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Introduction

America and the world stand on the brink of one of the most perilous epochs in this planet’s history.
According to the purveyors of conventional wisdom, communism is dead, the Cold War is over, and the
greatest threats to world peace and security are rampant nationalism, inequitable wealth distribution,
overpopulation, and environmental degradation. Yet the threat to a just world peace and comity among
nations and peoples comes not from political fragmentation, ozone holes, greenhouse gases, an over-
abundance of people, a shortage of natural resources, or even from the frequently offered scenarios of
"rogue” elements in the former USSR acquiring control of nuclear weapons.

The true, imminent danger to America and to all nations seeking peace and good will stems from
widespread acceptance of the monstrous falsehood that in order to live in an "interdependent” world, all
nation-states must yield their sovereignty to the United Nations. This lie is given dignity by other lies,
chief of which is that Soviet totalitarianism has been buried forever.1 A too wide acceptance of these
dangerous falsehoods is resulting in: 1) a massive transfer of wealth from the taxpayers in the West to
the still-socialist governments of the East that remain under the control of "“former” communists; 2) the
gradual but accelerating merger or "convergence” of the U.S. and Russia through increasing economic,
political, social, and military agreements and arrangements; and 3) the rapidly escalating transfer of
power — military, regulatory, and taxing — to the UN. Unless the fiction underlying these
developments is exposed, national suicide and global rule by an all-powerful world government are
inevitable.

"The Bush Administration,” Time magazine noted on September 17, 1990, "would like to make the U.N.
a cornerstone of its plans to construct a New World Order."2 That observation merely stated the
obvious. In his speech to the nation and the world on September 11, 1990, Mr. Bush stated: "Out of
these troubled times, our fifth objective — a new world order — can emerge...." He proceeded to
announce his hopes for "a United Nations that performs as envisioned by its founders."3 It became
abundantly clear to veteran students of "world order" politics that a major new push for world
government had begun. Only a few years ago, any such attempt would have flopped miserably. During
the 1970s and 80s, the UN’s record as an enclave of spies, a sinkhole of corrupt spendthrifts, and an
anti-American propaganda forum for terrorists, Third World dictators, and Communist totalitarians, had
thoroughly tarnished its carefully manufactured image as mankind’s "last best hope for peace."

From 1959, when the UN could boast an 87 percent approval rating, the annual Gallup Poll showed a
continuous decline in popularity for the organization. By 1971, a Gallup survey reported that only 35
percent of the American people thought the UN was doing a good job. By 1976, Gallup claimed that the
support had dropped to 33 percent. In 1980, it declined further to an all-time low of 31 percent. "At no
point since [1945]," said Dr. Gallup referring to his latest figures, "has satisfaction with the overall
performance of the world organization been as low as it is today."4 The John Birch Society’s long and
frequently lonely billboard, bumper sticker, petition, letter-writing, and pamphleteering educational
campaigns to "Get US out! of the United Nations" had made good sense to many Americans.

In the early years of the Reagan Administration, UN-bashing became positively respectable, even
fashionable. U.S. Ambassador to the UN Jeane Kirkpatrick could be seen and heard almost daily
denouncing the world body’s anti-Americanism, tyranny promotion, and fiscal profligacy. Editorials
opposing UN actions and the organization itself began appearing with frequency in local and regional
newspapers, and occasionally even in major national news organs.

Anti-UN sentiment had already reached the point in 1981 that veteran UN-watcher Robert W. Lee could
report in his book, The United Nations Conspiracy: "Today the UN is increasingly regarded not as a



sacred cow, but rather as a troika composed of a white elephant, a Trojan horse, and a Judas goat."5 The
supermarket tabloid Star, while not exactly a consistently reliable heavyweight in the news and analysis
category, expressed the sentiments of a large and growing segment of the American people with a
November 3, 1981 article by Steve Dunleavy entitled, "Rip Down This Shocking Tower of Shame.”

In March of 1982, syndicated columnist Andrew Tully authored a piece headlined: "[Mayor] Koch
Should Chase UN Out of Town."6 Many similar articles and editorials could be cited, but perhaps one of
the most surprising was the August 24, 1987 cover story by Charles Krauthammer for The New
Republic, entitled "Let It Sink: The Overdue Demise of the United Nations."

But the advent of Mikhail Gorbachev’s "new thinking" in the late 1980s coincided with the beginning of
a remarkable rehabilitation in the public’s image of the UN. First Gorbachev, and then Boris Yeltsin,
won plaudits for reversing the traditional Soviet (or Soviet surrogate) practice of using the UN as a
venue for strident anti-American diatribes. Yassir Arafat and his PLO terrorists dropped their regular
anti-Israel philippics. And the UN’s "peacekeepers” won a Nobel Prize and worldwide praise for their
roles as mediators in Afghanistan, Cambodia, Central America, Southern Africa, and the Middle East.

Then came Operation Desert Storm, the holy war against the aggression of Saddam Hussein. And
mirabile dictu, the United Nations was once again the world’s "last best hope for peace." Suddenly UN
"peacekeepers” began to appear almost everywhere — with more than 40,000 troops in the field in
Africa, Asia, Europe, Central America, and the Middle East7 — and every new day now brings new
appeals for the world body’s intervention and “expertise."

On United Nations Day 1990, a new Gallup Poll indicated that "American support for the United
Nations ... is higher than it has been in over 20 years." According to the national polling organization,
"Fifty-four percent of Americans now think the United Nations has done a good job of solving the
problems it has had to face...." The poll cited the "rapprochement between the U.S.S.R. and the U.S,,
and the dissolution of the Iron Curtain,” as well as the developing Persian Gulf situation, as major
factors contributing to the enhancement of the UN’s image.8

Gallup reported that "almost six out of ten Americans think that the U.N. has been effective in helping
deal with the current [Irag-Kuwait] crisis, with only 8% saying that the U.N. has not been at all
effective.” Even more disturbing, if accurate, is the poll finding that 61 percent of those surveyed
thought it a good idea to build up the United Nations emergency force to "a size great enough to deal
with “brush fire’ or small wars throughout the world."9

The euphoria following the Persian Gulf hostilities temporarily boosted George Bush’s approval rating
to an all-time high for any president. Rude economic realities and an accumulating number of political
problems then caused his star to plummet just as rapidly as it had risen. The UN’s gains, however,
appear to have been more durable. As reported by Richard Morin ("U.N. Real Winner After Gulf War,"
Salt Lake Tribune, January 24, 1992), a survey by the Americans Talk Issues Foundation "found that
approval for the United Nations actually increased from 66 percent in June to 78 percent in November
[1991], a period when other measures of war-induced euphoria were sinking fast."

The Tribune reported:
[H]alf of those questioned — 51 percent — agreed that "the U.S. should abide by all World

Court decisions, even when they go against us, because this sets an example for all nations
to follow." That was up from 42 percent in May.



More than half also would support increasing the amount of dues that the United States pays
to the U.N. to "help pay for a U.N. space satellite system to detect and monitor such
problems as arms movements, crop failures, refugee settlements and global pollution.”

And, remarkably, 38 percent of those questioned said United Nations resolutions "should
rule over the actions and laws of individual countries, where necessary to fulfill essential
United Nations functions, including ruling over U.S. laws even when our laws are
different.”

While we recognize that pollsters often structure their polling questions to achieve results that will
influence rather than accurately reflect public opinion, and these surveys may be exaggerating the rise of
pro-UN sentiments, there is little doubt that the world organization is experiencing a dramatic
turnaround in citizen acceptance. In large measure, this has resulted from the enormously effective UN
drum-beating campaigns of the Establishment news media.

The New York Times, Los Angeles Times, and Washington Post have led the way, with an avalanche of
fawning editorials, news stories, and op-ed columns glorifying the alleged accomplishments and yet-to-
be-realized potential of the UN. These pro-UN public relations pieces have been reprinted in thousands
of newspapers and have also found their way into the mainstream of broadcast journalism.

Unfortunately, the religious media have followed along with their secular brethren in promoting this
unquestioning faith in the salvific capability of the United Nations. One of the more egregious examples
of this misplaced fervor appeared in a lengthy January 19, 1992 editorial in Our Sunday Visitor, the
nation’s largest Catholic publication. Headlined "UNsurpassed,” the piece declared: "If the John Birch
Society had its way and the United Nations had ceased to exist back in the 1950s, 1991 would have been
a far more dismal year." The editorialist then proceeded to praise the UN’s latest "accomplishments™:

It is unlikely that international support for the liberation of Kuwait and the dismantling of
the Iragi war machine would have been so easily marshaled by the United States.
Cambodia’s warring factions would most likely still be warring. Terry Anderson and his
fellow hostages would still be languishing in Lebanon. Croats and Serbs would still be
locked in their death grip with no international organization pressing for a cease-fire. And
El Salvador would still be a vast cemetery slowly filling up with the victims of its fratricidal
opponents....

