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I dedicate this book to my loving wife Carol and to my beautiful daughter Miranda.

“We are not now that strength which in old days Moved earth and heaven, that which we are, we are; One equal temper of heroic hearts, Made weak by time and fate, but strong in will To strive, to seek, to find, and not to yield.”

Ulysses by Alfred Lord Tennyson




Preface

I originally wrote these articles in the form of lengthy e-mails to family and friends to share with them the information I was discovering regarding dark events in the history of our nation. Over the years, I have edited these essays into a more polished and formal structure in the hope that they might be worthy of publication.

Most of my early research and commentary was in response to the financial collapse we all endured in the fall of 2008. For most of us residing on main street who clearly were not too big to fail, and thus were not the beneficiaries of government bailouts, we are still suffering the consequences of that event.

My focus in those e-mails was on the erosion of the power of labor and its influence on our political institutions, as well as the decline of our once proud middle class who manufactured the products that fueled the global economy when I was a young child. As candidate Bernie Sanders has reminded us, we once were a proud economic power that was the envy of the world. As he pointed out in the 1950s and 1960s, General Motors was the largest employer in the country. Their employees were members of the United Auto Workers Union that negotiated contracts with the auto giant that included a livable wage, health and pension benefits, a safe work environment, weekends and paid vacations to enjoy their lives and their families, and a mediation process to ensure that they were treated fairly when disputes would arise between labor and management. Today the largest employer is Walmart that aggressively deters any mobilization by its employees to organize so they can exercise their right to collectively bargain for better wages and benefits. As Sanders has repeatedly stated on the campaign trail, the workers without any leverage to advocate for themselves are paid starvation wages and are allotted part time hours so the company can avoid any legal obligation to provide benefits. Walmart, however, is just one of many companies who maximize their profits at the expense of their employees.

Although I am still troubled by the inequitable economic model we have been living under for decades that clearly benefits the biggest corporations and the wealthiest in our society, there has also been another trend that is just as disturbing that threatens the viability of our democratic institutions and is diminishing our fundamental liberty once protected by our Constitution. The rise of our military industrial complex, or what I refer to as our national security complex, since the end of World War II in many ways encourages this inequality and contributes to the growing disparity between the most affluent in our society and the rest of us. This is the result of a significant diversion of our labor and financial resources to maintain, support and enlarge this colossal war machine. In addition, we have become the leading exporter of military hardware and weaponry in the world that is being used by governments to oppress their people and bomb their neighbors. This has contributed significantly to the global violence that has caused millions to flee their countries in search of refuge, resulting in a worldwide humanitarian crisis. As the numbers of refugees continue to grow, the international community’s response has varied as each recipient nation struggles politically, economically and morally to ameliorate this tragedy.

In order to continue to justify the infringement of our liberty for security, the government continues to seek enemies to maintain a state of fear in our society to perpetuate this inequality. This is exemplified by the present war on terrorism that has no clear delineated objectives for its conclusion. As a consequence, we have allowed our public schools to flounder in mediocrity and our infrastructure to deteriorate as we continue to build weapons of war. In addition, we have permitted the transformation of our nation from an influential lender to a debtor nation that is incrementally bankrupting our safety net and earned benefit programs by stealing from future generations. Instead of being respected as an economic power that supports a huge middle class with plenty of opportunities for the working class and the poor to elevate their status, we, at present, are primarily feared by many around the world because of our military power and our willingness to deploy it to allegedly defend our national interests. I say allegedly because in many cases what is referred to as the interests of the nation is in actuality the interest of corporate entities, elite agencies and organizations and not the American people. We are essentially enforcing a “Pax Americana” on the rest of the world by our weapons of war which is exactly what President Kennedy had astutely warned should not be our objective in his commencement address at American University.

In pursuit of the politics of power and empire building, we have sacrificed our well-earned image as a defender of liberty, justice and human rights that we had rightfully fought for in World War II. This sacrifice has diminished our credibility when advocating for these principles by undermining our moral standing on these issues. For instance, I often wonder what Russian and Chinese leaders must be thinking when lectured by American politicians on the virtue of laws that promote human rights when the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) has been implicated in some of the most barbaric practices and atrocities ever committed by mankind. We must appear to them as arrogant hypocrites that need to look into a mirror and begin a process of self-examination that might humble our saintly image wrapped in this concept of American exceptionalism. A belief that somehow human frailties have never intruded upon our concepts of power or national policy.

Some of the articles confront the stark contrast of the government and the corporate media’s well entrenched views regarding the cause of the Kennedy assassination and the realities of the witness testimonials and the forensic evidence that exists today. It is clear beyond doubt that Kennedy was hit by bullets that emanated from several directions. The fatal shot to his head captured by the Zapruder film on frame 313 originated from an assassin that was located in front of the motorcade. The number of shots and their directions are all supported by the acoustic evidence and the medical observations of the doctors and nurses at Parkland Hospital in Dallas. It has also been established beyond any reasonable doubt that the government covered up any evidence that was indicative of a conspiracy. Although my intent was not to write another volume on this seminal event, you cannot ignore it because it is the most prominent example of how secrecy in government promotes deceit and corruption in the pursuit of absolute power. The successful assassination of the President by those in our national security complex that viewed him as a naïve, treacherous, Cold War liability emboldened them to assassinate others that jeopardized their policy objectives and their power. This is why the Kennedy assassination seeps into many of the essays.

I should confess that since an early age I have admired President Kennedy and his brother Robert. To a lesser degree, I was interested in the successes and failures of their younger brother former Senator Edward Kennedy. I also must concede that I accepted my government’s assertion that Lee Harvey Oswald was the sole assassin that ended Camelot that tragic day until I watched Oliver Stone’s movie JFK. It was the movie that initiated my journey into the abyss. But I was not convinced that something far more sinister had occurred in Dallas until I read Brothers by Talbot and JFK and the Unspeakable by Douglass. It was a review of Douglass’ volume by James DiEugenio that inspired me to read the book. By this time in my late forties, I was determined to assist the effort being made by concerned citizens in their search for the truth.

