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cui bono (k\AE' b5'n5) n.-Utility, advantage, or self-interest considered as the
determinant of value or motivation.

[From Latin cui bon® (est), for whom (it is) of advantage : cui, dative of
gul, who + bon?, dative of bonum, advantage.]
American Heritage College Dictionary, 3" Ed.
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During the last five years, America has embarked on its final trek to global
domination. The anxiously anticipated final trek began with acts of terror committed on
American soil that brought about drastic changes in domestic security, set precedent for
preemptive, preventative, or precautionary warfare, and reinvigorated the movement to
dominate space. The motif of the acts of terror was exploited to garner fear and brandish
power by haughtily making vulnerable an American working population. In the dawn of the
twenty-first century, America fought wars of global domination. Though officially fought for
liberation and the furtherance of democracy, the wars paradoxically stunted both. The leaders
of empire, after the deaths of three thousand people in New York City, glutted their public
with liberty-defying legislation and smothered disruptive protectorate states with carpet and
saturation bombing, realizing imperial objectives without achieving the publicly pronounced
aims of the wars. The trek to global domination was not an inevitable consequence of
democratic pluralism, but rather the product of two and a quarter centuries of imperial
ambition. This brief text will give a between-the-lines historical analysis of double-standard
imperial policy coupled with shrewd North American statesmanship from the early

seventeenth century to the present-day.
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Colonialism to Revolution: Shrewd Statesmanship

British hegemony in North America began in 1607 with the conquering of the American natives
in much the same fashion as the Protestant-Elizabethan Conquest of Ireland in the mid-sixteenth
century; plantations were built to insulate British planters from the savagery of the non-
Protestant Irish and Indian tribes; the conquests displayed mercilessness in their sheer disregard
and plunder of the conquered peoples; the terror of Indian barbarism, the savagery of the Irish,
and British superciliousness provided the pretext for wars of domination. Just as the Crown
pillaged and burned villages in Ireland, Indian tribes were subjected to the same sword and
flame. The tribes in the areas of British North American conquest, unlike those in the Spanish
domain of Mexico and Central America, were not sedentary and resisted enslavement, whereas
those peoples conquered by Spain more readily accepted enslavement. British colonists were
unable to enchain or subsist with the Indians, and systematically removed them. What remained
a necessity then was labor on the rich-soiled plantations annexed by the wealthy British traders.
By 1619, the poverty-ridden and imprisoned within Britain emigrated as indentured servants
along with African slaves to constitute the working force and minority classes on the newly
conquered land. New World profiteering provided Britain with the necessary resources to
expand her realm of domination to all corners of the globe; the wealth of the American colonies
set the groundwork for British imperial conquest.

The Age of Enlightenment of the eighteenth century brought profound redefinition to
the worldview of much of the Western world, and spurred revolution in the united American
colonies, then in France, Haiti, and the Spanish colonies of Latin America. To incite mutiny
among the working class, the leaders of the Revolution exploited the resentment of British
American colonists toward the great disparity of wealth in favor of the British traders and
landowners, shrewdly diverting attention from their own estates. Collectively rousing the
British colonists in the United States, the Declaration of Independence condemned the terror
and conspiracy of George Ill, a tyrant. Thomas Jefferson wrote: “Governments are instituted
among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed — That whenever any
Form of Government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or
to abolish it ...[A]ll men are created equal...endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable
Rights...But when a long train of abuses and usurpations...evinces a design to reduce them
under absolute Despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off such Government, and to
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provide new guards for their future security.” The Revolution was incited and fought by
aroused British colonists beside French, Prussian, black, and Indian warriors, and from the
debris of war, an American aristocracy was born anew.

Though Revolution was notionally fought in the interest of all men, those who would
assume power in the aftermath of Revolution, the American Forefathers, were those that most
capitalized on the new freedom from the Crown. The equality of protection and representation
under the law was extended only to the self-made man of property; excluded were the
propertyless, women, and colored folk of whichever stripe. Jefferson wrote of a “natural
aristocracy;” Hamilton and Madison believed government to be the “guardian of elite values,”
in which “legislators...would be chosen from the ranks of ‘gentlemen;’” (Judis, 26) John Jay
said that the people that own the country ought to run it. Though promoting a polity of equality,
the slaver founders saw to it that the ante-bellum caste system was maintained. Independence
from Britain was but a nominal transition of the aristocracy joint with the invention of liberty

and certain unalienable rights.
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Independence to Civil War: Callow Imperial Statesmanship

After independence was won, among the chief aims of the new country was commercial and
territorial expansion. War Chief Washington, the “Town Destroyer,” set out in 1779 against the
savage Iroquois along the Great Lakes to “extirpate them from the country.” (Mintz, 76)
Jefferson, who wrote after Independence that “America has a hemisphere to itself,” (LaFeber,
22) broadened the domain of democracy in 1803 with the Louisiana Purchase from Bonaparte
in the largest single expanse of American territory: 828,000 square miles for $1 million. Though
no rationale was given for the financing of Bonaparte’s Terror in Europe, the incorporation of
the French, blacks, and Creoles of Louisiana into the Union without their consent was also a
banal matter of expansionist policy; Jefferson told Madison that the Creoles were “as incapable
of self-government as children...the less we say about constitutional difficulties respecting
Louisiana the better, and what is necessary for surmounting them must be done sub silentio.”
(Paterson, 60)

Whereas the Virginia dynasty and the Northern Federalists first dominated American
politics in the early days of the democracy, Judis writes, “[p]olitical parties and elections first
became important during the 1820s,” when “states eliminated property tests for voting, [and] the
parties became local and national organizations.” (5; emphasis added) These parties were
powerful enough that they “doled out government jobs through patronage and controlled local
newspapers.” (6) This party system, born in the 1820s, reigned until the Civil War. This half-
century brought about invention and industry, an ever-expanding commercial capacity, and the
pride of democracy, capitalism, and the labor force that fueled it, grew and required expansion.