Now in its fifth decade of existence, the U.N. is finally coming into its own, thanks in part
to the demise of the superpower standoff that hobbled the international organization for
much of its existence. Nations are finding the mediation efforts of U.N. negotiators
preferable to either unilateral actions or a bloody status quo of unwinnable conflicts.

Similar paeans of praise can be found in leading Protestant periodicals. New Age publications which
have multiplied in number and influence in the past decade virtually worship the UN.

Readers of this book will be in a far better position to benefit from our presentation in the pages that
follow, and to understand unfolding world events, if they keep in mind the two major principles
underlying virtually all of our federal government’s foreign and domestic policies: "convergence" and
"interdependence.” The plan to bring about a convergence or merger of the U.S. and the USSR is not a
recent policy response to the supposed reforms of Gorbachev and Yeltsin. It first came to light officially
in 1953 when public concern over large tax-exempt foundation grants to communists and communist
causes prompted Congress to investigate. Of particular concern were the funding activities of the



Carnegie, Ford, and Rockefeller Foundations. Perhaps the most startling revelation of that investigation
came when Ford Foundation president H. Rowan Gaither admitted to Norman Dodd, staff director of the
Congressional Special Committee to Investigate Tax-Exempt Foundations:

Of course, you know that we at the executive level here were, at one time or another, active
in either the OSS, the State Department, or the European Economic Administration. During
those times, and without exception, we operated under directives issued by the White
House. We are continuing to be guided by just such directives.... The substance [of these
directives] was to the effect that we should make every effort to so alter life in the United
States as to make possible a comfortable merger with the Soviet Union.10

At that time — even though the activities of the foundations coincided exactly with Gaither’s startling
admission — it was simply too fantastic for many Americans to believe. It still is. Asked to assess such
information, most Americans ask: Why would some of our nation’s wealthiest and most powerful
capitalists use their great fortunes to promote such a goal? This compelling question has stymied many
good Americans for decades.

If you, too, are perplexed about this seemingly suicidal practice, you will find it explained — and
condemned — in the pages that follow. Of one thing there can be little doubt: Our nation is plunging
headlong toward "convergence” and the eventual "merger” referred to by Rowan Gaither many years
ago.

Simultaneously, our nation — along with the other nations of the world — is being steadily drawn into
the tightening noose of "interdependence.” Our political and economic systems are being intertwined
and increasingly are being subjected to control by the United Nations and its adjunct international
organizations. Unless this process can be stopped, it will culminate in the creation of omnipotent global
governance and an "end to nationhood," as Walt Whitman Rostow once phrased the goal he shared with
many others.11 These were (and still are) the ultimate objectives of Gaither, his world order cronies, and
their modern-day successors.

Thirty-five years after Mr. Gaither’s admission, U.S. Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC) warned America of
"establishment insiders™ who are "bringing this one-world design — with a convergence of the Soviet
and American systems as its centerpiece — into being."” "The influence of establishment insiders over
our foreign policy has become a fact of life in our time," the Senator charged. "... It is an influence
which, if unchecked, could ultimately subvert our constitutional order.” In this 1987 Senate speech,
Senator Helms also identified the organizations through which these insiders operate:

A careful examination of what is happening behind the scenes reveals that all of these
interests are working in concert with the masters of the Kremlin in order to create what
some refer to as a new world order. Private organizations such as the Council on Foreign
Relations, the Royal Institute of International Affairs, the Trilateral Commission, the
Dartmouth Conference, the Aspen Institute for Humanistic Studies, the Atlantic Institute,
and the Bilderberg Group serve to disseminate and to coordinate the plans for this so-called
new world order in powerful business, financial, academic, and official circles.12

Unfortunately, because of the tremendous power that these Establishment Insiders* wield in our major
media, Senator Helms’s warning never reached the American people. It was drowned under a flood of
one-world propaganda on the Gorbachev "revolution™ and the "new potentialities” for world peace
through a revived and strengthened United Nations.



Yet, contrary to the many seductive pro-UN siren songs, the lessons of history about the relationship of
man to government loudly and clearly proclaim that far from guaranteeing a new era of peace and
security, the centralization of political and economic power on a planetary level can only bring about
global tyranny and oppression on a scale never before imagined.

In late September of 1938, British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain journeyed to Germany for his
third meeting with Adolph Hitler. Blind to the menace of Hitler’s "new world order” (Hitler’s own
words),13 Chamberlain returned from that now-infamous meeting brandishing an agreement he had
signed with der Fuehrer and proudly proclaiming that he had won "peace with honor" and "peace for
our time." He was greeted with clamorous huzzahs by British politicians, the press, and throngs of
citizens who also blindly called the betrayal "peace." Within months, Europe was convulsed in conflict,
and soon even America was dragged into the bloodiest war in world history.

The peril America and the free world face today is every bit as real, though far greater in scope, than
what a peace-hungry world faced in 1938. National sovereignty is threatened as never before. As UN
power grows, the entire world stands on the brink of an era of totalitarian control. We must pull back
before it is too late — too late to save our country, our freedoms, our families, and all we hold dear.
Here is what this book claims the new world order under the United Nations would mean:

e An end to your God-given rights guaranteed by the U.S. Constitution, i.e., freedom of religion,
speech, press, and assembly, the right to trial by jury, etc. (Chapter 6)

o National and personal disarmament along with conscription of U.S. citizens into a United Nations
Army or Police Force to serve at the pleasure of the UN hierarchy. (Chapters 1 and 2)

e The end of private property rights and the ability to control your own home, farm, or business.
(Chapters 6 and 7)

o Economic and environmental regulation at the hands of UN bureaucrats. (Chapter 10)

e Loss of your right as parents to raise and instruct your children in accordance with your personal
beliefs. (Chapter 8)

o Coercive population control measures that will determine when — or if — you may have children.
(Chapter 9)

o Unlimited global taxation. (Chapter 10)

o A centrally managed world monetary system that will lead all but the ruling elite into poverty.
(Chapter 10)

o Environmental controls that will mean the end of single family homes and personal automobile
ownership. (Chapter 6)

o The enthronement of an occult, New Age, new world religion. (Chapter 12)

o Communist-style totalitarian dictatorship and random, ruthless terror, torture, and extermination to
cow all peoples into abject submission. (Chapters 2 & 14)



All of this need not happen. As late as the hour has become, it is still not too late to avert catastrophe
and save our freedom. The world’s future need not degenerate into what George Orwell wrote would
resemble "a boot stamping on a human face — forever!" But the urgency of our situation cannot be
overstated. Simply put, unless significant numbers of Americans can be awakened from their slumbers,
shaken from their apathy and ignorance, pulled away from their diversions, and convinced to work,
pray, vote, speak up, struggle, and fight against the powers arrayed against them, then such a horrible
fate surely awaits all of us.

* The terms "Establishment™ and "Insiders™” will be used throughout this text to refer generally to the
elite coterie of one-world-minded individuals associated with the organizations named above by Senator
Helms. For identification purposes, and to demonstrate the inordinate and dangerous influence these
interests wield, individuals who are, or have been, members of the Council on Foreign Relations and the
Trilateral Commission will be so noted parenthetically in the text as (CFR) or (TC) respectively.

The people never give up their liberties but under some delusion.
— Edmund Burke (1784)
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CHAPTER 1 - The New World Army

In the Gulf, we saw the United Nations playing the role dreamed of by its founders, with the
world's leading nations orchestrating and sanctioning collective action against
aggression.1

- President George Bush, August 1991, National Security Strategy of the United States

The army of tomorrow is neither the Red Army nor the U.S. Army.... If there is to be peace,
it will be secured by a multinational force that monitors cease-fires ... and protects human
rights. Blue-helmeted United Nations peacekeepers are doing just that....

- "The Unsung New World Army,"” New York Times editorial, May 11, 1992

[1]t is time for the United States to lead in the creation of a modest U.N. rapid-deployment
force.

- Republican Congressman James A. Leach, Foreign Affairs, Summer 1992
The United States should strongly support efforts to expand the U.N. peacekeeping role.
- Democratic Congressman Lee H. Hamilton, Foreign Affairs, Summer 1992

Though few seemed to notice, January 31, 1992 was an historic day on the march toward the new world
order. To most New Yorkers, it simply meant worse than usual traffic jams, as motorcades and security
cordons for the many foreign dignitaries on their way to United Nations headquarters tied up traffic for
hours.

For the rest of America, the blur of headlines and evening news sound bites about the need for
"collective security” coming from visiting potentates gave little hint of the significance of what was
transpiring. Yet, this 3,046th meeting of the United Nations Security Council that attracted the
dignitaries marked the first time that the body had convened at the level of heads of state or government.

The exalted group of world leaders representing the five permanent and ten rotating member states of
the Security Council included a king, five presidents, six prime ministers, a chancellor, a premier, and
two foreign ministers. They were gathering to launch a process that should have set off alarms
worldwide: the arming of the United Nations.

