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CHAPTER ONE:
WHAT IS THE TRILATERAL COMMISSION?

The Trilateral Commission was founded in 1973 by New York
banker David Rockefeller, then Chairman of Chase Manhat-
tan Bank, and Harvard University academic Zbignieuw
Brzezinski, later to become National Security Assistant to
President Jimmy Carter.

What it is depends on one's viewpoint. According to the
Trilateral Commission itself:

The Trilateral Commission was formed in 1973 by pri-
vate citizens of Western Europe, Japan and North
America to foster closer cooperation among these three
regions on common problems. It seeks to improve public
understanding of such problems, to support proposals
for handling them jointly, and to nurture habits and prac-
tices of working together among these regions.

However, in populist political circles the Trilateral Commis-
sion is a transparent device to achieve New World Order,
which sound suspiciously like other dictatorial "World
Orders." From this viewpoint Trilaterals are enemies of
freedom and intent on gaining a monopoly of world political
power for their own benefit.

Twenty years ago the Trilateral Commission had very little
history; one could not track its intentions from its actions.



Today, in 1994, one can look at 20 years of Trilateral history
and more accurately assess their objectives in the light of
past political actions and member appointments to various
Administrations.

The original 1972 membership chosen by Rockefeller and
Brzezinski comprised about 200 members worldwide of whom
about one-third were North Americans, one-third Europeans
and one-third Japanese. In 1993 this had expanded to about
325 members worldwide, termed "distinguished citizens" by
the Trilateral Commission but in fact representing an
extremely narrow spectrum of world opinion and culture and
completely unelected or representative of anything but David
Rockefeller's personal views.

From the start the Commission has been termed "private"
and "unofficial” with the stated objective to "draw together
the highest level unofficial group possible to look together at
the common problems facing our three areas” and to "foster
cooperation."

Throughout Trilateral Commission's reporting one finds a
consistent confusion between "private” and "public." The
Commission is promoted as a private group founded by a
private citizen. David Rockefeller. Yet its objectives and
operations are public policy oriented.

In the words of the Trilateral Commission:

The full Commission gathers once each year—in
Lisbon in 1992, in Washington in 1993, in Tokyo in 1994.
In addition to special topical sessions and reviews of
current developments in our regions, a substantial
portion of each annual meeting is devoted to considera-
tion of draft reports to the Commission. These reports
are generally the joint product of authors from each of
the three regions who draw on a range of consultants in
the course of their work. Publication follows discussion
in the Commission's annual meeting. The authors are
solely responsible for their final text. A separate
publication contains the principal presentations at the
annual meeting. Occasionally informal papers appear
from regional activities.



Each regional group has a Chairman and Deputy
Chairman, who all together constitute the leadership of
the Commission. The Executive Committee draws
together a further 36 individuals from the wider
membership.

In brief, this group of private citizens is precisely organized
in a manner that ensures its collective views have significant
impact on public policy. They meet, they review, they discuss,
they report and after this discussion make their recommenda-
tions public.

For what purpose? The Trilateral Commission would
hardly expend all this energy and funding for an academic
exercise. . the objective has to be to establish public policy
objectives to be implemented by governments worldwide.

Further, the members are not elected. . they are chosen.
The Chairman of the Executive Committee, the committee
that chooses members, is David Rockefeller, who is also
founder and Chairman of the overall Trilateral Commission.
The entire structure reflects Rockefeller choices, not impartial
or representative choices.

This phenomenon of a David Rockefeller front organization
has not been lost on observers. On July 27,1979, radio station
KLMG, Council Bluffs, lowa, ran an interview of George
Franklin, then Coordinator of the Trilateral Commission.
This author was a guest on the program. Here from the
transcript is how Franklin answered the question of
Rockefeller influence.

COMMENTATOR: Why is it, in the Trilateral Commission
that the name David Rockefeller shows up so persis-
tently, or [the name of] one of his organizations?

FRANKLIN: Well, this is very reasonable. David Rocke-
feller is the Chairman of the North American group.
There are three chairmen: one is [with] the North
American group, one is [with] the Japanese group, and
one is [with] the European group. Also, the Commission
was really David Rockefeller's original idea.



Franklin is aware of the Rockefeller criticism and tries to pass
it off as unimportant, as "reasonable." The fact that Rocke-
feller is personally involved with member selection suggests
that the Commission was formed to advance family or
personal objectives. If not, then Rockefeller would have
allowed others to make such choices.

The commentator then switches the discussion to the then
current Carter  Administration, in which co-founder
Zbignieuw Brzezinski is National Security adviser to Carter
and numerous other Trilaterals had been appointed.
COMMENTATOR: On President Carter's staff, how many
Trilateral Commission members do you have?

FRANKLIN: Eighteen.

COMMENTATOR: Don't you think that is rather heavy?
FRANKLIN: It is quite a lot, yes.

COMMENTATOR: Don't you think it is rather unusual?
How many members are there actually in the Trilateral
Commission?

FRANKLIN: We have 77 in the United States?

COMMENTATOR: Don't you think it is rather unusual to
have 18 members on the Carter staff?

FRANKLIN: Yes, | think we chose some very able people
when we started the Commission. The President
happens to think well of quite a number of them.

This author then pursued with Franklin the question of mem-
bership choice and Rockefeller influence. Franklin denies the
obvious. It is obvious to any reasonable person that the Tri-
lateral Commission is a Rockefeller organization formed to
advance his interest and that it most certainly has significant
influence. Influence is the raison d'etre for the Trilateral
Commission.

SUTTON: DO you believe that the only able people in the
United States are Trilateralists?

FRANKLIN: Of course not.

FRANKLIN: Well, when we started to choose members, we



did try to pick out the ablest people we could and I think
many of those that are in the Carter Administration
would have been chosen by any group that was inter-
ested in the foreign policy question.
SUTTON: Would you say that you have an undue influ-
ence on policy in the United States?

FRANKLIN: | would not, no.

SuTTON: | think any reasonable man would say that if
you have 18 Trilateralists out of 77 in the Carter Admini-
stration you have a preponderant influence.
FRANKLIN: These men are not responsive to anything
that the Trilateral Commission might advocate. We do
have about two reports we put out each year and we do
hope they have some influence or we would not put them
out.

SUTTON: May | ask another question?
FRANKLIN: Yes.
SUTTON: Who financed the Trilateral Commission

originally?
FRANKLIN: Uhh. . . The first supporter of all was a
foundation called the Kettering Foundation. | can tell

you who is financing it at the present time, which might
be of more interest to you.

SUTTON: IS it not the Rockefeller Brothers' Fund?

FRANKLIN: The Rockefeller Brothers' Fund? The North
American end of the Commission needs $1.5 million over
the next three years. Of this amount, $180,000 will be
contributed by the Rockefeller Brothers' Fund and
$150,000 by David Rockefeller.

COMMENTATOR: Does that mean that most of it is being
financed by the Rockefellers?

FRANKLIN: NO, it means that about one-fifth of the North
American end is being financed by the Rockefellers and
none of the European and Japanese end

Moreover, the Rockefeller family had long-standing interests
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in several public policy organizations of highly significant
influence. The Trilateral Commission only extended the work
and influence of the Council on Foreign Relations chaired for
many years by the self-same David Rockefeller.

Another Rockefeller family-sponsored and financed group
was the Commission on Critical Choices whose task was to
identify the "critical choices” facing the United States at the
turn of the 21st Century. Once again we have a commission
appointed by the Rockefellers, to decide what is best for all
Americans.

THE COMMISSION ON CRITICAL CHOICES FOR AMERICANS
is a nationally representative, bipartisan group of 42
prominent Americans, brought together under the chair-
manship of Nelson A. Rockefeller. Their assignment: To
identify the critical choices which will confront America
as it embarks on its third century as a nation and to
determine the realistic and desirable objectives this
nation can achieve by 1895 and the year 2000.

The Commission was established in the American tra-
dition of voluntary effort. It is 42 citizens who have
joined together to help determine the facts about the
future of America.

Because of the complexity and interdependence of
issues facing the world today, the Commission organ-
ized its work into six study panels, which emphasize the
interrelationships of the critical choices rather than
studying each one separately.

The six study panels are:

Panel I — Energy and Its Relationship to Ecology,
Economics and World Stability;

Panel 1l — Food, Health, World Population and
Quiality of Life;

Panel Il — Raw Materials, Industrial Development,
Capital Formation, Employment and World Trade.

Panel IV — International Trade and Monetary

Systems, Inflation and the Relationships  Among
Differing Economic Systems;
Panel V — Change, National Security and Peace, and
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Panel VI — Quality of Life of Individuals and
Communities in the U.S.A.

In brief, the Commission is a Rockefeller study group,
funded in large part by a Rockefeller organization.

The Third Century Corporation, a New York not-for-
profit organization, was created to finance the work of
the Commission. Since the start of its activities in the
fall of 1973, the Corporation has received contributions
and pledges from individuals and from foundations well-
known for their support of public interest activities.

The Drive for New World Order

While publically portrayed as a high level discussion group,
the Trilateral Commission is dedicated to New World Order.
The most comprehensive statement of New World Order is to
be found in Trilateral co-founder Brzezinski's book, Between
Two Ages: America's Role in the Technetronic Era, published
just before the Trilateral Commission was founded.

This book is the blueprint for a "more just and equitable
world order.” In one sense it is not much different to scores of
other plans for political control that go back to Greek times
and include More's Utopia, Karl Marx, V.I. Lenin, Adolf
Hitler, Mao... all are schemas for political control.

The only document in history that has rigidly defined and
restrained government control is the Constitution of the
United States, unique because it limits government power.
Brzezinski's book dismisses the Constitution... for the same
reasons that all other political documents have dismissed
freedom, i.e. because it is “inadequate." However,
Brzezinski's rejection of the Constitution is on unique
grounds—"the age cannot bear the problems of assimilating
the old into the new"—yet many of the problems are created
by the self-same Trilateral members who now propose
solutions.

According to Brzezinski mankind has moved through three
states of evolution and we are now in the middle of the fourth
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and final state. In some ways the secular Brzezinski analysis
is parallel to Jose Arguelles’ The Mayan Factor, a mystical
calendar of the world divided into periods. According to The
Mayan Factor, our world is also presently in the final stages
of dissolution, culminating in 2012 when it passes to higher
levels of consciousness.

Back to Brzezinski, co-founder of the Trilateral Commission.
The first global stage is described as "religious™ and combines
"a heavenly universalism provided by acceptance of the idea
that man's destiny is essentially in God's hands" with an
"earthly narrowness derived from massive ignorance, illiteracy
and a vision confined to the immediate environment."”

The second stage is nationalism, and defined as "another
giant step in the progressive redefinition of man's nature and
place in our world."” In Arguelles this is paralleled as
"materialism."

The materialist philosophy of Marxism comprises the third
stage. For Brzezinski "this represents a further vital and
creative stage in the measuring of man's universal vision."
Neither David Rockefeller nor Zbignieuw Brzezinski cite the
technological and moral weaknesses and excesses of Marx-
ism. They view it as "creative" and a significant factor in
man's maturity.

In reality, — and history has now demonstrated what some
of us argued for years — Marxism is a hollow sham, a gigantic
con job, a device for New York capitalists to control a country
through technology and debt while pretending the opposite.

It was American trade unions, especially under Samuel
Gompers and George Meany, that recognized the phoniness
of Marxism. Wall Street and many academics who should
have known better were the promoters, allies and apologizers
for Marxism. Capitalists, because a monopoly state offers the
opportunity of monopoly markets and monopoly profits with-
out any uncomfortable criticism from the street. Academics,
because Wall Street-financed Universities offer opportunities
for self-advancement and self-aggrandisement.

After Marxism, according to Brzezinski, comes the fourth
and final stage, the Technetronic Era or the idea of rational
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humanism on a global scale, the result of American-
Communist cooperation. Here is the Brzezinski view of the
contemporary structure which is a tortured framework to
present a supposed requirement for a New World Order
political structure:

Tension is unavoidable as man strives to assimilate
the new into the framework of the old. For a time the
established framework resiliently integrates the new by
adapting it in a more familiar shape. But at some point
the old framework becomes overloaded The new input
can no longer be redefined into traditional forms, and
eventually it asserts itself with compelling force. Today,
though, the old framework of international politics —
with their spheres of influence, military alliances
between nation-states, the fiction of sovereignty,
doctrinal conflicts arising from nineteenth century crises
— is clearly no longer compatible with reality.

Interestingly the Brzezinski estimate of change is
significantly in error and this error will undoubtedly affect the
nature of the world to come. New World Order is not
inevitable.

Firstly, the current trend is towards small political units
reflecting ethnic and national groups. Within the United
States we have proposals for independent States and to
divide States into two or three segments as large units
become ungovernable and "overloaded.” The framework is
"overloaded" but the reaction is smaller units, not larger,
ungovernable units. This is precisely the opposite reaction
proposed by the Trilateral Commission.

Secondly, when it comes to “rational humanism" Brzez-
inski is again way off contemporary evolvement. Religion is
coming back and in a more spiritual form. The older churches,
institutionalized churches, are suffering losses, particularly
the 2000-year-old Catholic church. However, there is a
revival
of religion through modern technology, i.e. radio churches and
TV evangelists. Further there is a spiritual evolvement of
extraordinary proportions in non-traditional forms such as
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meditation and communal groups. Some of these groups,
such as the Church Universal and Triumphant in Montana,
are now established and accepted by traditional areas.

This is a far cry from "humanism" and non-religion! How-
ever, it is in technology that we find departures from the "new
world" proposed by Brzezinski and adopted by David Rocke-
feller and the Trilateral Commission. The technology of the
future has an emerging spiritual component. The physics of
the future, post-high energy physics and the vacuum energy
physics of the 21st century is also a spiritual technology. The
Eastern concepts of Buddhism and the material world are to
an extent merging with the vacuum physics of the West, Zen
and western physics are merging in a manner that confounds
the ideas of the Trilateral Commission. Agreed that this new
input cannot be defined in traditional terms, in this limited
manner Brzezinski is correct but the new framework is not a
rigid New World Order. Paradoxically. New World Order
turns out to be a reflection of the old traditional framework!
Brzezinski and Rockefeller propose to replace the old frame-
work with a new framework. . but one under their control.
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CHAPTER TWO:
MEMBERSHIP OF THE TRILATERAL COMMISSION

The interesting aspect of Trilateralism is that it brings to-
gether the Administrators of power rather than the Holders
of power.