I was haunted by his death in ways I could not fully understand as a young child. I was only two years old when he was assassinated so it could not be explained by my somber memories of those four dark days in November nor any observations of what the adults in my family had suffered. By 1968, I read every article and magazine I could get primarily fixated on the pictures of a man that appeared to have sad eyes from my perspective. His wit and personality would be unknown to me until I saw specials about him on television when I was a teenager. Anyone who has watched his give and take with the media at those press conferences must admit that there was something special about this man that needed to be remembered and understood by future generations just as Theodore and Franklin Roosevelt, Abraham Lincoln, Martin Luther King, Jr., and our founders should be.

There was an incident that could provide some paranormal explanation for my admiration of President Kennedy. I certainly could not claim as an 8-year-old that I understood his policies or his legacy. On the afternoon of November 22, 1963, I had hit my head on a sharp corner of a coffee table that had been given to my mother by my maternal grandparents, causing a huge gash on my forehead that allowed blood to cover my face. My mother must have been mortified by the event as she quickly loaded me into the back seat of our navy blue Chevy Corvair. We lived in Bethesda Maryland at that time in a small brick cape not far from where my father was a medical intern at Bethesda Naval Hospital. When she arrived, she was confronted by a Marine guarding the entrance who calmly informed her that the President’s body had arrived and that they were instructed not to admit anyone until further notice unless it was an emergency. She quickly directed his attention to me and all the blood that was over my head and face. After his cursory observation of my injury, he escorted her to an entrance where she could receive medical attention for her son. She was directed to an examination room that was off a long hallway that formed a T intersection with another. As medical staff attended to my wound, my mother caught a glimpse of Jackie Kennedy from a distance in her bloodstained pink dress surrounded by family and other navy personnel. As most know by now, Kennedy was a doting father that loved children and on many occasions made decisions regarding war and peace based on his concern for the welfare of children and their opportunity to have a good life. I imagined as an adult that maybe he noticed my pain and distress that day and attempted to comfort me. I know it seems irrational if not whimsical, but I have pondered this for years as a possible explanation for my early admiration and concern for his family.

These articles were written separately but when read in the order set forth in this volume provide sufficient knowledge to enhance your appreciation for each successive essay. Each chapter begins with quotes from iconic and revered figures from politics, science, philosophy and literature, acquainting the reader with their observations on the subjects I examine. Some of them were central players in the events I investigate. My intent was to inspire the novice to explore the issues by reading the sources I referenced to enhance their knowledge of policies that are jeopardizing our republic and diminishing our liberty. Through this knowledge, it is my hope that a greater understanding of our past will be attained, and its importance to our present and to our future as a people and a nation. As to the experts, the descriptions of intrigue, deception, corruption and the struggle for power contained in my brief editorials may not unveil new facts or evidence, but hopefully will provide some interesting observations that will contribute to our understanding of these dark events.

Because of the informality of the original articles, it has been difficult to assign specific credit for all the facts that are presented in this book. I, therefore, must clearly state that I do not presume credit for any of the ideas or discoveries that do not have specific endnote references unless otherwise specified in the text. My bibliography is a complete listing of all those enlightening resources cited herein.

I must also acknowledge my appreciation to friends and family that were the recipients of my long e-mails that confronted difficult subjects or at a minimum could be described as melancholic. Unlike television, the script writers had not inserted a happy ending that left you with a good feeling after the episode concluded. In addition, I must give my appreciation to all those researchers and directors that risked everything in search of the truth. I have been and continue to be significantly indebted and influenced by the works of James DiEugenio, Lisa Peace, David Talbot, Jim Marrs, Len Osanic, Brent Holland, Professor Peter Dale Scott, Oliver Stone, Sherry Fiester, John Newman, John Barbour, Mark Lane and James Douglass to name a few. To my wife who has endured my research and writing of this book for so long, I not only tender my loving appreciation for her support, but in addition dedicate it to her.


Chapter 1

The Evolution of our Modern National Security Complex


When discussing why the CIA ran amuck with Trento, Angleton stated, “There was no accountability. And without accountability everything turned to shit.”

James Angleton




“You know, the CIA got tens of thousands of brave people killed…We played with lives as if we owned them.”

James Angleton




“When national security is used as the excuse for concealing essential facts surrounding a disaster, it usually refers to the security of the man who allowed the disaster to occur. Actually, the greater threat to national security is the cynical concealment of such facts from the people.”

James Garrison




“War is peace. Freedom is slavery. Ignorance is strength.”

George Orwell




When asked by a reporter to describe the purpose of the CIA, Allen Dulles replied, “It’s the state department for the unfriendly countries.”

Allen Dulles




“When machines and computers, profit motives and property rights, are considered more important than people, the giant triplets of racism, extreme materialism, and militarism are incapable of being conquered.”

Martin Luther King, Jr.




“A nation that continues year after year to spend more money on military defense than on programs of social uplift is approaching spiritual death.”

Martin Luther King, Jr.




“There is little value in insuring the survival of our nation if our traditions do not survive with it. And there is a grave danger that an announced need for increased security will be seized upon by those anxious to expand its meaning to the very limits of official censorship and concealment.”

John F. Kennedy




“…the Japanese were ready to surrender and it wasn’t necessary to hit them with that awful thing (atom bomb).”

Dwight D. Eisenhower




“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.”

Admiral William D. Leahy




“…we used them as an experiment for two atomic bombs.”

Brigadier General Carter Clarke




“The atomic bomb had nothing to do with the end of the war at all.”

General Curtis LeMay




“The war might have ended weeks earlier if the United States had agreed, as it later did anyway, to the retention of the institution of the emperor.”

General Douglas McArthur




“We cannot, as a free nation, compete with our adversaries in tactics of terror, assassination, false promises, counterfeit mobs and crises.”

John F. Kennedy



National Security vs Dark Secrets
(How our classification system threatens our republic)

An interview of Edward Snowden triggered some thoughts on how our national security state operates. Snowden was posing questions to former KGB officer, President Vladimir Putin, regarding Russia’s intelligence programs and if they collected and stored data on their citizens as was done by our National Security Agency (NSA). His reply was predictable in that he denied that they had the money or the technology to spy on their citizens as in the United States.