The assemblage took on a religious aura as, one by one, the national leaders worshipped at the UN altar,
referred to the UN Charter with a reverence usually reserved for Holy Writ, and recited the by-now-
familiar doxology always heard at these increasingly frequent "summits™: new world order; peace,
equity, and justice; interdependence; global harmony; democracy; human rights; the rule of law;
collective engagement; an enhanced and strengthened United Nations; etc.

President Bush enthusiastically extolled "the sacred principles enshrined in the United Nations Charter"
and, recalling its messianic mission, proclaimed: "For perhaps the first time since that hopeful moment
in San Francisco, we can look at our Charter as a living, breathing document."2

The UN's newly-installed Secretary-General, Egypt's Boutros Boutros-Ghali, was no less caught up with



the spiritual purpose of the world organization. He called for additional summit-level meetings of the
Security Council, since this "would also help to assure that transfiguration of this house which the world
hopes to be completed before its fiftieth anniversary, in 1995."3 How he divined what the world's
"hopes” for the organization on its 50th birthday might be, he did not say. And he did not have to
explain the motive behind his use of Biblical metaphor. That was transparent enough. Webster defines
"transfigure” this way: "to give a new and typically exalted or spiritual appearance to." To the Christian
mind, of course, "transfiguration” recalls the Gospel account of Christ's manifestation of his divine

glory.

Boutros-Ghali undoubtedly knows the power of the symbolism he chose and, like his fellow true
believers in the one-world gospel, he realized that much more of this evangelization is necessary if the
masses are to be sold on the idea of the UN as the world's savior.

When his turn at the UN podium came, even Boris Yeltsin was appropriately religious, referring to the
organization as "the political Olympus of the contemporary world."4 Venezuelan President Carlos
Andres Perez proclaimed that "the United Nations is indispensable to us all."5 Presumably, we cannot
survive without it.

"This means," said Perez, "placing our trust in its leadership and in its set-up, as well as in the decision-
making machinery. The guiding principles must be those that inspired its establishment, now brought to
complete fruition."6 That's quite a contrast with the scriptural injunction to “trust in the Lord,” and far
indeed from the admonitions of our founding fathers to avoid putting trust in man (and government) but
instead to "bind him down from mischief by the chains of the Constitution."7

A Bigger and Better UN?

Such quaint notions as national independence and limitation of government held no sway with these
internationalists. The participants in this special convocation of the Security Council were virtually
unanimous in their support of greatly expanded United Nations powers. This was necessary, they said,
because of the rapid "acceleration of history,” the “critical stage” of current world events, "global
instability,” "nuclear proliferation,” and the many "threats to peace and security” presented by economic,
social, humanitarian, and ecological "sources of instability."”

The obsolete nation-state is incapable of meeting the world's needs, claimed one speaker after another.
Boutros-Ghali explained that in his vision of the new world order, "State sovereignty takes a new
meaning...." "[N]arrow nationalism," warned the Egyptian, "can disrupt a peaceful global existence.
Nations are too interdependent, national frontiers are too porous and transnational realities ... too
dangerous to permit egocentric isolationism."8

Repeated calls were made at this special UN session for increasing the powers of the Secretary-General,
enhancing the jurisdiction of the World Court, expanding the membership of the Security Council,
abolishing the veto power of the five permanent members, establishing a permanent funding mechanism
for "peacekeeping,” convening a summit meeting to address social development, increasing economic
aid from North to South, and more. Hardly a speaker failed to hail the "end of the Cold War" and the
demise of communism, but socialist thought was still the order of the day as one leader after another
called for greater "global management™ and redistribution of wealth.

French President Francois Mitterrand made the first concrete proposal to give military teeth to the world
body with his call for establishing a rapid-deployment UN army. "I state that for its part France is ready
to make available to the Secretary-General a 1,000-man contingent for peace-keeping operations, at any



time, on 48-hours notice," said the internationalist Frenchman. And to buttress his enthusiasm for a UN
military force, he added, "That figure could be doubled within a week."9

Belgian Prime Minister Wilfried Martens seconded Mitterrand's proposal and announced that "...
Belgium will ensure rapid deployment of Belgian contingents in United Nations peace-keeping
forces."10 His idea was immediately endorsed by Russian President Boris Yeltsin and Hungarian
Foreign Minister Geza Jeszenszky.

Going further, Yeltsin declared to the august assemblage: "I think the time has come to consider creating
a global defence system for the world community. It could be based on a reorientation of the United
States Strategic Defense Initiative, to make use of high technologies developed in Russia's defence
complex.” This magnanimous gesture on his part, said Yeltsin, could be made because "Russia regards
the United States and the West not as mere partners but rather as allies."11

To reinforce his contentions that the "evil empire" is no more, and that his new-found devotion to human
rights is genuine, Yeltsin announced: "A few days ago, the 10 remaining political prisoners were
pardoned by a decree of the President of the Russian Federation. There are no longer any prisoners of
conscience in free Russia."12 There were no guffaws and no one had the inclination (or the guts) to ask
what had happened to the consciences of millions more political, social, and religious prisoners still
populating the gulags. Or why this former member of the Soviet Politburo wasn't being held accountable
for his part in the USSR's long history of crimes against humanity.

Likewise, when Red Chinese Premier Li Peng rose to speak of "human rights,” "peaceful coexistence,"
and "social tranquility,” he was met with respectful attentiveness. The Butcher of Tiananmen Square
was politely given a world stage for the most outrageous totalitarian propaganda. China, he proclaimed,
"will never become a threat to any country or any region of the world. China is of the view that no
country should seek hegemony or practice power politics.” His government, he said, looked forward to
"the establishment of a new international order that will be stable, rational, just and conducive to world
peace and development.”13 Not only was he not hooted down, he was granted the prestige of separate
meetings with Presidents Bush and Yeltsin and Prime Ministers Major and Miyazawa.

Hundreds of Chinese demonstrators who came to protest this travesty were kept blocks away from the
UN building by security forces. The Los Angeles Times reported the following lamentation uttered by
one of the young demonstrators:

"His [Li's] hand is full of the blood and tears of the Chinese people, and | don't understand
why world leaders would shake hands with him," said a weeping Chai Ling, one of the
leaders of the Tian An Men Square pro-democracy demonstrations.14

On the morning following this precedent-setting Security Council session, the Establishment media were
ready to peddle the politically correct one-world view. For example, Joseph S. Nye Jr., whose Insider
credentials include being the director of the Center for International Affairs, a member of the Council on
Foreign Relations (CFR), a Harvard University professor, and a former Deputy Under Secretary of
State, led off with an op-ed column in the New York Times entitled, "Create a U.N. Fire Brigade." Nye
told readers: "If a new world order is ultimately to emerge from yesterday's summit meeting of the
world's leaders at the U.N., they will have to stretch their imaginations.”15

According to Nye, Messrs. Mitterrand, Martens, and company were thinking too small. "The U.S.
should go beyond rhetoric to promote a new order.... To achieve this, the U.S. ought to propose the
creation of a U.N. rapid-deployment force... made up of 60,000 troops in brigades from 12



countries."16

That same morning, Los Angeles Times reporter Norman Kempster enthused: "Creating a standing army
under the control of the United Nations Security Council would give the world organization a military
punch it has never had before and could convert it into a full-time international police department.” That
should be a truly bone-chilling thought for anyone who values freedom. But Kempster didn't stop there,
adding: "If adopted ... the plan would mark the transformation of the Security Council from a Cold War-
hobbled debating society to an organization with the power to enforce its decisions...."17 Even more
chilling! But not, apparently, to the apostles of one-worldism who have been lustily cheering such
proposals.

In the months following the summit, as the Bush Administration moved brazenly forward with never-
announced plans to supplant the U.S. Constitution with the UN Charter, the Establishment news media,
dominated by members of the Council on Foreign Relations and led by the New York Times, the
Washington Post, the Los Angeles Times, and the CFR's own Foreign Affairs, provided both cover and
support. So began the audacious propaganda campaign to resurrect a decades-old, one-world scheme to
transfer U.S. military might to the United Nations.

In its March 6, 1992 lead editorial entitled "The New World Army," the New York Times came close to
dropping all pretenses and subtlety:

For years the United Nations has been notable mostly for its vocal cords. That's changed.
Nowadays the U.N.'s muscle - its blue-helmeted soldiers - seems to be everywhere. And
costs have soared. The bill for 11 peacekeeping missions could approach $3.7 billion this
year. Never before have so many U.N. troops been committed to so many costly and diverse
missions.

But don't get the idea that anyone at the Times is about to let fiscal worries stand in the way of its
commitment to "world order" politics. The editorial ticked off the current count of blue-helmeted troops
deployed worldwide: In Lebanon 5,900; Cyprus 2,200; Golan Heights 1,300; El Salvador 1,000;
Irag/Kuwait 540; Angola 440; Arab-lsrael conflict 300; India/Pakistan 40; Cambodia 22,000;
Yugoslavia 14,300; Western Sahara 2,700. This grand total of 50,720 UN troops is just the start of what
these internationalists are planning. Any of these hot spots could, of course, develop into a major
conflagration at any moment, requiring thousands - or tens of thousands - of UN reinforcements.

