:16-17 No king is saved by the multitude of an army; A mighty man is not delivered by great strength. {17} A horse is a vain hope for safety; Neither shall it deliver any by its great strength.
Psalm 147:10-11,14 He does not delight in the strength of the horse; He takes no pleasure in the legs of a man. {11} The LORD takes pleasure in those who fear Him, In those who hope in His mercy. {14} He makes peace in your borders, And fills you with the finest wheat.

Zechariah 4:6 So he answered and said to me: “This is the Word of the LORD to Zerubbabel: ‘Not by might nor by power, but by My Spirit,’ Says the LORD of hosts.”
We must repudiate the Zidonian State.

2 Corinthians 10:3-5 For though we walk in the flesh, we do not war according to the flesh. {4} For the weapons of our warfare are not carnal but mighty in God for pulling down strongholds, {5} casting down arguments and every high thing that exalts itself against the knowledge of God, bringing every thought into captivity to the obedience of Christ,
We must not be “careless.” “Safety” comes only from God. Let us trust in God and obey His Word. Either we can trust God to give us safety, or we worship the wrong god.

Leviticus 25:18-19 Wherefore ye shall do my statutes, and keep my judgments, and do them; and ye shall dwell in the land in safety. And the land shall yield her fruit, and ye shall eat your fill, and dwell therein in safety.[9]
Leviticus 26:5 And your threshing shall reach unto the vintage, and the vintage shall reach unto the sowing time: and ye shall eat your bread to the full, and dwell in your land safely.
Deuteronomy 12:10 But when ye go over Jordan, and dwell in the land which the LORD your God giveth you to inherit, and when he giveth you rest from all your enemies round about, so that ye dwell in safety;
Deuteronomy 33:12 And of Benjamin he said, The beloved of the LORD shall dwell in safety by him; and the LORD shall cover him all the day long, and he shall dwell between his shoulders.
Deuteronomy 33:28 Israel then shall dwell in safety alone: the fountain of Jacob shall be upon a land of corn and wine; also his heavens shall drop down dew.
1 Samuel 12:11 And the LORD sent Jerubbaal, and Bedan, and Jephthah, and Samuel, and delivered you out of the hand of your enemies on every side, and ye dwelled safe.
Job 11:18 And thou shalt be secure, because there is hope; yea, thou shalt dig about thee, and thou shalt take thy rest in safety.
Psalm 4:8 I will both lay me down in peace, and sleep: for thou, LORD, only makest me dwell in safety.
Psalm 16:9 Therefore my heart is glad, and my glory rejoiceth: my flesh also shall rest in hope.
Psalm 78:53 And he led them on safely, so that they feared not: but the sea overwhelmed their enemies.
Proverbs 1:33 But whoso hearkeneth unto Me shall dwell safely, and shall be quiet from fear of evil.
Proverbs 3:23 Then shalt thou walk in thy way safely, and thy foot shall not stumble.
Proverbs 3:29 Devise not evil against thy neighbour, seeing he dwelleth securely by thee.
Proverbs 10:9 He that walketh uprightly walketh surely: but he that perverteth his ways shall be known.
Isaiah 14:30 And the firstborn of the poor shall feed, and the needy shall lie down in safety: and I will kill thy root with famine, and he shall slay thy remnant.
Isaiah 32:17-18 And the work of righteousness shall be peace; and the effect of righteousness quietness and assurance for ever. And my people shall dwell in a peaceable habitation, and in sure dwellings, and in quiet resting places;
Jeremiah 23:6 In His days Judah shall be saved, and Israel shall dwell safely: and this is His Name whereby He shall be called, THE LORD OUR RIGHTEOUSNESS.
Jeremiah 32:37 Behold, I will gather them out of all countries, whither I have driven them in Mine anger, and in My fury, and in great wrath; and I will bring them again unto this place, and I will cause them to dwell safely:
Jeremiah 33:16 In those days shall Judah be saved, and Jerusalem shall dwell safely: and this is the name wherewith she shall be called, The LORD our righteousness.
Ezekiel 28:26 And they shall dwell safely therein, and shall build houses, and plant vineyards; yea, they shall dwell with confidence, when I have executed judgments upon all those that despise them round about them; and they shall know that I am the LORD their God.
Ezekiel 34:25 And I will make with them a covenant of peace, and will cause the evil beasts to cease out of the land: and they shall dwell safely in the wilderness, and sleep in the woods.
Ezekiel 34:27 And the tree of the field shall yield her fruit, and the earth shall yield her increase, and they shall be safe in their land, and shall know that I am the LORD, when I have broken the bands of their yoke, and delivered them out of the hand of those that served themselves of them.
Ezekiel 34:28 And they shall no more be a prey to the heathen, neither shall the beast of the land devour them; but they shall dwell safely, and none shall make them afraid.
Ezekiel 38:8 After many days thou shalt be visited: in the latter years thou shalt come into the land that is brought back from the sword, and is gathered out of many people, against the mountains of Israel, which have been always waste: but it is brought forth out of the nations, and they shall dwell safely all of them.
Ezekiel 38:14 Therefore, son of man, prophesy and say unto Gog, Thus saith the Lord GOD; In that day when my people of Israel dwelleth safely, shalt thou not know it?
Ezekiel 39:26 After that they have borne their shame, and all their trespasses whereby they have trespassed against me, when they dwelt safely in their land, and none made them afraid.
Hosea 2:18 And in that day will I make a covenant for them with the beasts of the field, and with the fowls of heaven, and with the creeping things of the ground: and I will break the bow and the sword and the battle out of the earth, and will make them to lie down safely.
Zechariah 14:11 And men shall dwell in it, and there shall be no more utter destruction; but Jerusalem shall be safely inhabited.
Aren’t these beautiful, beautiful promises? This is Biblical Anarcho-Theocracy. Godliness is blessed with peace (“Pacifism“). We trust in God, not Zidonian politicians (“Anarchism“). It is a message of holistic peace, of “shalom.” It is a message of Jubilee, of freedom and security from the bureaucrats who promise us freedom and security. The whole message of the Bible – with its books of Kings and its Chronicles of God’s prophets confronting evil empires and wicked citizens – is that we should not put our faith in empires and armies and governments, but in God. And “faith” means obedience to His Word. Abraham had faith (Hebrews 11, James 2). The Godly Patriarch of the new millennium must have this obedient faith.