David Rockefeller is essentially the only power center in the
entire Trilateral catalog. Politicians, lawyers, bureaucrats,
media types, trade unionists come and go in the Trilateral
halls of power — they are transient administrators. They
retain administrative positions only as long as they are
successful in using political power to gain political objectives.
Operators do not, by and large, create objectives — this is an
important point. One should label this group of operators
"the hired hands." As Senator Mansfield once said of Con-
gress, "To get along, you must go along.” Trilateral operators
are at the pinnacle of success in "going along."”

In the 1970's, nine of the American Trilateral commis-
sioners were Establishment lawyers, from highly influential
major law firms. The "revolving door" area between so-called
public service and private gain, where attorneys alternate be-
tween private practice and the federal payroll, clouds more
precise identification. For some reason, two of the nine
lawyers were partners in the Los Angeles law firm O'Melveny
& Myers: senior partner, William T. Coleman Jr. (also a
director of David Rockefeller's Chase Manhattan Bank and a
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former Transportation Secretary): and Warren
Christopher, who was a partner from 1958-67 and from
1969 until joining Carter's regime as Deputy Secretary of
State, and Clinton's as Secretary of State in 1993.

In 1994 William T. Coleman Jr., now a senior partner in
O'Melveny & Myers, had already been Secretary of Transpor-
tation, was still a Trilateralist and indeed a member of the
exclusive Trilateral Executive Committee.

From the same law firm of O'Melveny & Myers in 1994
Warren Christopher had become Secretary of State after
serving as Co-Director of President Clinton's Transition
team, amid strong protests that he was not looking for any
personal appointment. Christopher did an outstanding job for
the Trilaterals, appointing no fewer than 22 fellow members
to the Clinton Administration that emphasized the "old way
of doing business” could not continue. No doubt Christopher
will return to O'Melveny & Myers after his term as Secretary
of State, to continue the wheeling and dealing business.

Moreover, this political influence duo is now joined in 1994
by yet another partner in O'Melveny & Myers, Ko-Yung-
Tung, Chairman of the firm's New York-based Global
Practice Group.

So this almost unknown Los Angeles law firm is in reality
an influence-peddling outfit of the first category. This
Trilateral trio highlights the cozy revolving door political
influence game that makes a mockery of a free society.

O'Melveny & Myers together with Kissinger & Associates
and the Carlyle Group have a lock on political influence — and
all just happen to be linked to the Trilateral Commission.
George Franklin, former Executive Secretary of the Commis-
sion, avers, this is a mere statistical accident, all talent just
accidentally happens to be within the Trilateral Commission,
that we shouldn't be concerned; in fact, according to Franklin,
we should be grateful that such eminent ladies and gentlemen
are willing to accept the burdens of "public service."

So how does this political influence game work? We'll
suppose you're out there in Zaire or the Argentine and you
want some U.S. taxpayer dollars — to build a bridge or "fight
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drugs,” anything in fact that gives you opportunity to skim a
little gravy off the top for your own hardworking self — what
do you do?

You head for Trilateral Mr. Ko-Yung-Tung, the O'Melveny
& Myers man in New York, or Trilateral Henry Kissinger at
Kissinger  Associates, or former Secretary of Defense
Trilateral Frank Carlucci at The Carlyle Group — all with
excellent Trilateral connections and — for a substantial, very
substantial, fee — they will take your case to Washington.

And do you believe for one minute that some small time
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State who makes routine $100
million aid decisions is going to look the other way when
Henry, or Frank, or Yung-Tung telephone about the pitiful
needs of Zaire or the Argentine?

After all, a Deputy Assistant Secretary has ambitions one
day of becoming a full-fledged Assistant Secretary and will
need a few kind words from prominent persons. So the
decisions on Zaire or the Argentine are not made with the
interests of the United States taxpayer in mind but by what
is termed elegantly as "political factors."

Now contrast this con game with the many thousands of
American  citizens who suffered from U.S. radiation
experiments in the 1940's and 1950's. They want compen-
sation but have to go to court to try to get just compensation
from the Department of Energy. The American in the street
can't call up Henry Kissinger or Frank Carlucci or Ko-Yung-
Tung (as can the Zairian Embassy or an Argentinian
Senator). Poor Joe Blow has to use his limited funds to
challenge a Department of Energy with unlimited taxpayer
funds to fight its own citizens.

This is what Trilateralism is all about. It's not about the
Technetronic Age which is a long word about nothing and
indeed if Brzezinski couldn't see the coming downfall of the
Soviet Union, he can't be relied upon to for see the nature of
the coming era. Trilateralism may be clothed in fancy lan-
guage but it boils down to the exercise of political power in the
interests of the Trilaterals and their associates. If you swallow
the coy phrase "public service" then you shouldn't be reading
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this book. It's more like institutionalized ripoff.

So you complain to Congress? Good luck! The Majority
Leader, Thomas Foley Jr., is a Trilateral, as are many other
Congressmen and Senators. Now you know why laws to re-
strict lobbying always have gaping loopholes.

Here are the prominent law firms with Trilateral partners,
and so linked into the political influence network:
CENTER FOR LAW AND SOCIAL POLICY:

Paul C. Warnke (pre-1994)
Philip H. Trezise (pre-1994);
CLIFFORD, WARNKE, GLASS, MCILWAIN & FINNEY:
Paul C. Warnke (pre-1994);
COUDERT BROTHERS:
Sol M. Linowitz (pre-1994)
Richard N. Gardner (1973-1994);
O'MELVENY & MYERS:
Warren Christopher (1973-1994),
William T. Coleman, Jr. (1973-1994)
Ko-Tung-Yung (1994)
SIMPSON, THACHER & BARTLETT:
Cyrus R. Vance (pre-1994)
WILMER, CUTLER & PICKERING:
Gerard C. Smith (1973-1994)
Lloyd N. Cutler (pre-1994)
AKIN, GUMP, STRAUSS, HAUER & FELD:
Vernon C. Jordan (1994).

Propagandists and Technicians

Quite distinct from the political operators, although their
functions often overlap, are the propagandists (the media)
and the technicians (academicians and research controllers).
These groups provide the intellectual linkage between the
power holders and the power administrators (the operators).
Technicians design the plans needed to promote and imple-
ment objectives. They explain ideas to the public and even
conceive ideas — within limits. Technicians and propagan-
dists achieve personal success only insofar as they have
ability to conceive and promote plans within the overall
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framework welcome to the power holders. A media source dis-
tributing unwelcome news or a researcher developing unwel-
come conclusions is politely so informed — and usually takes
the hint. Trilateralist technicians are experts at "getting the
message."

We find the following "think tanks" linked to Trilateralism:
ASPEN INSTITUTE FOR HUMANISTIC STUDIES:
Maurice F. Strong
Robert S. Ingersoll
BROOKINGS INSTITUTION:
William T. Coleman, Jr.
Henry D. Owen
Gerard C. Smith
C. Fred Bergsten
Graham T. Allison, Jr.
Philip H. Trezise
Bruce K. MacLaury

CENTER FOR DEFENSE INFORMATION:
Paul C. Warnke
COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY
Richard N. Gardner
GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY, CENTER FOR STRATEGIC AND
INTERNATIONAL STUDIES:
David M. Abshire
William E. Brock, 111
William V. Roth, Jr.
Gerard C. Smith
HARVARD UNIVERSITY
Graham Allison
Robert R. Bowie
HOOVER INSTITUTION ON WAR, REVOLUTION AND PEACE
David Packard
George Schultz
HUDSON INSTITUTE
J. Paul Austin
MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY (MIT)
Carroll L. Wilson
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MITRE CORPORATION

Lucy Wilson Benson
RAND CORPORATION

J. Paul Austin

Graham Allison

William T. Coleman, Jr.
WORLD WATCH INSTITUTE

C. Fred Bergsten

These "think" tanks are financed by foundations which are
also linked to Trilateralism:

ROCKEFELLER FOUNDATION
Cyrus R. Vance
W. Michael Blumenthal
Robert V. Roosa
Lane Kirkland
John D. Rockefeller IV
TWENTIETH CENTURY FUND RUSSELL SAGE FOUNDATION
J. Paul Austin
FORD FOUNDATION
Andrew Brimmer
John Loudon
CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE
William A. Hewitt
Hedley Donovan
Thomas L. Hughes
BORDEN FOUNDATION
Zbigniew Brzezinski
ROCKEFELLER BROTHERS FUND
David Rockefeller
ROCKEFELLER FAMILY FUND
David Rockefeller
John D. Rockefeller IV
WOODRUFF FOUNDATION
J. Paul Austin
WORLD PEACE FOUNDATION
Robert R. Bowie



The Media

Trilateralist media representation, although not large in num-
bers, is highly influential. In the 1970's, of five media commis-
sioners, three were relatively insignificant: Doris Anderson,
editor of Chatelaine Magazine; Carl Rowan, columnist, and
Arthur R. Taylor, formerly head of the CBS network,
dismissed in October 1976.

Two media Trilaterals were highly influential: Emmett
Dedmon, editorial director of the Chicago Sun-Times,
published by Field Enterprises. The chairman of Field
Enterprises, Inc., Marshall Field V, also a director of First
National Bank of Chicago, operates Field Enterprises under
an exhaustive agreement with his half brother, "Ted,"
Frederick W. Field; and Field ownership is significant
because of Trilateral connections with the First National
Bank of Chicago. In any event, Chicago Sun Times is the
sixth largest newspaper in the U.S. (daily circulation 687,000).

Another influential media  Trilateralist ~was  Hedley
Donovan, editor-in-chief of Time, member of the Council on
Foreign Relations and director of the Carnegie Endowment
for International Peace. According to the U.S. Labor Party:

Donovan played a central role in the "faking of the
President, 1976." Under his Trilateral direction, Time
functioned as a black propaganda vehicle throughout the
campaign and post-election period, painting Carter as an
"outsider" with no connections with the corrupt politics
of Washington, D.C. and Wall Street This "image build-
ing" provided the crucial cover for the planned vote
fraud, and Time played a crucial coverup role as
widespread evidence of the Nov. 2 fraud surfaced.

Trilateral disdain for the First Amendment is a factor
working  strongly against generally  sympathetic media
attention. On the other hand, Trilateralist intervention in
day-to-day media operation, by use of the traditional tele-
phone call, is probable, given the numerous Trilateral
corporate directors in the media: Henry B. Schacht is a
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director of CBS; Sol Linowitz, a director of Time; J. Paul
Austin, a director of Dow Jones; Harold Brown, a director of
Times-Mirror Corporation; Archibald K. Davis, a director of
Media General, Inc.; Peter G. Peterson, a director of Great
Book Foundation and National Education TV; William M.
Roth, a director of Athenum Publishers; and Cyrus Vance, a
director of the New York Times. Their presence is ominous.
However, any persistent intervention to Kkill or re-orient
stories will backfire. Most media people are professionals
rather than propagandists.

The Corporation for Public Broadcasting, supposedly a
public institution, has always had a heavy Trilateral bias.
This reflects the blurring of public and private which
Trilaterals exercise so well for their own advantages.

Sharon Percy Rockefeller, wife of Commissioner John D.
Rockefeller 1V, former Governor, now Senator from West
Virginia, is an example of this link. More emphatic is the
funding of the PBS heavyweight programs which mold public
opinion by Trilateral-oriented and Trilateral-represented firms.

Robert C. Wenks, a Trilateral in 1994, is also Chairman of
Prudential Securities, Inc. and finances "Wall Street Week
with Louis Rukeyser,” and you will never hear Rukeyser
criticize the Federal Reserve private banking monopoly or
argue gold as the only stable basis for a monetary system.

"Tony Brown's Journal” on PBS is funded by Pepsi-Cola, a
major Trilateral-linked firm with at least one or two directors
always on the Trilateral Commission. Pepsi is one of the gung
ho New World Order firms and as you will remember, was
first into Communist China and only second after Coca Cola
into Soviet Russia.

The famous MacNeil-Lehrer Newshour is financed by
Archer Daniels Midland, a global corporation with Trilateral
Dwayne Andreas as Chairman. Pepsi Cola also finances
MacNeil Lehrer.

General Electric is another long-time Trilateral firm; Paolo
Fresco is the current Trilateral Chairman, and finances the
McLaughlin group.

So — how impartial do you think PBS can be when it comes
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to New World Order? And this government-backed organi-
zation is supposed to be a "public* institution. Instead it
illustrates how Trilaterals have a flair for quietly influencing
public institutions.
The following media outlets are also linked to Trilateralism:

NEW YORK TIMES:
Cyrus R. Vance (1978);
Flora Lewis (1994)
CBS:
Arthur R. Taylor (1970s)
Henry B. Schacht (19702)
Los ANGELES TIMES
Harold Brown (1979)
Robert Erburn (1994)
TIME, INC.
Hedley Donovan
FOREIGN PoLICY MAGAZINE
Samuel P. Huntington
Thomas L. Hughes
Richard N. Cooper
Elliot L. Richardson
Marina von Neumann Whitman
Richard Holbrooke
Zbigniew Brzezinski
FOREIGN AFFAIRS
William M. Roth
C. Fred Bergsten
CHICAGO SUN-TIMES
Emmett Dedmon
CNN
V. Thomas Johnson (1994)
WASHINGTON POST
Katherine Graham (1994)

Politics and Government

Trilaterals are often politicians. In 1977, 27 out of 77 U.S. Tri-
lateralists were also professional politicians and professional
bureaucrats. In 1993 the number had increased to 39 politi-
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cians and bureaucrats.

In 1977 President Jimmy Carter and Vice President Walter
Mondale were Trilaterals. In 1993 President Bill Clinton and
Vice President Albert Gore were Trilaterals. It should be
emphasized that selection by the Trilateral Commission was
long before they became residents of the White House.

Interestingly, President Jimmy Carter was selected and
promoted by none other than Trilateral President David
Rockefeller. In 1992 the Trilateral backing was more discreet
for Bill Clinton because of previous public criticism of the Tri-
lateral Commission for its dominant influence.

Here's how THE TiIMES (London) reported the Rockefeller-
Carter linkup:

Governor Jimmy Carter, the 1976 Democratic Presi-
dential candidate, has for reasons known only to himself
professed to be an innocent abroad, but the record is
somewhat different. As Governor of Georgia, a state
aspiring to be the centre of the New South, he led the
state trade missions abroad. While in London in the
autumn of 1973 he dined with another American visitor,
but by no means an innocent, Mr. David Rockefeller of
Chase Manhattan Bank.

