The ext Choreographed War
by Jeremy James

The various elements needed for World War III are being made ready. Some have
been in place for several years, while others are being moved into position. The
shadow world government, who run the show from behind the scenes and who control
all nations, have been following a carefully prepared blueprint for some time.
In order to understand what is about to happen, we need to completely set aside the
idea that nations fight against nations, each directed by its own autonomous leaders.
That may have been how wars were fought in the past, but modern warfare is entirely
different.

The League of ations
Consider World War I. After a period of virtually uninterrupted peace and prosperity
beginning with the Congress of Vienna in 1815, when living standards across Europe
rose dramatically and nations freely intermingled on a grand scale, the ruling elite –
ultra-rich families linked by inter-marriage – set in motion a conflagration that
seemed to have no obvious cause and certainly no obvious purpose. It tore Europe
apart, slaughtered enormous armies, killed millions of innocent people, and caused
suffering on a scale the world had never seen.
The architects of this carnage were aiming to reorganize Europe. To do this they
needed to crush the old regimes and replace them with a political structure that could
be welded together over time to form a unified federal Europe. They also wanted to
set in place a prototype for world government, known as the League of Nations. This
latter objective failed to work out as planned when the US Congress refused to let
America join. So the secret elite financed the rise of Hitler and, through cunning
machinations on several fronts, reignited the conflagration that had convulsed Europe
just a few years before. World War II was simply a continuation of World War I, all
with a view to creating a transnational organization to replace the League of Nations,
with the US as a fully participating member. The United Nations was created even
before World War II had officially ended.
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During the period of peace that began in 1945, the same elite cabal has been working
to forge the sovereign nations of Europe into a single federal entity. The European
Union did not produce the outcome they wanted, so they are now flooding it with
foreigners – non-integrating Muslims – with a view to undermining its social
cohesion. They intend by this means to weaken the national identity of each member
state and generate a climate of animosity and strife within Europe that can only be
resolved by creating a central government and imposing federal law.
They are also promoting tension within and between individual member states
through the use of Brexit, the Catalonian referendum, and a massive claim for
wartime reparations that Poland is preparing to make against Germany.

The famous 'knotted gun' sculpture outside the UN HQ in New York.

"The words of his mouth were smoother than butter, but war was in his heart:
his words were softer than oil, yet were they drawn swords."
– Psalm 55:21

From the U to World Government
This covert program was never intended to operate independently but is part of a
wider program to enhance the powers of the United Nations and create a de facto
world government. In some respects the UN already serves this purpose in relation to
certain aspects of national policy, such as climate change, agriculture and food
production, the use of marine resources, disease control, educational standards, and
military intervention.
The UN program known as Agenda 21 marks a significant leap forward in its goal of
controlling almost all aspects of national self-determination by creating rules and
regulations that can only be implemented by following UN policies and standards.
Concepts like 'sustainable development' provide the ruling elite with all the room they
need to interfere in every major aspect of public policy and force nations to follow the
path chosen by the globablists (They like the word 'globalist' since it reinforces the
bogus notion that the earth is a spinning globe rather than a flat stationary expanse, as
described in the Bible.)
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The first great victory by the globalists came in 1815 with the Congress of Vienna. It
helped them to get back on track after their reverse at the Peace of Westphalia in
1649, which introduced the idea of independent sovereign nations. The Congress of
Vienna established the right of the great powers, notably England and France, to
direct, by means of international treaties and trade agreements, the way Europe would
evolve. Their next great victory came in 1945 with the creation of the UN. They are
now working hard to reach level three, where the rights and liberties of individuals,
and not just nations, everywhere on earth are prescribed and monitored by an
international agency, a kind of super-UN.

Reaching Level Three
To get to that level they plan to shake the world as violently as they did in the period
1914-1945. It took thirty years of turmoil to get from level one to level two, and they
are prepared to subject mankind to a similar period of upheaval to reach level three.
They began putting the necessary flashpoints in place as soon as World War II had
ended. They also needed some means to keep the world under control until the
groundwork for the next war was complete, so they came up with a brilliant idea – a
'cold war' based on the threat of mutually assured destruction from nuclear bombs.
These mythical devices were said to be so powerful that they could destroy the 'planet'
many times over. The first type was fairly primitive, so they dreamt up an even more
powerful version – the hydrogen bomb. That, in turn, was superseded by the
awesomely destructive thermonuclear bomb. All are pure propaganda, but they served
a vital purpose. By generating a high level of fear across the geopolitical spectrum,
they convinced the masses that, unless they obeyed their political masters, the world
would be destroyed.
They concocted a crisis in Cuba in 1962 which almost led, they said, to nuclear war –
yet another cynical hoax to convince the masses that the enemy had explosive atomic
devices and were fully prepared to use them. They even had school-children hiding
under tables while their teachers sealed the class-room windows with tape to keep out
the deadly radiation that would eat them alive. They also put out frequent news
reports about nuclear tests in the Pacific, Australia, and the plains of Kazakhstan – all
lies, of course.
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Naturally, Hollywood was also involved. They made sure the public got a nervegangling dose of nuclear propaganda via several major movies – such as Stanley
Kramer's On the Beach and Stanley Kubrick's Dr Strangelove – which offered
ominous meditations on the threat of 'mutual assured destruction.'