There are also numerous other trouble spots around the globe offering virtually unlimited opportunities
for UN intervention: South Africa, Azerbaijan, Lithuania, Nicaragua, Northern Ireland, Korea, and
Myanmar. Myanmar? Yes, although you probably remember it by its former name, Burma. The Los
Angeles Times lead editorial for March 16, 1992 carried the title, "Next Target for World's Conscience:
Myanmar - An apocalyptic 'killing field' for the former Burma?" It signaled that we may soon be seeing
UN troops, possibly including American men and women, in that tragic land.

In the face of all of this support for a UN military arm, the only protests in Congress about the
developing "New World Army" questioned merely the financial costs of the peacekeeping operations,
including the disproportionate share (an automatic 30 percent) the U.S. is expected to shoulder. When
Secretary of State James Baker appeared before a Senate subcommittee on March 5, 1992 to present the
Bush Administration's request for an additional $810 million (above the $107 million already
appropriated) for peacekeeping in 1992-93, he ran into resistance even from traditionally strong UN
supporters. Senator Jim Sasser (D-TN) told Baker that although he believed the UN peacekeeping
efforts were important, in this recessionary economy, constituent opposition to foreign aid had become



"politically irresistible."18 After the hearing, Sasser told an interviewer, "Our constituents are saying
that they have borne the burden as long as they intend to."19

Yes, the bill for the UN's blue helmet operations is escalating rapidly. "Yet," said the New York Times in
its "New World Army" editorial, "in hard cash terms, peacekeeping is a bargain.... Every war prevented
saves blood and treasure, expands markets and trade.” Though such an argument has a certain simplistic
appeal, it breaks down rapidly under any close examination. And although the economic cost is a
legitimate concern, a far more serious matter is the looming UN military threat to U.S. sovereignty. As
the Times itself pointed out: "Now the peacekeepers are doing more than monitoring truce lines. They
are becoming peacemakers, too. U.N. forces were asked to disarm guerrillas, conduct elections and
enforce human rights, first in Namibia, then in Cambodia and El Salvador."20

The UN itself is finding new opportunities right and left to justify expansion of its armed forces. "The
Security Council recently expanded the concept of threats to peace," the Times reported, "to include
economic, social and ecological instability."21 Talk about proliferation! This kind of assumed, open-
ended authority virtually guarantees unlimited interference by the United Nations in the domestic affairs
of sovereign states. And you can be sure that interference won't be directed primarily at stopping human
rights violations in repressive communist/socialist regimes or petty third world dictatorships. It will be
directed against what these internationalists consider the greatest threat to global peace and stability - the
United States of America.

Yes, America is the target. According to an Associated Press report appearing on March 12, 1992, "a
United Nations official said Wednesday ... that the United States is the greatest threat to the world's
ecological health." That official, Canadian Maurice F. Strong, who served as secretary-general of the
1992 UN Earth Summit, declared: "In effect, the United States is committing environmental aggression
against the rest of the world." He added: "At the environmental level, the United States is clearly the
greatest risk."22

This would not be the first or last time Strong and other UN envirocrats would storm against what they
consider the evils of U.S. consumption and production. It has become a standard theme at UN
environmental conferences and was the major message at the world body's 1992 Earth Summit in Brazil.
Judging from the vitriol these eco-globalists regularly throw at Americans, it's probably safe to assume
they would eagerly deploy the blue helmets (or as some advocate, environmental police in green
helmets) to close down much of the U.S.

Will UN “peacekeepers” be deployed against the U.S. to rectify economic, social, or ecological
"Instabilities” determined by UN Marxists to be "threats to peace"? America would never stand for it,
you say? But the stage is already being set to render nations incapable of blocking such moves by the
UN.

Many of the UN's defenders claim that the organization can only send in its peacekeeping forces if they
are officially invited. Yet, President Bush has already put the United States on record officially favoring
UN action within the borders of sovereign nations. In his "Pax Universalis” speech delivered at UN
headquarters on September 23, 1991, he said there was a need for UN action to settle "nationalist
passions” within nations and also to remove an undesirable national leader from his post.23 Even New
York Times columnist Leslie Gelb (CFR) found the President's clearly stated policy "revolutionary” and
"threatening."24

According to the CFR globalists, no single nation should have veto power over whether or not the UN
should act. Writing in the Spring 1991 Foreign Affairs ("The U.N. in a New World Order"), Professors



Bruce Russett and James S. Sutterlin concluded: "It is worth emphasizing that nothing in the [UN]
charter prohibits the Security Council from deploying peacekeeping forces without the consent of all the
parties, or from including troop contingents from the permanent members of the council in such forces
where the need for deterrence arises.” If this attitude prevails, UN eco-saviors can first declare your
factory, your logging, ranching or farming practices, or even your use of an automobile a threat to the
environment, and then decide under authority derived from the new definition of "peacekeeping" to send
in the blue (or green) helmeted troops to address the breach of "peace” with force.

The Great Mutation

Although the UN has not yet used any of this steadily building "peacekeeping” muscle for enforcement
of environmental or social dicta, the precedent for uninvited intervention has already been established
under the assumed authority of "peacekeeping.” As Los Angeles Times columnist William Pfaff
observed in his March 5, 1992 column appearing in the International Herald Tribune, the 1992 UN
action in what was once Yugoslavia is a signal event, representing an overturning of national
sovereignty. "Slowly, too slowly, the great mutation occurs,” said Pfaff. "The principle of absolute
national sovereignty is being overturned.... The civil war in Yugoslavia has rendered this service to us."

Pfaff, a committed internationalist, applauded the UN's "uninvited international intervention into the
affairs of a state” which, until now, "has been held an unacceptable attack upon the principle of
unlimited state sovereignty.” He saw the intervention of the European Community and the UN in
Yugoslavia as a new model of collective action that has many other potential applications. "What they
have thus far done has been improvisation, but it is a start on something new," the Paris-based columnist
noted approvingly. "We are now in a situation where improvisation and experiment are essential, in
contrast to the big programmatic reforms of 1918 and 1945 - the League and the U.N." The
"improvisation” Pfaff and his fellow globalists talk about is hardly spontaneous and is eminently
predictable; it involves the expansion and concentration of the UN's political, economic, and military
powers in response to global or regional or even local “crises.”

The excuse for UN "peacekeeping™ action in a crisis involving civil war and ethnic fighting is the
supposed potential for the conflict to escalate to global dimensions if not checked by collective
international force. "What may now be needed,"” said the New York Times in its March 6, 1992 editorial,
"is a permanent force for rapid deployment in chaotic circumstances.” The Times editorial continued:
"One promising possibility is to make fuller use of the U.N. Charter. Article 43 already calls on
members to make available 'armed forces, assistance and facilities' necessary to maintain international
peace. To that end, the Charter established a Military Staff Committee...."

But, lamented the Times, this UN committee has never worked as intended, because "American armed
forces have traditionally resisted [it] as a threat to command autonomy." Again, the far greater threat to
national security and sovereignty was ignored.

"But in a transformed world," continued the Times editorial, "it makes sense to consider direct
contributions of personnel and equipment to a rapid deployment force under real multinational control.”
Going still further, the article proposed that the UN military force be expanded with funds taken from
the U.S. defense budget instead of from its foreign aid budget. "That won't be easy,” the Times . "But
what a chance for President Bush to take the lead in giving real meaning to his still hazy vision of a New
World Order."

A Long-Established Policy



The only haze surrounding either Mr. Bush's or that newspaper's vision of the new world order is that
which they have deliberately created. They know that the real substance of the new world order was
very clearly presented in 1961, more than 30 years ago, when President John F. Kennedy presented his
plan for national disarmament to the United Nations. Crafted by his CFR-dominated State Department
and entitled Freedom From War: The United States Program for General and Complete Disarmament
in a Peaceful World (also known as Department of State Publication 7277), it presented a three-stage
program for the gradual transfer of U.S. arms to the United Nations.25

During Stage 11 (the stage we are currently in), the document mandates: "The U.N. Peace Force shall be
established and progressively strengthened." This will be accomplished "to the end that the United
Nations can effectively in Stage Ill deter or suppress any threat or use of force in violation of the
purposes and principles of the United Nations."26

This incredible policy - which has been actively but quietly brought along toward completion during
successive administrations - concludes as follows:

In Stage Il progressive controlled disarmament ... would proceed to a point where no state
would have the military power to challenge the progressively strengthened U.N. Peace
Force.27

Freedom From War was superseded in April 1962 by another disarmament document entitled Blueprint
for the Peace Race: Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament in a
Peaceful World.28 As before, its third stage calls for the strengthening of the UN Peace Force "until it
had sufficient armed forces and armaments so that no state could challenge it."29 That means, of course,
that upon completion of this partially completed plan, every nation state, including the United States,
would be subject to the unchallengeable military forces of the all-powerful United Nations.