Mr. Rockefeller was then establishing, with the help of
Professor Zbigniew Brzezinski of Columbia University,
an international study group now known as the Tri-
lateral Commission, He was looking for American mem-
bers outside the usual catchment area of universities,
corporation law firms and government, was impressed
by the Governor, if only because he had ventured abroad,
and invited him to join. Governor Carter, perhaps
because he was already eyeing the White House from
afar, was only too happy to accept.

This enlightening statement in THE TIMES has one
significant error. The Trilateral Commission is no "inter-
national Study group™ — it is clearly a group that generates
policies and tries to ensure that its own Trilateral Com-
missioners have a role in implementing the policies. A study
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group would not place one-third of its members in
Administration after Administration, both Republican and
Democrat. This is, THE TIMES to the contrary, an operating
group working towards specific self-centered objectives.

The Congress

Senators and Congressmen are members of the Trilateral
Commission, which, given the negative belittling Trilateral
view of the Congress, is somewhat surprising. On the other
hand, modern politicians in the "Best Congress that money
can Buy" have little trouble accommodating inconsistent
policies providing the price is right — for them.

Trilateralists also occupy key posts in the House, i.e.,
chairman of the House Republican Conference, majority
whip, chairman of the Democratic Conference, and chairman
of the House Democratic Caucus. In sum, Trilaterals have a
lock on the legislative process.

The significance of this lock on the legislative process is
brought into focus when we examine the political ideology of
Trilateralism as expressed by Crozier, Huntington, and
Watanuki in THE CRISIS OF DEMOCRACY.

* The democratic political system no longer has any
purpose.

* The concepts of equality and individualism give
problems to authority.

» The media is not sufficiently subservient to the elite.

» Democracy has to be "balanced" (i.e. restricted).

e The authority and power of the central government
must be increased

Weighing these totalitarian ideas which form the poli-
tical philosophy of the commission against congressional
membership in the Trilateral Commission, the reader will
be tempted to ask, were these the political policies
espoused by these politicians when elected to office?

In any event, five senators also were Trilateral commis-
sioners in 1978:
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LAWTON CHILES, Democrat, Florida
ALAN CRANSTON, Democrat, California, Senate majority
whip
JOHN C. CULVER, Democrat, lowa
JOHN C. DANFORTH, Republican, Missouri
WILLIAM V. ROTH, JR., Republican, Delaware
In 1994, Senators DIANE FEINSTEIN, CHARLES ROBB, JOHN
CHAFEE, and WILLIAM S. COHEN were added.
This neatly reflects the Democratic majority in the Senate,
three Democrats and two Republicans; and it is notable that
the Senate majority whip — a key Senate post — is a
Trilateralist.
The following six Congressmen were Trilateralists in 1978:
JOHN B. ANDERSON, Republican, Illinois, chairman, House
Republican Conference
JOHN BRADEMAS, Democrat, Indiana; majority whip
WILLIAM S. COHEN, Republican, Maine
BARBER B. CONABLE, JR., Republican, New York
THOMAS S. FOLEY, Democrat, Washington; chairman,
House Democratic Caucus
DONALD M. FRASER, Democrat, Minnesota; chairman,

Democratic Conference and Americans for Democratic

Action.

In brief, top administration jobs — Republican and Demo-
crat — are filled from a talent pool dominated by the Trilateral
Commission. This selective process of filling top Executive
Department slots with Trilateralists has been deliberate and

ruthless. Before President Carter formally took
numerous  Trilateralists  were  appointed  as
ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI — assistant to the president for
national security affairs
CYRUS VANCE — secretary of state
HAROLD BROWN — secretary of defense
W. MICHAEL BLUMENTAL — secretary of the treasury
ANDREW YOUNG — ambassador to the United Nations
WARREN CHRISTOPHER — deputy secretary of state
Lucy WILSON BENSON — undersecretary of state for
security affairs
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RICcHARD COOPER — undersecretary of state for economic
affairs

RICHARD HOLBROOKE — undersecretary of state for East
Asian and Pacific affairs

W. ANTHONY LAKE — undersecretary of state for policy
planning

SoL LINOWITZ — co-negotiator on the Panama Canal Treaty

GERALD SMITH — ambassador-at-large for nuclear power
negotiations.

Trilaterals in the Clinton Administration

All  Administrations since the Carter Administration have
contained an unusually large number of Trilateral members.
Nominally they resign on enterng government but as most
promptly rejoin the Trilateral Commission on leaving govern-
ment, "resignation" is a farce — part of the government/
private revolving door that retains influence in a small, like-
thinking elitist group.
President Bill Clinton is a "former member in Public
service.” When he leaves the White House, Clinton will
undoubtedly rejoin the Commission and indeed could not
have attained the Presidency without Trilateral approval and
support.
On the 1993 (July) membership list of Cabinet positions we
find as Trilateral members:
BILL CLINTON, President of the United States
WARREN CHRISTOPHER, co-director of the transition with
VERNON C. JORDAN (also a Trilateral). Thus the transition
process was entirely controlled by Trilaterals.
BRUCE BABBITT, U.S. Secretary of Labor
DONNA E. SHALALA, U.S. Secretary of Health and Human
Services

HENRY CISNEROS, U.S. Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development

Cabinet positions in 1994 are:

GRAHAM ALLISON, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Plans
& Policy
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LYNN E. DAVIS, Under-Secretary of State for International
Security Affairs

JOHN M. DEUTCH, Under-Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition

DAVID GERGEN, Assistant to the President for
Communications

WINSTON LORD, Assistant Secretary of State for East
Asian and Pacific Affairs

ALICE M. RIVLIN, Deputy Director, Office of Management
and Budget

JOAN EDELMAN SPERO, Under-Secretary of State for
Economic and Agricultural Affairs

STROBE TALBOTT, Deputy Secretary of State, formerly
Ambassador to Russia

PETER TARNOFF, Under-Secretary of State for Political
Affairs

CLIFTON R. WHARTON, Deputy Secretary of State 1991-93,
followed by Strobe Talbott.

Other Government positions in the Clinton administration

WILLIAM J. CROWE, JR., U.S. Ambassador to Britain

ALAN GREENSPAN, Chairman, Board of Governors, Federal
Reserve System

JAMES R. JONES, U.S. Ambassador to Mexico

JOSEPH S. NYE, JR., Chairman, National Intelligence
Council, Central Intelligence Agency.

As Executive Director George Franklin Jr. stated back in
1978, the Trilateral Commission invites only members with
New World Order viewpoints and goals.

President Bill Clinton then is an ideal member, unusually so
because his entire career has been formed under tutelage and
guidance of New World Order advocates. (See JBS Bulletin,
October 1992).

Clinton has a B.S. in International Affairs from George-
town University in 1968, where he studied under Carroll
Quigley, whose famous Tragedy and Hope had been
published in 1966. Quigley broke the story of an elitist British
group financed by the Rothschilds and Cecil Rhodes, whose
ambition was to run the world. Rhodes founded the Rhodes
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scholarships at Oxford University — and Clinton, a devout
disciple of the New World Order message, was given a Rhodes
scholarship to Oxford University.

There is another side to the Quigley story which is little
known, and we are aware of it because this author had some
correspondence with Quigley about Tragedy and Hope.
Quigley sincerely believed in New World Order but was not
aware of the darker side of the globalist types until they
refused to reprint his book and destroyed the plates; Quigley
was alerting too many honest academics and citizens to the
dark side of New World Order. The difference between
Quigley and Clinton is morality. We know that Quigley was
an honest academician, a little naive, genuinely puzzled why
the Establishment wanted the secrets in Tragedy and Hope
kept secret. Clinton, on the other hand, quickly learned the
political power profit lessons of the New World Order, in the
tradition of Rothschild and Rhodes. Consequently, while
Quigley died a puzzled man, Bill Clinton has been supported
at every turn of the road (until early 1994) by the Trilaterals
and their fellows to gain a reputation of deceit and devious-
ness unequalled by any past President of the United States.

As we write this (January 1994) Clinton is in trouble. We
even hear rumors that he is targeted for political destruction
and will be succeeded by another Trilateralist, former Mayor
of San Francisco, now Senator Dianne Feinstein. But make no
mistake, the Trilaterals have a firm hold on the Presidency
and will continue to bring their influence to bear on its
occupant.
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CHAPTER THREE:
NEW WORLD ORDER AS THE OBJECTIVE

Run your eye down the list of executive committee
members:* who is the most powerful individual among them?

There is no doubt that David Rockefeller dominates the
executive committee, and thus the commission itself. Even if
we are generous (or naive) and see the executive members as
equals, then David would surely be primus inter pares. It is,
however, naive to see David Rockefeller as an omnipotent
dictator or the Rockefeller family as an all-powerful
monarchy. This is a trap for the unwary. Our world is much
more complex. We are looking at a family of families, a
collective of power holders with at least several hundred,
perhaps several thousand, members, who collectively aim to
divert the world, not just the United States, to their own
collective objectives.

Let's start at the beginning. The Trilateral Commission
was David Rockefeller's idea and promoted with David's
funds. (Leave aside for the time being the U.S. Labor party
theory that Trilateralism uses the Rockefellers as a "cover"
for a "British conspiracy.")

An interview with George S. Franklin, former commission
coordinator, by Michael Lloyd Chadwick, editor of The
Freemen Digest, published in Provo, Utah, is the most
authentic version of the founding process which has yet

* See Appendix A, p. 142
27



surfaced. This portion of the interview follows:

MR. CHADWICK: Mr. Franklin, you were a participant
with  Mr. David Rockefeller, Robert Bowie, Zbigniew
Brzezinski and Henry Owen in forming the Trilateral
Commission. Would you provide us with a brief history
of how it came into existence?

MR. FRANKLIN: David Rockefeller, in the winter and
spring of 1972, gave several speeches to the Chase Bank
forums in London, Brussels, Montreal and Paris. He
recommended the establishment of an international com-
mission on peace and prosperity which in fact is now the
Trilateral Commission. He didn't receive an enthusiastic
response in these meetings and he dropped the idea. He
thought, "If the Chase Bank Forums don 't respond favor-
ably to my suggestion then it's probably a lousy idea."

He then went to a Bilderberger meeting. Mike Blumen-
thal was there (now Treasury Secretary), and he said,

"You know, I'm very disturbed. . . Cooperation between
these three areas — Japan, the United States and
Western Europe — is really falling apart, and | foresee all

sorts of disaster for the world if this continues. Isn't
there anything to be done about it? "David then thought,
"Il present the idea once more,” which he did, and he
aroused great enthusiasm. The next eight speakers said
that this was a marvelous idea; by all means, somebody
get it launched

David wasn't quite sure whether these were all his
friends. He wasn't quite sure if they were being polite or
if they really thought it was a good idea. So he took Zbig
Brezinski back on the plane with him. Zbig thought it
was a very good idea and had done some writing on it.
Bob Bowie had done some writing on it too. When he got
back, David asked me if | would go back to Europe and
talk to some people more at leisure and see if they really
thought this was a good idea They truly did

David and | went to Japan in June of 1972 and he
talked to a lot of people there. They thought it was a good
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idea, so we had a meeting of 13-15 people at his place in
Tarrytown (ed: New York).

It was decided to go ahead and try to organize and
form it

There is no reason to doubt that formation came about in
any other way — at least we have no evidence that Franklin is
hiding anything. But note that the way the Trilateral Com-
mission was founded suggests a loose power coalition, some-
times in competition, sometimes in cooperation, rather than a
small, tight, iron-fisted conspiracy run by the Rockefellers.

But even the establishment Washington Post has found
unsettling features about the Trilateral Commission in its
current seemingly non-interested packaging.

Consequently it is not surprising that Trilateral objectives
are not shouted from the rooftops but inferred from policy
statements, papers and positions as well as the personal
philosophies of those chosen as members of the Commission.

Here's the Washington Post observation:

Trilateralists are not three-sided people. They are
members of a private, though not secret, international
organization put together by the wealthy banker, David
Rockefeller, to stimulate the establishment dialogue
between Western Europe, Japan and the United States.

But here is the unsettling thing about the Trilateral
Commission. The President-elect is a member. So is Vice-
President-elect Walter F. Mondale. So are the new Secre-
taries of State, Defense and Treasury, Cyrus R. Vance,
Harold Brown and W. Michael Blumenthal. So is Zbig-
niew Brzezinski, who is a former Trilateral director and,
Carter's national security adviser, also a bunch of others
who will make foreign policy for America in the next four
years.

No doubt this Washington Post observation was brought
to the attention of David Rockefeller because by the 1990s
the publisher of the Washington Post, Katherine Graham
(Chairman of the Board of Washington Post Companies) had
been appointed to the Trilateral Commission!
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Even though Trilateral control has continued, the Wash-
ington Post has made no more remarks about "unsettling
things."

This was the White House composition in the early 70s. It
remains the same today, in 1994, a heavily Trilateral
membership.

President Bill Clinton is a Trilateral as was President Jimmy
Carter. Secretary of State Warren Christopher is an original
member of the Trilateral Commission. So are 22 other mem-
bers of the Clinton Cabinet and sub-cabinet Administration.

The personal philosophies of Carter appointees are similar
to that of Clinton. . . they all adhere more or less to a global
New World Order. Where, for example, President Truman
was non-imperialist, these are imperialist Presidents. From
speeches and letters written by Trilateralists we know their
New World Order position.

When the Trilateral Commission met in Tokyo, Japan, in
January 1977. Carter and Brzezinski obviously could not
attend as they were still in the process of reorganizing the
White House. They did, however, address personal letters to
the meeting, which were reprinted in Trialogue:

It gives me special pleasure to send greetings to all of
you gathering for the Trilateral Commission meeting in
Tokyo. | have warm memories of our meeting in Tokyo
some eighteen months ago, and am sorry | cannot be
with you now.

My active service on the Commission since its incep-
tion in 1973 has been a splendid experience for me, and it
provided me with excellent opportunities to come to
know leaders in our three regions.