The essence of Faith is trusting God, obeying His Word, and enjoying His abundant blessings.

Jeremiah 17:8 For he shall be like a tree planted by the waters, Which spreads out its roots by the river, And will not fear when heat comes; But its leaf will be green, And will not be anxious in the year of drought, Nor will cease from yielding fruit.
If we trust in politicians, whether ours or those of a “stronger” (careless!) nation, we will not have safety. If we seek to be safe by cheating, dominating, or killing our enemies, we will experience the anxiety of God’s Judgment.

Ezekiel 12:19 And say to the people of the land, “Thus says the Lord GOD to the inhabitants of Jerusalem and to the land of Israel: ‘They shall eat their bread with anxiety, and drink their water with dread, so that her land may be emptied of all who are in it, because of the violence of all those who dwell in it.’“
The Patriarch Abraham did not trust in a secular welfare-warfare state. His descendants are called “pacifists” because they trust God, not the Warfare State. We must not be like the erudite political philosophers around us. They do not have true safety.

Luke 12:29 And do not seek what you should eat or what you should drink, nor have an anxious mind. {30} For all these things the nations of the world seek after, and your Father knows that you need these things. {31} But seek the kingdom of God, and all these things shall be added to you.
Security does not come through a God-less quest for wealth or power. Wealth and power do not bring security.