Movie: 'On the Beach'

Movie: 'Dr Strangelove'

Peacetime Propaganda
These guys understand the power of lies. They know that the best way to control the
individual is to control the crowd. The individual will never drift too far from the
crowd and will likely believe what 'most people' believe. They also know how to
disguise their propaganda, dressing it up as 'science' or straight news reporting. This is
why they continue to spew out the same lies, year after year.
Propaganda is simply the constant repetition of simple ideas. Even when a lie has
been exposed, it is kept alive by simply repeating it over and over again in the media.
Some of the biggest lies are deliberately instilled at an early age to ensure they
become firmly embedded in our minds. These include the classroom globe of 'planet'
earth and glossy wall charts of the 'solar system' – in reality, the earth is stationary and
flat, it is not a planet, and the 'planets' in our so-called solar system are nothing but
tiny lights in the firmament. Another universal classroom accessory is the dinosaur, a
cynical deception dreamt up by the British in the 19th century. An educational chart in
common usage depicts a series of horses of increasing size as they 'evolve' over
millions of years. Evolution is yet another filthy lie devised and promoted by the
Luciferian cult that runs Great Britain.

One of many possible scenarios
It is important to understand the mindset of these people and their remarkable ability
to use lies and well-crafted deceptions to control the masses. Consider, for example,
the following possibility. If they wanted to evacuate the entire state of California and
relocate its population of 40 million into work-camps in Arizona and Nevada, they
could do so with a few simple lies. A small proportion of the population might resist,
but everyone else would gladly co-operate.
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All they would have to do is gradually crank up the political tension between the US
and North Korea (This country was created by the globalists in 1953 to serve as the
fuse that would ignite World War III). Allow the rhetoric to get louder and louder,
with threats and counter-threats flying in every direction. Use tweets and UN
speeches to convince the public that their President was mad enough to threaten North
Korea with complete annihilation. Convince them also that the North Korean
president was equally unstable and liable to do the unthinkable. Arrange some
'clashes' and terrorist incidents to outrage the public and pump up their emotions.
Then declare that the Koreans had actually detonated a hydrogen bomb over the
Pacific, stating that deadly radiation would rain down on California in about three
days.

The President then declares a state of National Emergency and activates the draconian
powers available to him under a number of Executive Orders. The people of
California are in a blind panic. They are filling their cars and speeding out of the state.
The army is called in to help with the mass evacuation. State troopers and military
vehicles are everywhere. Images of screaming children fill the TV screens. Fear grips
the nation. Another nuclear device could be exploded at any time. Rumours abound of
terrorist cells being activated across America. Distraught families are interviewed on
TV, pleading tearfully with the government to rescue their stricken relatives in
California and carry them safely from harm's way. Millions are calling for retaliation.
The stock markets plummet and wealth accumulated over decades is wiped out in a
few days... and so on.
All of this is quite credible, is it not? And yet the entire catastrophe could be enabled
and carried through by nothing but a few well-crafted lies.

Trump and Kim Jong-un are actors, not executives
Is this where the continuing controversy between Donald Trump and Kim Jong-un is
leading? Who knows? One can only guess. In any event, this scenario has another
hidden benefit for the Elite – by contaminating the soil with 'radioactive particles', the
territory of California would supposedly becomes uninhabitable for thousands of
years. This fits perfectly with U Agenda 21, which entails reclaiming the earth from
humanity and confining the masses in prescribed zones of habitation.
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These men, Donald Trump and Kim Jong-un, are well-paid actors on the world stage.
They are not executives of any kind. All the important decisions are made at a much
higher level. They are simply following the script drawn up decades ago by the ruling
elite. Both will have received extensive training to ensure they deliver their lines
correctly and adopt the appropriate public postures.