But that was long ago; perhaps those policies and proposals have expired. Although that may be a
comforting thought, unfortunately it is not true. On May 25, 1982, Congressman Ted Weiss (D-NY)
called for the implementation of Blueprint for the Peace Race and entered its entire text into the
Congressional Record.30 He also pointed out that this disarmament proposal had never been formally
withdrawn by the United States government. When questioned about the commitment of the United
States to the Blueprint, A. Richard Richstein, General Counsel to the U.S. Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, confirmed in a letter on May 11th of that year that "the United States has never
formally withdrawn this proposal.”31

In January 1991, William Nary, the official historian of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
confirmed again that "the proposal has not been withdrawn.” Mr. Nary also confirmed that "certain
features of it have been incorporated into subsequent disarmament agreements."32

Indeed, significant portions of this long-range disarmament program have been already enacted into law.
On September 23, 1961, Congress passed the "Arms Control and Disarmament Act,” which was signed
into law (Public Law 87-297) on September 26th by President Kennedy. According to the wording of
the law itself, its purpose was to establish a U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency that would
advance efforts "toward ultimate world disarmament.” But, is the objective really "world disarmament"?
How can it be? Like Freedom From War, P.L. 87-297 calls not for the total elimination of arms - a
completely utopian fantasy - but the transfer of arms from national to international control. Section 3 (a)
of the Act states:

The terms "arms control” and "disarmament” mean the identification, verification,



inspection, limitation, control, reduction, or elimination, of armed forces and armaments of
all kinds under international agreement ... to establish an effective system of international
control...." [Emphasis added]

By December 11, 1989, when President Bush signed the "Arms Control and Disarmament Amendments
Act of 1989" (Public Law 101-216), the original Kennedy Administration legislation had already been
amended nearly 20 times. This steadily growing body of law is moving us step by step toward surrender
to a global UN military dictatorship. Like the original Act, the 1989 amendment contains the language
"Identification ... elimination” of "armaments of all kinds." Questions rush to the fore. Such as: Could
the phrase "armaments of all kinds" be construed at some future date by a federal court or the UN's
World Court to include the personal arms of private citizens? In view of the increasing onslaught of state
and federal anti-gun legislation, the judicial activism of the federal courts, and the total absence in the
UN Charter and UN "Rights" documents of any protection similar to our Second Amendment guarantee
of the right to keep and bear arms, it could hardly be considered extreme to consider the possibility.

For apostles of the new world order, perhaps the closest thing to holy writ, and the scripture to which
they all pay homage, is the 1958 volume World Peace Through World Law by Grenville Clark and
Louis B. Sohn.33 In this venerated text, Clark and Sohn proposed a socialist world government through
a revised UN Charter. The key to this global superstate would be a United Nations "world police force"
invested with "a coercive force of overwhelming power.” "This world police force would be the only
military force permitted anywhere in the world after the process of national disarmament has been
completed.” And what about the civilian police and private firearms owners? The authors warned “that
even with the complete elimination of all [national] military forces,” local "police forces, supplemented
by civilians armed with sporting rifles and fowling pieces, might conceivably constitute a serious threat
to a neighboring country...." (Emphasis in original) Accordingly, they recommend extremely rigid
controls on all firearms and ammunition possessed by civil police and private citizens.34

Top Military Post

If these proposals are implemented, who will control these supreme United Nations forces? Isn't that a
question everyone should be concerned with? In the past, the person in charge of all UN military
activities has been the UN Under-Secretary-General for Political and Security Council Affairs. Since the
UN was created, 14 individuals have held that post. All have been communists and all but one have
come from the Soviet Union. This is no coincidence. -General Trygve Lie revealed that U.S. Secretary of
State Edward Stettinius (CFR) had agreed to naming a Soviet national to this strategic post, which Lie
described as "the premier Assistant Secretaryship.”35 Lie said he first learned of the agreement from
Soviet representative Andrei Vishinsky, and that "Mr. Stettinius confirmed to me that he had agreed
with the Soviet Delegation in the matter."36 The surprised Secretary-General Lie wrote:

The preservation of international peace and security was the Organization's highest
responsibility, and it was to entrusting the direction of the Secretariat department most
concerned with this to a Soviet national that the Americans had agreed. What did the
Americans want for themselves? To my surprise, they did not ask for a department
concerned with comparable substantive affairs, like the economic or the social. Rather, Mr.
Stettinius proposed that an American citizen be appointed Assistant Secretary-General for
the Administrative and Financial Services.37

The communists have remained in control ever since, even though, Lie maintained, this was not
intended as a permanent arrangement. In January 1992, newly elected Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali
reorganized the UN's bureaucracy. There are now two posts of Under-Secretary-General for Political



Affairs (the "Security Council” part of the title was dropped) with joint responsibilities for military
affairs. Named to the positions were Vladimir E. Petrovsky, a former deputy foreign minister in the
Gorbachev regime, and James O.C. Jonah of Sierra Leone, who has been a career UN bureaucrat since
1963.
The historical roster of the men who have held this "premier Assistant Secretaryship™ reads as follows:

1946-1949 Arkady Sobolev (USSR)

1949-1953 Konstatin Zinchenko (USSR)

1953-1954 llya Tchernychev (USSR)

1954-1957 Dragoslav Protitch (Yugoslavia)

1958-1960 Anatoly Dobrynin (USSR)

1960-1962 Georgy Arkadev (USSR)

1962-1963 E.D. Kiselev (USSR)

1963-1965 V.P. Suslov (USSR)

1965-1968 Alexei E. Nesterenko (USSR)

1968-1973 Leonid N. Kutakov (USSR)

1973-1978 Arkady N. Shevchenko (USSR)

1978-1981 Mikhail D. Sytenko (USSR)

1981-1986 Viacheslav A. Ustinov (USSR)

1987-1992 Vasiliy S. Safronchuk (USSR)

1992-1992 Vladimir Petrovsky (Russia, "former USSR™)

James O.C. Jonah (Sierra Leone)
Surrendering our military capabilities to the United Nations (or any other international body) should be
unthinkable to every American, even if there were guarantees that a U.S. citizen would always hold the
position of Under-Secretary-General for Political Affairs. To consider doing so in the face of the current
and historical facts just mentioned above is treasonous.
A more colossal betrayal of one's country would be difficult to conceive. But the Los Angeles Times, for
one, is more than willing to assist in preparing the public's mind for the sellout. On January 5, 1992, the
newspaper gave generous space for an op-ed article entitled "Dream of Total Disarmament Could
Become Reality,” written by radical leftists Gar Alperovitz and Kai Bird. In it, Alperovitz, a senior

fellow at the Washington DC-based Institute for Policy Studies, and Bird, a research associate at this
same rabidly anti-American organization, urged a formal reaffirmation of the 30-year-old Kennedy



disarmament proposals and praised the vision of the CFR "wise men" who had designed them. The IPS
duo quoted the Freedom From War Stage 11l passage ("No state shall have the military power ..."") and
declared: "We could refine and implement the ... disarmament plan by requiring all countries to cut
defense budgets by, say, 15%-20% per year." Those nations that refused to go along "could be penalized
with economic sanctions or - in the extreme - military intervention."

UN Leader Paves the Way

At the close of the special Security Council meeting convened on January 31, 1992, Secretary-General
Boutros-Ghali was instructed by the Council to prepare by July 1st his "recommendations on ways of
strengthening” the UN's peacekeeping capabilities. In June, the energetic Egyptian completed his
assignment and issued An Agenda for Peace.38 A more apt title would have been, An Agenda for Global
Socialistic Rule. Signaling a new direction, the report notes that, in the past, "United Nations operations
in areas of crisis have generally been established after conflict has occurred.” But now, the "time has
come to plan for circumstances warranting preventive deployment.” The Secretary-General explains:

Under Article 42 of the Charter, the Security Council has the authority to take military
action to maintain or restore international peace and security. While such action should only
be taken when all peaceful means have failed, the option of taking it is essential to the
credibility of the United Nations as a guarantor of international security. This will require ...
special agreements ... whereby Member States undertake to make armed forces, assistance
and facilities available to the Security Council ... not only on an ad hoc basis but on a
permanent basis.39 [Emphasis added]

As a sop to anyone concerned about national independence, he promised: "The foundation-stone of this
work is and must remain the State. Respect for its fundamental sovereignty and integrity are crucial to
any common international progress.” But in the next breath, he showed his real intentions by noting,
"The time of absolute and exclusive sovereignty ... has passed."40 Yes, national sovereignty will remain,
but only as defined by the United Nations. As the Secretary-General himself said, the concept of
sovereignty "takes a new meaning."

The new agenda championed by the UN's top official calls for "a United Nations capable of maintaining
international peace and security, of securing justice and human rights and of promoting ... 'social
progress and better standards of life in larger freedom."41 If that sounds to you like the globalists intend
to blur the distinction between foreign and domestic matters, then you have begun to grasp the evolving
meaning of "peacekeeping,” "peacemaking," and "peacebuilding."

