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The United States is the site of a titanic power struggle, which has already 

cost it the life of one President, constantly endangers the life and Constitutional 

powers of.a second, the incumbent, President, and may deliver the country to the 

whims of a military-industrial cabal, whose effective power even now brings to 

naught many a Constitutional provision. Concealed as this struggle remains from 

public view, it nonetheless involves a constant danger of civil war, in which vari- 

ous services and units of the U.S. military would combat each other. This is not 

a struggle between “ins” and “outs”; the two competing camps are integral parts 

of the United States power structure. Their competition is for hegemony and 

as long as it is not resolved, each of the two contenders has to reckon with the 

existence and the factual veto power of the other. This state of affairs accounts for 

the fact that at the present juncture the United States Government lacks the 

effective power to make decisive moves in world diplomacy. 

The challengers of the Constitutional government are an aggregate of 

powerful forces within the executive and legislative branches as well as in 

private industry. Specifically, they include such organizations as the Central Intel- 

ligence Agency, the U.S. Air Force and identifiable defense contractors. In Con- 

gress, the insurrectionists are so strong that on many important issues, and espe- 

cially on arms procurement, the Government has repeatedly lost out to them. The 

cabal made concentrated efforts to influence the Presidential elections in 1960; in 
1964, it is actually presenting its own candi- 
date, Barry M. Goldwater, and hopes with 
him to capture the rest of the government 
as well as the cloak of Constitutional legality. 

The junta controlling the insurrectionist 
forces is so power-entrenched that for years 
it has been blackmailing the White House 
and other echelons of the Constitutional 
power hierarchy into silence concerning the 
life-and-death struggle behind the scenes. 
President Johnson, even while offering de- 

termined resistance to the junta, does not 
dare openly to complain about its existence 
and activities. The U.S. Chief Justice, while 

investigating the assassination of President 

truth it_to this ge ngress abou £ 
does not dare to turn down procurement 
requests of the junta even when they are 
made over the heads and against the explicit 
recommendations of the Administration. 
The Administration’s reorganization plans 
for. the armed services and for the intelli- 
gence agencies have been repeatedly over- 
ruled by the junta. Both the Administration 
and the armed forces are dangerously infil- 
trated by the insurrectionists. In most in- 
stances, the Administration’s effective power 
does not suffice for the removal of these in- 
filtrators, General Curtis E. LeMay, the 
Chief of Staff of the Air Force, being the 
most notable and frustrating case in point. 
In fact, General LeMay is one of the princi- 
pal leaders of the rebellious junta. 

-Even though the allegations made here 

are the result of conjecture and speculation, 
the margin of error seems to be limited to 
detail, the specific composition of the junta 
and its specific undertakings; the actual ex- 
istence of a wide rebellion in the ranks of 
the Administration and outside its imme- 
diate framework is presented as evident fact. 
Then too, it is probable that in this con- 
jecture there are more errors of omission 
than errors of statement. 

* * * 

The warning of the “military-industrial 
complex,” which President Dwight D. Eisen- 
hower sounded in his farewell address, re- 
mained something of a solitary voice in the 
maze of official U.S. pronouncements, but 
the concern which prompted it was more 
than shared by John F. Kennedy. Even be- 
fore he had taken office, he had a study con- 

ducted with the view of asserting civilian 
authority over the military. The panel was 
headed by Senator Stuart Symington and 
included Clark M. Clifford, Kennedy's liai- 

son aide with the retiring Eisenhower Ad- 
ministration, Thomas Finletter, one-time 

Air Force Secretary, Roswell Gilpatric, one- 
time Air Force Under Secretary and attor- 
neys Fowler Hamilton and Marx Leva. The 
report of that study group was published 
around the middle of December, 1960, and 
made the following main recommendations: 

* All defense funds would be appropriated 
directly to the Secretary of Defense, who 

(Continued on Page 11)



(Continued from Page 1) 

. / 

HOW STRONG IS THE sunray’ \ 
would have authority to spend them as he 
saw fit. 

* Service chiefs would report directly to 
the Secretary of Defense; the separate depart- 
ments of the Army, Navy and Air Force, with 
their various § ies, Under § ies 
and Assistant Secretaries, would be abolished. 

* The Joint Chiefs of Staff would be re- 
placed by a Military Advisory Council made 
up of senior officers who would be permanent- 
ly separated from their respective services. 
The council would be headed by a Joint Staff 
Chairman, who would be principal military 
adviser to the President and the Secretary of 
Defense. 

* Individual services would maintain their 
identity but would be subordinate to three 
separate commands: a Strategic Command, 
responsible for the strategic missions of all-out 
nuclear war; a Tactical Command, responsible 
for all limited war operations; a Defense Com- 
mand, responsible for all continental defense 

issions. (Time ine, December 19, 1960.) 
Undoubtedly, the enforcement of these 

recommendations would suffice to bring an 
end to the virtually sovereign status which 
the military had gained and to reestablish 
its subordination to civilian authority. But 
it was precisely this potential effect which 
doomed the plan from the outset. President- 
elect Kennedy knew how strong Congres- 
sional support of the military was and had 
no illusions about his chances to have cur- 
tailing legislation approved. Even Eisen- 
hower's reorganization plan for the Penta- 
gon, nowhere nearly as radical and sweeping 
as that of the Symington panel, remained 
unrealized despite the fact that Congress had 
approved it as far back as 1958. With Carl 
Vinson, the traditional defender of the war 
industry interests, as chairman of the House 
Armed Services Committee, Symington’s 
recommendations would not stand a chance; 
the Congressman thought even Eisenhower's 
reorganization plan to be much too extreme. 