As | emphasized in my campaign, a strong partner-
ship among us is of the greatest importance. We share
economic, political and security concerns that make it
logical we should seek ever-increasing cooperation and
understanding. And this cooperation is essential not
only for our three regions, but in the global search for a
more just and equitable world order (emphasis added). |
hope to see you on the occasion of your next meeting in
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Washington, and | look forward to receiving reports on
your work in Tokyo."
Jimmy Carter

Brzezinski's letter, written in a similar vein, follows:

The Trilateral Commission has meant a great deal to
me over the last few years. It has been the stimulus for
intellectual creativity and a source of personal satis-
faction. | have formed close ties with new friends and
colleagues in all three regions, ties which | value highly
and which I am sure will continue.

I remain convinced that, on the larger architectural
issues of today, collaboration among our regions is of the
utmost necessity. This collaboration must be dedicated
to the fashioning of a more just and equitable world
order (emphasis added). This will require a prolonged
process, but | think we can look forward with confidence
and take some pride in the contribution which the Com-
mission is making.

Zbigniew Brzezinski

The key phrase in both letters is "a more just and equitable
world order."

Does this emphasis indicate that something is wrong with
our present world order, that is, with national structures?
Yes, according to Brzezinski; and since the present
"framework" is inadequate to handle world problems, it must
be done away with and supplanted with a world government.

In Brzezinski's Technetronic Era, the "nation state as a
fundamental unit of man's organized life has ceased to be the
principal creative force: International banks and multi-
national corporations are acting and planning in terms that
are far in advance of the political concepts of the
nation-state."

Understanding the philosophy of and monitoring the Tri-
lateral commission is the only way we can reconcile the
myriad of apparent contradictions in the information filtered
through to us in the national press. For instance, how is it
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that the Marxist regime in Angola derived the great bulk of
its foreign exchange from the offshore oil operations of Gulf
Oil Corporation? Why did Andrew Young insist that "Com-
munism has never been a threat to Blacks in Africa"? Why
did the U.S. funnel billions in technological aid to the Soviet
Union and Communist China? Why does the U.S. apparently
help its enemies while chastising its friends?

These questions, and hundreds of others like them, cannot
be explained in any other way: the U.S. Executive Branch
(and related agencies) is not anti-Marxist or anti-Communist
— it is, in fact, pro-Marxist. Those ideals which led to the
abuses of Hitler, Lenin, Stalin, and Mussolini are now being
accepted as necessary inevitabilities by our elected and
appointed leaders.

This hardly suggests the Great American Dream. It is very
doubtful that Americans would agree with Brzezinski or the
Trilateral Commission. It is the American public who is
paying the price, suffering the consequences, but not
understanding the true nature of the situation.

One of the most important "frameworks" in the world, and
especially to Americans, is the United States Constitution. It
is this document that outlined the most prosperous nation in
the history of the world. Is our sovereignty really "fiction"?
Is the U.S. vision no longer compatible with reality?
Brzezinski further states:

The approaching two-hundredth anniversary of the
Declaration of Independence could justify the call for a
national constitutional convention to re-examine the
nation's formal institutional framework. Either 1976 or
1989 — the two-hundredth anniversary of the Constitu-
tion — could serve as a suitable target date culminating a
national dialogue on the relevance of existing arrange-
ments. . . .Realism, however, forces us to recognize that
the necessary political innovation will not come from
direct constitutional reform, desirable as that would be.
The needed change is more likely to develop incremen-
tally and less overtly. . . in keeping with the American
tradition of blurring distinctions between public and
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private institution.

Obviously Brzezinski, and global capitalists have no use for
national sovereignty or the Constitution. Their interests are
global — and much as they may protest we see no difference
between Trilateral globalism and, for example, British and
French imperialism of the 19th Century. Or the Holy Roman
Empire for that matter.

But this New World Order objective would not pass an elec-
torate. Outside the globalists, the New World Order fanatics,
we doubt that many in the United States are interested in a
planned world economy under the dominance of Wall Street.

In  conclusion, the Trilateral Commission when pressed
makes no secret of its unrepresentative nature nor its New
World Order objectives.

Back in 1978 in the previously cited radio interview with
George Franklin Jr., then Executive Director of the Trilateral
Commission, these objectives emerged under questioning
from the author:

SUTTON: Mr.  Donovan, of Time-Life, has just been
appointed Special Assistant to President Carter. Mr.
Donovan is a member of your  Commission.
FRANKLIN: That is correct.

SUTTON: Does this not emphasize the fact that the Carter
Administration is choosing its administration from an
extremely narrow range. In other words, the Trilateral
Commission?

FRANKLIN: | do not think that that needs any confirma-
tion. That is a matter of fact that he has chosen most of
his main foreign policy people, I would have to say, from
the people he got to know while he was on the Trilateral
Commission.

SUTTON: Well, I can only make the statement that this
leaves any reasonable man with the impression that the
Carter Administration is dominated by the Trilateral
Commission with your specific ideas which many people
do not agree with.

FRANKLIN: Well, | would certainly agree that people who
were members of the Commission have predominant
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places in the foreign policy aspects of the Carter
Administration. They are not, because they are members
of the Commission, controlled in any sense by us. | do
think that they do share a common belief that is very
important that we work particularly with Europe and
Japan or we are all going to be in trouble.

SUTTON: But this common belief may not reflect the
beliefs of the American people. How do you know that it
does?

FRANKLIN: | do not know that it does. | am no man to
interpret what the people think about.
SUTTON: In other words, you are quite willing to go ahead
(and) establish a Commission which you say does not
necessarily reflect the views of the poeple in the United
States? It appears to me that you have taken over poli-
tical power.

FRANKLIN: | do not think this is true at all. Anybody who
forms a group for certain purposes obviously tries to
achieve these purposes. We do believe that it is impor-
tant that Europe, Japan, and the United States get along
together. That much we do believe. We also chose the
best people we could get as members of the Commission.
Fortunately, nearly all accepted The President was one
of them and he happened to have thought that these
were very able people indeed, and he asked them to be in
his government, it is as simple as that. If you are going to
ask me if I am very unhappy about that, the answer is
no. | think that these are good people.

The reader can make his or her own interpretation. We hold
the view today in 1994 that we held in 1973 and 1978 (the date
of the radio program) — that the Trilateral Commission is not
representative of the United States, has clearly by its actions
demonstrated that it is a group intent on manipulating power
for personal advantage and that these actions or objectives
are not those of American citizens — and the Trilateral
Commission has no intention of putting the matter to a vote.
Quod etat demonstrandum.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
POLICIES FOR MONOPOLY CONTROL

The unstated concealed Trilateral policy is global power and
influence, a policy best achieved by financial control. The
dedicated interest of the Rockefeller family and international
bankers in world order, world planning, global problems is the
sure indicator that they understand how political control can
be translated into dollars and cents.

Trilaterals, one of several elitist organizations for global
control, have organized influence peddling companies headed
by their own Trilateral buddies. These grease the way more or
less legally between government contracts and corporate
contracts.

Anti-lobbying laws are so deviously written and so easy to
circumnavigate that in practice they do no more than con-
vince the public that government contracts are intended to be
influence free.

The reality is that the revolving door is significantly con-
trolled by Trilaterals and completely controlled by elitists, if
we include the influence of such organizations as Council on
Foreign Relations (long-time Chairman was David Rocke-
feller) and Yale Skull and Bones (with members such as
George Bush, Awverell Harriman and other government
movers and shakers).

One well-known conduit for government business using in-
sider influence is Kissinger Associates. Trilateral Henry
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Kissinger, founder and Chairman of Kissinger Associates, is
former Assistant for National Security Affairs and a former
U.S. Secretary of State. As such, Kissinger was able to
acquire and use worldwide contacts and a thorough know-
ledge of the contact-contract world.

Kissinger & Associates charges global corporations substan-
tial fees to act on their behalf within and without the United
States. Kissinger uses his influence, earned and gained at
US. taxpayer expense, to push the cause of his clients. This
is, of course, influence peddling, but apparently legal because
the loopholes written into the laws are big enough to drive a
truck through and will remain that way until the voting
public demands that politics be separated from personal
finance.

A more recent influence peddling outfit is the Carlyle
Group, subject of a scathing and well-written article in the
New Republic (October 18, 1993). According to this article,
the Carlyle Group was founded by David Rubenstein, a minor
league former merchant banker, and named after the New
York Hotel Carlyle.

The Hotel Carlyle is a long-time corporate hangout. (We
once visited one of the suites and found it to be a dismal,
solidly-furnished building used by global wheeler dealers for
private business.)

The Carlyle Group according to New Republic holds a
majority stake in firms that do business with the United
States Government. Day-to-day operations are conducted by
former Secretary of Defense Frank Carlucci, a Trilateralist
whose entire stock of expertise consists of whom he knows in
Governent and how Government wheels mesh together.

Among members of the Carlyle Group are former Secretary
of State James Baker, a close friend of former President
George Bush, former Budget Director Richard Darman, Trea-
sury Secretary Donald Regan, Bush Campaign Chairman Fred
Malek, George Bush Jr., former CIA Director Robert Gates,
the current SEC Chairman Arthur Levitt, Clinton transition
team co-director Vernon Jordan, and politician Bob Strauss.

These are former Cabinet-level politicians who have noth-
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ing to sell but their access in Government, i.e. their personal
telephone books. All are directly or indirectly Trilateral
connected.

Frank Carlucci openly lists himself in the Trilateral biog-
raphies as "Vice Chairman, the Carlyle Group, former US
Secretary of State." Vernon Jordan is listed as Partner AKkin,
Gump, Strauss, Hauer & Feld."

As New Republic author Michael Lewis describes the
scene:

The Carlyle Group in short has become a kind of salon
des refusees for the influence peddling class. It offers a
neat solution for people who don't have a whole lot to sell
besides their access, but who don't want to appear to be
selling their access.

So the "access capitalist” joins the perennial "Washington
lobbyist" — roads to instant wealth for the not-so-fussy
lawyer. One of the first successful Carlyle operations is known
as "The Great Eskimo Tax Scam of 1987." This well-
organized and well-thought out loophole enabled Alaskan
companies to sell their losses for hard cash to other com-
panies. These losses were used to reduce the tax load of the
companies and so everyone gained — except the U.S. tax-
payer. Carlyle, of course, was in the business of matching
Alaskan losses to corporate tax avoidance. Eskimos were
flown to Washington, D.C. and shown how to organize some
dubious losses — for which the high-toned Carlyle Group took
a fancy fee of one percent.

According to New Republic, Carlyle has excellent expertise
to enable firms to buy Government property cheap — as Car-
lucci had spent billions of tax dollars in contracts to large
military industrial firms, these same firms were no doubt will-
ing to look kindly on his efforts to organize a private auction
of assets.

According to Carlucci, "everyone in our business is trying
to figure out ways to avoid getting into an auction. Get into
auctions, that's a way to lose a lot of money." The idea was
"private auctions" for a few invited buyers. We call it a
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conspiracy to defraud taxpayers — but Department of Jus-
tice hasn't yet lifted a finger to go into court.

Trilateral Frank Carlucci, whose efforts are described by
Jack Anderson as "the bureaucratic havoc wrought by Frank
Carlucci, a human windstorm out of Washington" is a perfect
example of the market value of political contact. . . Carlucci
has worked in every administration from Kennedy to Bush, in
numerous departments without any momentous contribution
to public welfare.

According to Carlyle Chairman Rubenstein, "I get resumes
from some of the biggest names in town, lawyers who are
making $800,000 a year. They call and say they'll come and
work for free. It's almost embarrassing.” Now why would any
Washington lawyer want to work for free, in New York too?
Obviously because Carlyle has a reputation for making
money, lots of money, at public expense and is apparently
untouchable. Yet one senses a certain uncertainty because
the last words to the New Republic writer were "How do |
keep it from being a cover story?"

Global Money Monopoly

Trilaterals want monopoly, world monopoly. Therefore, you
must hold a key fundamental proposition in mind: Trilaterals
are not interested in what monetary system works best, or
most equitably, or whether gold is a more effective monetary
device than paper, or what monetary system will support a
higher standard of living for the world's poor.

The overriding drive for Trilaterals is to manage the world
economy, "manage" being a euphemism for control. This con-
trol is exercised through so-called coordination of macro-
economic policy, in spite of the dismal results from attempted
macroeconomic direction. It is argued that the prime deside-
ratum for this control device is to keep world peace. Nowhere
is there any recognition of the historical fact that such control
has always led to conflict: that denying national and ethnic
independence is a sure road to strife and bloodshed.

Trilaterals by their own words are interested in political
power: all objectives are subordinate to the political power
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needed to order the world as the Trilateralists see fit. So you
will not find rational consideration of alternatives, or the
weighing of options in Trilateral dogma. You can, however,
expect an irrational drive, come what may, to control the
world in the name of globalism and New World Order.

Triangle Paper 14, "Towards a Renovated International
System," concludes that the 1944 Bretton Woods system has
already "come under increasing strain,” and events have
forced traumatic changes, that is, the periodic assault on the
dollar and floating exchange rates. The current Trilateral
objective is to build an international system, a world order
based on cooperation and focusing on two aspects which
require such cooperation:

* International lending, and

* The creation of international reserves.

The Trilateral proposal is to involve five to ten leading core
countries in establishing the new system. The rest of the
world will have to go along as best it can. Some ideas to this
end have already been implemented: for example, a new man-
made artificial international money, the Special Drawing
Rights (SDRs) has been created for central banks. As the
SDR is introduced, gold will (supposedly) be phased out of the
international reserve system.

International Bankers and Bancor
(Paper Money)

The benefits of Bancor will accrue to international bankers
more than to anyone else. The interlock between New York
international bankers, the Trilateral Commission, and thus,
Trilateral proposals in Bancor can be traced precisely.

The earnings that major banks receive from overseas is a
matter of public record and is a measure of the division
between their domestic interests in the United States and a
global economy. The degree of domestic control over the
economy by international banks has been identified in a
report published by the late Senator Lee Metcalf, "Voting
Rights in Major Corporations.” Also a matter of public record
are the names of international bankers who are Trilateral
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Commissioners. When we integrate these three statistics, (a)
source of bank earnings, (b) control of domestic companies,
and (c) Trilateral membership, we identify a highly significant
interlock between international banks and the Trilateral push
for a global economy.