Shrewd statesmanship won the Floridas from Spain by way of the Adams-Onis treaty of
1821, which also extended US territory to the Pacific. In 1823, President Monroe claimed
hemispheric hegemony with his annunciation of the Monroe Doctrine, without the power to
enforce it. For example, European creditors, England and France, brought armed force on the
Falkland Islands and Mexican ports in the 1830s, but US policymakers did nothing. In any event,
the doctrine had been set down in 1823 to be invoked in future interventions in order to preserve
and insure US interests across the hemisphere, and eventually beyond.

Andrew Jackson, president and war hero, was cheered for playing shepherd on the Trail of
Tears, when he transmigrated thousands of Indians from their land in Florida. Of course estimates
of mortality along the Trail differ, but a reasonable estimate would approximate 100,000 Indians
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transported, and perhaps a third who died on course. With this translocation, the US had
expanded and exterminated along the entire eastern seaboard, ever broadening the domain of
democracy. President Polk in the 1840s brought about an even wider expanse of democracy. In
1845, Polk invoked the Monroe Doctrine to claim US rights to Texas, California, and Oregon, but
only after a fabricated event on Mexican soil that had been orchestrated by the Polk
Administration. The event, instigated by US provocateurs on then-Mexican territory, was
deliberately misconstrued as involving militant Mexicans on US soil; it was a lie. The US public
was plunged into an enormous and unconstitutional land grab by the hands of a self-confident
American elite, which brought the death and theft of people, land, and resources, while
continentally expanding US influence and democracy by way of an illegally instigated act of war,
which served as a false-flag pretext for the intervention of the US military. The expansion of
slavery that the post-war annexation of Mexican territory could have provided created an uneasy
atmosphere in Washington, and in all events the Mexican War served as at least partial catalyst
for the Civil War, which was also incited by instigated provocation.

In the North, slavery was abolished for its lack of necessity. Factory work and artisanship
dominated the North and gave jobs to a white population; blacks were free but consigned to grisly
living conditions and brutal racism. Slavery was a necessity of the Southern agricultural elite; free
labor made Southern planters more successful than their wage-paying northern countrymen, and
more, the population of nonvoting laborers gave considerably more power to Southern white
representatives in Congress. The expansion of national territory gave potential to a wider
disproportion of representation by leaders of slave states, and thus threatened the standing
influence of those northern elites that had enjoyed prior leverage of majority influence in
policymaking. Arguments in Washington were brought up against slavery in the new territories,
and in response, slave states argued for the power of states’ rights over federal power. The Civil
War was less about the freedom of slaves than the freedom of states vis-a-vis the federal
government. Emancipation excluded Missouri, Kentucky, Delaware, and Maryland, along with
Tennessee and parts of Union-controlled Louisiana and Virginia, for they had not defied the
Northern command and had not attempted secession. Abolition of slavery was a mid-wartime
measure aimed at suffocating Southern labor and wartime potential and at recruiting blacks to
fight on the side of the North, though the blacks were frequently rejected and lynched even by
Union soldiers for their various inferiorities. Missouri, Kentucky, Delaware and Maryland were
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allowed to keep their slaves for some years before Congress ruled the matter too antithetical to
the unity of one nation under a Constitution. Emancipation, though, was an act of war, not
morality.

The Civil War was incited as leaders from both sides announced to a largely apathetic
public that policy now officially chided the previous fraternity of the states: the unity of “we.”
Thousands were stirred from their everyday life to murder their compatriot. Over 630,000 were
killed from battle and disease and over 1,000,000 were injured in what ended in a varied form of
political and economic control over a white and black labor force; unshackled, slaves were
transposed from one form of slavery to another and the poor whites held their lot. Leaders of
industry profited well in wartime, and learned of the gainful nature of garnering war sentiment
and large-scale war.

The Second American Revolution, as the Civil War is often called, is a fitting description
of the War, or the putting down of rebellion, as Lincoln termed it, though he certainly acted as a
war president. During the War, the North was able to convert its industry and agriculture to meet
wartime demands, so much so that the Union actually had surplus in each to send overseas. The
Civil War also marked a revolution in naval technology; the most stunning of achievements were
the new ironclad war boats that even the British envied. Lincoln revolutionized the presidency in
his executivization of power in among other things his setting of precedent in declaring martial
law in the United States (most notably in Maryland). Perhaps one of the most important
revolutions wrought by the Civil War was the shift in view and reality of what the United States
really was. Whereas before the Civil War the United States were seen as a collection of
autonomous entities—these United States—after the War, they were seen as the United States,
under a powerful central government.

National unity was found again in armistice. People found their way back to the fields,
factories, and shops after real carnage, and the social order was maintained much as before, but
emerging was an Industrial Revolution that was to consolidate political and economic power in
unprecedented terms. After the Civil War, writes Judis, “[m]uch of what the national
government and local and state governments did was dictated by the growing power of wealthy
merchants, bankers and industrialists,” who could “buy off politicians, and sometimes entire
state legislatures and the US Congress,” bringing death to the party system of the 1820s. (6)

Newspapers were still elite-run and vast means of opinion regimentation, and voting turnout
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was often very high after the Civil War. The swelling of the polls, though, “didn’t necessarily
reflect public involvement in government debate. National campaigns were like sporting
events;” (6) attention to public issues was emotionally based: “parties commanded loyalty
rather than intellectual conviction,” Judis writes. “A Chicagoan might be a Democrat rather
than a Republican in the same spirit that he later was a Cubs rather than White Sox fan.” (6) For
the blood of the Civil War, relevant public discourse was still no more than an abstraction,
nearly a century into the democratic experiment, in a new form, different from that of the early
rule of the New England and Virginian elite, which was followed by the national party
leadership beginning in the 1820s. Democratic politics continued with shrewd design as the
average voter was more aficionado than participant, cajoled by slogans and other emotionally
poignant symbols that substituted for active and relevant public political participation. Henry
Adams reflected on the American electoral discourse in 1884: the “amusing thing is that no one
talks about real interests.” (31)