For further evidence that the UN leader intends the world body to become a global Big Brother
meddling in every aspect of our lives, consider the following from the Boutros-Ghali report: "The
sources of conflict and war are pervasive and deep.... To reach them will require our utmost effort ... to
promote sustainable economic and social development...."42

In what social or economic spheres, if any, will the world orderites not find a pretext for intervention?
According to the new UN agenda, there are none. Among the "new risks for stability" listed by the
Secretary-General are "ecological damage” and "disruption of family and community life." Other
"sources of conflict” include "unchecked population growth," "drugs and the growing disparity between
rich and poor,” "[p]overty, disease, famine," "drought,” ""a porous ozone shield," and about anything else
you might imagine.43

According to the UN leader, "the efforts of the Organization to build peace, stability and security must



encompass matters beyond military threats in order to break the fetters of strife and warfare that have
characterized the past."44 In other words, under the new UN definitions of "peacekeeping,” virtually any
circumstance or condition in any part of the world might conceivably constitute a "risk for stability"” or a
"threat" to peace, and therefore justify UN intervention, including military intervention.

What is so incredible about all of this is not the arrogance and effrontery of Boutros-Ghali and his many
like-minded associates in proposing such a colossal power grab. What else can be expected from a gang
of megalomaniacs? The far more incredible feature of this developing nightmare is the almost complete
ignorance of, and near total absence of opposition to it. What should be strikingly obvious to anyone -
particularly to Americans, who should have a special appreciation for the limitation of governmental
force - is that an organization powerful enough to enforce world "peace™ would also be powerful enough
to enforce world tyranny. No organization should ever have that kind of power!

Americans should have been shocked and outraged then, when President Bush, in his address to the
United Nations General Assembly on September 21, 1992, announced: "I welcome the Secretary
General's call for a new agenda to strengthen the United Nations' ability to prevent, contain, and resolve
conflict across the globe.... Robust peace-keeping requires men and equipment that only member states
can provide.... These forces must be available on short notice at the request of the Security Council...."”
Mr. Bush said the challenges "as we enter the 21st century” will "require us to transform our collective
institutions.” He pledged to work with the UN "to best employ our considerable lift, logistics,
communications, and intelligence capabilities,” and stated: "The United States is prepared to make
available our bases and facilities for multinational training and field exercises. One such base, nearby,
with facilities is Fort Dix."45

Other than the John Birch Society, which has warned about these impending developments for decades,
very few have raised a voice to spread the alarm. One who has is syndicated columnist Sam Francis.
Commenting on An Agenda for Peace, he wrote: "If Americans would like to preserve the national
independence and sovereignty they and their forebears have fought for, they need to pull down the one-
world monstrosity Boutros-Ghali is planning before he and his planners have a chance to build it."46
And to that every freedom-loving American should say, Amen!

Notes

1. National Security Strategy of the United States (The White House, August 1991).

2. The United Nations Security Council, "Provisional Verbatim Record of the Three Thousand and
Forty-sixth Meeting” (New York: UN Headquarters, January 31, 1992), pp. 49, 54-55.

3. Ibid., p. 8.

4. 1bid., p. 42.

5. Ibid., p. 59-60.
6. Ibid., p. 61.

7. Thomas Jefferson, quoted by Lewis C. Henry (ed.), Best Quotations for all Occasions (Greenwich,
CT: Fawcett Publications, 1964), p. 45.



8. The United Nations Security Council, "Provisional Verbatim Record of the Three Thousand and
Forty-sixth Meeting," pp. 9-10.

9. Ibid., p. 18.

10. Ibid., p. 72.
11. Ibid., p. 44.
12. Ibid., p. 46.
13. Ibid., p. 91.

14. Jim Mann, "Chinese Premier gets chilly U.N. reception,” Los Angeles Times, February 1, 1992, pp.
Al, AG6.

15. Joseph S. Nye Jr., "Create a U.N. Fire Brigade,” New York Times, February 1, 1992.
16. Ibid.
17. Norman Kempster, "Army Could Give U.N. New Punch,” Los Angeles Times, February 1, 1992.

18. Jim Sasser, quoted by Barbara Crossette, "Spending for U.N. Peacekeeping Getting a Hard Look in
Congress," New York Times, March 6, 1992, p. A6.

19. Ibid.
20. "The New World Army," New York Times lead editorial, March 6, 1992.
21. Ibid.

22. Maurice F. Strong, quoted by Paul Raeburn, AP, "Ecology Remedy Costly," Sacramento Bee (CA),
March 12, 1992.

23. President Bush's Pax Universalis speech at UN headquarters on September 23, 1991, Weekly
Compilaton of Presidential Documents, Volume 27 - Number 39, pp. 1324-27.

24. Leslie H. Gelb, "Why the U.N. Dog Didn't Bark: Mr. Bush's incendiary theme,” New York Times,
September 25, 1991.

25. Freedom From War: The United States Program for General and Complete Disarmament in a
Peaceful World (Department of State Publication 7277, Disarmament Series 5, Released September
1961, Office of Public Services, Bureau of Public Affairs).

26. 1bid., p. 18.

27. bid., pp. 18-19.

28. Blueprint for the Peace Race: Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete
Disarmament in a Peaceful World (United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Publication 4,



General Series 3, Released May 1962).

29

30

31

. Ibid., p. 33.
. Congressman Ted Weiss (D-NY), remarks in Congressional Record, May 25, 1982, pp. H 2840-49.

. A. Richard Richstein, in letter dated May 11, 1982, quoted by Congressman Ted Weiss in

Congressional Record, May 25,1982, p. H 2841.

32

33

. William Nary, telephone interview by author, January 1991.

. Grenville Clark and Louis B. Sohn, World Peace Through World Law, 2d ed. (Cambridge: Harvard

Univ. Press, 1962).

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45

Ibid., pp. xxix, 232-33, 246-257.

Trygve Lie, In the Cause of Peace (New York: Macmillan Company, 1954), p. 45.
Ibid., p. 45.

Ibid., p. 46.

Boutros, Boutros-Ghali, An Agenda for Peace (New York: United Nations, 1992)
Ibid., pp. 16, 25.

Ibid., p. 9.

Ibid., p. 1-2.

Ibid., p. 2.

Ibid., p. 6-7.

Ibid., p. 7.

. President George Bush, "The United Nations: Forging a Genuine Global Community,”" address

before the UN General Assembly on September 21, 1992, in US Department of State Dispatch,

Se

46

ptember 28, 1992, Vol. 3, No. 39, pp. 721-24.

. Sam Francis, "New World Order's Call To Arms," Los Angeles Daily News, Tuesday, August 4,

1992.



CHAPTER 2 - In the Name of Peace

The U.N. jets next turned their attention to the center of the city. Screaming in at treetop
level ... they blasted the post office and the radio station, severing Katanga's
communications with the outside world.... One came to the conclusion that the U.N.'s action
was intended to make it more difficult for correspondents to let the world know what was
going on in Katanga....1

- Smith Hempstone, Rebels, Mercenaries, and Dividends, 1962

Early in 1987, millions of American television viewers tuned in to watch the dramatic ABC mini-series,
Amerika. What they saw was a grim, menacing portrayal of life in our nation after it had been taken over
by a Soviet-controlled United Nations force. Their TV sets showed a foreboding picture of America as
an occupied police-state, complete with concentration camps, brainwashing, neighborhood spies, and
Soviet-UN troops, tanks and helicopter gunships enforcing "the rule of law."

Liberals angrily denounced the mini-series, claiming it demonized both the Soviets and the UN and
insisting that it would rekindle anti-communist hysteria at a time when Soviet-American relations were
at their best point since the end of World War Il. The fact that Soviet troops were at that very time
committing real atrocities against the peoples of Afghanistan didn't matter. UN officials, furious about
the way their organization was being portrayed, even tried to have the program cancelled.2

Why all the furor? Is the UN's image so sacrosanct or the goal of U.S.-Soviet rapprochement so sacred
that even fictional tarnishing is akin to blasphemy? After all, it was just a television program. Haven't
there been scores of highly acclaimed Hollywood productions depicting the U.S. military and American
patriots in similarly bad or even far worse light? Besides, the totalitarianism depicted in Amerika could
never happen here. Could it?

Dress Rehearsal?

You may be surprised to learn that it has already happened here. No, not in the same manner and on the
same scale as viewers saw in the television series, but in an alarming real-life parallel of that dramatic
production. What follows is the true, but little-known story of the "invasion" of about a dozen American
cities by "UN forces,” as told by economist/author Dr. V. Orval Watts in his 1955 book, The United
Nations: Planned Tyranny.

At Fort MacArthur, California, and in other centers, considerable numbers of American
military forces went into training in 1951 as "Military Government Reserve Units." What
they were for may appear from their practice maneuvers during the two years, 1951-1952.