The issue I intend to confront is the expansive classification program we have instituted in this country since the end of World War II. Before the war documents were classified and secrets were kept from the public; this certainly was true. However, the dynamics and the scope of this practice has morphed into a beast that undermines our democracy or what our founding fathers called our republic. When Benjamin Franklin was asked after the Constitutional Convention of 1787 how he would characterize our form of government – a republic or a monarchy? He responded “A republic, if you can keep it.”

Before World War II, this country never had a formal infrastructure for intelligence. This was considered by our British allies as a liability as war approached. British intelligence and military officers – which included Ian Fleming the eventual author of the James Bond series – advocated to President Franklin Roosevelt the need for the United States to establish an intelligence capacity worthy of a world power that was commensurate with what the European nations had instituted. Roosevelt was persuaded and quickly formed the Office of Intelligence Coordination. This fledgling agency would be eclipsed during the war by the Office of Strategic Services (OSS) which added clandestine operations to its responsibilities.

The euphoria that swept through the world after the surrender of Germany and Japan did not last long. The hopes and aspirations by many at the end of the war were dashed as cooperation between the allies would slowly recede to the tides of fear and mistrust as the world observed the rise of the Cold War between the East and the West. This combination of fear and paranoia was memorialized in the passage of the National Security Act of 1947. This act reorganized our military that was now headed by the Secretary of Defense. It also created our National Security Council, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). The NSA was established in 1952 by President Truman. It is operated under the auspices of the Pentagon and is completely separate from the CIA.

As our intelligence communities grew in stature and their influence in the formation of Cold War policy was consolidated, as well as supported by the military, the pressure to engage in secret programs and operations began to expand their authority and responsibilities in the safeguarding of our national security. Many of those who originally joined the CIA were former OSS agents that were well trained in covert operations. This perceived need to be able to confront an adversary as evil as the Soviet Union and its communist allies encouraged policies and programs that could tackle any threat even if it required illegal and unethical action. As former Deputy Director of Plans Richard Bissell conceded in his memoir, “The end justified the means.” This clearly meant that secrecy was paramount to the success of any mission or operation. This led to the doctrine of plausible deniability which was formalized in National Security Council 10/2. Along with this was the establishment of a hierarchy of classification codes that limited access to documents and information to those who had the requisite security clearance. Consequently, the CIA was compartmentalized and responsibilities were divided. Information was transferred and shared on a need to know basis. This meant that two employees engaged in the same project while working next to each other would not be able to comprehend that their duties were related.

Many of the programs executed by the CIA, FBI and the NSA operated under such strict security and secrecy that even the President and Congress were not informed. In many cases, this was an intentional corollary to our classification protocol in that the President or a member of Congress could not plausibly deny knowledge of programs that violated domestic and international laws that they had been fully briefed on. In some instances, Senators told operatives that they had no desire to know the details of their black ops. The consequence of this was that the activities of the CIA were not supervised by our elected officials which allowed the proliferation of nefarious practices within the Agency to flourish. The agents in the field and the officers at Langley in many cases were ultra-conservative cold warriors – whose allegiances varied – that wielded tremendous influence on our policy towards the Soviet Union and the developing world. Their alleged mandate was to fight communism by defending democracy around the globe. Their operations in many circumstances achieved neither for their corporate allies were not interested in the rights and liberties of other nations but rather were solely invested in their goal to maximize their profits.

Their desire to enhance the Agency’s power and influence caused them to inevitably violate their founding charter by spying on US citizens, public officials, government agencies, journalists and organizations. The organizations that the CIA and FBI infiltrated and spied on included the NAACP, the Southern Christian Leadership Conference, Students for a Democratic Society, the Non-violent Student Coordinating Committee, the Black Panther Party for Self Defense, the Young Lords, the Fair Play for Cuba Committee and other associations not considered acceptable by God fearing anti-communists. The CIA also formed symbiotic alliances with the mainstream media to further promote its agenda.

All the above evolved into a process in which almost anything can be classified under the ambit of national security. In many circumstances, the government official who determined whether a document would be classified as top secret was involved in its creation or was implicated in the events contained within the memorandum. This has created a dangerous precedent as was discovered by the Church Committee in the mid-1970s. Programs and operations in many cases were classified as matters of national security so that misconduct and even murder could remain hidden from the public and the media. Agents of our government who had access or were privy to these documents were confronted with a serious moral dilemma. If they released the documents into the public domain, they would be violating their oaths, as well as potentially humiliating their beloved country or worse. If they chose to be complicit in maintaining their secrecy, people as well as nations would continue to suffer. This is the dilemma that confronted Daniel Ellsberg, Private Bradley (Chelsea) Manning and Edward Snowden.

The case of Frank Olson is an example of how this policy of secrecy has allowed agents within the system to engage in criminal acts with impunity.1 Olson was the head of the Special Operations Division within the CIA which was a top secret research program. Agent Olson was an expert in biological and chemical weapons. He was also involved in mind control projects that included the use of drugs and hypnosis. He therefore was implicated in Operation Artichoke which evolved into MK Ultra. In addition, he was familiar with Operation Paperclip that assisted the emigration of Nazi scientists into the U.S. where they worked in our secret labs. During the Korean War, his research was used in top secret programs that involved the use of chemical and biological weapons that were dropped on Chinese troops and North Korean civilians.2 He eventually became disgusted with how his research was being implemented by his superiors within the Agency and wanted to retire in 1953.

The CIA determined that he was a security risk and that Olson’s retirement posed a serious threat to these secret operations. The Agency decided to drug him with LSD without his knowledge. Subsequently, he had a terrible reaction to the drug and became very depressed. His superiors told him they were going to treat his depression with medication and a period of rest and relaxation. He was accompanied to a hotel in Manhattan by another agent. A doctor came by and injected him with a sedative. Shortly thereafter, he allegedly jumped through a closed window and fell 13 floors to his death.3 The switchboard operator at the hotel received a request by Agent Lashbrook to make a call to Long Island. She connected the call to Dr. Herald Abramson who had earlier administered the sedative. The operator overheard the brief conversation that she included in her statement to the police. She stated that she heard Lashbrook say “Well, he’s gone.” Dr. Abramson replied “That is too bad” and hung up. It was after this call that Lashbrook finally informed the police. The medical examiner found inconsistencies with the reported events but nevertheless ruled it a suicide.