More devastating perhaps than the lack of relevant public discourse, and a more important
component of post-Civil War America than the passage of the 13", 14™ and 15™ incorporative
amendments, was the rise of the corporation, which rose to superpower specifically via the 14"
amendment, by which it gained the rights of a person, though not the right to hold office or vote.
Hawken writes: “By invoking freedom of speech, corporations achieve precisely what the Bill of
Rights was intended to prevent: domination of public thought and discourse.” (108) Industry took
hold of the nation as never before, monopolizing everything, especially from within the walls of
Congress, whose members were often representatives of Industry, else clients or beneficiaries,
and in any case, sharers of worldview; Industrialists and their governmental counterparts largely
exploited the same labor force as their fathers and their fathers (descendents of the emigrated
peasants, prisoners, and slaves, along with hordes of jobless immigrants) in the areas of capital
goods, mining, steel production, which gave way to the final completion of a transcontinental rail
network, the setting up of trade posts at junctions and river junctures, and the funneling of
national capital into even fewer hands; the nation began to take its current face. Industry
vertically integrated, aligning all the steps of production under one management for maximum

profit. Wealth became further removed from those that labored.
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Industrial Revolution to the Cold War: Industry and Propaganda

Wartime experience with the Mexicans in the 1840s and within our borders in the 1860s was an
exercitation, a dress rehearsal, for the Spanish-American-Cuban-Filipino War at the end of the
nineteenth century, by way of organizing popular sentiment and indignation; the overlapping birth
of the factory also gave way to the capacity to produce arms, among many other things, with mass
efficiency. After the mysterious and pretext-providing explosion and sinking of the US Battle
Ship Maine in 1898, blamed on the Spanish in Havana Harbor, which ignited the “formidable
inflammability of our multitudinous population,” (Paterson, 200) President McKinley brought the
US into a short three-month skirmish of a war that gave the States world power status, attaining
our first overseas territories in the Philippines. Also gained were the “protectorate” position of the
island of a long-envied Cuba and pride in defeat over the faltering power of imperial Spain.
President Theodore Roosevelt, coming to office in the wake of the seldom-discussed

assassination of McKinley in 1901, added his Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine in 1905 in his
proclamation of international police power over the hemisphere in an era of much self-confidence
on the part of our nation’s elite. Brooks Adams, grandson and great grandson of American
presidents, said the War of 1898 was “the turning point in our history...I do believe that we may
dominate the world, as no nation has dominated it in recent time...The first taste of power is
always the sweetest.” (LaFeber, 40, 1993)

LaFeber typifies Progressive political ideology: “Interests and imperial rivalry, not
morality and consistency, drove US policies.” (39) In competition primarily with British and
German entrepreneurship, the US State Department kept busy in foreign affairs. In 1903,
Roosevelt the 26" irreverently labeled Latin Americans “Dagoes” for their incapacity of self-
governance, and pushed Panama to break from Colombia to begin the construction of a long-
anticipated isthmian canal, which would, of course, be protected by US military police.
Roosevelt’s Big Stick Policy set precedent by deploying the armed forces to insure US interests.
Secretary of State Philander C. Knox of the Progressive Taft Administration was fond of armed
intervention, absurdly insisting on “the moral value” of naval power. (LaFeber, 39) Between the
Spanish-American War of 1898 and World War 1, the State Department landed troops in Puerto
Rico, Minnesota (against the Chippewa at Leech Lake), Nicaragua five times, Idaho, Oklahoma,
Panama, Honduras four times, the Dominican Republic, Korea, Cuba twice, Mexico, Colorado in
1914, Haiti, and China. So busy was the US State Department, the “US marines entered the
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Caribbean region no fewer than twenty times between 1898 and 1920.” (81) LaFeber writes that
in 1906, Elihu Root, “perhaps his generation’s shrewdest analyst of the new corporate America,”
told a convention of industrialists: “As in their several ways England and France and Germany
have stood, so we in our own way are beginning to stand and must continue to stand toward the
industrial enterprise of the world.” (36, 1993) Empery was in ascension.

A stray example of dead-serious US diplomacy: in 1910, US private interests owned forty
percent of Mexican land at a time when Mexico was the world’s third leading oil exporter. Talks
of expropriating of these treasure-bearing lands and improving the lot of the average Mexican
became audible as a reform-minded government, under President Francisco Madero, was elected
in 1911, when Mexicans had finally overcome the strong-arm rule of Porfirio Diaz. In 1913, an
overzealous group in the US State Department had Madero assassinated in order to secure US
business interests and to preserve the muddled social order by locksafing the tumultuousness and
preventing the real national growth of Mexican politics with a debilitating civil war and ensuing
long-term civil turmoil. In retarding Mexican development or progress, US interests went largely
preserved as they kept proprietorship of their lands, by dividing Mexicans among themselves, and
conquering.

