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cossss I would like to suggest that what we are beginning to

see in America is the development of something I would call the para-—
state —-— para, which in Greek means alongside of '——the state alongside
the state. it was Hans Prankel who wrote a book on dazi Germany
called The “ual State. Thig dual state or para-state phenomenon, YoM
found in Nazi Germany and you found in Japan. In some strange way
Japan —— imperialist, militarist Japan —— seems & better analogy to
the present United States thn does Nazi Germany for a variety of reasonso
Japan, in contrast to what mos?v people think, was actually, well into
the 19%0s, a rather liberal country. Iiberal in the 19th century
wuropean sense. It had a parliamentary system, it had civil government.
I've brought =long this recent history of Japan, which brings out this

point again, that life in Japan was not totalitarian - in fact some

there neveﬂwas any dJapanese totalitarianism, even during the period

of militariam. *“he cowrts continued to function, even politiecal
oppression in Japan was not that great. I have many friends who were
marxists and leftists who continued t&%:éaoh ~— they had to bs rather

-quiet during the war, but were not imprisoned. In other words, this

was in considerable disjinction to Nazi Germany. Put outgide of

Japan, in Manchuria aad:%orea, there grew up a military - an army

that was al:most independent of Tokyo, fascist in tendency, militarist,

violent, mad, that carried out the original invasion of “hina, that

in fact occupied Manchuria without the tokyo government exactly

knowing what was going on — but, it needs to pointed out that &me
m———

Ibkyo gnuannmant always supported xwhat the Kwantung Army did, and what

the Korean Army digf- But that you suddenly got & military system, in

this fcase outsidngapgn which finally beaamééigfbowerful, so massive,

which seized power through assassinationsy and t hrough all kinds of



skullduggery, and finally did away with Japanése liberalism, foisted

a militarist dictatorship, pushed Japan into war and of course final
disaster. I would also maintain from my very Jlimited knowledge,K of tle
political system of Nazi Germany, that 2 rather similar phenomenon
occurred in Hazi Germany -- not right awsy, not in.'33, but in '35 and
Y86 éfter-ﬂitler broke with the left wing of the MNazi Party, the

e .
Stroesser zmgsRiz-wing, and Rhoem. But there too you had a massive

dual state growing an Remember that in Germany\iififﬁfgggalthe

worst periods the civil courts continued to function. Somehow remnants
of the Weimar system remained, but alongisde of it you had the
political courts —-— the volks ____and all these horrdle

phenomena, not to mcntion the Gestapo, the Yaffen 885 and all the

other horrors wiich finally came into being.
| of
Because what I'm bring ing up here is a problem\fﬂ/modern volities
—— what Igd like to call the —— I've called it the para-state; perhaps
also
one can/call it the polity of the split personality. We have today

a military establishment that is so powerful, so incredible, that it
consumes aboubt one tenth of the gress naﬁ.ingl proguct and perhaps
even more. But ever more dangerous than thﬁ??i%?%%bé%§;state, this
defense department and the CIA and all the cher agencies that uare
concerned with quote D reign policy unquote —- we still like to use
the euphemism —— of retionality —— that’his parastate has no real

ties to society. We hardly see soldiers, we know nothing about the
pentagon, we don't even lmow who the joint chiefs of staff are; they're
faceless. And yet we know they gigé conjure ﬁp planned scenarios of
escalation, as Fulbright once saide Ve can't even under stend their
language. I heard Arthur Godfrey the other night lampooning theds

tedk pentagon talk, and it was absolutely correct, what he said --
rmpnﬁ can understand it, and it.has noﬂ ties to the polity in which

we exist at the present time. And yet it consumes one ~tenth of

the gross national product. No one can tell me that something as
massive as that is under civilian control, as it has been put traditionally

~— namely that MacNamsra is a civilian ®#eand that President Johnson,
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in his infitnive wisdom, maintains civilian control. (Iasughter).

A pinhead on top of a massive monsteex, I think,has limited
capability of controlling what's below it. (Laughter, applause).