The Olson Family in 1975 while following the Church Committee Hearings became very suspicious of Frank Olson’s alleged suicide when they heard CIA operatives discuss assassination programs that included poisons and other techniques to mimic death by natural causes or appear as a suicide. The family began to make their suspicions public and accused the CIA of lying about the cause of his death. The Agency reacted by engaging in what is referred to in intelligence parlance as a “limited hangout.” They admitted to injecting Olson with LSD but denied they were culpable for his death. The Chief of Staff for President Ford Donald Rumsfeld and his assistant Dick Cheney were in charge of damage control. They recommended that the matter be settled as quickly as possible in order to avoid the potential of national secrets being disseminated to the public that could severely embarrass the administration. The CIA as a result of pressure from the administration paid the Olson family $750,000. President Ford also personally tendered an apology to the family at the White House.

The family had Frank Olson’s body exhumed in the 1990s and examined by a coroner to determine the cause of death. The medical examiner concluded that it was a homicide. This is the type of behavior that is being protected by our broad classification program. Below I will discuss three whistleblowers that were unable to remain silent while their government was abusing its power and lying to the American people.

Daniel Ellsberg was a military analyst employed by the RAND Corporation who became involved in a top secret Pentagon study of U.S. government decision-making in relation to the Vietnam War that would later be called the Pentagon Papers. As he assisted in the preparation of that study, he became disturbed by what he discovered in the documents. Essentially, he learned that many in the Johnson administration recognized early on that the war could not be won, that there were many more casualties than were being reported and that President Johnson had lied to Congress and the American people.

He began attending anti-war rallies in 1969 and found himself agreeing with their cause. He was deeply moved by a statement made by Randy Kehler who declared that he was willing to join his friends in prison than go to Vietnam. Ellsberg after the event wrote, “There is no question in my mind that my government was involved in an unjust war that was going to continue and get larger. Thousands of young men were dying each year. I left the auditorium and found a deserted men’s room. I sat on the floor and cried.” He decided with his friend and colleague Anthony Russo – who was also a staff member of Senator Edward Kennedy – to make several copies of which one went to The New York Times who subsequently won a Pulitzer Prize for their reporting on the documents. They both were eventually charged under the Espionage Act of 1917 and with conspiracy and theft.

U.S. District Judge William M. Byrne, Jr. dismissed all charges on May 11, 1973, because of “gross government misconduct and illegal evidence gathering.” It had been brought to his attention that members of the plumbers who would later become infamous for Watergate had broken into Ellsberg’s psychiatrist’s office seeking information to smear his reputation.

Private Bradley (Chelsea) Manning was an intelligence analyst in Bagdad in 2010. He also was exposed to information that appalled his sense of decency. For example, he came upon a video that captured an Aerial Weapons Team engaging a Bongo truck driving up to assist wounded civilians. The team determined that they were enemy combatants and requested permission to destroy the target. Once granted permission, they blew up the vehicle that not only transported adults but was also carrying children. In the video, the team showed no remorse for their mistake. Instead, they made comments such as “dead bastards” and congratulated themselves even though children were among the casualties. This was one of many examples that were included in the thousands of documents that Private Manning had released to Julian Assange’s WikiLeaks. Manning defended his action by stating, “I wanted the American public to know that not everyone in Iraq and Afghanistan were targets that needed to be neutralized, but rather they were people who were struggling to live in a pressure cooker environment of what we call asymmetric warfare.” He also wanted the public to know how corrupt the government in Iraq was that we were supporting. He was only 25-years-old when a military court sentenced him to 35 years in prison.

The last of the whistleblowers was Edward Snowden, an American computer professional who was a former employee of the CIA, and when he released the documents to The Guardian and The Washington Post was a private contractor for the NSA. The reason he released the documents was the same as the others. He was concerned that our government was trampling on our liberties in the name of national security. He stated, “If we do not contest the violation of the fundamental right of free people to be left unmolested in their thoughts, associations and communications – to be free from suspicion without cause – we will have lost the foundation of our thinking society. The defense of this fundamental freedom is the challenge of our generation, a work that requires constructing new controls and protections to limit the extraordinary powers of the states over the domain of human communication.” He resides in Russia as a fugitive from justice.

The question we must ask ourselves is as follows: Are the above whistleblowers security threats that our nation must be protected from by depriving them of their liberty, or are they profiles in courage that should be commended for their efforts to confront the goliath that forms our national security state? It seems to me that they were defending our national honor and our individual liberty by reminding our government that it is of us, by us and for us. They could have chosen to remain silent and defer action to someone else. Instead, they chose to risk everything dear to them for an ideal and what is more American than that. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. said “It’s not the repression of the bad people that hurts, it’s the silence of the good.” A system that demands their silence is an affront to all those that fought and died at Bunker Hill, Gettysburg, Okinawa and Normandy. These battles were necessary to defend and preserve our fundamental concepts of liberty, as well as to safeguard our humanity.

The classification system we use is too broad. It is not protecting our national security but rather our government’s dark secrets that have nothing to do with the ideals that are emblematic of our national pride. We should choose liberty over national security, and should demand that our government is more transparent in the way it conducts its business. It also would be prudent to remember what Benjamin Franklin cautioned; “They that choose to give up essential liberty to obtain a little temporary security, deserve neither security nor liberty.”

Black is White
(The National Security State and the case against Edward Snowden)

Brian Williams of NBC interviewed Edward Snowden on May 28, 2014. This exclusive was televised to an audience that was estimated to be six million. The initial response from the media portrayed Snowden as sincere, articulate and intelligent. Many who watched the interview were astonished by Snowden’s ability to eloquently respond in a calm and thoughtful manner under what most would consider a stressful event. He clearly was not awed or intimidated by the prospect of addressing a national audience and cogently explaining his actions to the American people. During this interview, he responded to claims by President Obama that he was a low level “hacker” and charges of being a “coward” and a “traitor” by Secretary of State John Kerry. At one point, Williams asked if he thought the government would attempt to kill him. His laconic reply was “yes.” This exchange occurred so nonchalantly as though it should be expected. He was also accused by the government of not utilizing proper channels within the National Security Agency (hereinafter NSA) to lodge his complaints prior to releasing classified documents to The Guardian and The Washington Post.