Meanwhile, an imperialist war of domination was intensifying in Europe. As Howard
Zinn writes: “The advanced capitalist countries of Europe were fighting over boundaries,
colonies, spheres of influence; they were competing for Alsace-Lorraine, the Balkans, Africa, the
Middle East.” (359) But the war found an American public largely apathetic. By this time, “it was
widely recognized by the elite sectors in the US and Britain that within their societies, coercion
was a tool of diminishing utility.” (Chomsky, 2003, 6-7) Mimicking the Ministry of Information
in England, which aimed “to direct the thought of most of the world,” President Wilson devised
the Committee on Public Information and the Creel Commission, which, within months, “turned a
pacifist population into raving hysterics who wanted to destroy everything German to save
ourselves from Huns who were tearing the arms off Belgian babies.” (Chomsky, 2002, 64) The
“propaganda successes” of this campaign “inspired progressive democratic theorists and the
modern public-relations [propaganda] industry.” (Chomsky, 2003, 8)

Propaganda has long been propagated, but until the twentieth century, it was never so
sophisticated. The twentieth century introduced the world to brand new fields of science in the
schools of psychology and social psychology. In Hegemony or Survival, Chomsky writes, citing



Forrest

Progressive policymakers Walter Lippman and Edward Bernays, that public opinion and
concerted action was driven by the “manufacture of consent,” or the “engineering of consent,” of
the public through the elite’s means of “control of opinion and attitude,” through a “revolution in
the art of democracy.” (6, 2003; 14, 2002) Bernays, a nephew of Freud, wrote, “As civilization
has become more complex, the technical means have been invented and developed by which
opinion may be regimented.” (Judis, 44) Chomsky, in his pamphlet on Media Control writes,
“Propaganda is to a democracy what the bludgeon is to a totalitarian state.” (20)

Behavioral theorist Harold Lasswell wrote in 1935 that the extolling of public opinion,
the dissemination of propaganda, is a matter of choosing symbolisms “capable of eliciting the
desired concerted acts. There is incessant resort to repetition or distraction.” (38) “Propaganda,
when successful, is astute in handling: Aggressiveness, Guilt, Weakness, Affection.” (39) Social
conjugation is achieved when enough verifying elements exist to create a system of unification, or
a we, a sense of relation or common ground among the population. War fever is stirred by
demonizing an enemy (a they) and propagating “symbols of the collective ‘we,”” to give the
nation a sense of vulnerability and thence the need for protection; “the symbol of the nation is
redefined as infinitely protective and indulgent, powerful and wise.” (41) This annotated history
of American statecraft will see this formula utilized occasion after occasion in the pursuit of
global domination.

Progressive President Wilson led America in World War | “with God on our side.”
American soldiers, mostly teenagers, were induced to fight for “democracy” around the world.
They were goaded into fighting with all sorts of pro-war advertising; ads used sex in their
illustrations and proclaimed that soldiers were fighting to protect women at home and abroad; ads
drew in conscripts from all over the country, convincing men that enlisting was the “manly” thing
to do. Former “racketeer for capitalism,” Major General Smedley Darlington Butler, who earned
his reputation in the War of 1898, wrote War is a Racket in 1935 condemning US interventions as
means of territorial and economic annexation, means of expanding monopoly. Up to WWI, writes
Butler, “Boys...were made to feel ashamed if they didn’t join the army.” Ads animated an angry
Uncle Sam rolling up his sleeves preparing to fight against an “immoral” enemy, the Hun. “Even
God was brought into it...our clergymen joined in the clamor...it is His will that the Germans be
killed.” (Butler: 17)

But the propaganda was intensified in 1915, under President Wilson, as a German

10
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submarine torpedoed the English passenger ship Lusitania, and the American media portrayed
these acts of war “uncivilized” to easily engage the US in the war. Advantageous it was, as public
opinion was in favor of Britain even before misconstruing German wartime action. By British
Admiralty regulation, any ship that was unrelated to war was to zigzag its path as an international
signal to hold fire. The Lusitania failed to zigzag and was struck by German torpedoes. As a
possible pretext for American enjoinment in the war, the German Kaiser averred that the captain
of the ship had intentionally failed to swerve path, and “had thus invited the sinking of his own
vessel to inflame American opinion against Germany.” (Johnson, 49)

In the period between the Spanish-American War and the closing of the First World War,
American manufacturers squandered a twenty-five billion dollar war debt from the national
treasury, creating at least “21,000 new millionaires and billionaires...in the United States.”
(Butler, 1, 4) “No one told them [the American public] that their going and their dying would
mean huge war profits.” (Butler, 18) WWI marked a radical change in American global status. At
the outset of the War, America had shed its century and a half history of being a debtor country
and became for the first time an international creditor. Already the sphere of influence of the
States had been felt by the underdeveloped plantation states of Latin America for scores of
decades. But by the time of WWI, the advanced Western European countries would feel the
sphere of US influence as well. The imperial prognoses of Brooks Adams and Elihu Root were
materializing.

The same propaganda methods before WWI came back after the War to bring about the
Red Scare, which rationalized intervention in the Soviet Union, destroyed labor unions and
organized strikes, and aggrandized the merits of corporate capitalism. Of course the media, the
schools, the church and the business establishment egged on the Red Scare. Businessman Roger
Babson summed up the achievements of the political cant of the era: “The war taught us the
power of propaganda. Now when we have to sell anything to the American people, we know how
to sell it. We have the school, the pulpit and the press.” (Judis, 44)

A world power out of WWI, the US armed companies were kept active after the War, sent
to protect the National Interest in Haiti, the Dominican Republic, Cuba, Russia five times between
1918 and 1922 in attempts to suppress the Bolsheviks, Panama twice, Honduras twice,
Guatemala, West Virginia to ward off a miner strike, Turkey, China twice, El Salvador, and even
Washington DC to stop a WWI veteran bonus protest, all before WWII. Seeing that intervention

11
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IS a means of protecting and advancing investment, it is clear that the US had indeed become a
reckonable force in international relations in the wake of the First Great War, altering and
disrupting policy across the world with military intimidation. In tandem with the hyper-
adventurousness of US armed forces, American industry boomed even through the Depression
and up to WWII, when production hit a new record peak.