Theatres of War
Since nuclear devices do not exist, the coming war will make extensive use of
conventional military engagements. This in turn will require clearly defined theatres
of operation. The Ukraine would seem to be earmarked for this purpose, which helps
to explain why Russia recently annexed the Crimea. Syria and Iraq will provide
another theatre. China has just carried out its first live military drill in the horn of
Africa, the region from which its forces will spread into the Arabian peninsula.
In addition to the longstanding flashpoint in Kashmir, China and India recently
created another point of mutual conflict in Bhutan. China is also building a large
military base in the South China Sea from which to intimidate a long list of Asian
neighbors, including American allies Taiwan and the Philippines, plus Malaysia,
Indonesia, Vietnam, Cambodia, and Thailand. Meanwhile, a time-bomb planted by
the British and French after the carve-up of the Ottoman Empire, which has left about
28 million Kurds without a homeland in the Middle East, is about to be ignited by the
referendum on Kurdish independence.

Panama and the covert betrayal of America
Americans do not seem to recognize the depth of their betrayal. If they bothered to
study history they would see how they are being set up. The Illuminati created both
communist Russia and communist China for the specific purpose of destroying the US
and bringing the entire world under their control.
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They have also been undermining American sovereignty by devious means. For
example, in 1977 President Carter, in an act of high treason, signed away American
control of the Panama Canal against the express wishes of the American people. The
relevant treaties were not even ratified by the House of Representatives. This
amounted in effect to an unconstitutional transfer of sovereign ownership of a major
strategic asset. In an act of blatant cynicism, the Panamanian government was actually
being asked to safeguard America's interests in the region! Twenty years later Balboa
and Cristobal, the ports constructed by American engineers at both ends of the canal,
were sold to Chinese companies, while the largest port of all, Margarita Island, was
bought by the Chinese in 2016.
One can read the lengthy article on the Panama Canal in Wikipedia and find no hint
whatever of this treasonous act. The American people have been duped. An asset that
took considerable cost and effort to construct, an engineering triumph in its day, was
simply handed over. Under wartime conditions a strategic corridor of this magnitude
would be of inestimable value to the enemy. Incredibly, the Chinese didn't even have
to fight to gain control of it – Carter simply gave it to them! That, dear reader, is
treason, a despicable act that will cost thousands of American lives in the coming
conflict.

ICBMs
The indoctrination of the masses has included a category of military ordnance known
as the Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM). These missiles are an essential part
of the thermonuclear myth. The pervasive fear generated by the threat of 'mutual
assured destruction' could only be maintained if the enemy had some means of
'delivering' a nuclear warhead to the intended target, located 3,000–5,000 miles away.
Their existence is reinforced at annual military parades in Moscow, Beijing, and other
places. They feature so often in movies and TV programs that most people are
convinced they actually work.
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It is commonly assumed that, if a jet can fly 5,000 miles, a specially designed
projectile known as a missile can cover the same distance in a much faster time. But
missiles have no wings. They are not aerodynamic but are kept aloft entirely by the
propulsive power of their internal fuel supply. A unit of the very best fuel can only
produce a fixed quantum of force. So, the further the missile has to travel the more
fuel it needs. But this adds to the payload and consumes fuel at a faster rate. There is
therefore an upper limit to how far the largest missiles can travel. We can get an idea
of what that limit is from the amount of fuel used by a rocket launched from Cape
Canaveral. The first stage, which contains more than half the fuel supply, normally
falls away after the rocket reaches an altitude of a hundred miles or less. This would
suggest that a missile carrying an explosive warhead could likely travel no more than
two or three hundred miles.
In order to convince the more sceptical members of the public that ICMBs are real,
the experts claim that the fuel/payload trade-off does not impose an upper limit on
how far a missile can travel. They claim that it leaves the earth's atmosphere and
travels unimpeded through space for most of its journey, before returning to earth and
consuming the remainder of its fuel prior to impact. However, this too is a lie since
outer space is itself part of the 'spinning globe' hoax. An ICBM could never leave the
earth's atmosphere.

Stage 1 of the SpaceX Falcon-9 rocket falls away at
an altitude of 76 kms (47 miles), May, 2017

Thermobaric Bombs
World War III will be fought along much the same lines as World Wars I and II. The
biggest difference – as far as we can tell – will arise from the use of thermobaric
bombs. As explained in a previous paper (#76), these are high-altitude bombs that
distribute and then ignite a flammable aerosol over a wide area. The resulting
explosion consumes all of the oxygen in the vicinity and causes death by suffocation.
The localised vacuum created by the explosion is so powerful that it can rupture the
blood vessels in one's lungs and eyes. Those who do not die immediately from
suffocation will endure an agonizing death over a period of several hours.
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The same people who caused World Wars I and II are still running the world. They
are not finished. They talk peace for the sole purpose of gaining our trust and hiding
their real intentions. Some of them comes across as the most intelligent, cultured,
amusing and articulate individuals you could ever meet, but their hearts are attuned to
that of their master, Satan:
"They encourage themselves in an evil matter: they commune of laying
snares privily; they say, Who shall see them? They search out iniquities;
they accomplish a diligent search: both the inward thought of every one
of them, and the heart, is deep." (Psalm 64:5-6)