Before he responded to the above accusations, he felt compelled to provide some contextual background for his political views and his government service. He pointed out that – although he never graduated from high school – he was hired as a computer system analyst by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and eventually was trained as a spy. He was involved in several overseas undercover operations in that capacity for the CIA and the NSA. He further indicated that many of his security system recommendations were adopted by the NSA.

When confronting claims that he was a coward, he indicated that after the tragedy of 9/11 in 2001 he entered the Army to become part of their special forces. He unfortunately had to drop out after breaking both legs in boot camp. He added that he wanted to serve and was willing to die for his country. It was after that experience that he began applying for employment in the intelligence community.

When asked if he was planning to return to the United States and “face the music”, he answered that he wanted to come home and submit himself to the judicial system that awaits him, but he cannot do so under the present Espionage Act. He explained that he would be unable to speak out and mount a full defense to his actions because in spite of what government officials have pronounced the present law will not allow it. The law does not differentiate between those that sold secrets to foreign governments for personal gain and those who return information to the public for the purpose of serving a public interest. His defense would inevitably require access by his defense attorney to classified information that would be denied.

He asserted further that he did go through channels by emailing colleagues, his superiors and the NSA legal department about his concerns that the NSA was overreaching its legal authority by obtaining personal data on U.S. citizens without a warrant. He received no response from his superiors. The legal department advised him “to stop asking questions.” His colleagues on the other hand were appalled by his revelations.

When responding to claims that he weakened our national security and was not a patriot, he revealed that he had negotiated agreements with The Guardian and The Washington Post to not disclose any intelligence that would adversely affect national security. He wanted them to focus on the data collection programs that he opined were unconstitutional and potentially very dangerous to our democracy. These agreements were honored at the time and appear to have had no adverse impact on our nation’s security. He confronted the patriot issue by elucidating the difference between someone who blindly follows his government with an individual who is willing to contradict and oppose their government when it makes mistakes or is abusing its power.

He applauded the hard work of the low level employees of the NSA and in no way wanted to disparage their contributions to their country. His concerns rested with those in high positions within the agency who were engaged in “power grabs” that were being done without a public debate or the consent of the American people. Snowden added that his observations were recently validated by a federal court review that determined that the surveillance programs were most likely unconstitutional and their scope was Orwellian.

The definition of a security state is one that prioritizes the state and its security interests over all other considerations without any regard of the consequences to the liberties of the individual. This was clearly the paradigm in Nazi Germany and Stalinist Russia. However, all security states are not the same in that their evolution may be influenced by different factors. There are subtler ways of controlling and manipulating public opinion than just brute force as was done in my prior examples. After the revelations of the NSA programs appeared in the press, a resurgence in interest of George Orwell’s dystopian novel entitled 1984 – regarding a super state called Oceania – was noted by a rise in sales.

The book was intended as a satire of Stalinist Russia, but it also included programs that were primary in Nazi Germany. In essence, the novel confronts issues of infringement of freedom of thought and privacy, as well as censorship and ubiquitous surveillance by government justified by claims of national security. The state is involved in a “perpetual war” with another super state that was being used to justify a constant diversion of labor and resources to defense. This constant state of war allowed the government to validate its power and rationalize the economic inequities that existed.

Oceania was under the control of a privileged inner party elite represented by an individual who was treated as a deity named “big brother” that persecuted all individualism and independent thinking as “thought crimes.” These crimes were punishable by a form of spiritual death in that you are reprogrammed to accept the government’s pronounced reality or risk becoming an “unperson.”

The protagonist, Winston Smith, is an employee of the “Ministry of Truth” which in essence is in charge of propaganda, the media and all entertainment. Its name is misleading in that it has nothing to do with establishing the truth about anything. Winston’s duties within the ministry are to edit and revise the historical record so that it is in accordance with the government’s version of the past. This is very important for the elite to maintain power. For the government knows, “He who controls the past controls the future. He who controls the present controls the past.” The original documents and news reports are incinerated in a “memory hole.”

While reviewing the documents, Winston becomes interested in the “true past” which is a crime. His research causes him to cross paths with Julia – a member of an underground group whose purpose is to challenge the government – of which he develops a romantic relationship. Eventually, Winston and Julia are caught and brought to the “Ministry of Love” where both are interrogated and tortured until officers obtain confessions that cause them to betray each other. Their sentence will be death unless they can be reprogrammed.

Officer O’Brien explains to Winston, “We know that no one seizes power with the intention of relinquishing it. Power is not a means; It is an end. One does not establish a dictatorship in order to safeguard a revolution; One makes a revolution in order to establish the dictatorship. The object of persecution is persecution. The object of torture is torture. The object of power is power.” He further points out that “black is white” and “2 + 2 = 5.” All of these can be true. The author labels this philosophy as “doublethink.”

The above reference reminded me of a scene in JFK directed by Oliver Stone in which Kevin Costner played James Garrison who was the District Attorney of New Orleans Parish in the 1960s. Garrison – while having lunch with his staff – was discussing the fundamental problem that confronted their investigation of Clay Shaw who was accused of participating in the conspiracy to murder President Kennedy. The concern that plagued his investigation was all the disinformation, fabrication, obfuscation and deception that was being propagated by the CIA and their media assets. This caused his investigative team to use resources on tips that led to nowhere. Garrison told his staff, “We need to think like the CIA. Black is white, and white is black.” Nothing could be accepted on face value.

He who controlled the investigation and the flow of information would win the battle for the truth. The CIA controlled the investigation through obstruction and manipulation of the evidence. They, as well as their assets, would bribe, intimidate and in some cases murder witnesses. Many of these deaths were determined by the authorities to be suicides or the result of natural causes.

In any event, Snowden’s concerns were well founded in that the historical record – which I am not convinced even he fully appreciated – was replete with examples of government overreach and abuse when the safeguards incorporated within our Constitution were ignored or intentionally circumvented.

The intelligence agencies we are familiar with today are post World War II creations that were initially instituted to provide the president with sufficient information to formulate U.S. foreign policy. This became even more critical as the world descended into a Cold War between the West and the East. The CIA and NSA, as well as the Federal Bureau of Investigations (FBI) and Office of Naval Intelligence (ONI), slowly expanded their influence and power. By the time President Eisenhower had vainly warned the nation of the “military industrial complex” and its corporate sponsors in his farewell address in January 1961, these agencies had become an essential component of that complex. As the executive branch grew in power as issues related to national security became primary, the other branches became less influential. The separation of powers with the checks and balances the founders intended were constantly under assault by the demands of our growing national security state. The CIA and NSA were essentially unsupervised as their influence mushroomed in the 1950s.