More than providing the world with peacetime supplies and munitions through the
Depression, the US heads of industry were preparing for a war of their own. In early 1934,
capitalist racketeer General Smedley Butler was approached by the leaders of industry with the
charge of leading a coup on the New Deal government. Biographer Hans Schmidt writes that in
November of 1934, Butler exposed

an alleged plot by Wall Street interests to topple President Roosevelt and establish a
dictatorship. The story broke in the New York Post and Philadelphia Record under the
banner headline ‘GEN. BUTLER CHARGES FASCIST PLOT,” and revealed what
purported to be Butler’s testimony to a closed session of the House of Un-American
Activities in New York. Financiers led by broker Grayson M. —P. Murphy and Singer
sewing machine heir Robert Sterling Clark had raised $3 million, with more in the offing,
and approached Butler to lead an army of 500,000 veterans to overthrow the government
in a bloodless coup. (223)

The plans included high promotion for Butler and a lead role in the Civilian Conservation Corps
camps, seemingly not unlike the camps being constructed in Nazi Germany, sponsored by the
same Big Business interests. Butler of course did not lead the coup, and the episode in American
democracy was pretermitted down the Memory Hole.

American business, reported The Corporation, a 2005 documentary that exposes the
ominous contradiction between corporate capitalism and democracy, reigned supreme in the years
of the Depression and WWII, churning billion dollar revenues, maritime and otherwise. Other
enterprises involved in the Fascist plot on FDR were GE, Standard Oil, US Steel, Coke-Fanta,
Ford, and IBM. These corporations dominated in part because of their leading banking
connections, and in fair part to trade, with the rising Nazi super-state. US industry provided Hitler
the means to erect his (potentially global) empire with concrete, computer systems, and “millions
of dollars of gold, fuel, steel, coal and US treasury bonds...both feeding and financing Hitler’s
build-up to war.” (The Guardian, 9/25/04; emphasis added) IBM is recorded as having supplied
Hitler the technology of numerical categorizing systems for surveilling and giving agenda to the

12
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prisoners of the concentration camps. The various minorities held in the camps were assigned
“treatment” by way of age, sex, height, weight, working capacity, and other attributes.

As Germany came to be defined as an official enemy, most US trade with the Nazi regime
was cut, but some enterprises, including the banking institutes of Brown Brothers Harriman and
Union Banking Corporation, both connected to one Herbert Walker and son-in-law Prescott Bush,
and the partial sources of the modern Bush family fortune, continued trade with the enemy state
well into the war, which was going to be fought in any event, according to the Guardian
Unlimited and the US National Archives: “they didn’t care about the Nazis any more than they
cared about their investments with the Bolsheviks.” The US entered the war in late 1941 as Japan
bombarded the American naval base in the US territory of Hawaii, in what was again an
anticipated and desired attack, reports even the History Channel, and another prime example of
premeditated violence eliciting a pretext for war entry. Corporate America quickly rallied troops
to the Allied cause, destroying the Nazi regime, capturing the Gestapo and dividing its leaders and
lieutenants amongst the American and Soviet intelligence communities, and notoriously

pioneering nuclear holocaust against the demented Japanese would-be world power.

13



Forrest

The Cold War: “Largely a Fraud”

The years following the Second Great War gleamed of opportunity for an imperially ambitious
United States, and, much like after WWI, an instant enemy was made of the Communist Soviet
Empire. Though the North American super-state boasted of hemispheric economic and military
hegemony since the TR administration, when the Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine
“announced in 1905 that henceforth the United States would act as the policemen to maintain
order in the hemisphere,” it was not until after WWII that even “Western Europe was as utterly
dependent on the United States as Central America had been before the war.” (LaFeber, 1993, 38)
The US found itself militarily unscathed and exercised after the War, reaping the wealth of huge
wartime profits, and, flaunting “unchallenged supremacy in the air and on the oceans, the United
States stood unrivaled as the most powerful nation in history.” (LaFeber, 87)

The settling of WWII brought about new governmental institutions of security—the
Department of Defense, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the Central Intelligence
Agency—>but simultaneously found a lack of security quandaries fiscally disappointing and
physically boring for the leaders of industry and state. Military production was exorbitant
anticipating and during the War, but afterward, the “great military production machine briefly
came to a halt.” (Johnson, 55) The leaders of production and statecraft thus faced a temporary
divestment of arm and other wartime sales, and meanwhile newborn policing forces were in need
of an agenda; a cold war was in demand so as to proffer another booming wartime atmosphere to
activate our factories and agencies, and a real but realistically unthreatening force was found in
the ideological and economic presence of a crippled communist Russia, who lost over 20 million
in the war effort.

International relations morphed into a binary structure: Capitalism v. Communism.
Communism threatened the United States not in the bodily but more in a pecuniary sense of
national interest. That is, the development of communism, or any other form of polity which
would encourage actual national growth, would entail the foreclosure and expropriation of
American private property abroad, not cutting the US from the market necessarily, but cutting
into the direct profits and operational control of the global economy of the North American
power. Thereafter, reform minded regimes in developing countries were more than often branded
communist and pounced upon by US-devised ouster coups in our combat-inclined novus ordo

seclorum, and what followed was a global parading of intervention with the American flag with
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the intent to suffocate the threat of Soviet Russia by controlling satellite marketplaces, the raison
d’etre of all imperial war; Communism was pretext for the disallowance of expropriation and
altering of the social order within the client states; the wars were fought in furtherance of empire.

To gain public support for such a front and license to arms as the Cold War, a wave of
propaganda convinced America of an impending nuclear holocaust and the continuing threat of
subversion to the homeland by domestic communist espionage. As Schreker writes, “The Cold
War transformed domestic communism from a matter of public opinion to one of national
security.” (16) It was a time when “party labels don’t mean anything anymore...on one side are
the Americans and on the other are the Communists and Socialists.” (Halberstam, 10) It was a
time of exaggeration in furtherance of capitalist elite interest; Schreker shows that the “tactic of
Red-baiting made it possible to confront unions without having to address economic issues,” (10)
the prominent means by which the muchedumbre was managed and guided. It was a time most of
all of blatant fear mongering; the Red Menace was an unpredictable and ubiquitous force for
reckoning; it included “any group that challenged the established social, economic, or racial
order.” (Schreker, 11) Making a formidable foe of communism and a hero out of an abusive
capitalism, an elite class transformed an exploitative system into that of the most pious. Even
those that did not profit from the capitalist establishment feared the influence of godless
communism. It was a time when many “considered nonconformity to be as dangerous as
communism...a dualistic view of the world in which anyone who disagreed with them [the
Superior Class] was an enemy.” (Schreker, 11) Senator Millard Tydings, one of many state
officials who lost office to the Cold War witch-hunting brigade, stamped it precisely; the threat of
internal communism was a “hoax and a fraud...an attempt to inflame the American people with a
wave of hysteria and fear on an unbelievable scale.” (Halberstam, 56)