Aware that a frontal attack on the usurp- 
ed position of the military establishment 
could not be successfully undertaken, John 
F. Kennedy, upon becoming President, tried 
to curtail the military by gradual measures. 
By the middle of 1961, the controversy over 
the open participation of the brass in right- 
wing political activities had reached its point 
of culmination. President Kennedy gave his 
unqualified support to Senator J. W. Ful- 
bright’s campaign against the military spon- 
soring radical right-wing speakers, conduct- 
ing “freedom” and Cold War seminars and 
otherwise participating in political propa- 
ganda directed to the armed forces as well 
as the civilian population. During a press 
conference on August 10, 1961, President 
Kennedy stated: 

The United States military, due to one of 
the wisest actions of our Constitutional found- 
ers, have been kept out of politics, and they 
continue their responsibilities, regardless of 
the changes of Administration, 

The problem always is how can the military 
remain removed from political life and how 
can civilian control of the military be effec- 

. lively maintained ... (The New York Times, 
August 11, 1961.) 

What on the surface appeared as a con- 
troversy over political speech-making by the 
brass was in actuality the much more serious 
problem of the military consolidating 

around itself ultra-rightist civilian organiza- 

tions. It was not merely what \kind of 
speeches Generals Walker, Van Fleet or Ad- 
miral Goldthwaite could or could not de- 
liver, but how instrumental they and their 
colleagues would be allowed to be in pro- 
moting the John Birch Society and other 
fascist organizations. The problem was 
basically created by the junta’s attempt to 
establish organizational frameworks for po- 
litical grass-root support. 

The brass fought back with. the tongues 
of its Congressional backers led by Senators 
Strom Thurmond, Barry Goldwater, and 
Karl E. Mundt and Representative Dale 
Alford. Their chorus was indefatigable in 
complaining against the “muzzling” of mil- 
itary men. Impressed by the furor, Secretary 
of Defense Robert S. McNamara modified 
instructions he had prepared for the military 
and finally issued them in a compromised 
version, which did not forbid political activ- 
ity of military men altogether. But this com- 
promise hardly appeased the military and 
its Congressional supporters, who retaliated 
by having the Senate Armed Services Com- 
mittee investigate charges that the adminis- 
tration was “muzzling” high military officers. 

Even though officers are now required to 
clear their speeches in advance with the 
proper channels in the Pentagon, the con- 
troversy over the degree to which they may 
actively participate in the political life of 
the country has never been resolved. The 
civilian Government proved incapable of 
overcoming the resistance of the military 
brass and has never succeeded in imposing 
its judgment in this area. 

. * * 

The Bay of Pigs fiasco had dramatized to 
President Kennedy the dangers inherent in 
a too powerful clandestine organization 
such as the Central Intelligence Agency. 
He, therefore, appointed two study groups, 
one headed by General Maxwell Taylor, the 
other by James R. Killian, Jr., the president 
of the Massachusetts Institute of Technol- 
ogy, not only to investigate the Bay of Pigs 
fiasco, but also to recommend a reorganiza- 
tion of the intelligence services. Killian’s 
group, the President's Foreign Intelligence 
Advisory Board, had permanent status. 

All suggestions that the CIA’s powers be 
curtailed and limited to intelligence gather- 
ing and that clandestine foreign operations 
not fall within its discretion ran into de- 
termined opposition on the part of the CIA 
itself, an opposition which proved to be too 
formidable for both the Taylor committee _ 
and the President. The CIA survived the 
compromising Bay of Pigs fiasco as a govern- 
mental organization over which the Govern- 
ment does not exercise full control. 

ESLER ERS 
The controversies over the proposed re- 

organization of the military and intelligence 
services and over political speech-making by 
the brass were accompanied by yet another 
controversy, whose furiousness was in direct 
proportion to the billions of dollars it in- 
volved: the future of manned bombers. 

With the advent of the intercontinental 
ballistic missile, it was a foregone conclusion 
that the elimination of the manned bomber 
as a strategic delivery system was only a 
matter of time. While radar and ground-to- 
air missiles were diminishing the penetra- 
tion prospects of manned bombers, inter- 

continental ballistic missiles of greater ac- 
curacy were being developed. This radical 
development in military technology ran 
counter to the interests of airplane manu- 
facturers. They stood to lose billions of 
dollars in governmental contracts. Not only 
would the production of missiles not replace 
lost business, but the change in the Govern- 
ment's procurement pattern would have a 
most adverse impact on the civilian produc- 
tion branch of the companies involved. The 
airplane manufacturers show either an an- 
nual loss or minimal] profits in their commer- 
cial sales, a state of affairs happily offset by 
Federal defense purchases. Anyway, the 
aerospace industry, its uniformed procure- 
ment agents in the Pentagon and its Con- 
gressional spokesmen did propose to con- 
tinue the production of manned bombers not 
in replacement of,. but in addition to, 
missiles. 

The first one to suffer procurement cut- 

backs was to be the manufacturer of the B-52 
bombers and the Dyna-soar space-glider de- 
veloper, the Boeing Aircraft Company. 
Against the explicit recommendations of 
President Kennedy and the Defense Depart- 
ment, Congress appropriated in 1961, $780,- 

$00,000 for the production of B-52 planes 

and for the development of the B-70 bomber 
and the Dyna-soar. This started a fight for 
the future of manned bombers with a Con- 
gressional majority and the Air Force brass 
lined up against the Administration, a fight 
which was only intensified with the passage 
of time and which today continues una- 
betted. When Secretary McNamara did not 
make use of the unrequested Congressional 
appropriations, 

Air Force officials have made no secret of 
their disappoi in the decision on the 
B-52 bomber as well as in the refusal to spend 
extra money appropriated by Congress for the 
B-70 bomber development and the Dyna-soar. 
(NYT, November 6, 1961.) 
The fight for governmental contracts was 

raging behind arguments of national secur- 
ity. Senator Henry M. Jackson of Washing- 
ton, the home-state of Boeing’s headquarters 
thought that “we are taking an unnecessary 
risk. I do not have sufficient confidence in 
the accuracy of missiles.” The Senator must 
have learned from some salesmen’s manual 
that one of the most potent sales arguments 
capitalizes on the natural fear of death, 
What Boeing had at stake was indicated 

in statistics which a staff accountant, Thomas 
E. Nunnally, submitted to John L. McClel- 
lan’s Senate Investigations subcommittee on 
May 22, 1962. The staff accountant 

testified that Boeing’s Government contracts 
for work on the Bomarc, B-52 and B-54 
bombers, KC-135 tanker and other projects 
had totaled $11,818,900,000 since 1951... . 