It is imperative to comprehend who were in positions of power within these agencies and what their objectives were to fully appreciate the threat they posed to our democracy. When the who and why is known, you quickly realize that the dictatorships of Nazi Germany and Stalinist Russia are not just a German or a Russian phenomenon but rather are emblematic of human frailties within all of us. Our political system may not build death camps or employ Stalin type purges to effectuate its agenda, or consolidate its power, for our transformation will be subtle but nevertheless just as effective in controlling our minds and behavior while undermining our fundamental liberty. This is why the NSA programs that were collecting data on U.S. citizens is potentially very dangerous. For in the final analysis, the sacrificing of essential liberties for security is a treacherous endeavor that could have catastrophic consequences for future generations. When you consider that these surveillance programs have not resulted in actionable intelligence that enhanced our national security, the sacrifice that our government requests of us seems unnecessary. The programs in place prior to 9/11 did not fail to capture the information required by our government to prevent the tragedy; it was rather the failure of those whose responsibility was to interpret that intelligence that allowed it to occur. Some may say that this intelligence was intentionally ignored for dark policy reasons.

James Jesus Angleton was the Counter Intelligence Chief of the CIA from 1954 until 1975 when he was compelled to resign due to revelations to the Church Committee that his division administered programs that involved opening the mail of U.S. citizens in violation of the CIA charter and U.S. law. He testified that espionage was a “wilderness of mirrors.” A treacherous terrain in which “nothing – no identity, no organization, no event – is what it seems.” He further stated “It is inconceivable that a secret intelligence arm of the government has to comply with all the overt orders of the government.” He believed that his department could obey or not obey orders by our elected officials. This meant he could disregard or even countermand policies he disagreed with while supporting those he opined were in the best interest of the nation.

His friend, Max Corvo, once described Angleton as an “ultra-conservative and a fascist sympathizer.” Lisa Pease wrote in Probe Magazine that it was reported that Angleton routinely used information he had gathered through the use of illegal wiretaps to blackmail people into supporting his efforts. She wrote, “No wonder some of the agency associates feared him.”

Joseph Trento interviewed Angleton in 1985. He included this interview in his book entitled The Secret History of the CIA which was published in 2001 and reissued in 2005. He asked Angleton “How it all went so wrong?” Trento wrote that Angleton responded with no emotion in his voice, but his hand was trembling when he replied “Fundamentally, the founding fathers of U.S. intelligence were liars. The better you lied and the more you betrayed, the more likely you would be promoted. These people attracted and promoted each other. Outside of their duplicity, the only thing they had in common was a desire for absolute power. I did things that, in looking back on my life, I regret. But I was a part of it and I loved being in it … Allen Dulles, Richard Helms, Carmel Offie and Frank Wisner were the grand masters. If you were in a room with them, you were in a room full of people that you had to believe would deservedly end up in hell.” Trento continued that Angleton slowly sipped his tea and added, “I guess I will see them there soon.”

Angleton was their colleague and friend, and this is how he described those that transformed the CIA and helped formulate our Cold War policy in the 1950s and 1960s. By anyone’s account, the CIA programs and operations for the most part were an unmitigated disaster. It was as Eisenhower described it “a legacy of ashes” that he left for President Kennedy to confront. Unfortunately for Kennedy, as warned by General Douglas MacArthur, “You are moving into the chicken coup and the chickens are all coming home to roost.” President Kennedy tried to grapple with and control the CIA and as a result got his head blown off. After all, one does not seize power only to relinquish it later.

If Snowden had not released these classified documents, we would still be blissfully unaware of the constitutional liberties that were incrementally being eroded by a powerful elite within our intelligence community that are unknown to us. Their programs would continue to be protected by claims of national security even though their link would be tenuous at best. As we walked through our malls purchasing items we do not need while driving in vehicles with a multitude of technological wonders that distract us from what is truly important, the republic that our founders secured for us would be transforming in ways that would not benefit the people nor defend the liberties that our national security state was allegedly created to protect. Instead, we would become more like our adversaries than the country that we believed we were born in.

Snowden was not a coward or a traitor. He gave up everything he cared about to defend the liberties he opined that our government was unnecessarily infringing upon in the name of national security. It would have been easier to just stop asking questions as he was advised to do and keep his mouth shut. If he had, he would be in Hawaii with his girlfriend still working for the government as a highly paid computer system analyst. Instead, he resides in a country under the leadership of President Vladimir Putin that represents everything he detests. This is not the actions of a coward but a hero – a patriot!

It would be beneficial for us to remember that our founders were considered traitors by King George III’s government. Our founders – as a result – were very wary of central power and argued vehemently whether our nation should even have a permanent professional military. The military industrial complex that now exists would astonish them. They in fact may argue that we have lost the republic they valiantly gave us. The fact that we as a people are discussing these matters gives me hope that our republic will not perish from the earth.

I would like to close with the eloquent warning of Jim Garrison that he iterated in his 1967 Playboy interview. He too was labeled a nut and a narcissist that was dangerous to our society. The reality was different than the caricature that was created by the CIA and the mainstream media. In that article, he passionately cautioned us not to be fooled by the reality proffered by our government. In response to the question by the interviewer of how he would characterize his political beliefs, he said:


That’s a question I’ve asked myself frequently, especially since this investigation started and I found myself in an incongruous and disillusioning battle with agencies of my own government. … Over the years, I guess I’ve developed a somewhat conservative attitude – in the traditional libertarian sense of conservatism as opposed to the thumbscrew-and-rack conservatism of the paramilitary right – particularly in regard to the importance of the individual as opposed to the state and the individual’s own responsibilities to humanity. I don’t think I’ve ever tried to formulate this into a coherent political philosophy, but at the root of my concern is the conviction that a human being is not a digit; he’s not a digit to the state and he’s not a digit in the sense that he can ignore his fellow men and his obligations to society.