Table 4-1 ranks 12 international banks in order of their 1976
earnings from overseas; that is, the bank with the highest per-
centage of its earnings from overseas is ranked Number 1,
and the bank with the least percentage from overseas is
ranked Number 12 (columns 1 and 2). This percentage is com-
pared with the equivalent 1970 figures to demonstrate that
foreign earnings have ballooned since 1970 (columns 3 and 4).
Column 5 is the Metcalf Index of domestic control by these
same bankers, defined as the number of the 122 companies
examined by a congressional committee in which the bank is
among the top five shareholders. Column 6 lists Trilateral
commissioners who are also directors of these banks.

Chase Manhattan is the bank with the highest percentage
of earnings from abroad: a remarkable 78 percent, compared
to 22 percent in 1970. In brief, David Rockefeller's inter-
national merchandising has made Chase a global bank, not an
American bank, and we might call David a de facto world
citizen, not an American citizen. At the same time, Chase has
a very low rating on the Metcalf Index. The bank is among
the largest five stockholders in only eight of the 122 com-
panies studied by the subcommittee (compared to Citibank's
25 and J.P. Morgan's 56).

No fewer than six Chase Manhattan directors (Kissinger is
on the Chase International Advisory Board) were represented
in 1976 on the Trilateral Commission. In sum, Chase is
heavily, almost totally, oriented outside the United States.
Its pecuniary interest in promoting a New World Order is
slightly more than obvious.

Contrast Chase to J.P. Morgan where 53 percent of income
is from overseas (up from 25 percent in 1970) with only one
Trilateral representative. Banks like Charter New York
(formerly Irving Trust) and Chemical Bank do not appear on
the Metcalf Index at all and have no Trilateral representation,
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that is, they are not apparently involved in creating a New
World Order.

This pattern is dramatized if we rearrange the data in Table
4-1 with the highest Trilateral representation first.

In a few words: the Trilateral Commission is dominated by
a very few international banks, essentially Chase Manhattan,
and is an institution focused outside the United States. At the
same time, the Trilateral Commission has taken over the
United States executive branch. We have not been taken over
by communists or Russians or Martians but by a group which
wants to "revise" the Constitution (to organize more political
power) but is without majority financial and economic ties to
the United States.

Table 4-1
International Banks and the Trilateral Commission (1976)
1976 Rank| International % of Earnings | Metcalf | No. of Trilateral
in Foreign | Banks International Index Commissioners
Earnings Operations as Directors
1970 1976 (1976)
1 Chase Manhattan 22 78 8 6  Rockefeller,
Coleman,
Hewiitt,
Haggarty,
Jamieson,
Kissinger
2 Citicorp 40 72 25 0
3 First Nat'l Bank 8 65 10 0
of Boston
4 Banker's Trust 14 64 11 0
5 Charter New York 12 58 — 0
6 Manufacturers 13 56 12 1 Whitman
Hanover
7 J.P. Morgan 25 53 56 1 Austin
8 Chemical Bank 10 44 — 0
9 Bank of America 15 40 15 2 Clausen,
Wood
10 Continental Ilinois 0 23 8 3 Hewitt,
Perkins,
Wood
11 First Chicago 2 17 11 3 Ingersoll,
Morgan,
Peterson
12 Wells Fargo 9 12 — 1 Arbuckle
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Table 4-2
Banks with Trilateral Representation (1976)

Name of Bank Percent of Earnings | Metcalf [Number of Trilateral

From International Index  |Commissioners as
Operations, 1976 Directors

Chase Manhattan 78 8 6

Continental Illinois 23 3

First Chicago 17 11 3

Bank of America 40 15 2

Manufacturers Hanover 56 12 1

J.P. Morgan 53 56 1

Wells Fargo 12 0 1

Banks with No Trilateral Representation

Citicorp 72 25 0

First National of 65 10 0

Boston

Bankers Trust 64 11 0

Charter New York 58 0 0

Chemical Bank 44 0 0
Table 4-3

International Banks and the Trilateral Commission (1993)

Chase Manhattan David Rockefeller
Thomas G. Labreque, CEO
Wm. T. Coleman
Henry Kissinger

World Bank Jessica P. Einhorn, Vice President
Robert McNamara, former Chairman

Salomon, Inc. John H. Gutfreund, former Chairman

Goldman Sachs Int'l. Robert D. Hormats, Vice Chairman

Federal Reserve Bank  Paul A. Volcker, former Chairman,
Board of Governors
E. Gerald Corrigan, President,
Federal Reserve Bank of New York
Alan Greenspan, Chairman, FRS.

* See Appendix A; Executive Committee members are marked
with an asterisk.
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However, SDRs have proven no match for gold. Attempts
to hold the price of gold at an artificially low "official price"
proved elusive and ultimately demonstrated that even Tri-
lateral power is subject to world market forces — and market
forces are the sum of individual marketing decisions.

The task ahead for the Trilateral Commission world mana-
gers is to integrate these monopoly ideas into the world mone-
tary system and make them work. The immediate and most
compelling task is to operate the floating rate system to dam-
pen erratic movements in exchange rates, which are, of
course, damaging to international trade. Such erratic move-
ments do not occur in fixed rates tied to gold. However, gold
moves the world away from the "cooperative” international
arrangements needed by Trilaterals, and gold, therefore, is a
bigger problem than floating rate disorder. Following this is
the task of world reserve management. The Trilaterals want
"wider cooperation since the key to world reserve manage-
ment is restraint in the additions to central bank holdings of
gold and of course currencies such as the U.S. DoIIar the
German Mark, the British Pound and the French Franc."”

The sinking dollar is also a problem, and an unforeseen one,
particularly as it inevitably leads to lesser use of dollars as a
world reserve unit. Trilaterals with their vague views on gold
were not able to foresee that the 1971 suspension of gold con-
vertibility would be a millstone around the neck of dollar and
"international cooperation."

The out-of-date views on gold held by the U.S. Treasury,
under Trilateral control, are well exemplified by a letter from
Gene E. Godley, assistant secretary for legislative affairs at
the treasury to Congressman J. Kenneth Robinson — a letter
which incidentally illustrates clearly why the treasury has
been able to lose billions of dollars for the U.S. taxpayer.

There is, moreover, a high degree of uncertainty about
the usefulness of gold as money. Its monetary role has
greatly diminished in recent years,and its market price
has varied widely. Thus, our gold stocks no longer repre-
sent an assured source of financing for our imports.
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The principal objective in 1944, when Keynes proposed a
universal money, was much narrower than current proposals:
the system was to be one of multilateral clearing, a universal
currency valid for trade transactions throughout the world.
According to Keynes:

It is not necessary in order to attain these ends that we
should dispossess gold from its traditional use. It is
enough to supplement and regulate the total supply of
gold and of the new money taken together. The new mon-
ey must not be freely convertible into gold, for that would
require that gold reserves should be held against it, and
we should be back where we were, but there is no reason
why the new money should not be purchasable for gold."

When it came to christening this new money, Keynes said,
"What shall we call the new money? Bancor? Unitas? Both of
them in my opinion are bad names, but we racked our brains
without success to find a better.” Even "Bezant" was pro-
posed, interestingly the name of the last international coin (a
gold coin) that circulated throughout the then known world
for 800 years because it was a gold coin and never debased.

Actually the two proposals, Bancor (British) and Unitas
(United  States), had different features. The adopted
American plan, Unitas, deposited part of the U.S. gold
reserves with the IMF together with a specific amount of
domestic currency but created no international currency. By
contrast, the Keynesian plan, Bancor, provided an interna-
tional currency with overdraft facilities at the clearing union.
In other words, today the Trilaterals have taken us back to
the Keynesian Bancor plan rejected in 1944.

A comparison of the two monetary schemes clarifies their
major differences:

Keynes  Bancor  Scheme Trilateral-modified Bancor
(not adopted in 1944) Scheme of 1978 (used today)
Universal money - Bancor Universal money — SDRs
Gold accepted as a reserve (Special Drawing Rights)

Gold not accepted as reserve

No gold convertibility No gold convertibility
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National currencies not held National currencies not held
as reserves as reserves
Public approval necessary Public approval not necessary

Bancor was not adopted in 1944. It's now a matter of his-
tory that the related Harry Dexter White Unitas plan which
was adopted led the U.S. into bankruptcy: the dollar weak-
nesses of today are directly traceable to the Bretton Woods
Unitas plan.

Today's Trilaterals are political animals, with New World
Order objectives, not interested in orderly world trade but in
a specific future world structure under their control. The
question is not to design a workable system to facilitate trade
and improve human welfare, but to design a system that will
enhance and preserve power for the Trilaterals. The Trilateral
answer is to reinvent the system not used in 1944, the
Keynesian Bancor, but modified this time as a universal cur-
rency divorced completely from gold and national currencies.

The extent of insider willingness to disregard, and even
distort, widely held progold views of others is exemplified by
an extraordinary statement in Robert Solomon's book, which
is aptly subtitled An Insider's View. This is Solomon's
interpretation of the motivation of gold-oriented economists:

Those who are worshipful of gold (gold bugs or, more
politely, chrysophilites) are usually motivated by one or
more of these concerns: particular economic theories now
held by a small minority of economists, distrust of
government, (and) international political objectives.

The rationale for paper money, to quote Robert Solomon
again:

Just as there is a need in each country for economic
policies aimed at high employment and price stability,
there is a need, at the international level, for a similar
effort to make the policies of individual countries com-
patible with the well-being of the world economy. Since
there exists no international authority that can directly
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perform this function, it can be done only by means of
consultation and cooperation among representatives of
independent nations meeting together in established
international form.

This European episode and the later creation of the Euro-
pean Currency Unit (ECU) exemplifies the Trilateral
weakness in historical precedent. Why did the Germans
refuse to go along with Keynesian demand stimulation?
Because two factors are locked into the German psyche and
ignored by American planners. First, the unparalleled rise of
the German economy from the ashes of 1946 was due to plain
old laissez faire free enterprise, not artificial Keynesian
locomotives. Second, Germany has had two recent devastat-
ing price inflations (1923 and 1946), and both times the Mark
went to zero. Germans know the consequences of inflation
and Keynesian-type stimulation.

In sum, a combination of factors — German refusal to
adopt Keynesian stimulation, the French political scene, and
the collapse in the leading indicators (signaling a depression
in 1979) — has reduced international cooperation and
coordination.

One can perceive in the background a central reason why
the Trilaterals, essentially the big New York banking powers,
must move ahead with Bancor. . . why they must develop the
so-called Witteveen facility. . . why they must create elastic
international reserves, to be expanded at the push of a
computer key.

The central unstated propellant for global fiat money is
that the international monetary system is on a precarious
merry-go-round: borrow — generate a deficit — be unable to
repay — reschedule — borrow some more. The world debt bal-
loon must be kept inflated If the balloon goes bust, so do the
New York banks (remember Chase receives 78 percent of its
earnings from abroad). If one of the world players decides he's
had enough, if a New York bank says no to Zaire, if Turkey or
anyone of a dozen other LDCs default, the whole pack of
monetary cards will come tumbling down.
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Monopolists Plot Their Course

The 1993 Annual Meeting of the Trilateral Commision held
very appropriately in Washington, D.C. on March 27-29
focused on the new Clinton Administration.

Trilateral Secretary of State Warren Christopher spoke to
the group and read a letter from fellow Trilateral, President
Bill Clinton.

However, the most enlightening feature came from the
Chairman's Report (page 75 in the Report) entitled "An
Agenda for Trilateral Leadership.” The title itself negates the
propaganda that the Trilateral Commission is a "study
group." This title claims "leadership™ and an "agenda,” i.e. a
plan. And indeed the speech, presumably expected to be kept
semi-secret, did spell out an agenda for a New World Order
and the need for definite action and planning to bring this
about:

A future order based on sustained cooperation will not
happen without the conscious planning and steering of
political leadership and without a fuller sense among our
citizens of the needs of this new era. ...

Trilaterals are right in believing that citizens are unenthusi-
astic about "the needs of the new era."

The "needs" are largely chosen and exploited by the Tri-
laterals themselves for self interested reasons. Furthermore
Trilaterals have no legal validity. They are not elected. They
are not subject to any citizen review. They apparently can do
what they want without consulting any citizen. No wonder
citizens are uninterested. And if enough read this book (a
most unlikely event) citizens might even start to think that
their sovereignty has been usurped — and start to look for the
rope to hang the perceived creators of contemporary misery.
When GATT and NAFTA reduce even further American
standards of living, citizens will be looking for a scapegoat.
When crime and phony "wars™ on drugs, crime, poverty and
everything else evolve into street bloodshed — this author
would not want to be in a Trilateralist's shoes. Nor in those of
an international banker sitting in New York.
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FRONT PAGE OF 1979
TRILATERAL COMMISSION MEMBERSHIP LIST
Note David Rockefeller, Chairman of Chase Manhattan
Bank is the
founder and North American Chairman as well as
Chairman of the
Executive Committee that selects Trilateral members.

The Trilateral Commission

GEORGES  BERTHOIN TAKESHI WATANABE DAvID ROCKEFELLER
European Chairman Japanese Chairman North American Chairman
EcIDIO ORTONA NOBUHIKO USHIBA MITCHELL SHARP
European Deputy Japanese Deputy Chairman North American Deputy
Chairman GEORGE S. FRANKLIN Chairman
Coordinator
MARTINE TRINK TADASHI Y AMAMOTO CHARLES B. HECK
European Secretary Japanese Secretary North American Secretary

North American Members

David M. Abshire, Chairman, Georgetown University Center for Strategic
and International Studies
Gardner Ackley, Henry Carter Adams University Professor of Political
Economy, University of Michigan
Graham Allison, Dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government,
Harvard University
Doris Anderson, President, The Canadian Advisory Council on the
Status of Women; former Editor, Chatelaine Magazine
John B. Anderson, U.S. House of Representatives
J. Paul Austin, Chairman, The Coca-Cola Company
George W. Ball, Senior Partner, Lehman Brothers
Michel Belanger, President, Provincial Bank of Canada
Robert W. Bonner, Q.C., Chairman, British Columbia Hydro
Robert R. Bowie, Harvard Center for International Affairs
John Brademas, U.S. House of Representatives
Andrew Brimmer, President, Brimmer & Company, Inc.
Arthur F. Burns, Distinguished Scholar in Residence, The American
Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research; former Chairman of
Board of Governors, U.S. Federal Reserve Board
Philip Caldwell, Vice Chairman and President, Ford Motor Company
Hugh Calkins, Partner, Jones, Day, Reavi's & Pogue
Claude Castonguay, President, Fonds Laurentien; Chairman of the Board,
Imperial Life Assurance Company; former Minister in the Quebec
Government
Sol Chaikin, President, International Ladies Garment Workers Union
William S. Cohen, United States Senate
*William T. Coleman, Jr., Senior Partner, O'Melveny & Myers;
former U.S. Secretary of Transportation
Barber B. Conable, Jr., U.S. House of Representatives
John Cowles, Jr., Chairman, Minneapolis Star & Tribune Co.
John C. Culver, United States Senate
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CHAPTER FIVE:
TWO DECADES OF TRILATERAL SCHEMING
IN AGRICULTURE

In a previous volume, TRILATERALS OVER WASHINGTON, we
pointed out that a Trilateral objective is to exaggerate and
exacerbate world problems so that Trilateral power to control
and order a new world may be magnified.