He said a year-by-year measurement of the 
profits against the company’s net investment 
{net worth plus all borrowed capital) showed 
profit percentages ranging from 108.6 per cent 
in 1953 to 36 per cent in 195! and 1960. 

Mr. Nunnally said Boeing’s profit as meas- 
ured by the company’s net worth averaged 
74.388 per cent before payment of taxes and 
35.68 per cent after taxes on its Government 
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contracts and 19.05 per cent after taxes on its 
bined Gov. and ial busi- 

ness. 
He said this was “almost double” the 10.73 

per cent average net profit for all manufactur- 
ing industries in the United States computed 
by Government regulatory agencies against 
net worth in the same years. (NYT, May 23, 
1962.) 

With strong competition from British and 
French commercial aircraft manufacturers, 
Boeing, like other American aerospace firms, 
if anything, was growing ever more depend- 
ent upon the U.S. Government for business 
and profits and for what has in effect become 
a government subsidy for its commercial 
production. Certainly, no commercial orders 
could provide the fantastic bonanza of the 
LeMay-Congress generosity. 

Congressional appropriations for manned 
bombers over and above Administration re- 

quests have since become an annual ritual. 
On March 1, 1962, the House Armed Serv- 
ices Committee voted. unanimously $491 
million more than the Administration asked 
for production of B-70's. LeMay obtained 
from the Committee precisely that which 

two weeks earlier President Kennedy had 
‘refused to grant him. The House Committee 
went so far as to usurp for itself policy- 
making authority vested in the Executive 
Branch: not only did it appropriate the 
funds in the absence of an Administration 
request, but it also “directed” the Pentagon 
to actually go ahead with the B-70 program, 

The fight between President Kennedy and 

Secretary McNamara, on the one hand, and 
General LeMay, on the other hand, was 

now coming out into the open. On March 
15, 1962, Mr. McNamara released a state- 
ment, in which he not only challenged the 
merits of the B-70, but also publicly admitted 
the schism with the Air Force Chief of Staff: 

Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara 
said today that the proposed B-70 bomber 
project had serious technical shortcomings, 
even if the plane could be developed. 

The Secretary also argued that, even if the 
shortcomings could be overcome, the 2,000- 
mile-an-hour, high-altitude airplane would 
not be needed by the time it could be intro- 
duced as a weapons system at least five years 
from now. 

Mr. McNamara occasioned surprise at the 
Pentagon with the final paragraph in his 
statement: 

“I have just recently reviewed this entire 
problem with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
again, except for the Chief of Staff of the 
Air Force, they all support the B-70 develop- 
ment pro; ded by Presid 
Kennedy,” he said. 

The phraseology in which Gen. Curtis E. 
LeMay was thus singled out was considered 
unusual. Usually, when dissents are identi- 
fied, uniformed leaders are credited with 
“supporting” the President but offering pro- 
posals of their own. (NYT, March 16, 1962.) 

Since, as far as General LeMay is con- 
cerned, all good things happen at the right 
time, he could produce an additional argu- 
ment in behalf of manned bombers. On 

April 1, 1962, in a manner more serious than 
the date might suggest, the Strategic Air 

Command at its Omaha, Neb., headquarters 
announced that 

a false signal at the height of the Berlin 
crisis last fall indicated that the United 
States might be under attack. 

The statement, by Maj. John J. Oswald of 
the public relations staff, confirmed ... that 
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. +. planes loaded with hydrogen bombs had 
rushed to the runways of S.A.C. bases all over 
the world. 

Since the Air Force is not known for eager- 
ness to confirm news of its mishaps, the 
timing of this belated confirmation of the 
nuclear alert seems to have been calculated 
to remind the public that the use-of manned 
bombers would give S.A.C. sufficient time 
to correct a mistake in communication, which 
time would not necessarily be available once 
ballistic missiles, instead of manned vehicles, 
had been launched. 

The Air Force was not merely shedding 
civilian authority in raising demands for 
Congressional appropriations; it was also 

“attempting to increase its power and juris- 
diction at the expense of the other military 
services. Neither the Navy nor the Army 
were safe from attempted encroachments by 
Gen. LeMay. Wherever they could, President 
Kennedy and Secretary McNamara protected 
the other services against the insatiability 
of the Air Force brass: 

In terms of United States basic military 
policy, the Navy recently won a difficult strug- 
gle to retain command of the Polaris subma- 
tines. The Air Force had sought to bring 
them under control of the Strategic Air 
Command. (NYT, June 23, 1962.) 

As for the Army which sought funds for the 
establishment of an 
with many aircraft and helicopters of its 
own, the Air Force abortively crusaded for 
the inclusion of that division under its 
jurisdiction. 

In the meantime, the Defense Department 
was so annoyed with the Boeing Aircraft 
Co., because of its massive lobbying in behalf 
of the B-52 and the Dyna-soar, that Sec- 

retary McNamara rationalized that a more 
expensive bid for an inferior TFX fighter 
plane offered by General Dynamics was 
preferable to a less expensive and superior 
TFX plane offered by Boeing. 

The furious struggle of the aerospace in- 
dustry to retain the U.S. Government as 
a customer of aircraft continued with un- 
ceasing constancy. So did the resistance 
the Air Force offered to the President's and 
the Pentagon's labors to bring it under civil- 
ian control. No one was more conscious of 
the need to deal with the insubordination 
of the Air Force than President Kennedy. 
He was fully aware that in his rebelliousness, 
General LeMay had the support of the C.I.A. 
and many Senators and Representatives. He 
was also aware that behind LeMay was the 
multi-billion dollar aerospace industry as 
well as the darkest political forces in the 
country, ranging from Senator Barry Gold- 
water to Maj. Gen. Edwin A. Walker. 