I was with the artillery supporting the division that took Dachau; I arrived there the day after it was taken, when bulldozers were making pyramids of human bodies outside the camp. What I saw haunted me ever since. Because the law is my profession, I’ve always wondered about the judges throughout Germany who sentenced men to jail for picking pockets at a time when their government was jerking gold from the teeth of men murdered in gas chambers. I’m concerned about all of this because it isn’t a German phenomenon; it is a human phenomenon. It can happen here, because there has been no change and there has been no progress and there has been no increase in understanding on the part of men for their fellow man. What worries me deeply, and I have seen it exemplified in this case, is that we in America are in great danger of slowly evolving into a pro-fascist state. It will be a different kind of fascist state from the one the Germans evolved; theirs grew out of depression and promised bread and work, while ours, curiously enough, seems to be emerging from prosperity. But in the final analysis, it’s based on power and on the inability to put human goals and human conscience above the dictates of the state. Its origin can be traced in the tremendous war machine we’ve built since 1945, the military industrial complex that Eisenhower vainly warned us about, which now dominates every aspect of our life. The power of the states and congress has gradually been abandoned to the executive department, because of war conditions; and we’ve seen the creation of an arrogant, swollen bureaucratic complex totally unfettered by the checks and balances of the constitution.

In a very real terrifying sense, our government is the CIA and the Pentagon, with the Congress reduced to a debating society. Of course, you can’t spot this trend to fascism by casually looking around. You can’t look for such familiar signs as the swastika, because they won’t be there. We won’t build Dachaus and Auschwitzes; the clever manipulation of the mass media is creating a concentration camp of the mind that promises to be far more effective in keeping the populace in line. We’re not going to wake up one morning and suddenly find ourselves in gray uniforms goose-stepping off to work. But this isn’t the test. The test is: What happens to the individual that dissents? In Nazi Germany, he was physically destroyed; here, the process is more subtle, but the end results can be the same.

I’ve learned enough about the machinations of the CIA in the past year to know that this is no longer the dream world America I once believed in. The imperatives of the population explosion, which almost inevitably will lessen our belief in the sanctity of the individual human life, combined with the awesome power of the CIA and the defense establishment, seems destined to seal the fate of the America I knew as a child and bring us into a new Orwellian world where the citizen exists for the state and where raw power justifies any and every immoral act. I’ve always had a kind of knee-jerk trust in my government’s basic integrity, whatever political blunders it may make. But I’ve come to realize that in Washington, deceiving and manipulating the public are viewed by some as the natural prerogatives of office. Huey Long once said ‘Fascism will come to America in the name of anti-fascism.’ I’m afraid based on my own experience, that fascism will come to America in the name of national security.



I believe Garrison summed up the threat that our national security state poses to our liberty and our democratic republic as well as anybody. Essentially, in many respects, Garrison and Snowden had similar concerns, although viewing that threat from a different vantage point. It is important to note that Garrison’s reputation and his marriage were destroyed because he dared to dissent. He by doing so had committed a “thought crime.”

I too used to trust the basic integrity of my government. I believe to continue to do so without sufficient knowledge of the “true past” with a clear appreciation of human frailties is fraught with peril. In addition, we must understand that power that is given or taken without accountability and administered without transparency is dangerous. Therefore, I am not placated, nor comforted, by the assertions of the NSA that they are not utilizing the data they have collected inappropriately but are solely using it for the purpose of the public interest. Because I know the past history of intelligence, this has enhanced my ability to comprehend the immediate dangers presented by these clandestine operations.

Snowden in my opinion is no traitor; no more than the voices who confronted Joe McCarthy or challenged our government’s proclamations that sending combat troops to Vietnam or Iraq was in our national interest. Andrew Jackson once articulated, “One man with courage is a majority.”

Hell’s Bottom
(The rise of the Pentagon and the formation of the American Empire)

On September 11, 1941, an event that evidently Osama Bin Laden took note of when setting the date of another act of infamy, the ground at Hell’s Bottom began its transformation from a swamp to what would become after the war the symbol of American military power. This project’s humble initiative by President Franklin Delano Roosevelt (FDR) was to build a structure that contained all our military branches under one roof. FDR’s hopeful vision was an attempt to unify them as war raged in Europe and Asia, threatening to drag us into another World War. A war that Roosevelt recognized we continued to ignore at our own peril.

He eloquently spoke of those dangers as early as 1937 in a speech in Chicago that historians have referred to as his “Quarantine Speech.” Roosevelt tactfully described the precarious situation in the world that had significant consequences for our security without fully tipping his hand that he had already concluded that in time we would have to enter the fray. He stated “War is a contagion, whether it be declared or undeclared. It can engulf states and peoples remote from the original scene of hostilities.” He, however, felt politically trapped by the pervasive view of isolationism that dominated the political landscape of the time. A view that we had been duped by European intrigue and military competition when we needlessly sacrificed resources and lives for their failure to peacefully coexist in World War I. A large majority of the public and the leaders in Washington were determined not to be drawn into another European war and once again have to bail them out.

Japan’s infamous surprise attack on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, settled the debate on whether the Axis powers, Germany, Italy and Japan, were a threat – to not only our allies – but our nation’s national security interests as well. As FDR became more involved in the planning and monitoring of our military campaigns in the Pacific, North Africa and Europe, and as his health slowly declined, those that were entrusted with the project began to usurp his limited vision and pursued appropriations from Congress that would permit the design and construction of a building that became the edifice of what President Eisenhower labelled the “military industrial complex.” When the building was completed in January 1943, it was named the Pentagon because of its shape as clearly seen from the sky. The Pentagon was the biggest manmade structure until it was surpassed by the completion of the World Trade Towers which were built on the tip of Manhattan in the early 1970s. When the towers tragically collapsed by the design of a small group of terrorists, blinded by hate and obsessed with thoughts of revenge for betrayals not understood at the time, the Pentagon regained its title as the largest building in the world.