We pointed out that such magnified problems appear to be
selected according to the following criteria:

 The problem must be important from a global viewpoint;

e The problem must be one that can be solved by some

degree of Trilateral-Communist cooperation following a
presumed unstated objective to merge the U.S. with a
socialist structure.

e The venture must be one that can be pursued without
undue intrusion into the internal affairs of the
participating states.

An important problem area that fits the criteria for
selective manipulation is that of world food. Food supplies are
inadequate, people need food to live, and the technological
and financial abilities for food production are heavily within
Trilateral countries. As Triangle Paper No. 13 puts it:

Prospects are somewhat more substantial for coopera-
tion in the realm of increasing food production. Produc-
tion increases require both more effective domestic

49



agricultural policies on the part of developing countries
and enlarged provision of outside capital and technology
to them for agricultural development.

In particular, Triangle Paper 13 claims:

The prospects for cooperation are more promising with
regard to the third objective: the development of ade-
quate food (particularly grain) reserves. A reserve stock
policy that could keep cereal price changes within a less
disruptive range than in the recent past could make a
considerable contribution not only to restraining infla-
tion in the developed and developing worlds, but also to
ensuring that adequate food supplies are available to
developing nations at prices that will not impose an
undue drain on foreign exchange...

In considering Trilateral targets for international food
reserves and world agriculture, we need to consider what the
Trilaterals say they want and compare it to what they really
want. Fascinated by the idea of "food power" and "contrived
shortages,” the Trilaterals intend to use food as a weapon to
bring about the New World Order. One stated objective is to
create an "international system of national food reserves" by
massive manipulation of recently acquired political power
against private markets and initiatives. It is proposed, for
example:

* To keep grain prices in a "less disruptive range,"

* Restrain inflation,

» Ensure adequate food reserves for lesser developed

countries (LDCs) and

» Overcome periodic food imbalances.

Trilateral intentions for a world grain storage program are
published by the Trilateral Commission and the Brookings
Institution, headed by Trilateral Commissioner Bruce K.
MacLaury. Other Trilateralists on the Brookings Board of
Trustees include Robert V. Roosa (partner in Brown Brothers,
Harriman), Lucy Wilson Benson, and Gerard C. Smith
(ambassador at large for non-proliferation matters.) In 1976
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Brookings Institution Senior Fellow Philip H. Trezise, with
the assistance of former Assistant Secretary of Agriculture
Carroll Brunthaver, published Re Building Grain Reserves:
Toward An International System. Brunthaver had previously
been involved in a conflict of sworn testimony, investigated
by the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations.
(See Report, Russian Grain Transactions, 93rd Congress, 2nd
Session, p. 33). In the Trezise book, the problems for multi-
lateral agreement on grain reserves are considered to be
"formidable." Going ahead is "compelling"” because of the
following: upward moves in grain prices have a "pervasive
influence” on all food prices; they mean more worldwide
hunger; and grain stocks can be used in periods of famine.

More specifically, Trezise proposed:

* An initial reserve of sixty million tons of grain, rising to
between seventy-five and eighty million tons by 1981,

» Contributions from all industrial countries, including
Argentina and South Africa,

e A program cost of $6 billion plus $640 million in annual
storage costs,

e That stocks should be "national,” bought at 10 percent
above floor prices and sold at 10 percent below ceiling
prices,

 That twenty million tons be set aside for famine reserve.

As in most Trilateral writings, Trezise includes only evi-
dence in favor of proposed Trilateral policy. Trilaterals typi-
cally use an ideological procedure of gathering facts and opin-
ion supporting their argument, never allowing a hint of seri-
ous counterargument. Two glaring unstated consequences in
Trezise's book are:

1. Any such massive stockpiling will raise the long-term
price of grain, negating the objective of "restraining
inflation";

2. The only way to stop the resulting inflation is through
rigid government price controls and regimented farming.

The choice of food products as a means of reducing national

sovereignty is emphasized in the following paragraph:
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There are several reasons why commodities are treated
differently than other products that enter into trade.
Probably the most basic reason is that commodity sup-
plies are linked to land, tying them to the concept of
territory, over which nation-states exercise sovereignty.
As a general proposition, the demand for, and the supply
of, most commodities are rather unresponsive to changes
in price over short periods of time, so that quite sharp
fluctuations in price can be generated by fairly modest
changes in overall market conditions. Moreover, the time
required to expand supplies is often lengthy, although
this property varies widely among individual commodi-
ties. Although the value of all commodity consumption
represents no more than about ten percent of annual eco-
nomic activity in industrialized nations, and even
though substitutes exist for any particular commaodity,
commodities are sometimes  distinguished as "core
products.”

The Trilateral elite, through control of the U.S. executive
branch, will be calling the shots on a world basis to reduce
producer control and indirectly national sovereignty. The
amount of political power possessed by world grain producers
can be measured by comparing the area devoted to 1976
wheat production in Trilateral regions:

Thousand Hectares

European Economic Community 11232
Japan 89
United States 28,700
U.S.S.R. (for comparison) 59462

This U.S./Trilateral dominance is further reflected in world

export figures of wheat plus flour for 1975-76:

Metric Tons
United States 31,522,000
Canada 12,136,000
Australia 8,072,000
EEC 7,729,000
Argentina 3,111,000
Japan 38,000
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If it were possible for other countries to substantially in-
crease their wheat production, the quickest way to do so
would be to raise government price support levels. However,
except for Argentina, the U.S. already has the lowest support
levels among the 30 or so wheat-producing countries in the
world. Thus, one can see how the U.S. has acreage, yield, and
production efficiency all working for it at the bargaining
table.

This discussion of "food power™" is not academic — it has
major significance for any grain trader, farmer, firm, or
individual in any way connected with grain products.

The Trilaterals propose international sanctions against any
government, private firm, or producer (in or out of an associ-
ation) that interferes with Trilateral objectives. These sanc-
tions will not be applied in any principled way, but will be
used pragmatically to achieve Trilateral goals. The key to this
plan and associated sanctions is in Triangle Paper 10, "Seek-
ing a New Accommodation in World Commodity Markets."
Therein, the concept of "contrived shortages” is floated. A
contrived shortage is any non-Trilateralist action in the
market place that interferes with Trilateral objectives. For
example, a farmer withholding grain from the market and
waiting for a higher price, is guilty of contrived shortage. The
paper further states that these contrived shortages can be
informal, rather than brought about by a formal association
of producers.

While all offenders are to be subject to effective interna-
tional investigation and action, the penalties are not to be
applied equally. A non-Trilateral developed country such as
Argentina or South Africa will be dealt harsher penalties (i.e.
sanctions) than underdeveloped Zaire or Zambia (phrased
subtly as ". . . in the case of non-industrialized countries,
however, it is necessary to consider this issue from a broader
political perspective™).

Consequently, any informal or formal farmers group in the
U.S. protesting price levels — and such protest will be inevi-
table when Trilateral objectives surface — will be subject to
penalties. When can these individual firms and nonfavored
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governments anticipate Trilateral hostility? Probably under
the following conditions:

* If they attempt to stabilize or move market prices to non-
Trilateral levels,
o If they respond to market imperfections or undertake any
systematic withholding of supplies from the market,
« |If they make any information exchange for these purposes.
Trilaterals are well aware that market fluctuations in agri-
culture are highly sensitive to supply changes, and that
whoever controls the supply controls the market.

In Triangle Paper 14, "Toward a Renovated International
System,” two additional and interesting caveats relating to
international grain reserves appear:

1. That the Soviet Union can benefit from fixed prices and
guaranteed sources of supply, and

2. That if the U.S.S.R. doesn't see the wisdom of joining
the Trilateral plan, the Trilaterals will go it alone.

On the other  hand, the paper  comments:
We have not sought ventures that would exacerbate
Sino-Soviet rivalry. We have thus focussed, for the most
part, on projects that would involve either the USSR or

China, but not both. This does not mean that cooperation

with the Soviet Union and China cannot be pursued

simultaneously — only that it should not focus on the
same projects.

The chances of Soviet or Chinese agreement are, of
course, uncertain; our assessments are tentative, based
on such limited evidence as exists. Only by seeking
cooperation can its feasibility be ascertained
Looking at the period since 1976 when these ideas were
floated, agriculture has been used to promote New World
Order, in some ways not too obvious.

The Soviet Union dictatorship was kept alive for decades
by American wheat sold at below market rates—and butter
and cheese subsidized by the American taxpayer. Further-
more Trilateral writer Philip Trezise was one of the most vocal
Washington policy makers, promoting the downright false
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view that the Soviet Union was technically viable — all the
while American grain companies and multinationals were
preparing to exploit the Russian market.

When it came to Somalia however, a minor pawn on the
New World Order scene, some two million Somalis were
allowed to starve before U.S. came to offer help — then the
help was a comic opera military excursion (network TV
cameras were on Somali beaches filming U.S. Marines wading
ashore — presumably the network crews got there first with
dry feet). The Somali fiasco demonstrated that Trilateral
objectives are political, not humanitarian. The humanitarian
is merely an excuse for the military.

And while Trilaterals say they will not “exacerbate Sino-
Soviet rivalry” they most certainly condone Chinese persecu-
tion of dissidents. Every time the Chinese demonstrate bru-
tality towards their own people and the Western world calls
for sanctions, the Trilateral forces urge restraint and caution.
For what reason? Obviously, to protect investments in China.

Crisis Politics in Agriculture

As Trilateral policies are implemented, unrest among farmers
surfaces — mostly in Europe, especially among French and
Belgian farmers but also from time to time in the United
States.

A nationwide farm strike was well underway in mid-1978,
with participating farmers from all areas of agriculture.
Demonstrations like "tractorcades” were common events
covered on national T.V. While some farmers in winter
areas were not sure if they would be planting spring crops,
others were already pressed to the wall with bankruptcy: they
had no choice but to refrain from planting as long as prices
remained relatively low. Once again the banks were in danger
of becoming owners of real estate — farms. Since banks do
not want that responsibility, every effort was made to
support shaky farms and ranches. Recently, the Federal Land
Bank (where most farmers have found an easy and inexpen-
sive source of credit for decades) announced it would not
foreclose on farmers in default. The implications of this are
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far-reaching, especially since no one knows just how many
farmers are in serious trouble.

Big changes cannot be implemented only during periods of
crisis. It appears the Trilateralists are pushing for a major
farming crisis in the U.S. within the next year or so, one that
can be manipulated for Trilateral ends. If the farming indus-
try becomes bankrupt, the government's only choice will be
to "institutionalize” the nation's food production in the same
manner that Amtrak was "nationalized." On the other hand,
if the government chooses to let prices rise to the point where
farmers can realize a profit, it will be only with additional and
far-reaching controls over the farmer. Government-induced
prosperity has always resulted in a trade-off: Profits for
Controls.

The current situation in the U.S. plays directly into Tri-
lateral hands. The grain or "cereal snake" will be a foregone
conclusion when the Trilaterals find themselves caught in the
vise between farmers crying for higher prices and consumers
demanding lower food prices. But, of course, it will have been
a "contrived" crisis in the first place.

How then will a national grain reserve — keyed to the inter-
national grain plan of the Trilateral Commission — affect the
American farmer?

The carrot offered by the Carter administration, under Tri-
lateral control, was stable and "high" prices. Farmers, suffer-
ing from four years of low prices, were eager listeners. Secre-
tary of Agriculture Bergland (a Trilateral nominee) vowed "to
even out the booms and busts” in agriculture. (To this, former
Secretary of Agriculture Earl Butz responded, ™ you'll
notice he's going to even out the boom first.") In practice, the
Carter grain storage program produced the following:

*« A narrow grain price snake. The government supported
the floor of the snake, while whipped-up consumer pres-
sure, through a captive media, created a lid on the ceil-
ing of the snake, making an ultimate government price
ceiling inevitable.

e More — and more — government control.

If the government determines quantities produced and
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market prices, then ultimately, it will decree who plants what,
and where. Farmers have yet to learn they cannot have tradi-
tional freedoms and security at the same time.

The summer of 1977 was favorable for grain farmers, due to
increased yields and stocks; and then, worried over produc-
tion and low prices, farmers asked for acreage cutbacks. By
August 1977, Secretary of Treasury Blumenthal and Secre-
tary of State Vance wanted no cutbacks: they argued in-
creased production was needed for the storage program. It is
not clear if this was a dispute between Trilateralists and non-
Trilateralists in the cabinet, but it is not likely. Former
Minnesota Congressman Bergland is not a Trilateral member,
but he was sponsored by Vice President Walter Mondale —
and Bergland has a longtime image to maintain of being "the
farmer's friend."”

President Carter made a contradictory decision by calling
for Congress to legislate a 20 percent acreage cutback plus
adding 30 to 35 million tons of grain for the national stockpile.

By 1994 the grassroots reaction by farmers could be iden-
tified but had not reached crisis proportions.

Finally American trade unions at the local level sensed they
were being betrayed at the national level. In the days of
Samuel Gompers and George Meany, American workers were
represented with honesty in their struggle with management.
The coming of Trilateralism changed that and it took many
years for the unions to recognize they had been sold out. Lane
Kirkland, boss of the AFL-CIO, was a long time Trilateral
member (not in 1993). His place was taken on the Commission
by Glen E. Watts, former President of the Communications
Workers of America, and Albert Shanker, President of the
American Federation of Teachers.

A remarkable article, "DDT in the Baby Food — and other
threats posed by GATT" appeared in the San Francisco
Examiner (February 2, 1994) by Jay Hopkins, a writer on
labor affairs. Remarkable, because the article not only
reflected labor's sense of betrayal, but that it appeared in a
major city newspaper.