The insurrection was too power-entrench- 
ed, however, for the President to make a 
radical move. He had to proceed with 

caution and plan gradual moves against the 
junta. A reflection of this predicament can 
be found in the fact that when General 

LeMay’s term of office expired on June 80, 
1968, the President, instead of sighing with 
relief upon “losing” the “service” of this 
insubordinate, reappointed him for another 
year. True, in this reappointment for less 
than a two-year period, the President broke 

a precedent and showed his reluctance, but 
the mere fact that he consented to seeing 
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“air assault division” | 

LeMay even one additional day in his 
post is the strongest possible indication that 
the President acted involuntarily, that he 
must have been forced to retain LeMay, 
that the junta posed this as its uncompro- 
mising demand. 

Whatever were John F. Kennedy's plans 
to defeat the junta and its industrial and 
Congressional backers, his enemies too were 
engaged in planning. They were planning 
to protect their continued sales of aircraft 
to the U.S. Government, to retain their 
tremendous military and political power and 

to broaden it and to remove anyone who 
seriously threatened their interests and am- 
bitions. 

betes: 

The straw which broke the junta’s pa- | 
tience with the Kennedy Administration was 
the partial nuclear test ban treaty. The : 
American signature on that document may . 
well have also signed the personal fate of / 
John F. Kennedy, The fact that the execu- 
tion ‘of the junta’s verdict was not immedi- ! 
ate may have come to avert a public appre- / 
ciation of the link between the two events. | 
Thus Kennedy_was_allowéd to 76 of living | 
for a while longer, but as far as the junta 
was concerned, he was a living corpse. 

Not that-anyone exaggerated the signifi- 
cance of the test ban treaty itself. But more 
important than its specific provisions were 
the unstated but very real implications. In 
effect, the treaty amounted to a joint ac- 
knowledgment by the United States and the 
Soviet Union that neither could conquer 
the other and that, therefore, political con- 
clusions must be drawn from the nuclear 
stalemate. This was a fundamental decision, 
one which, as far as the United States was 
concerned, constituted a complete turn- 
about from a political premise as old as the 
Bolshevik revolution. 

The junta did not agree with the Admin- 
istration’s assessment of relative American- 
Soviet military strength. It continued to be- 
lieve that a surprise nuclear attack on the 
Soviet Union would sufficiently neutralize 
the Soviet nuclear arsenal for a merely ac- 
ceptable degree of retaliation to be pos- 
sible. Anyway, their thinking being a phase 
of the Cold War menuality, the junta mem- 
bers were not the only people in America 
who thought it perfectly reasonable that 
Americans’ “freedom” be preserved, even if 
not their lives. 

While the Thurmonds and Goldwaters 
were openly and vehemently agitating 
against Congressional ratification of the 
treaty, rumors kept circulating that the mil- 
itary brass was divided on this issue. Finally, 
on August 19, 1968, the Senate Foreign Re- 
lations Committee—with the Armed Serv- 

ices Committee and the Senate members of 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy at- 
tending by invitation—took testimony from 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The two-hour ses- 
sion provided an unbelievable spectacle: the 

commanding officer of the U.S. Air Force 
not only was openly opposing his Govern- 
ment, but in effect was also challenging its 
veracity, competence, patriotism and relia- 
bility. Questions hostile to the Administra- 
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tion elicited answers, which, too, were hos- 
tile to the Administration, and the smooth 
interplay strongly suggested that both ques- 
tions and answers had been coordinated. So 
embarrassing was General LeMay’s testi- 
mony, not only to the Administration but 
even to the other Joint Chiefs of Staff, that 
they were left with no choice but to contra- 
dict their colleague directly and unreserv- 
edly. Typical was the report that 

There was some confusion over the amount 
of consultation with the joint chiefs on the 
treaty. Last week General Taylor (Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs} said they had been kept 
abreast of developments at all times, par- 
ticularly from the moment when Premier 
Khrushchev, in a speech in East Berlin on 
July 2, indicated his readiness to discuss a 
limited ban. 

General LeMay said at first today that 
Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara 
“hadn't discussed it with me personally or 
the other chiefs but with General Taylor.” 

Later, however, General Wheeler [Army 
Chief of Staff] said that as early as June 15 
the chiefs were asked to submit views on a 
limited test ban treaty; that they were aware 
of the deliberations prior to Under Secre- 
tary W. Averell Harriman’s departure for 
Moscow, and that General Taylor briefed 
them on cables going back and forth be- 
tween Mr. Harriman and Washington. 
(NYT, August 20, 1964.) 

So cunning was LeMay that he had attempt- 
ed to create the impression that merely the 
absence of personal conversations between 
the Secretary of Defense and each of the 
Joint Chiefs was tantamount to their not 
having been consulted by the Administra- 
tion. 

Then came the crucial exchange between 
two politico-military friends and opposition- 
ist collaborators: 

Mr. Goldwater asked General Curtis E.. Le- 
May, Air Force Chief of Staff: 

“If the treaty had not been initialed or 
signed and was not now before the Senate, 
would you be for it?” 

+». “I would think that I would have 
been against it,” (Ibid.) 

was Gen. LeMay’s reply. When he said to 
the Senators, “I am more pessimistic than 
the other Joint Chiefs,” he was merely stat- 
ing the obvious. 

OF course, the junta, so amply represented 
on that occasion, was fully aware that the 
test ban treaty was an accomplished fact 
and that no amount of criticism was going 
to prevent its ratification. To make the best 
of what it considered a bad situation, Gen- 
eral LeMay used the Senatorial hearings as 
an occasion to press the Administration for 
increasing its nuclear test program. The 
General demanded a most vigorous imple- 
mentation of “safeguards;” 

These safeguards are 2 prehensive and. 
aggressive program of underground tests, the 

i of lab ies and test sites 
that could resume atmosphere tests if the 
Soviet Union abrogated the treaty, and the 
improvement of detection capabilities to 
monitor any violations. 
“We must have a testing program up to 

the legal limits of the treaty,” General Le- 
May said. (Zbid.) 