Conventional History has us remember a staunchly anticommunist Uncle Sam—sleeves
rolled up, valiantly upholding the world morale, protecting mankind from nuclear holocaust and
the crimson ideological threat, meanwhile developing an overwhelming nuclear stockpile, and
planting his feet deep as the “fulcrum of the international economy.” (Paterson, 386) Our polity
had become a corporatocracy —the triplicate iron grip of business, banks, and government armed
with sheer physical force—or less directly, the leading class of industrialists was “closely allied”
with “the forces of law and order—private detective companies, local and state police, and later,

“ John Perkins, Confessions of an Economic Hit Man, 2004.
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federal agencies like the FBI and military intelligence.” (Schreker, 10) So the pretext, or the
misnomer as we will see, of Communism paved the path for a corporate state and myriad
“violations of civil liberties,” that “could not have taken place without the collaboration of the
nation’s political and social elites, the men and women who ran the federal government and the
nation’s most important public and private institutions.” (Schreker, 2; emphasis added) The US
was not reluctant to bring force in securing the national interest, control of raw materials and
favorable balances of trade, and the hindrance of reform-minded regimes that menaced US capital
investments.

The Truman Doctrine of 1947 professed to the world the need of the US to contain
communism worldwide, and the US not lightheartedly nor infrequently intervened to uphold such
cause. Political scientist Robert Higgs asserts, “To convince the public, and thereby Congress, of
the need for additional defense spending to implement the proclaimed Truman Doctrine of
containing communist expansion around the world, the administration needed a more visible
crisis.” (Higgs, 1994) So, with public ado, in 1948, a communist inspired Vanguardia Popular
party was claimed by US state department officials, in accordance with United Fruit Company
(UFCO) interests and anxieties, to be on the brink of rule in Costa Rica. Without hesitation, “US
troops were placed on alert in the Canal Zone.” They were to curb the communist regiment before
it could consolidate power and to assure the promotion of US interests, the insurance of US
investment. The threat proved to be a false alarm, but the arm of empire was flexed and showed
that “unilateral US intervention was no mere abstraction.” (LaFeber, 1993, 104)

During the early 1950s, as the US boosted its defense budget to secure raw materials in
Korea, Iran, and Guatemala, it found itself fueling another colonial war in Indochina for the
French. Though the French had occupied the area since the nineteenth century, revolt had led to
clear hardship for the French forces, who were desperate for US aid: “Between 1950 and 1954,
the United States provided $1.2 billion in aid to the French effort in Indochina, and by 1954 was
paying for 70 percent of the French military budget,” (LaFeber, 160, 1972) and our war machine
was to be in full throttle in Indochina for the next two decades, so long as the US was owed the
spoils of the war.

The anti-communist and overt Korean War (1950-1953), “the worst of American postwar
interventions, the most destructive, far more genocidal than Vietnam,” (Cumings, 1990) brought
“the first and most significant peak in weapons purchases” (Johnson, 56) in US history, as shown
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in the 233% increase in defense spending in the three years of the war before 1953. (Higgs) It
should be noted, though, that a large portion of the increased expenditure did not go to the
funding of the war in Korea. The majority went to nuclear development and to the fortifying of
US military bases around the planet, otherwise called NATO bases; the current age of imperial
militancy was underway. Though ending in a stalemate, US wartime spending and profit soared
during the Korean War, communism was halted in foot, and US interests remained intact.

As the budget was set for overt action, it synchronously invited disbursement of funding
for covert State Department sponsored endeavors. One of the first covert coups of the Cold War
was arranged in Iran against the democratically elected Mohammad Mossadegh in the late
summer of 1953. The nationalist movement pushed by Mossadegh “undercut the power of the
[repressive] shah, and proceeded to nationalize the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company” and in so doing
Mossadegh found himself charged a communist. LaFeber writes, “In August the Shah staged a
successful coup to regain power. The United States provided the guns, trucks, armored cars, and
the radio communications for the Shah’s forces.” (1972, 155-156) The ouster coup, staged by the
US and UK, and absent the forces of either, proved a shrewd and spendthrift means of reinstating
order among those that did not align, or cooperate, with the global capitalist system, and “returned
to power a more pliable figure, the Shah Reza Pahlavi.” (Gilderhus, 147) Importantly, “Mosadeq
in Iran was neither a Marxist nor a Leninist, since he opposed the Iranian communist parties on
any number of issues and principles,” and further typifying the insincerity of democratic Cold
War rhetoric: “the democratic USA was urged to overthrow the elected Mosadeq by the
democratic United Kingdom.” (Forsythe, 386)

“[T]he easy success of the coup in Iran was a powerful inducement to the Eisenhower
administration to run more covert operations,” (Halberstam, 369) and arrangements were made in
Guatemala the following year for the ouster of yet another democratically elected president.
President Jacobo Arbenz Guzman was actually the first leader in the history of Guatemala to be
elected and have taken office without prior bloodshed. As Arbenz advanced Guatemala with an
array of reforms that began with his constitutional predecessor, he thus offended La Frutera, or
UFCO. No sooner had an Agrarian Reform bill been passed than an ouster coup was in the
planning. The CIA orchestrated this coup in which US forces again were to be absent; “as Allen
Dulles reported to President Eisenhower, the success of the venture depended more on the
‘psychological impact’ rather than actual military strength.” (Gilderhus, 149)
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Commenting on preliminary planning and implementation of American golpes, or coups,
Forsythe writes, “Covert interventions, by their very nature, are difficult to pinpoint in time,
place, and detail; when carried out by the United States, however, some facts usually become
public knowledge eventually.” (385) Steven Van Evera, in 1990, charged the US with having
been involved in the covert ousters of twelve democratic governments since 1945. A half dozen
were violent, with or without the use of US troops, and others with sheer economic or political
pressure. A new era in empire had begun.