Here's a couple of quotes from Hopkins: "U.S. workers are
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being told by their own governing elite that they must
compete in the world market against the poor masses in the
Third World."

The article points out that recent GATT sessions received
delegations from "major corporations like DuPont, Mon-
santo, and Cargill, alongside U.S. government officials. There
were virtually no representatives from small businesses,
farms, churches, unions, environmental groups. Obviously
the economic interests of multinational corporations
including those based in the United States are frequently at
odds with the welfare of average Americans."”

Hopkins stated bluntly, "should the US Government
defend American sovereignty, jobs and economic indepen-
dence?" or "throw American workers and consumers into a
downward spiraling global competition with nations that
have nowhere near our quality of life?"

What is happening in many industries and certainly in agri-
culture and food processing, is that the American standard of
living is being pulled down deliberately by the Trilateral
process.

Whether enough American workers, who are notoriously
sparse readers, will read these words and spread the message
is unlikely. In all probability, we shall see the old time high
standard of living of the American worker go by the wayside.
The unions should be watching out for their members, but
union leaders are too interested in the trappings of power.
Why American Federation of Teachers, Communications
Workers of America, and International Ladies Garment
Workers Union would want to be represented on the
Trilateral Commission can only be explained in terms of the
limited vision and self-advancing greed of union leaders. We
cannot imagine that Samuel Gompers or George Meany
would give the Trilateral Commission even the time of day.

Trilateral Agriculture Under Clinton

By the early 1990s Trilateral policies had further reduced the
small family farmer and magnified the global power of large
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multi-national agricultural corporations.

We find these global food firms heavily represented on the

Trilateral Commission:
DWAYNE O. ANDREAS, Chairman of the Board and Chief Exe-
cutive Officer of Archer-Daniels-Midland Company, a global
agricultural giant, which has featured a joint merged
U.S.A.-Soviet Union in its Russian advertising.

The formerly cited ROBERT MCNAMARA and JESSICA
EINHORM of the World Bank, heavily involved in development
of global agriculture.

WHITNEY MACMILLAN, Chairman of the Board and CEO of
Cargill Inc., the largest grain operators in the world.

With the passage of NAFTA, where Clinton placed his total
effort and prestige on the line, the doors were opened for U.S.
global control of agriculture. The American consumer will not
find lower prices but will see lower quality products in many
cases (for example, in imported meat) and a loss of jobs in
labor-intensive agricultural and food processing operations.
Canning and meat processing plants are closing by the score
in the United States and their operations moved overseas to
lower wage costs.

The original objective of world "cooperation" in agriculture
stated in Triangle Paper No. 13 had been heavily imple-
mented by 1994. However, the impact on American jobs can
only be generally estimated because so much low-paying
labor in the U.S. has come from illegal immigrants.

Within another 20 years we project that all global agricul-
ture and food processing will be under control of the interna-
tional giants. This will give Trilaterals the power to create
abundance or famine at will.

59



60



CHAPTER SIX:
TRILATERALS DON'T LIKE
TAXATION.. FOR THEMSELVES

Oddly, while there are Trilateralist papers on almost every
major policy issue, there are none at all on taxation. After
some research, we discovered a possible reason for the silence.
Taxation is not a pressing problem for Trilateralists; it is only
a pressing problem for you and me. Research unearthed an
interesting paradox: Trilaterals emphatically favor more
taxes for the common man, but do very well avoiding taxation
for themselves and their corporate vehicles.

When we were able to identify Trilateral public statements
on Proposition 13, for example, they were not unexpectedly
strongly against reducing California property taxes. For
example,

» Bank of America (Trilaterals Clawson and Wood were
directors) contributed $25,000 to defeat Jarvis-Gann
(Proposition 13).

» Governor Thompson of Illinois, who is making appropri-
ate presidential noises, rejected a similar tax reduction
program in Illinois.

* Carter said Proposition 13 is an "aberration™ that will not
sweep the country.

* The Los Angeles Times (a director is Commissioner
Harold Brown) was described by Jarvis himself as "the
vindictive paranoiac, schizophrenic Los Angeles Times"
for the vitriolic nature of its opposition to 13.
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In sum, Trilateral put their weight against Jarvis-Gann
and tax reduction.

Trilateral opposition to tax reduction most emphatically
did not apply to their own taxes nor to those of their corporate
affiliations.  Trilateral multinationals have successfully
avoided paying taxes in the United States and have made
some headway in tax avoidance in England and possibly
elsewhere.

The United States picture was publicized by Congressman
Charles A. Vanik (on 26 January 1978) after a congressional
study of the taxes paid by major multinational corporations.
Reported Congressman Vanik:

This study, covering tax year 1976, examines 168 com-
panies. These include 108 industrial, 7 mining, 8 airline,
9 railroad, 5 trucking, 13 utility, 8 retailing, and 10
commercial bank companies. Because a few did not
furnish data adequate for computation, some categories
of taxes or rates could not be computed

Where sufficient data made computations possible, the
average effective U.S. tax rate on worldwide income of
the corporations was approximately 13.04 percent, down
significantly from the 21.3 percent rate in tax year 1975.
In order to qualify for a tax rate this low, an average
family of four could only have earned $20,000. The
companies listed in this study had a pretax income of
more than $38.7 billion.

The figures show that 17 companies paid nothing in
effective Federal income taxes in tax year 1976 — 6 more
than tax year 1975 — despite combined total worldwide
net incomes of more than $2,594,060,000 — table 1. The 17
companies accumulated tax credits of more than $375
million. In some cases, however, companies paid no
taxes because they sustained net losses. In other cases,
some companies will claim to have "paid"Federal taxes,
but their credits exceed taxes, resulting in no effective
payment and an effective tax rate of zero.—

Included in this tax avoidance group of multinationals we

62



find numerous corporations with Trilateral connections.

Having assumed the burden of deciding the future for
American society and the New World Order, one would at
least expect that Trilaterals pay their full share of the costs.
We therefore examined the Vanik study from the viewpoint
of identifying the taxes paid by multinationals represented in
the Trilateral Commission by company directors.

The lowest income tax bracket for an individual U.S. tax-
payer is 14 percent. On the other hand, Chase Manhattan,
Continental Illinois, and First Chicago, the power houses
behind Trilateralism, all pay far lower rates. In fact, Chase
Manhattan Bank paid no U.S. taxes at all in 1976.

On the one hand, David Rockefeller (chairman of Chase and
the largest individual shareholder in Chase,) wants to decide
the future of American society and the world; on the other
hand, his bank is totally unwilling to make a contribution to
the new American society and a New World Order.

Given these facts, we have every right to be skeptical about
announced Trilateral intentions and objectives. We have
every right to assume that the Trilateral Commission may be
a gigantic rip-off on American society.

Unfortunately no study of multinational taxation rates has
been made by Congress since 1978, the Vanik study was the
last comprehensive study which revealed the low rates paid
by multinationals. However, we believe that the rates paid in
the late 1970s and included here have not changed dramati-
cally in the last decade.

As we all know, personal income tax rates are much higher
than the rates paid by the tax-avoiding multinationals. In the
U.S. the starting individual tax rate is 14 percent and the
highest rate is 70 percent. In Canada, the rate starts at 17
percent and ranges to 43 percent. Other European countries
have even higher rates up to a confiscatory 98 percent in
Britain. If you are a Trilaterally-connected international
bank, your effective rate in 1976 was much lower than the
lowest individual bracket. In order of their success in
avoiding taxes, Trilateralist banks rank as follows:
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Bank U.S. Taxes
in 1976
Chase Manhattan 0.0%
Manufacturers Hanover 3.8%
First Chicago 6.3%
Continental lllinois 10.5%
Bank of America 14.9%

This success in avoiding U.S. taxation is carried abroad by
these same multinationals. Take, for example, a report in the
London Economist (14 January 1978) from the British view-
point, under the scathing headline:

"No Tax Please, We're Banks"

American and other foreign banks in London could end
up paying little or no British tax if their huge claims for
relief which are now being examined by the Inland
Revenue are accepted Even the British clearing banks
could have their tax bills dramatically reduced

... the MNC is also a source of concern to some govern-
ments, since from its wide base it is often able to circum-
vent national monetary, fiscal, and exchange policies.
The possibility of distortions arising from intracorporate
pricing practices to take advantage of national varia-
tions in tax laws has also been cited with concern.

A check of multinational corporations and their 1976 U.S.
tax rates on world income turns up some multinationals that
did pay significantly high U.S. tax rates.

U.S. Taxes
Company in 1976
Getty Qil 21.14%
R. J. Reynolds Ind. 41.0%
Greyhound 46.8 %
Textron 40.1 %

Generally, however, those MNCs with Trilateral connec-
tions appear to pay significantly lower rates. This is only an
approximation. It could be a spurious correlation, but there is
sufficient evidence to warrant a closer look.
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Company

EXxXON (controlled by Rockefeller interests)
STANDARD OIL OF CALIFORNIA

(Rockefeller and Packard)

EASTERN AIRLINES (controlled by Rockefeller

interests) (now defunct)

ARCO (Ingersoll)
OCCIDENTAL PETROLEUM (Armand Hammer,

one-time friend of Lenin, was chairman of
the board of Occidental In 1919 Julius
Hammer, father of Armand, was secretary
of the Communist Party U.S.A. Hammer
has been probably the most active western
capitalist in building the military power of
the Soviet Union.)

GULF OIL (Gulf provides almost $1 billion a

year in oil concession revenues to the
Marxist Neto regime. Gulf's Cabinda oil
wells were protected by Cuban troops, thus
releasing Angolans to support the SWAPO
forces invading South-West Africa.

1976 tax
Paid

8.0%

17.1%
0.0%

11.4%
4.2%

7.0%

We can push this argument a little further. Trilateralists in
government are protecting fellow capitalists from taxation.

A

recent report by the House Government

Committee disclosed the following:

* IRS decisions on some multinational oil firms have cost
the U.S. Treasury over $7 billion since 1974. "By the early
1970s, multinational petroleum companies were operat-
ing abroad under a set of factual and legal circumstances
completely at variance with those upon which the previ-

ous foreign tax credit rulings were based."

Operations

* IRS failed to audit oil company returns or require them to
provide supporting information for their expense claims
(Presumably audits are only for individual taxpayers.)

e These favorable actions stemmed from “interference" by
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» More recent "improper interference” for the same purpose
came from Secretary of Treasury Blumenthal (Trilateral).

The committee did not cite the U.S. oil companies involved,
except to note that they operate in Saudi Arabia, Libya, and
Indonesia. Aramco alone was named in one place: this com-
pany is linked with Exxon and Chase Manhattan interests.

In brief, a House committee has charged Trilateralists
Henry Kissinger and Michael Blumenthal with "improper
interference” with IRS to obtain benefits for certain
companies. Even further,

In September 1977, at the very time that the subcom-
mittee discovered and criticized a suggestion made by a
Treasury official a year earlier to have IRS and Treasury
officials "cooperate” in secret dealings with Indonesia
and oil companies therein regarding foreign tax credits (a
suggestion which was also admonished as being impro-
per by other Treasury officials), the new International
Affairs officials were recommending similar actions.

Another example follows for those readers who have read
my Wall Street and the Bolshevik Revolution and who may
remember that in 1918, the leading Wall Street law firm sup-
porting the infant Bolshevik regime in Russia was Simpson,
Thacher and Bartlett of New York. As one indication of then-
support, partner Thomas D. Thacher wrote a report which
became decisive in gaining British cabinet support for the
Bolsheviks. Also Thomas Lamont, Dwight Morrow, and H. P.
Davison were closely involved in developing policy towards
the Bolsheviks: all were partners in the J. P. Morgan firm.

While in London on 13 April 1918, Thomas D. Thacher, a
member of the American Red Cross Mission to Russia, wrote
to the American ambassador in London that he had received a
request from H. P. Davison, a Morgan partner, "to confer
with Lord Northcliffe" concerning the situation in Russia and
then to go on to Paris "for other conferences.” Lord North-
cliffe was ill, and Thacher left a memorandum to be submitted
to Northcliffe on his return to London with yet another
Morgan partner, Dwight W. Morrow. This memorandum not
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only made explicit suggestions about Russian policy that
supported the pro-Bolshevik position of William Boyce
Thompson (director of Chase, now Chase Manhattan, Bank),
but even stated that "the fullest assistance should be given to
the Soviet government in its efforts to organize a volunteer
revolutionary army."
The first three proposals in Thacher's report follow:

First of all... the Allies should discourage Japanese
intervention in Siberia.

In the second place, the fullest assistance should be
given to the Soviet Government in its efforts to organize
a volunteer revolutionary army.

Thirdly, the Allied Governments should give their
moral support to the Russian people in their efforts to
work out their own political system free from the domi-
nation of any foreign power. . .

Was Wall Street attorney Thacher a capitalist enemy of the
Bolsheviks? Of course not. Thacher was right in there, help-
ing the revolution, as part of the "breakaway ruling class,"
along with capitalists from J. P. Morgan and Chase Bank.

Similar aid for Marxist revolution came in South Africa and
Red China. And who was U.S. Secretary of State in charge of
facilitating this aid? Cyrus D. Vance, who before his appoint-
ment as Secretary of State was also a partner in Simpson,
Thacher and Bartlett.

Senator Clifford P. Case was a member of the firm of Simp-
son, Thacher and Bartlett from 1928 to 1953, when he
became president of the Fund for the Republic, the founda-
tion that funded the study for a "new constitution" so
desired by the elite.

Yet another memorandum from William Boyce Thompson
(director of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York and
Chase Bank) to Lloyd George (prime minister of Great
Britain) in December 1917, supported the Bolsheviks and
admitted in part:

About the overthrow of the last Kerensky government
we materially aided the dissemination of the Bolshevik
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literature, distributing it through agents and by aero-
planes to the German army. If the suggestion is permis-
sible, it might be well to consider whether it would not be
desirable to have this same Bolshevik literature sent into
Germany and Austria across the West and Italian fronts.

Does this sound as if Wall Street and the Bolsheviks were
enemies? Or allies?

Another excellent example of the capitalist-communist alli-
ance is Gulf Oil in Angola, the financial backer of the Neto
government, while Cuban troops protect Gulf's Cabinda pro-
duction facilities.

