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‘ “Services and materials, as
requiced, to perform a. research

\Pentagon Refuses to Relgase_ ot et i
S ecret Study on U S Hegemong

‘ould not be Iearned how it
came to his attention so Iong

aﬁter publication.
1 13-

Mr., Fulbr

Fnl_brrg!u"s Plea Re;eded——-
McNamara Aide Says Report |
Could Stir Trouble Abroad .

By E. W. KENWORTHY
Speatal to The New York Times

|
|
| WASHINGTON, Feb. 15 —
{The Department of Defense has
J. W. Fulbright to declassify

on how the United States can

the future.” |
The study,
|years ago by the Douglas Air-

sponsorship, was orlgmally &1
titled “Pax Americana.
it was title frategic Align:
ments and Mllltary Objectives.!
The study cost $89,500.

chairman of the Senate Foreign

cause the document involved
foreign policy and “the impor-
tant conclusions of the report”
|were in agreement with *so
many recent statements Igade
by Government officials.” =

He did not specify what these
statements were and was not
available for comment toda.y

In a reply. on Dec. 14,.
|C. Warnke, Assistant Secr
'of  Defense for Internaf

aul

Ly
nal_

refused a request of Senator|

and make public a secret study| § :

“maintain world hegemony ing
completed two! §
craft Corporation under Army|

Later|

Last Nov. 29, Mr. Fulbright,}

I

Relations Committee, asked the|

|Security Affairs, said thal
lgreat deal” of the material use
by Douglas Aircraft iniithe
{study was avallable “in pib lic
imedia.” But he Tat™

were.delet

Arkansas Democrat,
hypotheses, suggestions or cen-
clusions contained in the study
were construed as

study would be suseeptlble tn
misinterpretations and ' coul
produce serious repercussmns
abroad.”

‘This  refusal apparently
ended Mr. Fulbright's effort,
{|begun last October, to have the
‘Istudy made public. The study
(has been made available to

'h:m and he, in turn, has per-|

.imitted other Senators to réad
jit it t.hey asked _to t_:}u se g

il

Wamker had expléi'né' »
imar purpose of the
|“tok @Emﬁp te long-ran

| | fense

Mr. Warnke wrote to ﬂm-
LT the.

future |
policy of the United States, the|

Defense Department to declas-|=—
sify the document. He said he|[;
was making the request ‘be-|iand

ments would ave E
One Senator who }&ast rRe

the bulky report sak
“Somes of its conc
scar least,
me. ;-

the/ conclusions 4
oweverg s @f
eign affairs who also read
stady, while conceding .
sdme of the conclusions 3 eﬁg
ary,” said, “The stud ;rea
a freshman paper. i
e Pentagon spends abe&t[
5-111h gar on what is
called

re-
search,

‘About $14-million  goes to
the Federal Research Contract!
Center, embracing such de-!
“think tanks” as the
Rand Corporation, the Institute
for Defense Analysis and the
Research Analysis Corporatzmg
About $10-million goes-to uni-
‘versities and their related re-
‘search organizations.

- About %5[}0 000 goes to in-

t'D

science”

soc1al

! dusmal concerns that, largely

for prestige reasons, maintain
social science research depart-
ments. This was how Douglas
came to do the “Pax Amer1~
cana’” study.

The story of that study began
on April 29, 1965.

On that day the Commerce
Business Daily, a publication

i||of the Commerce Departznent

listing contract awards and’ m~

; vitations to bid on such con-

ners to speculate on

Il ltracts, | prmted the followmg
e |ltem \

’the elements of natronal pf)'
4 (C} ‘a variety of world p
: t:onﬁguratmns to be used

mit bids to the Army Rese
Ofﬂce, 3045 Columbia Pike,

tig
| fport, after several time exten-
ions, in February, 1966. The

“for the United State:
ain world- hegemony-
ture it i

Bldders were invited to

ouglas Aircraft Corp 3

n,'which completed the:

ort was stamped “‘secre
ome months ago Se

a1 e ercussions

e Hartke, Democrat 0 In-| same reasons.
d F

% gép&ﬂ;

n pod that the study’s conelu-|
It sions and postulated objectives

study . entitled
ericana.’” .
n Oct 26 Jack L

~and undesmable political |
mvolvmg A
nited States or foreign
ernments, Douglas perfor
i udy only within the
tal United States and |
d  special discretion i
1aking contracts. The final
ort was classified ‘for t

“It ‘should be clearly under-

d? not necessarily reflect ﬁhe]
‘views or policies of the De-|
partment of Defense.” i

On Nov. 8, Mr, Fulbrlght:
‘wrote Mr. Stempler asking the'
‘department’s views “as to the,
idesirability of declassifying this!
study.” = He also requested a|
copy of the contract and "sup-
plementary - correspondence,”
plus “a statement of the use!
which the Defense Department
has made o,f the “study and,'
specifically, an offitial estlmate
of the validity f

nd sums involved.
£ “By similar studies,” 'he,
wrote, “I have in mind those'
which the average Amencan
citizen would believe have, a

tantial re
ign poli

tmns‘mp fo tl e
e United,

Fiie ol

Reason E,Qf CIa551fymg -

Mr Warnke answered . tfﬁs
letter on Nov. 18, and enclosed
the requested contracts. It was
in this letter that he defined
ithe study’s purpose as stimu-
lating planners fo speculate ‘on
the national security aspects
of future world alignments.

He said that, because the
general conclusmns dealt with|
military objectives and align-
ments over the next 20 years,
“it 'would be inappropriate o/
.make official estimates of what
{their validity may be now.” |

As for declasmflcatxon Mr
Warnke said !

“Though much of the maté
rial in the report was derived °
from unclassified sources, the
study should be classified due
to the foreign policy sensitivity.
of the material when attribu-

Ition is made to! the United!

States Army i gy