The first covert intervention in the sphere of influence of the Monroe Doctrine, that has
publicly surfaced, was that in Guatemala in 1954. The man discharged was Jacobo Arbenz (1951-
1954), a reform-minded and pragmatic Guatemalan president, following in the stead of Juan Jose
Arévalo (1945-1951), the ‘spiritual socialist.” By way of a golpe, oustering the previous US-
installed dictator of the thirties, Jorge Ubico, in which the spiritual socialist Arévalo did not
participate, having been exiled to Argentina, Arévalo came into power in 1944 with a mind to
aristocratize his filthy and poverty-stricken state. Reform began at once; Arévalo “extended
voting rights to all adults, abolished forced labor, instituted minimum wages and collective
bargaining for workers, redistributed small amounts of land confiscated from Germans during the
war, established a social security agency and launched a literacy campaign.” (Gilderhus, 145)
Guatemala had ranked among the world’s lowest in human rights and living standards through
centuries of exploitation; Arévalo dramatically changed the systemic structure “for the first time
in 400 years.” (LaFeber, 1993, 119)

Arbenz came to lead in Guatemala after serving as Secretary of War for Arévalo, under
whom Arbenz had despoiled over thirty anti-revolutionary coup attempts; it was plain that
interests from without were discontented with the socially-inspired reforms. And after a long, sad
history of US-sponsored dictatorships and disaster from as early as the 1870s, between 1944 and
1954, the US grew evermore apprehensive and paranoid of a communist takeover. Arévalo and
his counterpart, Arbenz, who had begun one of the greatest societal reconstructions in all of
history, began a series of reforms that wrought benefit to over 500,000 poverty-ridden
Guatemalans, 100,000 families, but one reform in particular offended US corporate/national
interest. Arbenz launched the Agrarian Reform Bill of 1953, or Degree 900, with support from the
newly legal and vastly growing labor unions. Degree 900 was a piece of legislation that was
aimed at expropriating and nationalizing uncultivated land from large landholders to be
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redistributed to the aboriginal campesinos to free them from the dictates of the coffee and banana
planters. The bill would ultimately seek to expropriate sections of the 300+ million acres, of
which only 139,000 of the UFCO’s strategically owned and fertile land were cultivated. (La
Feber, 1993, 120) An(other) ouster coup was due, and the CIA funded and trained a fraternity of
an army (which would become a Western intelligence trademark around the world, seen in the
creation of Hamas, Hezbollah, the Real IRA, Al Qaeda, etcetera, and within the US at the terrorist
training camp called the School of the Americas, at Ft. Benning, GA, and in Panama, among
other places, whose trainees have become dictators and stability-keepers in Latin America) on a
UFCO plantation in neighboring Honduras, consisting of one hundred fifty men led by
Guatemalan exile Castillo Armas, and supplied three antiquated aircraft for the farcical covert war
that was to ensue. “Even without the hazy prospect of a communist takeover of
Guatemala...Arbenz posed an intolerable challenge. In the heart of the American sphere of
influence, in an upstart banana republic, there stood...a president [whose] agrarian reform was
proceeding well, the [communist party] was gaining popular support, and basic freedoms were
being upheld. It was an intolerable challenge to America’s sense of self respect.” (Gleijeses, 365-
6)

With psychological warfare tactics derived from the Germans after the recently
extinguished mass murder of WWII, the CIA planted multiple portable radio stations in
neighboring countries with false broadcasts and a false counter-Arbenz, pro-Armas revolutionary
movement while blocking the national stations. Anti-Arbenz propaganda also fell from the sky in
the form of millions of leaflets leading up to the psychological coup dethroning Guatemalan
democracy and an under-armed Arbenz regime. The blitzkrieg attack stratagem was to be swift,
precise and unruly. While the radio announced an escalating war and Arbenz-loyalist defeats in
the countryside, the Armas armadita invaded the capital, and planes from above bombed strategic
locations, radio stations, arms storages, and other supply centers. Arbenz fled, influenced by
fright and drink, and was readily replaced with a dictator more compatible with the inhibitions of
the power to the north and more in line with the despotic tradition of Guatemalan history.

“The Guatemalan intervention in 1954 closed down Franklin Roosevelt’s Good Neighbor
policy for keeps,” (Gilderhus, 147) and what followed consequently was a rebellion instigated by
one that witnessed the CIA coup and the revolutionary, truly equitable, democracy it squashed,
‘Che’ Guevara. Fleeing north from the despotism and endless executions of the ClIA-installed
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Armas in Guatemala, Che made the acquaintance of Dr. Fidel Castro in Mexico. With an irregular
militia driven by guerilla military techniques developed by Che, Fidel came to power speedily
with his Lieutenant Colonel Che and the armed backing of the peasant populace. Reform in
expropriation and nationalization of foreign industry/agriculture on the island began immediately.
As Castro explained in 1960, “when the Revolutionary Government began to pass laws to
overcome the advantages obtained by the monopolies, difficulties arose. Then we began to be
called communists; then we began to be painted red.” (LaFeber, 1969, 129) Agrarian reforms
were the measures needed to advance the Cuban community and to dispel those who
institutionalized dire poverty among the miserable masses of cubanos. Moreover, the “public
services...all belonged to the US monopolies and a major portion of the banking business,
importing business, oil refineries, sugar production, the lion’s share of arable land and the most
important industries in all fields in Cuba belonged to North American companies.” (LaFeber,
1969, 128) And so, by design, the expropriating land reforms in “1959 and 1962 effectively
destroyed the foreign and national entrepreneurs who controlled Cuba’s agricultural economy”
(Immerman, 653).