And how about Armand Hammer, chairman of Occidental
Petroleum? In the Russian edition of Lenin's Collected
Works, you will find several letters from Lenin to Hammer
addressed affectionately as "Dear Comrade." Capitalists, the
big enemy of communists? Nonsense. They work hand-in-
glove to rule the world.

And in 1994 inside history is not too much different to
1919.

It has not gone unnoticed that politicians make election
promises that are abandoned when they enter office.

President Bill Clinton, a Trilateralist, is a prime example.
Election promises to reduce bureaucracy, to protect indivi-
dual privacy, to reduce the power of the elite and lobbyists
and similar populist scenarios have all been abandoned.

And a series of declassified FBI documents illustrates the
behind-the-scenes origins of many Clinton appointments.
They are evenly divided between associates and supporters of
the Institute for Policy Studies, a pro-Marxist think tank, and
multinational professional lobbyists. The co-directors of the
transition team were both Trilaterals: Warren Christopher
and Vernon Jordan; and both were big time lobbyists. Then
came a series of appointments reflecting Marxist-leaning
Washington think tank persons (mostly from the Institute
for Policy Studies, i.e. Anthony Lake, Leon Panetta, Morton
Halperin) and/or big time lobbyists (Ron Brown, Warren
Christopher), and revolving door insiders (Winston Lord,
David Gergen, Bruce Babbitt).
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The only truly non-Washington appointment is Attorney
General Reno, who has proven herself adept at squashing
investigations and actions that might embarrass the
Administration — BCCI, Brown bribe investigation,
Whitewater affair, Waco. . .

The key to understanding world events is to look at the
world in terms of a Marxist Ruling-Class Alliance. Then,
seemingly inconsistent actions and events make sense:

e The elite subsidizes Marxist regimes: they are not
enemies.

* The elite abandons free enterprise allies: it wants
socialism.

* The elite presses for more individual taxation, that is, the
Marxist "graduated income tax."

» The elite reduces its own taxation in the same way that
the Moscow elite lived it up in Soviet Russia at the
expense of the Russian working class.

The textbook modern history is illusory because it is based
on a mythical capitalist-versus-communist struggle.

Thus, when we are asked to believe that Trilateral
ambitions are morally justified to build a New World Order
devoted to the peace and welfare of mankind, two points
strike us: (a) this end does not coincide with other interpreta-
tions of Trilateral motivations and actions, and (b) the means
adopted appear authoritarian and suggest that the ends may
also be authoritarian.

What are some of the practical lessons we can learn from
this alliance?

* If you, an average American-in-the-street voter, recall the
history of both Democrats and Republicans, can you think of
one instance where either party kept a promise? 'Very few!

» Our argument is that if you are a small- or medium-sized
businessman or independent professional, then you are tar-
geted for elimination. Does this coincide with your personal
experience over your own working lifetime?

« If you are a socialist, then stop deluding yourself. You are
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working hand-in-hand with the elitists you proclaim to
despise.

* If you are interested in tax reform, then consider that the
only acceptable tax reform is complete repeal of the Sixteenth
Amendment.

To emphasize the discriminatory approach of the Carter
administration on tax matters, we can do no better than
quote the congressional testimony of Philip E. Vision,
supervisory revenue officer in the Chicago District Office of
IRS, who in 1976 blew a small whistle on IRS procedures
before the Subcommittee on Oversight of the Committee on
Ways and Means. Congressman Jones asked Vision about
differing treatment of rich and poor taxpayers:

Is there pressure to seize a small business or a poor
taxpayer's property in order to close the case, and pressure
to perhaps settle quickly with a rich taxpayer who has
plenty of accounting and legal ability to drag things out?

To which IRS official Vision replied:

In all candor, Congressman, | must say this: You will
find those branches or groups that are involved in the
inner city of Chicago, the low income, the closures are
highest because there is really no problem. It requires no
technical skills or knowledge to prepare a levy upon the
employer of an employee who is getting take-home pay of
about $80. We can go in, serve the levy, and take the
entire $80.

Certainly a taxpayer who is earning $80 could hardly
be expected to employ an expensive attorney or CPA.
Usually when he comes in, in response to the levy, it is
with tears in his eyes because he allocated that $80 to the
gas or electric company and because IRS took that
money, his electric and gas will be shut off and also part
of that money was intended to feed his family. This is a
common practice.

I am sorry to report that, but if you would look at the
closures in the poor areas of Chicago, the depressed
areas, you would find that the closures of the small dollar
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TDA's are overwhelmingly larger than they are in the
affluent suburbs of Deerfield where | live.

To fully understand the implications of a viciously gradu-
ated income tax system aimed at the small/medium American
businessman and the broad middle class and to understand as
well the role of the multinationals and the international
bankers who make up the power elite behind the Trilateral
Commission, we need to go back to 1847 and the Communist
Manifesto of Karl Marx and Friedrich  Engels.
Of the Communist revolution, Marx and Engels wrote:
In the first instance, this can only be affected by
despotic inroads upon the rights of property and by
despotic interference with bourgeois methods of produc-
tion; that is to say by measures which seem economically
inadequate and untenable, but have far-reaching effects,
and are necessary as means for revolutionizing the whole
system of production.

In brief, elimination of property owners and small- and
medium-sized businessmen ("Bourgeois methods of produc-
tion") outside the orbit of the multinationals and interna-
tional banks is an essential prerequisite to socialism.

Then Marx and Engels outline the famous ten “"measures”
for achieving revolution in the advanced countries to bring
about socialism.

These measures are described by Marx and Engels as
follows:

In the most advanced countries they willy generally
speaking, take the following forms:
1. Expropriation of landed property, and the use of
landrents to defray State expenditure.

2. A vigorously graduated income tax.
3. Abolition of the right of inheritance.
4. Confiscation of the property of all emigres and rebels.

5. Centralization of credit in the hands of the State, by
means of a national bank with State capital and an exclu-
sive monopoly.
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6. Centralization of the means of transport in the hands
of the State.

7. Increase of national factories and means of produc-
tion, cultivation of uncultivated land, and improvement
of cultivated land in accordance with a general plan.

8. Universal and equal obligation to work; organization
of industrial armies, especially for agriculture.

9. Agriculture and urban industry to work hand-in-
hand, in such a way as, by degrees, to obliterate the dis-
tinction between town and country.

10. Public and free education of all children. Abolition of
factory work for children in its present form. Education
and material production to be combined

Notably, there is a parallel between Marx and Trilateral
propositions: centralization of credit in IMF and the Federal
Reserve System parallels Marx's measure 5. AMTRAK, fed-
eral funding of rapid transit, and persistent efforts to cut
down on use of individual automobiles parallels Marx's
measure 6. Finally, our Sixteenth Amendment to the Consti-
tution, the "income tax amendment,” is none other than the
"vigorously graduated income tax™ proposed by Marx in the
Manifesto. What has this to do with Trilateral multinational
avoidance of taxation? Plenty, as it turns out.

It is interesting to reread Karl Marx's Manifesto in the
light of the alliance between Wall Street multinationals and
the Communist imperialists. Marxists, especially, should
reread Marx. The enemy of Marxist totalitarianism is not the
capitalist but rather the "Bourgeoisie,” the middle class.
Marx sees the bourgeoisie as the source of all that is evil, yet
he does not include all the ruling establishment in those
designated for elimination. To the contrary, when the class
war is about to be fought to a finish, Karl Marx envisaged a
curious event: "a small part of the ruling class breaks away to
make common cause with the revolutionary class, the class
which holds the future in its hands."

In sum, Marx envisaged a coalition of ruling interests of the
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revolutionary Marxists and a segment of the ruling class.
This is precisely what history has recorded in the hundred or
so years since the Manifesto was published. One of the most
significant forces in modern world development has been the
assistance from a relatively small yet powerful part of the
ruling Western establishment to the Soviet Union channeled
through such influential organizations as the Council on
Foreign Relations (CFR) and today the Trilateral Commis-
sion. In Marx's terms, are not Cyrus Eaton, Armand
Hammer, David Rockefeller, and the Trilateral Commission
ruling class breakaways? Have not Marxists and the "break-
away ruling class capitalists” joined hands to eliminate the
American middle class? Unfortunately, academic analysts are
blind to the implications of the alliance: they read Marx with
preconceptions. So let's present some evidence.

In 1976, the Marxist government of Angola reorganized
Diamang, its diamond-producing monopoly. The Neto Marx-
ist government will own 60.8 percent, and the balance will be
owned by the former foreign corporate owners. It will be a
mixed company. But which former owners will be expropri-
ated to make way for the new Marxist shareholders? Not the
big greedy capitalists we hear so much about in socialist
literature, but, in the words of the Neto government, "a large
number of small shareholders.” The major "foreign com-
panies,” the large multinationals, that is, the ruling
capitalists, will not be affected by the takeover. In other
words, the ruling class joins hands with Marxist revolution-
aries against the small bourgeois owners.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
PERPETUAL WAR FOR PERPETUAL PEACE

Trilaterals have a fondness for declaring "war™ on world prob-
lems. We have a "war on cancer," a "war on crime," a "war on
drugs,” a "war on AIDS" and so on.

What we find within these "wars" are policies designed to
advance Trilateral world objectives. Peace and individual
freedom are certainly not the objectives, nor in many cases do
we identify any contribution to human welfare.

In this chapter we consider (a) the "war on AIDS" and
(b) the "war on drugs." In each case we unearth a story very
different from the establishment media official line intended
for public consumption.

THE WAR ON AIDS

According to Dr. Robert Gallo and other establishment AIDS
researchers, this deadly disease with the capability to wipe
out the world originated with a little green monkey in Africa
who bit a native with disastrous results. Believe it or not,
establishment scientists either push this absurd, unproven
argument or dismiss origins as irrelevant.

There is another argument, backed by hard evidence and
reflected in five books by respected medical doctors. Briefly,
this argument is that AIDS is a man-made disease developed
by the U.S. Army as part of a biological warfare program,

75



funded by Congress and released by elitist fanatics to elimin-
ate specific segments of the world's population.

Horrific as genocide by global fanatics may appear, there is
more evidence for this interpretation than for the little green
monkey theory.

Even more horrendous, this argument takes us right to Tri-
lateralist Robert S. McNamara, former Secretary of State and
Chairman of the World Bank. It was McNamara who ap-
proved funding for development of an artificial AIDS virus
later funded by Congress.

Here's the story based on the research of these five doctors
which we supplemented with our own research for documen-
tary evidence.

We previously published our assessment in THE PHOENIX
LETTER edited by this author in November 1992 and Decem-
ber 1993.) We reprint the following from the December 1993
issue. Further documentation may be found in the November
1992 issue.

Fort Detrich Biological Programs In The '60s

Fort Detrich in Maryland is the U.S. biological warfare
base. Originally called U.S. Army Biological Labora-
tories it is now labeled U.S. Army Medical Research
Institute of Infectious Diseases (USAMRIID).

The Army maintains a Special Operations Division
(SOD) on the Fort Detrich base with a formal operating
agreement with CIA (memorandum signed in May 1952).
Both CIA and Army have covered their tracks well but
some original documents survive to outline a horrific
story.

In the early '60s U.S. Army SOD personnel used speci-
ally designed suitcases to spray unsuspecting American
civilians with bacillus subtilis at the Greyhound Bus
Terminals in Washington, Chicago and San Francisco.

! Available from THE PHOENIX LETTER, Suite 216C, 1517 14th Street West,
Billings, MT 59102; $87 for one year. THE PHOENIX LETTER, now in its 12th
year, Is a report on abuse of power.
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Similar operations were conducted at airports in Wash-
ington D.C., New York, Boston and Los Angeles. The
number of one way tickets sold at time of release was
used to estimate distribution of the bacterial agents.
(Bacillus subtilis can be bought at biological supply
houses. It is not listed as a pathogen, but can cause res-
piratory infections, blood poisoning and food poisoning.)

According to declassified Army documents the Grey-
hound terminals in San Francisco and Chicago were the
location for "six operatives to launch covert attacks"
spread over 7 days. Specially designed suitcases sprayed
bacteria into crowded terminals for maximum exposure.
Photographs were taken and other Army personnel
"covertly collected air samples in close proximity to the
passengers” to determine if the civilians had been
infected (See photographs.)

Later tests were repeated with smallpox agents, grown
in large quantities and converted to a lethal powder for
spraying. Senate investigation in 1975 revealed close
cooperation between SOD and CIA:

"CIA associaiton with Fort Detrich involved the Spe-
cial Operations Division (SOD) of that facility. This
division was responsible for developing special applica-
tions for biological warfare agents and toxins. Its prin-
cipal customer was the U.S. Army. Its concern was with
the development of both suitable agents and delivery
mechanisms for use in paramilitary situations. Both
standard biological warfare agents and biologically
derived toxins were investigated by the division."

The Senate Committee found the CIA had covered its
tracks to conceal this unconstitutional activity from the
American public. The Senate Committee stated, "Al-
though some CIA originated documents have been
found in the project files it is clear that only a very
limited documentation of activities took place."

An extract from a U.S. Army report details why small-
pox was selected as the ™agent of choice.” Its
“attractive" features are listed as:
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1. Smallpox is highly infectious with close contact It
spreads readily from an infected person to susceptible
individuals.

2. A long incubation period of relatively constant dura-
tion permits the operatives responsible to leave the
country before the first case is diagnosed

3. The duration of illness for those who recover is
relatively long.

Although the Federal Government claims that the
1972 treaty banning biological weapons stopped further
use of Fort Detrich we know that the U.S. Army applied
for $1.4 million appropriation to EXPAND germ warfare
testing ability in the early 1980s. Senator James Sasser
objected and it is unlikely that the appropriation went
through. It could have been handled on the "black
budget."

The Originator of AIDS

In July 1969 Dr. MacArthur, Director of the U.S. Army
Advanced Research Project Agency (ARPA) appeared
before Congress (the Appropriations Committee of the
House) and stated: "within a period of 5-10 years it would
be possible to produce a synthetic biological agent, an
agent that does not naturally exist and for which no
natural immunity could have been acquired.

This synthetic agent is AIDS (Acquired Immune
Deficiency syndrome virus or HIV-1). ARPA requested
$10 million to develop AIDS, 10 years before the virus
was identified in the field

Dr. MacArthur added, "It is a highly controversial
issue and there are many who believe such research
should not be undertaken lest it lead to another method
of massive Killing of large populations.”

From 1961 to 1968 while this artificial biolo