FDR, Winston Churchill and Joseph Stalin met in Yalta in February 1943 to discuss a multitude of subjects related to their war aims. The most prominent for the Russians was the establishment of a second front. Although the tide was turning against the massive German war machine after their disastrous defeat at Stalingrad, the Germans were able to mount an offensive in the spring of that year. The largest tank battles in history occurred during that campaign. The Russians courageously held the line and continued to combat 200 German divisions at a tremendous cost to their resources and human lives. The Eastern Front had witnessed some of the most brutal and barbaric battles in history that had been ruthlessly waged ever since June 1941 when Operation Barbarossa was launched by Hitler. As the Wehrmacht reluctantly retreated, its leaders authorized a scorched earth policy which devastated what was left of Russia’s farms, towns and cities. They also mercilessly butchered and raped the Russian people. In comparison, the allied troops in the west were pitted against only 10 German divisions and in some cases much less. FDR was sensitive to this and argued for the acceleration of a plan to invade Northern Europe. Churchill, on the other hand, opined that if we attacked German forces in France too soon it could result in a humiliating defeat which could undermine the morale of their troops. The disaster of the Dieppe Raid weighed heavily on their thoughts as they strategized at Yalta. In the end, Churchill had successfully argued for an assault in what he called the soft underbelly of Europe. But first, he contended that they needed to defeat Field Marshall Rommel in North Africa to prevent the German’s from gaining control of the rich oil fields that they desperately needed to fuel their massive armored divisions and the Luftwaffe (German Airforce).

Critics of Churchill have suggested that he also wanted to protect the colonial interests of the British Empire. In addition, he may have anticipated that a delay in the formation of a second front in the West would allow Hitler and Stalin more time to destroy each other. It was no secret at the time that Churchill did not trust Stalin any more than he did Hitler. His alliance with Russia was a necessary evil that he tolerated as long as it continued to assist British national interests such as their survival. Roosevelt, to the contrary, confidently surmised that he could control Stalin with tactful diplomacy and by his charm. For Churchill, FDR was deluding himself, for in his estimate, there was no chance of building trust and allegiance with a psychopath. He also fervently believed, as did most at the time, including many American military leaders, that communism was just as big a threat to world liberty as was fascism.

The other issues that were discussed at Yalta pertained to the fulfillment of the principles espoused in the Atlantic Charter of 1941. Roosevelt and Churchill wanted assurances from Stalin that Eastern Europe would be granted autonomy after Germany had been defeated. Stalin argued that he was willing to agree to this with exception to those parts of Poland he had obtained when he consummated the Non-Aggression Pact with Hitler in 1939. He pointed out that Germany in the first half of the twentieth century had invaded Russia twice with devastating consequences for his country by travelling through Poland. He was determined to have a buffer zone between Russia and Germany that would provide his nation with sufficient warning of future military aggression by the Germans. They also negotiated an agreement that Russia would enter the war against Japan three months after the defeat of German forces.

The execution of Operation Overlord which constituted that largest amphibious campaign in history finally provided the second front that the Russians had been requesting for years. The landings in Normandy were a brilliant triumph for the military planners who devised the operation. As commander of all Western allied forces, General Eisenhower’s reputation benefited significantly as the troops valiantly began to get a foothold on what had been called the fortress of Europe. He would ride this success all the way to the White House in 1952. The day of June 6, 1944, is fondly remembered as D-Day.

As allied troops pushed into the farmland of France and took control over the coastal towns and villages, it increasingly became apparent to the commanders of German forces who was going to win the war. Because the allies had agreed on terms of unconditional surrender which Hitler never did assent to, the war continued until Berlin had been destroyed by allied bombings and was physically occupied by Russian troops. The Russians lost 500,000 taking the capital of Nazi Germany.

Roosevelt died of a brain hemorrhage in April 1945 where he was convalescing at Warm Springs, Georgia. Ever since he had contracted Polio in his early twenties while swimming at his retreat at Campobello, he occasionally bathed in the warm healing waters of Georgia fed by underground springs. He did not live to see the surrender of Germany which occurred in May. Stalin who was described by American diplomats as stoic and without emotion uncharacteristically with a trembling voice and a tear in his eye tendered his condolences to George F. Kennan, the U.S. Ambassador to Russia, for the passing of Roosevelt. Just maybe, FDR’s charm was having the effect that Churchill had dismissed as impossible and naïve. The death of FDR, as it did with Lincoln, had profound consequences over the long awaited peace and the restructuring of the international community. The joy of victory quickly was replaced with mistrust and suspicion that devolved into a Cold War between the West and the East.

Vice President Truman’s assent into the presidency was not as smooth as he had hoped. He quickly learned how much FDR had kept from him, regarding many of our top secret programs. One could only imagine what his initial thoughts were as he was briefed on the Manhattan Project which was monitored by Lieutenant General Leslie Groves, Jr. and supervised by Dr. Robert Oppenheimer at Los Alamos in New Mexico for the purpose of developing the atom bomb. The success of this highly classified scientific endeavor that had been significantly aided by Albert Einstein’s formulas created options for the United States in its war with Japan. The Japanese would eventually surrender in August 1945.

Prior to their surrender, Truman had his first and only opportunity to size up Stalin at Potsdam. Churchill initially joined the conference that was convened from July 17 through to August 2, 1945. When he and the conservatives were defeated, the newly elected Prime Minister, Clement Attlee, represented British interests for the remainder of the negotiations. The discussions included post war order, peace treaties and the rebuilding of most of the civilized world in Europe and Asia.

Before Truman was made aware of the successful detonation of the atom bomb in New Mexico, he got Stalin to reaffirm the commitment he made at Yalta to enter the Asian war three months after the defeat of Germany. However, Truman, unlike Roosevelt, did not trust Stalin and was very concerned about the position that Stalin had taken as he maintained Russian troops in the Balkans, Poland, Hungary, Bulgaria and Czechoslovakia. Stalin essentially reneged on his agreement to withdraw from these countries after the conclusion of the war. He argued that Western Europe had launched assaults against his country on multiple occasions and that these nations were necessary to provide a buffer zone against aggression and that they were a legitimate sphere of Soviet influence. Truman, to say the least, was not impressed with Stalin’s position. As a consequence, Truman’s perceptions began to harden into mistrust and fear of Russian ambitions.

When Truman was apprised of the triumphant detonation of the atom bomb, his attitude significantly changed from apprehension to one of confidence. He boasted to Stalin of the achievement of American scientists in their development of the most destructive weapon ever built by mankind. Stalin was not impressed and showed little reaction to Truman’s announcement. Unbeknownst to Truman
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