Coming from one of the commanding. 
U.S. military officers, these recc dations 

Chiefs that the safeguards would be carried 
out. 

Whereupon the bee knew to press its sting 
with full force into the sensitive body of 
the Administration: 

“No one has said they would be,” General 
LeMay answered. (Ibid.) 

This, however, did not exhaust the scena- 
rio. Soon enough General LeMay was called 
upon to serve as a Constitutional counsel 
for the U.S. Senate. This time, Boeing's 
protector and enthusiast, Senator Henry M. 
Jackson 

asked whether Congress did not have the 
tight to ask the Executive branch for con- 

American subordination of military to civil 
authority had to be preserved.” He “urged 
the public to heed former President Dwight 
D. Eisenhower's admonition, on leaving the 
White House, to ‘guard against unwarranted 
influence . .. by the military-industrial com- 
plex.” (NYT, February 2, 1962.) Obviously, 
in the Chief Justice's opinion, there existed 
cause for concern. 

If, nonetheless, now the Chief Justice so 
obviously behaves not like an investigator 
but rather like-a Captive of the forces which’ 

need to _be investigated, this is not necessarily _ 

crete on a program o! g 
A less self-assured individual might have re- 
ferred the curious Senator to Constitutional 
lawyers, but the General who was lecturing 
America on her foreign policy saw no rea- 
son why not also enlighten his countrymen 
on the U. S. Constitution: 

“I think that would be a reasonable re- 
quest,” the general replied (Ibid.) , 

thereby attempting to establish a proper 
division of powers between the Legislature 
and the Executive, with himself this time 
serving as the Judiciary. 

On the very day during which General 
LeMay managed to discharge the duties of 
all the three branches of government, his 
alter ego, General Thomas S, Power, com- 
mander of the Strategic Air Command, ex- 
pressed outright opposition to the ratifica- 
tion of the treaty, in the Senate Prepared- 
ness subcommittee: 

Testifying in closed session, General Pow- 
er urged Senators not to ratify the treaty, 
on the ground that it was not in the best 
interests of the nation. (Zbid.) 

And to complete the junta’s productive day, 
Senator Goldwater himself stated on the 
floor of the Senate 

that the treaty did not provide inspection 
and that consequently there was no way of 
checking whether the Soviet Union might 
encourage, or participate in, any future tests 
by Communist China. (fbid.) 

And in the White House, little did John 
FL know that he was signing the 

partig) nuclear test Dan treaty with his own’ bl66 

W! er President Kennedy was felled on 
the highest authority of the junt 

on fie says0_of a supporting fringe-group, 
if Chief Justice Earl Warren ever changes 

thembers of the junta whose very existence 
was threate P » Tf 
eyér Earl Warren decides 
investigati his lon- 
gevity Can 

One cannot ibly doubt Chief Justice poss 

because he fe: is life, He may be 

blée“ repercussions if ah -atept shold emipt should be 
made _to uncover the plat which felled John 

- Kennedy, the Chief Justice may think it 
more important to avert an overt coup b 
Ae-janta than Ta-publicive-the-truth about 

- Kennedy's death. 

If_so, the Chief Justice has joined the 

ranks of high oficials in Washington whose 
nominal authority is in fact greatly circum: 
scribed by the junta. Mr. Warren Lo 
be_no “mor é tgath 
than, amara_j 
the_Pentagon_ or indeed the President the 
master of his entire Administration. 

eee 2 
2 * * 

Something did not go according to plan, 
for whatever moves against the junta were 
prevented by eliminating John -F-Kehe— 
nédy, his_successor—is—tiot_much—friendtier-——— 
to Caneral LeMay, the aerospace industry 
and-thelr Congresional Backers than Wee : 

é slain Pri 

The hidden insurrection continues and so 
does the Administration’s resistance. On 
January 27, 1964, while presenting the Ad- 
ministration’s $51.2 billion military spending 
program to the House Armed Services Com- 
mittee, Secretary McNamara announced what 
purported to be a new strategic doctrine: 
his “damage limiting strategy.” The Secre- 
tary’s testimony was obviously intended to 
provide a basic theoretical premise in op- 
position to his rebellious chief of the Air 
Force. 

The statement included a lengthy discus- 
sion of the dependability of strategic weapons, 
It thus supported an earlier denial of allega- 
tions that ballistic missiles were not depend- 
able, 

On the contrary, Secretary McNamara tes- 
tified, “we can predict the results of a missile 
attack with greater confidence than those of 
a bomber attack.” 

The Secretary did not mention by name 
Senator Barry Goldwater, Republican of Ari- 
zona, who has asserted during his campaign 
for his party's Presidential nomination that 
ICBM’s are not dependable. 

Mr. McNamara, justifying a $2 billion re- 
duction this year in planned spending for stra- 
tegic retaliatory forces, devoted considerable 
attention to the United States basic military 
strategy. 

The Secretary said that he had been 
Warren’s dedication to Constitutional Gov- 

ernment. Nor is he one of those people 
who_are too Taive™ to e 

sounded reasonable and “innocent” enough, 
until a subsequent exchange revealed what 
tHey were leading up to: 

Senator Richard B. Russell of Georgia, chair- 
man of the Armed Services Committee, asked 
what assurances had been given to the Joint 

usurpation “of power by the military is a 
phenomenon i not 
in America. In fact, at least on one occasion, 
“ina Tecture on ‘The Bill of Rights and 
the Military’ at the New York University 
School of Law, he declared that the historic 

promp to such length because current 
arguments “indicate that we have failed to 
convey, at least to certain important sections 
of the American public, the basic fundamen- 
tals of the strategic problems confronting our 
nation in the nuclear age.” 