The US, expectedly disenchanted with the turn of events, as its control and monopoly of
Cuban sugar mills, oil refineries, public utilities and banks suddenly vanished, planned a
reactionary coup on the newly communist Cuba. Because of the success in Guatemala just five
years back, and Castro’s seeming similarity to Arbenz—the resemblance of “both leaders as
puppet-like creatures of the monolithic Communist conspiracy”—US warmongers felt the
previous coup “could be to a large extent duplicated in Cuba” (Immerman, 650). Castro’s regime,
though, was not inexpert on the failures of the Arbenz administration—it immediately gave power
(and arms) to the people, unlike Arbenz—and immediately seized the power from those who
gained so greatly from the institutionalization of exploitation of the indigent Cubans.

Of utmost interest is a document written by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Lyman L. Lemnitzer. In this recently declassified document, *Justification for US Military
Intervention in Cuba,” otherwise known as Operation Northwoods, Lemnitzer confides that “the
ultimate objective [in Cuba] is overt military intervention” (6), publicly backed, rather than
another covert involvement like those in Iran and Guatemala. “Since it would seem desirable to
use legitimate provocation as the basis for US military intervention in Cuba,” the US could
reasonably “Start rumors (many). Use clandestine radio...Start riots...Sabotage ship in harbor;
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large fires - - naphthalene...Conduct funerals for mock victims...A ‘Remember the Maine’
incident could be arranged...Casualty lists in US newspapers would cause a helpful wave of
national indignation” (7-8). “Harassment of civil air, attacks on surface shipping and destruction
of US military drone aircraft...would be useful as complementary actions,” but in so doing,
“[h]ijacking attempts against civil air and surface craft should appear to continue as harassing
measures condoned by the government of Cuba...the passengers could be a group of college
students off on a holiday or any grouping of persons with common interest.” There would be no
need for either an actual flight or the physical body of a hijacker, though, and this should be
quoted at length:

An aircraft at Elgin AFB would be painted and numbered as an exact duplicate for
a civil registered aircraft belonging to a CIA proprietary organization in the Miami
area. At a designated time the duplicate would be substituted for the actual civil
aircraft and would be loaded with the selected aliases. The actual registered aircraft
would be converted to a drone.

Take off times of this drone aircraft and the actual aircraft will be scheduled to
allow a rendezvous south of Florida. From the rendezvous point the passenger-
carrying aircraft will descend to minimum altitude and go directly into an auxiliary
field at Elgin AFB where arrangements will have been made to evacuate the
passengers and return the aircraft to original status. The drone aircraft meanwhile
will continue to fly the filed flight plan. When over Cuba the drone will being [sic]
transmitting on the international distress frequency a “MAY DAY message stating
he is under attack by Cuban MIG aircraft. The transmission will be interrupted by
destruction of the aircraft which will be triggered by radio signal. This will allow
ICAO radio stations in the Western Hemisphere to tell the US what has happened to
the aircraft instead of the US trying to “sell’ the incident. (10-11)

The coup that followed is consensually called the Bay of Pigs, and usually a fiasco. The
staunchly brash men in the State Department that carried out the coup failed to recognize the
differences between the two leaders (Arbenz and Castro) in terms of contrasting military potency,
and likewise failed miserably in their ouster attempt. The coup was carried out both within and
outside Cuba under Kennedy, though it was originally planned under the Eisenhower
administration. Outside of Cuba, Ike sought to establish “a responsible and unified Cuban
opposition to the Castro regime,” and to develop “a paramilitary force outside of Cuba for future
guerilla action.” Inside of Cuba, Ike authorized the spurring of “a powerful propaganda
offensive,” and “the establishment of a ‘covert action and intelligence organization.”” (Gilderhus,
169)
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Succeeding “the greatest military man in America,” Kennedy took on the task of facing
off with Castro under the same stage managers and planners as in the Eisenhower administration.
The coup was designed to drop paramilitary men at the Bay of Pigs, isolated by some eighty miles
of marshland, and to gather anti-Castro Cubans to confront and expel the Castro squad. The North
Americans, though, underestimated the power of Castro’s 225,000 regular troops as opposed to
the 1,500-man Castro resistance force that they had assembled within Cuba. Castro’s forces
quickly suppressed the coup as they “pinned down the invaders on the beach, killed about two
hundred, and captured the rest.” (Gilderhus, 178) Though the coup is now considered a debacle,
imperial US policymakers did not lose hope in their propensity to gain global hegemony and
influence.

Along with dissatisfaction of President Kennedy’s direction came his assassination by the
behind-the-scenes network of Northwoods authors and sponsors, though Oswald is still the official
lone-assassin. Kennedy had rejected the Northwoods document and fired Lemnitzer as head of the
Joint Chiefs and fired Allen Dulles as CIA Director, who later worked in the Warren Commission
to investigate his death, to produce the notorious whitewash that our government still stands by.
Kennedy also wanted to end the space race and nuclear competition with the Russians for
cooperation and he had wanted to de-escalate the war in Vietnam, just a few of the things reversed
that Kennedy had envisioned before being shot in Dallas. In Kennedy’s absence the imperial
strategists held free reign over the direction of the States and the world. Most especially noteworthy
in this context is the Gulf of Tonkin incident of 1964, in which President Johnson, Southwest Texas
alumnus, pronounced the sinking of a US vessel by the North Vietnamese along their eastern shore,
which unsurprisingly sparked a helpful wave of national indignation among the American public.
Immediately thereafter, more bombs were dropped on Vietnam than in all of the Second World
War. The North Vietnamese countryside shook to incessant carpet-bombing for 