Their first sally took place on July 31, 1951, when they simulated an invasion and seizure of
nine California cities: Compton, Culver City, Inglewood, Hawthorne, Huntington Park,
Long Beach, Redondo Beach, South Gate and Torrance. The invading forces, however, did
not fly the American flag. They came in under the flag of the United Nations, and their
officers stated that they represented the United Nations.

These forces arrested the mayors and police chiefs, and pictures later appeared in the
newspapers showing these men in jail. The officers issued manifestoes reading "by virtue of
the authority vested in me by the United Nations Security Council.” At Huntington Park
they held a flag-raising ceremony, taking down the American flag and running up in its



place the United Nations banner.

On April 3, 1952, other units did the same thing at Lampasas, Texas. They took over the
town, closed churches, strutted their authority over the teachers and posted guards in
classrooms, set up concentration camps, and interned businessmen after holding brief one-
sided trials without habeas corpus.

Said a newspaper report of that Texas invasion: "But the staged action almost became actual
drama when one student and two troopers forgot it was only make-believe. 'Ain't nobody
going to make me get up,’ cried John Snell, 17, his face beet-red. One of the paratroopers
shoved the butt of his rifle within inches of Snell's face and snarled, "You want this butt
placed in your teeth? Get up.™

The invaders put up posters listing many offenses for which citizens would be punished.
One of them read: "25. Publishing or circulating or having in his possession with intent to
publish or circulate, any printed or written matter ... hostile, detrimental, or disrespectful ...
to the Government of any other of the United Nations."

Think back to the freedom-of-speech clause of the United States Constitution which every
American officer and official is sworn to support and defend. What was in the minds of
those who prepared, approved and posted these UN proclamations?

The third practice seizure under the United Nations flag occurred at Watertown, New York,
August 20, 1952, more than a year later than the first ones. It followed the same pattern set
in the earlier seizures in California and Texas.

Is this a foretaste of World Government, which so many Americans seem to want?3

Who ordered these "mock™ UN invasions? And to what purpose were they carried out? Do answers to
these questions really matter? Or are these merely idle concerns about curious but irrelevant events that
happened decades ago and have no bearing on our lives today?

Events, developments, and official policies in the succeeding years, under both Republican and
Democratic administrations, indicate that the mock invasions of the early 1950s do matter and that they
do have a bearing on our lives today. The dress-rehearsal takeovers of American cities described above
occurred just six years after the founding of the United Nations, while the organization was still
enjoying widespread public support. American military personnel were at that very time fighting and
dying under the UN flag in Korea. But as recounted in our previous chapter, a decade later in September
of 1961, the President of the United States would propose a phased transfer of America's military forces
to the UN. Under such a plan, our Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, even our nuclear arsenal,
would be given over to UN command, making it possible for our nation's military forces to be used in a
real UN invasion at some future date anywhere in the world.

Interestingly, the Kennedy Freedom From War plan differed little from one proposed earlier that same
month by the Soviet-dominated "nonaligned” nations at a conference held in Belgrade, Yugoslavia.4
And it was merely an expansion of the policy enunciated by Secretary of State Christian Herter (CFR)
during the latter days of the Eisenhower Administration. But few Americans even saw, and fewer still
ever read and understood the incredible disarmament document. For those who did see, read and
understand it, however, there could be no doubt that it created a path leading to global .



If the American public had been aware of Freedom From War and a number of then-classified
government studies being prepared at that time - each of which spelled out even more explicitly the
intent of government and Establishment elitists to surrender America to an all-powerful United Nations -
there may well have been a popular uprising that would have swept all of the internationalist schemers
from public office and public trust.

In February 1961, seven months before the President released the Freedom From War plan to the public,
his State Department, led by Secretary of State Dean Rusk (CFR), hired the private Institute for Defense
Analyses (contract No. SCC 28270) to prepare a study showing how disarmament could be employed to
lead to world government. On March 10, 1962, the Institute delivered Study Memorandum No. 7, A
World Effectively Controlled By the United Nations, written by Lincoln P. Bloomfield (CFR).5 Dr.
Bloomfield had himself recently served with the State Department's disarmament staff, and while
writing his important work was serving as an associate professor of political science and director of the
Arms Control Project at the Center for International Studies, Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

This Bloomfield/IDA report is especially significant because the author is uncharacteristically candid,
eschewing the usual euphemisms, code words, and double-talk found in typical "world order"”
pronouncements meant for public consumption. The author believed he was addressing fellow
internationalists in a classified memorandum that would never be made available for public scrutiny. So
he felt he could speak plainly.

Here is the document's opening passage, labelled SUMMARY:

A world effectively controlled by the United Nations is one in which "world government”
would come about through the establishment of supranational institutions, characterized by
mandatory universal membership and some ability to employ physical force. Effective
control would thus entail a preponderance of political power in the hands of a supranational
organization.... [T]he present UN Charter could theoretically be revised in order to erect
such an organization equal to the task envisaged, thereby codifying a radical rearrangement
of power in the world.

Dr. Bloomfield was still fudging a little as he began. The phrase "some ability to employ physical force"
was more than a slight understatement, as the bulk of the report makes abundantly clear. He continued:

The principal features of a model system would include the following: (1) powers sufficient
to monitor and enforce disarmament, settle disputes, and keep the peace - including taxing
powers - with all other powers reserved to the nations; (2) an international force, balanced
appropriately among ground, sea, air, and space elements, consisting of 500,000 men,
recruited individually, wearing a UN uniform, and controlling a nuclear force composed of
50-100 mixed land-based mobile and undersea-based missiles, averaging one megaton per
weapon; (3) governmental powers distributed among three branches...; (4) compulsory
jurisdiction of the International Court....6

"The notion of a 'UN-controlled world' is today a fantastic one,” the professor wrote. "... Political
scientists have generally come to despair of quantum jumps to world order as utopian and unmindful of
political realities. But fresh minds from military, scientific, and industrial life ... have sometimes found
the logic of world government - and it is world government we are discussing here - inescapable."7

Dr. Bloomfield then cited Christian Herter's speech of February 18, 1960, in which the Secretary of
State called for disarmament "to the point where no single nation or group of nations could effectively



oppose this enforcement of international law by international machinery."8 To this CFR-affiliated
academic, who had recently worked for the disarmament agency where Herter's speech had most likely
been written, there was no question about the meaning of the Secretary of State's words.

"Here, then,” said Bloomfield, "is the basis in recent American policy for the notion of a world
‘effectively controlled by the United Nations." It was not made explicit, but the United States position
carried the unmistakable meaning, by whatever name, of world government, sufficiently powerful in any
event to keep the peace and enforce its judgments.”9

Then, to be absolutely certain that there would be no confusion or misunderstanding about his meaning,
he carefully defined his terms:

"World" means that the system is global, with no exceptions to its fiat: universal
membership. "Effectively controlled” connotes ... a relative monopoly of physical force at
the center of the system, and thus a preponderance of political power in the hands of a
supranational organization.... "The United Nations" is not necessarily precisely the
organization as it now exists.... Finally, to avoid endless euphemism and evasive verbiage,
the contemplated regime will occasionally be referred to unblushingly as a "world
government."10 [Emphasis added]

If government is "force” - as George Washington so simply and accurately defined it - then world
government is "world force." Which means that Bloomfield and those who commissioned his report and
agreed with its overall recommendations wanted to create a global entity with a monopoly of force - a
political, even military power undisputedly superior to any single nation-state or any possible alliance of
national or regional forces. It is as simple as that.

"The appropriate degree of relative force," the Bloomfield/IDA study concluded, "would ... involve total
disarmament down to police and internal security levels for the constituent units, as against a significant
conventional capability at the center backed by a marginally significant nuclear capability."11 Again
and again as the following excerpts demonstrate, the study drives its essential points home:

o "National disarmament is a condition sine qua non for effective UN control.... [W]ithout it,
effective UN control is not possible."12

o "The essential point is the transfer of the most vital element of sovereign power from the states to
a supranational government."13

e "The overwhelming central fact would still be the loss of control of their military power by
individual nations."14

Putting Theory Into Practice

While Dr. Bloomfield was still writing his treatise for global rule, the hapless residents of a small corner
of Africa were experiencing the terrible reality of "a world effectively controlled by the United Nations."
The site chosen for the debut of the UN's version of "peacekeeping” was Katanga, a province in what
was then known as the Belgian Congo. The center of world attention 30 years ago, the name Katanga
draws a complete blank from most people today.

Katanga and its tragic experience have been expunged from history, consigned to the memory hole. The
region appears on today's maps as the Province of Shaba in Zaire. But for one brief, shining moment, the



courageous people in this infant nation stood as the singular testament to the capability of the newly
independent Africans to govern themselves as free people with a sense of peace, order, and justice.