Job 24:22-24 He draweth also the mighty with his power: he riseth up, and no man is sure of life. Though it be given him to be in safety, whereon he resteth; yet His eyes are upon their ways. {24} They are exalted for a little while, but are gone and brought low; they are taken out of the way as all others, and cut off as the tops of the ears of corn.
Isaiah 47:8 Therefore hear now this, thou that art given to pleasures, that dwellest carelessly, that sayest in thine heart, I am, and none else beside me; I shall not sit as a widow, neither shall I know the loss of children:
Jeremiah 49:31 Arise, get you up unto the wealthy nation, that dwelleth without care, saith the LORD, which have neither gates nor bars, which dwell alone.
Ezekiel 30:9 In that day shall messengers go forth from me in ships to make the careless Ethiopians afraid, and great pain shall come upon them, as in the day of Egypt: for, lo, it cometh.
Ezekiel 39:6 And I will send a fire on Magog, and among them that dwell carelessly in the isles: and they shall know that I am the LORD.
Micah 2:8 Even of late my people is risen up as an enemy: ye pull off the robe with the garment from them that pass by securely as men averse from war.
Zephaniah 2:15 This is the rejoicing city that dwelt carelessly, that said in her heart, I am, and there is none beside me: how is she become a desolation, a place for beasts to lie down in! every one that passeth by her shall hiss, and wag his hand.
Judges 8:11 And Gideon went up by the way of them that dwelt in tents on the east of Nobah and Jogbehah, and smote the host: for the host was secure.
It might appear that living without the protection of a powerful state would be an invitation to disaster: invasion, attack, first strike! To be sure, the wicked plot evil against the Godly:

Ezekiel 38:11 And thou shalt say, I will go up to the land of unwalled villages; I will go to them that are at rest, that dwell safely, all of them dwelling without walls, and having neither bars nor gates,
And so we faithlessly think, “If we just give half our income to the State, they will protect us! If we don’t have a State, the bad guys will take advantage of us! If we don’t have a policeman on every corner, criminals will come

to take plunder and to take booty, to stretch out [their] hand against the waste places that are again inhabited, and against a people gathered from the nations, who have acquired livestock and goods, who dwell in the midst of the land.” (Ezekiel 38:12)

It is undeniably true: criminals think this way. They just might attack Christian Families and other pacifists first. What would happen if we obeyed Jesus? What would happen if we turned the other cheek? Who should we fear: robbers, or God?

Matthew 10:28 And do not fear those who kill the body but cannot kill the soul. But rather fear Him who is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.
It should be enough to trust God, and be willing to be among those who “rejoiced in the spoiling of your goods” (Hebrews 10:34).

But the Godly Patriarch does not fear. He knows that God looks forward to the day when robbers and armies and IRS agents come after the Christian pacifists:

Ezekiel 38:22 And I will bring him to judgment with pestilence and bloodshed; I will rain down on him, on his troops, and on the many peoples who are with him, flooding rain, great hailstones, fire, and brimstone. {23} Thus I will magnify Myself and sanctify Myself, and I will be known in the eyes of many nations. Then they shall know that I am the LORD.
Our goal is not to live comfortably and be protected by the State. Our goal is to increase the glory of God.



Security comes only when our
confidence is in God,
not the State.



Confidence: 4009. mibtach, mib-tawkh’; from H982; prop. a refuge, i.e. (obj.) security, or (subj.) assurance:–confidence, hope, sure, trust.
Job 8:11-14 Whose hope shall be cut off, and whose trust shall be a spider’s web.
Job 18:14,21 His confidence shall be rooted out of his tabernacle, and it shall bring him to the king of terrors.
Job 31:24-28 If I have made gold my hope, or have said to the fine gold, Thou art my confidence;
Psalm 40:4 Blessed is that man that maketh the LORD his trust, and respecteth not the proud, nor such as turn aside to lies.
Psalm 65:5 By terrible things in righteousness wilt thou answer us, O God of our salvation; who art the confidence of all the ends of the earth, and of them that are afar off upon the sea:
Psalm 71:5 For thou art my hope, O Lord GOD: thou art my trust from my youth.
Proverbs 14:26 In the fear of the LORD is strong confidence: and his children shall have a place of refuge.
Proverbs 21:22 A wise man scaleth the city of the mighty, and casteth down the strength of the confidence thereof.
Proverbs 22:19 That thy trust may be in the LORD, I have made known to thee this day, even to thee.
Proverbs 25:19 Confidence in an unfaithful man in time of trouble is like a broken tooth, and a foot out of joint.
Isaiah 32:18 And my people shall dwell in a peaceable habitation, and in sure dwellings, and in quiet resting places;
Jeremiah 2:37 Yea, thou shalt go forth from him, and thine hands upon thine head: for the LORD hath rejected thy confidences, and thou shalt not prosper in them.
Jeremiah 17:7 Blessed is the man that trusteth in the LORD, and whose hope the LORD is.
Jeremiah 48:13 And Moab shall be ashamed of Chemosh, as the house of Israel was ashamed of Bethel their confidence.
Ezekiel 29:16 And it shall be no more the confidence of the house of Israel, which bringeth their iniquity to remembrance, when they shall look after them: but they shall know that I am the Lord GOD.
American Christians have worried about a burglar, or some foreign invasion, or “Arab Terrorists.” And so we have given power to the State. The Biblical record is clear: people who ignore God’s Law feel the guilt and impending judgment, and they turn to powerful empires for security.