Maurice desVergiers —— again, a ziZEEQiz somewhatlslightly centrist
French political scientist, de Gaullist', wrote an article on America
in which he said: Wnat you have today in America i;;;e is a split
between le fascisme exterieur (exmternal fascism) and la democracie
interieur (domestic democracy). And he said the question is, which is
going to win ? Is déﬁgéstic democracy , with its Amrican ideals and
values -~— volues that dewvive from the founding fathers and the
ratioality of the 18th century, that have created the most propserous
and most affluent nation in the world, and that have given idealsg —=
it's amazing even when you o to the Soviet Union andt alk to people
from Communist “Yhina how this sense of American ideals still is deep,
even in a country like Commuinist China. &dgar Snow points out that Mao
Tze-tung st111l believes in the rationality of #merica. <Lhe reason he

1 0 B

beliebes ighéigi}ihe Chinese foreign ministry is full of American- and
Bnglish-educated people, despite the purges, and they tell him, well,
American politics has Republibans and Democrats and interest groups ;{
and so on -- you lmow, they still reflect what is the essential
rationality of liberzl democracy. In fact, Mao told sdgar Snow

in January of 1965: “he United States is not going to attack North Viet

Nam; Secretary Rask has azsured us that they wouldn't do it. 4&nd of

course within a short time they did.

L;‘think desSVergiers, in his diasinction between foreign fascism
and internsl democracy, has hit upon this split personality, trs
parastate. We here in Aumerica, in the University of California, all
throﬁghout America, we li%% in la democracie interieur. It's a 004

society, police don't beat us up for the most part unless we happen to

be some of the underprivileged minorities, butbt those of us who are here

in this part of —— at least on this side of Telegraph —— we live, we

get good salaries, we lead decent lives, and so on. And the polity



still, as fap as the civilian society is concerned -- even though
funds for poverty programs are cut back and so on -— is decent,

far more decent than anything than anything in Japan and Germany

was, and I think it's important to remember that. 4And yet what is
P

going on abroad is genocide, militzism, pursuit =k of mad and

irrational goals. I don't understand what le fascisme exterieur is
exactly, but I know it exists, and I think it's something that a
lot more thought has tqbe given to.

I think in sonme strange way fresident Johnson hopes that these
two things can be kept separate. It;s what Avbe' or Reston said,
he gives a couPledg of things to the hawks, and a coup le of things
to the doves. Ichink he'd like to have ag reat society -- a not so

cffluent and,
great society, but still an America that %Z%elatively decent, some
civil rightsy, not too much unemployment “ and perhaps a few nice
projecﬁ?fhat he can put his name too. In other words I think he, as
o Hew Beal ﬁemocrégf, iz thoroughly committed to la democracie
interieur. I mean tnis is part of Johnson's heritage and I tThink
he has tobe given credit for this. And I would say he has done his ¥
best, and he has achieved a great deal — the legisldtion of 1964
nas been remarkable, and 1965, in many fields, and I think it;s zood
that it's gone through. And yet, on the other haml, he is the
militarist abroad, a totally different face — we've a2ll had this
gort of button. The problem of course is, can the two things be kept
separatedfagcggﬁgergierg thinks oneis going to have to win out ——
. . exterieur/
eithor le W¥XEEK Vins and b ecomes le f ascisme interieur, or we
we have democracy all around.
I will end here by saying that the enemy thatpeople of the

left, dissenters, protesters, liberals and radiecals, face is tkzfx

an immonse pPowar . The thought of somehow suggesting that Americen



militarism —— the Pentagon, the defense department, and all of its
ties in the economy and the og:lity that they represent, something
that people are opposed m;ﬁ}?%kind of staggering thought. Opposition
in Japan and in Germany was not very effective. There are too many
tragie storkes of heroic Germans and heroic Japanese., But I don't
think we're thatlfor vet. I agree with fulbright here, that we're
only in the beginning of the process, but we are, I think, farther shead
that possibly fulbright realized. And we have a habit, I think, of
weking up and suddenly finding ourselwves somewhere without
having realized that we got there,
_—

In ny own opinion, my own feeling is’ thmE’more than evef
political action in this cantry, grass roots politital action,
local community action, actionamong all those not just opposed to
the war and opposed to poverty and opposed to racial discrimination,
but op osed to what I would say is this cancerous evil that is

incredible

growing with znmedkb¥e rapidity, which has deep roots in the
economy, deep toots in the establishment and business, and governmer;
and in some ways even in American history. @&nd I think that sl
this cancer has to be fought and at some point cut out. I see it as
one of theg reat dangers to the world. Yo then b, saying that the
problem of the Vietnamese war, if it were simply that, were just
the war, then porhaps sooner or later persuasion could work. A
Bulbight or a Kennedy or others might persuade Johnson that the
best way is compromise, to accept less than total victorys as did
haspen in Korea. +he United States accepted a compromise in KXorea,
I think t e,
%Eﬁ%(1t was as pod thing that it did. It bepefkes kept the world at
peace for fifteen years.

If this codd be done again I would have some grezter hope in
American liberal déemocracy. I would feel ﬁ%gg,perhaps that my
estimations of the strength of the parastate were exaggerated and tha:

perhaps I have been too pessimistic. But I don't feel that yeto.

Thank vou.