While all around them swirled a maelstrom of violent, communist-inspired revolution and bloody tribal
warfare, the Katangese distinguished themselves as a paradigm of racial, tribal, and class harmony.15
What they stood for could not be tolerated by the forces of "anti-colonialism™ in the Kremlin, the U.S.
State Department, the Western news media, and especially the United Nations.16

The stage was already set for the horrible drama that would soon unfold when Belgium's King Baudouin
announced independence for the Belgian Congo on June 30, 1960. The Soviets, who had been agitating
and organizing in the Congo for years, were ready. Patrice Lumumba was their man, bought and paid for
with cash, arms, luxuries, and all the women, gin, and hashish he wanted. With his Soviet and Czech
"diplomats" and "technicians” who swarmed all over the Congo, Lumumba was able to control the
Congo elections.17

With Lumumba as premier and Joseph Kasavubu as president, peaceful independence lasted one week.
Then Lumumba unleashed a communist reign of terror against the populace, murdering and torturing
men, women, and children. Amidst this sea of carnage and terror, the province of Katanga remained, by
comparison, an island of peace, order, and stability. Under the able leadership of the courageous Moise
Kapenda Tshombe, Katanga declared its independence from the central Congolese regime. "I am
seceding from chaos," declared President Tshombe, a devout Christian and an ardent anti-communist.18

These were the days when the whole world witnessed the cry and the reality of "self determination” as it
swept through the African continent. Anyone should have expected that Katanga's declaration of
independence would have been greeted with the same huzzahs at the UN and elsewhere that similar
declarations from dozens of communist revolutionary movements and pip-squeak dictatorships had
evoked.

But it was Tshombe's misfortune to be pro-Western, pro-free enterprise, and pro-constitutionally limited
government at a time when the governments of both the U.S. and the USSR were supporting Marxist
"liberators" throughout the world. Nikita Khrushchev declared Tshombe to be "a turncoat, a traitor to the
interests of the Congolese people."19 American liberals and the rabble at the UN dutifully echoed the
hue and cry.

To our nation's everlasting shame, on July 14, 1960, the U.S. joined with the USSR in support of a UN
resolution authorizing the world body to send troops to the Congo.20 These troops were used, not to
stop the bloody reign of terror being visited on the rest of the Congo, but to assist Lumumba, the chief
terrorist, in his efforts to subjugate Katanga. Within four days of the passage of that resolution,
thousands of UN troops were flown on U.S. transports into the Congo, where they joined in the
campaign against the only island of sanity in all of black Africa.

Smith Hempstone, African correspondent for the Chicago Daily News, gave this firsthand account of the
December 1961 UN attack on Elisa, the capital of Katanga:

The U.N. jets next turned their attention to the center of the city. Screaming in at treetop
level ... they blasted the post office and the radio station, severing Katanga's
communications with the outside world.... One came to the conclusion that the U.N.'s action
was intended to make it more difficult for correspondents to let the world know what was
going on in Katanga....



A car pulled up in front of the Grand Hotel Leopold Il where all of us were staying. "Look
at the work of the American criminals,” sobbed the Belgian driver. "Take a picture and send
it to Kennedy!" In the backseat, his eyes glazed with shock, sat a wounded African man
cradling in his arms the body of his ten-year-old son. The child's face and belly had been
smashed to jelly by mortar fragments.21

The 46 doctors of Elisabethville - Belgian, Swiss, Hungarian, Brazilian, and Spanish - unanimously
issued a joint report indicting the United Nations atrocities against innocent civilians. This is part of
their account of a UN attack on a hospital:

The Shinkolobwe hospital is visibly marked with an enormous red cross on the roof.... In
the maternity, roof, ceilings, walls, beds, tables and chairs are riddled with bullets.... 4
Katangan women who had just been delivered and one new-born child are wounded, a
visiting child of 4 years old is killed; two men and one child are killed....22

The UN atrocities escalated. Unfortunately, we do not have space here to devote to relating more of the
details of this incredibly vicious chapter of UN history - even though the progress toward establishing a
permanent UN army makes full knowledge of every part of it more vital than ever. Among the
considerable body of additional testimony about the atrocities, we highly recommend The Fearful
Master by G. Edward Griffin; Who Killed the Congo? by Philippa Schuyler; Rebels, Mercenaries, and
Dividends by Smith Hempstone; and 46 Angry Men by the 46 doctors of Elisabeth.

In 1962, a private group of Americans, outraged at our govern's actions against the freedom-seeking
Katangese, attempted to capture on film the truth about what was happening in the Congo. They
produced Katanga: The Untold Story, an hour-long documentary narrated by Congressman Donald L.
Jackson. With newsreel footage and testimony from eyewitnesses, including a compelling interview
with Tshombe himself, the program exposed the criminal activities and brutal betrayal perpetrated on a
peaceful people by the Kennedy Administration, other Western leaders, and top UN officials. It
documents the fact that UN (including U.S.) planes deliberately bombed Katanga's schools, hospitals,
and churches, while UN troops machine-gunned and bayoneted civilians, school children, and Red
Cross workers who tried to help the wounded. This film is now available on videotape,23 and is "must-
viewing" for Americans who are determined that this land or any other land shall never experience
similar UN atrocities.

After waging three major offensive campaigns against the fledgling state, the UN "peace" forces
overwhelmed Katanga and forced it back under communist rule. Even though numerous international
observers witnessed and publicly protested the many atrocities committed by the UN's forces, the world
body has never apologized for or admitted to its wrongdoing. In fact, the UN and its internationalist
cheering section continue to refer to this shameful episode as a resounding success.24 Which indeed it
was, if one keeps in mind the true goal of the organization.

Following the Policy Line

Why did the government of the United States side with the Soviet Union and the United Nations in their
support of communists Lumumba and Kasavubu and their denunciation of Tshombe? Why did our
nation supply military assistance to and an official endorsement of the UN's military action against
Katanga? The answer to both questions is that our government was guided by the same "world order"
policy line laid out by the New York Times in its hard-to-believe editorial of August 16, 1961:

[W]e must seek to discourage anti-Communist revolts in order to avert bloodshed and war.



We must, under our own principles, live with evil even if by doing so we help to stabilize
tottering Communist regimes, as in East Germany, and perhaps even expose citadels of
freedom, like West Berlin, to slow death by strangulation.25

Further elaboration on this theme is revealed in a 1963 study conducted for the United States Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency by the Peace Research Institute. Published in April of that year, here's
what our tax dollars produced:

Whether we admit it to ourselves or not, we benefit enormously from the capability of the
Soviet police system to keep law and order over the 200 million odd Russians and the many
additional millions in the satellite states. The break-up of the Russian Communist empire
today would doubtless be conducive to freedom, but would be a good deal more
catastrophic for world order....26

"We benefit enormously?” Who is this "we"? Certainly not the American taxpayer, who carried the tax
burden for the enormous military expenditures needed to "contain™ Soviet expansionism.

And who determined that freedom must be sacrificed in the name of "world order"?

Dr. Bloomfield, in the same classified IDA study cited earlier, again let the world-government cat out of
the bag. If the communists remained too militant and threatening, he observed, "the subordination of
states to a true world government appears impossible; but if the communist dynamic were greatly
abated, the West might well lose whatever incentive it has for world government.”27 (Emphasis added)

In other words, the world order Insiders were faced with the following conundrum: How do we make the
Soviets menacing enough to convince Americans that world government is the only answer because
confrontation is untenable; but, at the same time, not make the Soviets so menacing that Americans
would decide to fight rather than become subject to communist tyrants?

Are we unfairly stretching these admissions? Not at all. Keep in mind that from the end of World War
I1, up to the very time these statements were being written, the communists had brutally added Albania,
Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, Poland, Romania, Czechoslovakia, North Korea, Hungary, East Germany, China,
Tibet, North Vietnam, and Cuba to their satellite empire and were aggressively instigating revolutions
throughout Africa, Asia, Latin America, and the Middle East.

And, as was later demonstrated by the historical research of Dr. Antony Sutton and other scholars, all of
these Soviet conquests had been immeasurably helped by massive and continuous transfusions from the
West to the Kremlin of money, credit, technology, and scientific knowledge.28 It was arranged for and
provided by the same CFR-affiliated policy elitists who recognized in the "communist dynamic"” they
created an "incentive" for the people in the West to accept "world government.”

Project Phoenix

The U.S. Departments of State and Defense funded numerous other studies about U.S.-USSR
convergence and world order under UN control. In 1964, the surfacing of the Project Phoenix reports
generated sufficient constituent concern to prompt several members of Congress to protest the funding
of such studies.29 But there was not enough pressure to force Congress to launch full investigations that
could have led to putting an end to taxpayer funding of these serious attacks on American security and
our constitutional system of government.



Produced by the Institute for Defense Analyses for the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, the
Phoenix studies openly advocated "unification” of the U.S. and USSR.30 The following passages taken
from Study Phoenix Paper dated June 4, 1963 leaves no doubt about this goal:

Unification - ... At present the approach ... may appear so radical that it will be dismissed
out of hand; nevertheless, its logical sim-plicity ... is so compelling that it seems to warrant
more sy