The American Empire cannot bring security. But it can bring death. The corrupting power which Lord Acton spoke of has created totalitarianism across the globe. Hundreds of millions of people have been murdered by the government. America has supported in its faithless quest for “security.”[10] We have given billions of dollars in economic, technological, and military aid to the most vicious and idolatrous of dictators.[11] If you believe we need a “State,” and that “anarchy” would be so terrible, how do you account for the fact that the murder and confiscation of property caused by all the criminals and so-called “anarchists” in the world combined is but a drop in the bucket compared to the destruction caused by “organized government”? What could be worse than the wars, executions, planned famines, dictatorial control, and gulags of socialist States? For too many people, the answer is,

	Having to obey God’s Law would be worse than being in a labor camp. Crucifying my desires for vengeance, putting to death my lusts, being willing to serve ‘the least of these’ (Matthew 25:45-46), giving up my new car, trendy wardrobe and comfortable house - no way. This is why I love the State.


Exodus 14:11 And they said unto Moses, Because there were no graves in Egypt, hast thou taken us away to die in the wilderness? wherefore hast thou dealt thus with us, to carry us forth out of Egypt?
Numbers 11:5 We remember the fish, which we did eat in Egypt freely; the cucumbers, and the melons, and the leeks, and the onions, and the garlic;
Nehemiah 9:15-17 And gavest them bread from heaven for their hunger, and broughtest forth water for them out of the rock for their thirst, and promisedst them that they should go in to possess the land which thou hadst sworn to give them. {16} But they and our fathers dealt proudly, and hardened their necks, and hearkened not to thy commandments, {17} And refused to obey, neither were mindful of thy wonders that thou didst among them; but hardened their necks, and in their rebellion appointed a captain to return to their bondage:
Do we really want God’s safety in a Promised Land? Or do we want the tinsel and glitter of Babylon?

The 20th century has been lauded as the century of the greatest wealth and technology in human history. It is also the most violent in human history.[12] But we don’t care, as long as we have personal peace and affluence.

This is not “national security.” This is idolatry. This is not Patriarchy worthy of Sons of Abraham (Galatians 3:29). This is slavery.

“Besides, the State protects us from our enemies.”

What could make enemy take-over easier than to have the entire population regulated and controlled from a Central State?[13] 

Simply take over the machinery of government, run your own flag up the flagpole, and you control 300 million people. 

What could make enemy take-over more difficult than having social order created by thousands of decentralized communities? 

Could the Chinese Communists take over America if they had to conquer or persuade 100 million autonomous families? 

It is inescapable: American Christians trust the State more than God. Their confidence is in the State, not in the LORD. And this is because they lust for the promises of the Tempter, and not for responsibility and service under God’s Law.

Joshua 24:15 And if it seem evil to you to serve the LORD, chose you this day whom ye will serve; whether the gods which your fathers served that were on the other side of the flood, or the gods of the Amorites, in whose land ye dwell: but as for me and my house, we will serve the LORD.


NOTES

(1) “Peace through Strength” – Notice that conservatives do not believe in peace through private strength, or strength provided through Free Market Capitalism; they believe that national security must be provided for in the way socialists believe all other goods and services must be provided: through a socialistic State. 
 
(2) The word “Christ” means “Anointed King.” If Jesus is not King, then He is not Christ. The one who denies that Jesus is King is a liar (1 John 2:22). 
 