On one extreme, Mr. McNamara said, are 
proponents of a so-called “overkill” theory 
who believe that the United States already has 
enough nuclear weapons to destroy all the 
major cities of the Soviet Union several times 
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over. Thus, according to these theorists, the 
United States can safely cut its military forces 
and military budget... . 

On the other extreme, Mr. McNamara iden- 
tified those who, he said, favor a “full first 
strike" theory. They advocate creating a mil- 
itary force that could, even if the United 
States were struck first, reduce Soviet capacity 
for a second strike and its other retaliatory 
power to a level that could be “acceptable” 
by the United States, Thus, the United States 
would have less reason to fear a nuclear war. 

A “full first strike” capability, Mr. 
McNamara said, would not only be very ex- 
pensive, it would be “simply unattainable” 
in view of the growing Soviet nuclear strike 
forces. 

Citing his similar testimony last year, the 
Defense Secretary said: 
“Although we could have an effective capa- 

bility to sink enemy submarines in a pro- 
tracted war of attrition at sea, we could not 
have any realistic prospect of being able to 
destroy the major part of a Soviet submarine 
missile force in one quick first strike. 

“Neither could we count, with any reason- 
able degree of assurance, on destroying all or 
almost all of the Soviet's hardened missile 
sites, even if we were to double or triple our 
forces.” 

A “full first strike” capability, the Secretary 
went on, would have to be accompanied by 
vast programs of antimissile, antibomber and 
civil defense programs. Fatalities would “run 
into tens of millions,” and therefore: 
“The paramount conclusion supported by 

all our studies is that for any level of force 
we might practicably build, and even under 
the most favorable circumstances to us, a 
nuclear exchange between the United States 
and the Soviet Union would do enormous 
damage to both sides.” (NYT, January 28, 
1964.) 

This was just about the most candid dis- 

cussion of some of the issues which divide 
LeMay’s junta and the Administration. Not 

only did McNamara publicly admit the ex- 
istence of fundamental differences between 
the Administration and “certain important 

sections of the American public,” undoubt- 
edly an allusion to sections which include 
his own insubordinate subordinates, but he 

properly presented the advocacy of his op- 
ponents. For reasons of propaganda, McNa- 
mara spoke of his opponents’ advocacy as 
applying “even if the United States were 
struck first,” but both, in naming their 
strategy and in speaking of “the most favor- 
able circumstances to us” he clearly expressed 
his awareness that that strategy was not 
intended as a response to a Soviet attack 
against the United States but as an American 
nuclear first strike against the Soviet Union. 
Thus McNamara was debating the advocates 
of a preemptive war, and thus he in effect 
identified General LeMay, his colleagues and 
supporters as advocates of a preemptive war. 

This is extremely important if we bear in 
mind not only LeMay’s Congressional sup- 
port but also the fact that a co-member of 
his junta is running for the Presidency of 
the United States. 

In essence, McNamara says that a preemp- 
tive nuclear war against the Soviet Union 
would not be profitable because no matter 
how hard the United States would hit, suffi- 
cient quantities of Soviet nuclear bombs 
would survive to cause an unacceptable 

degree of damage in a retaliatory attack. 
When McNamara says that “a nuclear ex- 

change between the United States and the 
Soviet Union would do enormous damage 

to both sides,” he is in effect stating that all- 
out nuclear war with the Soviet Union can 
no longer be an American objective. 

Secretary McNamara’s offensive against the 
junta was not limited to his bold criticism 
of its strategic doctrine. On January 28, 1964, 
it became known that the Secretary was 
once more trying to curtail the uncontrolled 
functioning of the separate public relations 

departments of the various armed. services: 
Secretary of Defense Robert 5S. McNamara 
plans to turn over certain public relations 
duties of the military services to his Assistant 
of Defense for Public Affairs. 

The plan is i y: 
eliminate duplication and forestall inter- 
service battles such as the latest one between 
the Army and Air Force over the Army's ex- 
perimental air assault division at Fort Ben- 
ning, Georgia. . . 

The public information chiefs of the serv- 
ices know what is coming, however. They 
have already raised objections to the pending 
unification measures. (NYT, January 24, 
1964 

In fact, not only have the public informa- 
tion chiefs of ‘the military services raised 
objections, but the junta’s response to the 

Johnson Administration’s challenges was 
massive. Goldwater’s assaults against McNa- 
mara were ever more in the worst tradition 
of the unlamented Senator Joe McCarthy; 
LeMay was not only lobbying for bomber 
projects which have been opposed by the 
Administration, but added to his list several 
new aircraft projects. On Febraury 5, 1964, 
the Air Force chief appeared before the 
House Armed Services Committee and 

indirectly criticized the termination of the 
Dynasoar space glider program. He also ex- 
pressed concern over the economy wave at 
the Pentagon, ying he thought it might be 
“going too far.” . . 

General LeMay’s testimony was clearly in 
conflict with current policies under which no 
new bombers are being built and the future 
requirements for them are seriously chal- 
legend. 

General LeMay did not assert, as Senator 
Barry Goldwater has asserted, that American 
intercontinental missiles were insufficiently re- 
liable. He argued, however, along the line 
taken by the Arizona Republican, that total 
strategic reliance must not be placed on the 
missile force. 

“I am extremely concerned over the 
Jack’ of a follow-on manned strategic system 
to replace our aging bomber ficet.” 

Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara, 
who appeared before the Senate Armed Serv- 
ices Committee in a closed session today, has 
argued that manned bombers will be ren- 
dered virtually ineffective by improved anti- 
aircraft defenses. (NYT, February 5, 1964.) 

LeMay did not merely defend his past bomb- 
er recommendations, but came up with his 
new “Project Forecast”: 

The Air Force is pressing for vigorous re- 
search programs that could pave the way for 
at least four aircraft able to deal with a wide 
variety of limited conflicts in the nineteen- 
seventies. 

In a report, based on almost a year of 
study, the Air Force envisages the need for: 

* A transport with a range up to 10,000 
miles that could carry troops and equipment 
to the most primitive trouble areas, unload 
without landing and return home, all on the 
original load of fuel. 

* A strike craft with intercontinental range 
able to deliver precise nuclear or convention- 
al blows just devastating enough to destroy 
military targets without inflicting collateral 
damage that would run the danger of esca- 
lating the conflict into a larger war. 

ded to effici. 
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* A vertical take-off and landing (VTOL) 
attack-reconnaissance plane for direct support 
of troops in the field. 

* A limited-range VTOL t t for di- 
rect support of front-line operations. (NYT, 
February 16, 1964.) 

While LeMay was undermining Congres- 
sional reliance on Secretary McNamara on 
strategic and military problems, his political 
colleague, Barry Goldwater, was doing a 
similar hatchet job in political terms. His 
attacks on McNamara grew in frequency 
and venom. Typical was a speech the Sena- 
tor delivered on March 25, 1964 in Detroit: 

Though the audience included many friends 
of Mr. McNamara, the Senator mentioned 
him 15 times by name and labeled the former 
Ford. president as follows: 

“A one-time loser with the Edsel right here 
in Michigan, a four-time loser in terms of 
trips to Vietnam and an all-time loser if his 
policies and the policies of the Administra- 
tion that supports and applauds him are 
not changed in 1964.” 

Mr. Goldwater criticized the Secretary on 
several points but the basis of his concern 
appeared to be his doubts about the reli- 
ability of this country’s missiles and his be- 
lief that were y for 
a flexible defense. 

He pictured the nation, on entering the 
nineteen-seventies, as tied to unproved wea- 
pons that lacked flexibility and guarded by 
a Defense Secretary who trusted computers 
more than generals. (NYT, March 26, 1964.) 

In a peculiar tit for tat, McNamara and 

LeMay kept attacking each other by each 
compromising the reliability of weapons 
recommended by the other. On March 5, 
1964, the Secretary of Defense formally an- 
nounced his decision to drop the develop- 
ment of the third of the three B-70 bomber 
prototypes, for which, over his objections 

but at LeMay’s urgings, Congress had au- 
thorized outlays. As a reason for this de- 
cision the Secretary pointed to the fact that 

the program 
has been in technical difficulties almost from 
the start. Mr. McNamara, at his news con- 
ference today, cited some of these troubles. 

The first flight was scheduled for Decem- 
ber, 1962, he pointed out. The program is 
thus already 18 ‘hs behind schedule “and 
the first aircraft has not yet been completely 
assembled,” he said. 

The flight of the first B-70 is now scheduled 
for “this spring or certainly before mid-year,” 
the Secretary said in response to questions, 
but even if it does fiy it “will probably fiy 
with one tank not usable because of contin- 
ued [fuel] leak problems.” 

He said there was also a serious problem in 
the efforts to connect the wings and fuselage 
in a manner that would withstand the high 
temperature problems associated with super- 
sonic speed. (NYT, March 6, 1964.) 

If indeed the B-70 prototype is ever ready, 
one must wonder how, after such a “recom- 
mendation,” a test-pilot would be found 
for it. 

LeMay retaliated for the insult to his 
bomber by virtually calling McNamara’s 
missiles junk: 

The Air Force said today it had experienced 
about a dozen failures in pperational vain: 

ing 
1959. (AP Washington dispatch of April ol, 
1964.) ) 

Never before has the Air Force exhibited so 
long a memory for its own failures. 

* * * 

Utterly amazing is the degree of effective- 
ness of the junta’s attacks on the Admin- 



istration. So victorious did it appear in its 
defiance of the Administration that Senators 
felt compelled to accommodate its wishes. 
Even the Administration itself began to 
waver and to compromise its resistance. Thus 
the Air Force’s “Project Forecast”, for ex- 
ample, elicited favorable comments from Sec- 
retary McNamara. Indeed, defeatism seemed 
to infiltrate McNamara’s bureaucratic de- 
fenses. When his Deputy Secretary Roswell 
L. Gilpatric, who had been a member of 
the panel that recommended in December, 
1960 to President-elect Kennedy the unifica- 
tion of the armed services, held a farewell 
news conference on January 17, 1964. 

He no longer believes, he said, that the 
Secretaries of the Army, Navy and Air Force 
can function as Assistant Secretaries of the 
Defense Department. 

Nor does he believe, as he once did, he 
added, that a single Chief of Staff for all the 
services would be an improvement over the 
present system, 

More than any new conviction, Gilpatric 
seemed to express his pessimism as to the 
Administration’s prospects to curtail the 
virtual sovereignty of the junta. 

In this atmosphere, Congress could hard- 
ly be expected not to succumb to the junta’s 
wishes. In March, 1964 it passed a military 
authorization bill, which included $50 mil- 
lion more for a new manned bomber for 
the Air Force than the Administration had 
requested. A new improved manned inter- 
ceptor (IMI) project, for which the House 
in its bill had already appropriated $40 
million, was dropped by Senate-House con- 
ferees only after President Johnson dis- 
closed, on February 29, 1964, that the Air 
Force already had developed an IMI, the 
A-11 2,000 mile an hour aircraft. 

Perhaps the predicament of the Admin- 
istration is best shown in its continued in- 
ability to shake loose of the dreaded Gen- 
eral LeMay. When his unusual, only one- 

year reappointment by President Kennedy 
expired in June, 1964, President Johnson 
again postponed the General’s retirement 
until February 1, 1965. The New York 
Times in a display of an unbelievable de- 
gree of naivete stated that “it appeared that 
the extension was calculated to permit the 
general to complete a full 35 years of serv- 
ice for sentimental reasons.” (April 9, 
1964.) Had, in fact, the Johnson Admin- 
istration been guided in its treatment of 
General LeMay by nothing but its senti- 
ments, the Air Force chief would be in an 
unenviable situation. And if Washington 
were indeed réady to postpone his retire- 
ment in order to enable him to complete 35 
years of service, this could have been ar- 
ranged easily enough if only President Ken- 
nedy did not go out of his way in 1963 to 
renew his appointment for only a fraction 
of the usual tour of duty. 