(3) What is “judgment”? Am I talking about the “Judgment Day” in the far-off distant future? No. God’s judgment consists in allowing a Secular Humanist nation (a nation that worships the State [considered to be the “highest” embodiment of Man]) to feel the “natural” effects of their worship of Man: tyranny. Israel experienced this kind of judgment (1 Samuel 8:9-20). It happens because God personally causes it. It doesn’t look like a miracle. But nothing does. And everything is. Including the “miracle of tyranny.” It happens every time. 
 
(4) It’s the same Hebrew word, but it means different things for different people. People who love God and seek His Kingdom live “safely” because God is protecting them. People who worship themselves but haven’t yet felt the back of God’s Hand live “carelessly,” which is to say, safely, but faithlessly. The difference in translation is based on the theology of the people involved. 
 
(5) Education must be Patriarchal, not just in form, but in content. We will not have Patriarchy in our generation. We probably cannot expect to eliminate socialism and slavery in the next generation. We must teach our children to teach their children about Patriarchy. We must develop Godly habits of character, and we must warn the next generations against the myths of Zidonism. We must not only make all nations sons of Abraham and disciples of Christ (Matthew 28:18-20), we must keep them from reverting back to disciples of Plato, Machiavelli, and Locke. 
 
(6) A dozen dozen is 144. Most people who claim to be Christian have yet to take in their first dozen. They let the State take care of others. Genesis 14:14 tells us that Abraham adopted dozens of dozens of people. Patriarchy is household evangelism and dominion by household. Polls suggest that over 80 million people in America claim to be Christians, heirs of the promise to Abraham (Galatians 3:29). But Jesus says to such people, “If you were Abraham’s children, you would do the works of Abraham” (John 8:39). What would our nation be like if only one percent of the “Christians” were Patriarchs like Abraham? How would their example affect others? (Proverbs 14:19; Psalm 66:3) National Security begins with Patriarchal Dominion. The first dozen begins with the first one. 
 
(7) That means we are to be “anarchists.” Christians are to be “anarchists?” Yes, though it sounds strange. When we think of “anarchists” we think of lawless, bomb-thowing sexual libertines. Christ said His followers must uphold the law (Matthew 5:17-20), and this very passage (Mark 10:42-45) utterly rules out throwing bombs. So how can a Christian be an “anarchist?” Our concept of an “anarchist” is actually one given to us by the State. The man who assassinates a “dictator” is a man who wants to be dictator himself. The man who throws a bomb is a man who wants the power to impose his rule on others. A man who sexually conquers one woman after another is not a “servant.” But Christ says a true Christian “anarchist” is a servant, not a conqueror. What upsets politicians about such servants is that servants do not play the politicians’ game. They do not legitimize mass-destruction in the name of “national security” nor the vengeful killing of millions in the name of “justice.” Servants call the political lifestyle into question. Servants show others a new way of life. This prompts politicians to fear for the security of their lifestyle, and they cry out, “Anarchists!” Then the fearful get back in line and keep quiet. 
 
(8) In the Old Covenant, God did give us a priesthood, and told us that certain crimes polluted the land and angered God, and that His wrath could only be expiated by the shedding of blood. But the book of Hebrews makes clear that Jesus is the Lamb of God, and no other priest, and no other blood, can cleanse our land of bloodguiltiness. Classic texts such as Genesis 9:4-6 and Numbers 35:29-34, which are used to support the idea that God requires a State after Calvary, have been analyzed in our paper on Capital Punishment. 
 
(9) This is the word “careless” as in the days in Zidon when there was no state. All of these verses are talking about “safety,” but not the State. 
 
(10) R. J. Rummel, “Megamurders,” Society, Sept.-Oct. 1992, p. 47. 
 
(11) See any of the works of Charles Levinson, or of Antony Sutton, Research Fellow at the prestigious Hoover Institution at Stanford University. Start with The Best Enemy Money Can Buy (1986) or National Suicide: Military Aid to the Soviet Union (1973). See also Joseph Finder, Red Carpet (1983). 
 
(12) R. J. Rummel, Death by Government, Transaction Books, 1994. G. Elliot, Twentieth Century Book of the Dead, Scribner’s, 1972. 
 
(13) See Gary North’s Article, “The Danger is Defeat, not Destruction,” Remnant Review (Aug. 17, 1979). 
 

� See Appendix F
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