The Times, however, added that “at the 
same time it was privately suggested by op- 
ponents of the Administration’s policies on 
air power that the extension would have the 
effect of keeping General LeMay in uniform 
until after the national election this fall.” 
(Ibid.) The only thing that this explana- 
tion does not explain is why in such a case 
the politically-minded and belligerent gen- 
eral would acquiesce in being cunningly put 
into political deep freeze. The President 
could not compe] him to remain in office, 

hence LeMay must have decided to stay on 
for reasons of his own. Hence the prob- 
ability that as a year before, this time too 
LeMay was retained upon his own insis- 
tence, backed by the full power of the feared 
junta. 

* * *. 

The recently published but already wide- 
ly acknowledged book by David Wise and 
Thomas B. Ross, “The Invisible Govern- 
ment” (Random House), begins with the 
following description: 

There are two governments in the United 
States today. One is visible. The other is 
invisible. 

The first is the government that citizens 
read about in their newspapers and children 
study about in their civics books. The second 
is the interlocking, hidden machinery that 
carries out the policies of the United States 
in the Cold War. 

This second, invisible government gathers 
intelligence, d jpionage, and plans 
and executes secret operations all over the 
globe. 

The Invisible Government is not a formal 

dency to the junta’s confidant? Will they % 
involve behind-the-scenes electoral maneu- 
vering? Will they involve such domestic or # 
international provocations as might cause 
the electorate to succumb to the blandish- 2°" 
ments of a super-patriotic demagogue? Or, #. 
is the junta not quite ready for a power ; 
take-over and is merely consolidating its po- 
litical and economic supporters with the { 
view of capturing the Presidency in 1968?" 

Even if this year the junta is treating the 
election campaign as a mere rehearsal for 
1968, it is of utmost historic importance that 
its representative, Goldwater, be refuted, at 
the polls by the largest possible majority and 
that Johnson's hand in Congsess-be-signifi- £ 
cantly strengthened as well. For unless his ¢ 

great deal ©: new_Administration 

body. It is a loose, amorphous grouping of 
individuals and agencies drawn from many 
parts of the visible government. It is not 
limited to the Central Intelligence Agency, 
although the CIA is at its heart. Nor is it 
confined to the nine other agencies which 
comprise what is known as the intelligence 
community: The National Security Council, 
the Defense Intelligence Agency, the National 
Security Agency, Army Intelligence, Navy In- 
telligence, Air Force Intelligence, the State 
Department's Bureau of Intelligence and Re- 
search, the Atomic Energy Commission and 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
The I Gov lud also, 

many other units and agencies, as well as in- 
dividuals, that appear outwardly to be a 
normal part of the conventional government. 
It even encompasses business firms and insti- 
tutions that are seemingly private. 

To an extent that is only beginning to be 
perceived, this shadow government is shapi 

Thus, even without an electoral mandate, 
the junta could succeed in having the *: 
United States follow its policies, leading the /° 
country and the world towards nuclear - 
disaster. —_ 

* Ld * 

One of the biggest mistakes the American 
people could make would be to judge Barry- 
Gol or lack Of typical 
symptoms of European fascism. Even Hider’s 
and” Munottnts—tascism nad it survived 
World War II, would no longer have each 

of the characteristics of its earlier period. 
By the same token, one needs to be acutely 

aware of the fact that the principal forces 
which make up thé junta are not an adult... 

the lives of 190,000,000 Americans. Major de- 
cisions involving peace or war are taking 
place out of public view. An informed citi- 
zen might come to suspect that the foreign 
policy of the United States often works pub- 
licly in one direction and secretly through 
the Invisible Government in just the op- 
posite direction. 

This description is accurate as far as it 
goes. Perhaps at the time it was perceived, 
it was still too early also to discern the 
hegemony-aspiring junta which constitutes 
that part of the Invisible Government over 
which the Constitutional Government has 
long since lost effective control. 

That the junta backs Barry Goldwater for 
President is obvious. Less obvious are the 
ways by which Goldwater rose from a fringe- 
leader within the Republican Party only a 
few months ago, to the virtually i 

contin; scouts;—it—i¢ not par- 
ticular_s i are | 

after, -but_the fulfillment of-concrete-socio- 
economi irati illions. 
of dollars in government contracts; they are 
after that kind of governmental regulation. 
which proves most profitable to them; they ; 

are after both domestic and foreign privilege 
and therefore ever ready to defeat, conquer , 
and exploit anyone in foreign lands. All « 
this is serious business, leaving no room for 
romantic naivete. If, therefore, their pur. 

Poses an post Pe_served “by forfeiting the 
outward symbolism of their Ew social. « 
predeceniors, diel appearance. style ppearance, style and 
words will differ from those of the Nz 
and the fascists. They will continue to talk 
of the sacred rights of the individual, they : 

ly elected Republican candidate for the 
Presidency. Unless one is so politically un- 

sophisticated as to believe that the Republi- 
can Party's Convention is a truly democratic 
institution, one is compelled to wonder 
whether behind Goldwater's nomination 
there was not that kind of prompting and 
pressure by the junta as has repeatedly 
caused Congress and its committees to pass 
bills explicitly opposed by the Administra- 
tion. 

And if it was that easy for the junta to 
impose Goldwater upon the Republican 
Party, what surprises may be in store for us 

in order actually to deliver the U.S. Presi- 
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will not parade around in all too many 
uniforms_and they will not greet each other 

with fascist salutes. None of which renders £ 
them_one iota less dangerous than were 
their more formal European counterparts. 

To a great extent the US-Cavernment, 
which is now being electorally challenged 
by the Goldwater forces, is already a captive 
of these forces. There is a desperate need”: 
for the American people to extricate their t 
Constitutional Government from the grip “. 
of a well-organized junta which commands 
at least one complete military service and a 
huge industrial complex. ohe loss of a 
President to that junta was a-rraté - 

break; we must not losé world peace to- it. 
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