Trump's Role
The Elite needed a figure from outside the establishment in the office of President so
that, when the economic collapse finally happens, they will have a suitable fall-guy to
take the blame. This is where Trump comes in. He is neither Democratic nor
Republican (in any real sense). He is not identified with Wall Street, the militaryindustrial complex, or any obvious corporate interests. Portrayed all along as a
maverick and an interloper, both by his own people and by the media, he is the ideal
figure on which to hang full responsibility for the coming disaster, both economic and
military.
Some pundits try to present him as an enemy of the "deep state" – the ultra-rich Elite
who control America. They even claim he is standing in their way and delaying
implementation of the New World Order. But this is ridiculous. Trump is a fully-paid
up member of this subversive elite, moulded and trained over several decades for the
position he now holds (just like his N Korean counterpart).
In our earlier papers (#97 and #109), in which we discussed the possibility of a
Constitutional crisis involving the office of the President, we suggested that
nationwide concern surrounding this office and its incumbent would play a key role in
these events. Although it has arrived by a different course, the Constitutional crisis
that we predicted is now a reality. The American people are faced with an incumbent
in the office of President whom they now realize is well capable of dangerously
irrational acts and who cannot be constrained in a prompt and timely manner by
Congress. The only effective short-term option is forcible removal – a military coup.
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In his prize-winning fictional account of the fall of the United States – Origins of the
American Military Coup of 2012 – Lieutenant Colonel Charles J. Dunlap, Jr., USAF,
made a number of very insightful statements. [A copy of Charles Dunlap's essay,
along with our comments, was published on this website in August, 2012 – see
Appendix A below.] When one considers that his essay was written in 1992 and that
the award was conferred by General Colin Powell, his comments are all the more
intriguing.

Major General Charles J Dunlap Jr, USAF

In it he describes the events leading up to a military coup by an army general named
Brutus. He is at pains to explain that the public actually welcomed the coup since it
ensured the maintenance of law and order and the smooth continuance of day-to-day
business:
In 1992 not very many people would've thought a military coup d'etat
could ever happen here. Sure, there were eccentric conspiracy theorists
who saw the Pentagon's hand in the assassination of President Kennedy,
President Nixon's downfall, and similar events. But even the most avid
believers had to admit that no outright military takeover had ever
occurred before now...
Finding the performance of civilian law enforcement agencies in
counteracting that threat unsatisfactory, Congress passed the Military
Cooperation with Civilian Law Enforcement Agencies Act of 1981
[ ote: This is an actual Act]. In doing so Congress specifically intended
to force reluctant military commanders to actively collaborate in police
work.
This was a historic change of policy. Since the passage of the Posse
Comitatus Act in 1878, the military had distanced itself from law
enforcement activities. While the 1981 law did retain certain limits on
the legal authority of military personnel, its net effect was to
dramatically expand military participation in [law enforcement]...
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Eventually, people became acclimated to seeing uniformed military
personnel patrolling their neighborhood. Now troops are an adjunct to
almost all police forces in the country. In many of the areas where much
of our burgeoning population of elderly Americans live – Brutus calls
them "National Security Zones" – the military is often the only law
enforcement agency. Consequently, the military was ideally positioned
in thousands of communities to support the coup.
Concern about crime was a major reason why General Brutus's actions
were approved in the Referendum. Although voter participation by the
general public was low, older Americans voted at a much higher rate.
Furthermore, with the aging of the baby boom generation, the block of
American voters over 45 grew to almost 53 percent of the voters by
2010. This wealthy, older electorate welcomed an organization which
could ensure their physical security. When it counted, they backed
Brutus in the Referendum – probably the last votes they'll ever cast.
Once his position was ratified by Congress and endorsed in a national referendum,
Brutus proceeded to silence the opposition and imprison anyone who stood in his
way. Democracy in America was at an end.

From fiction to fact
Political developments since the essay was published are disturbingly close to the
narrative set out by Lieutenant Colonel Dunlap. Instead of the fictitious Military
Plenipotentiary Act mentioned in his essay, we have the ational Defense
Authorization Act of 2012 which provides for the arrest and indefinite detention of
American citizens without trial during a state of national emergency (as defined by
the President). It also designates the US itself as a potential war zone for military
purposes. Thus the American military can legally engage in hostile operations on
American soil if the President declares a state of national emergency. The various
Executive Orders signed into law by President Obama have greatly increased the
power of the President as Chief Executive during a time of national emergency, when
martial law is likely to be imposed. Anyone who protests can be defined as a
'terrorist' and imprisoned. The law even allows for the interrogation (torture) of
prisoners.
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In addition to this subversive piece of legislation, we have seen in recent years a
marked escalation in the powers granted the President during a state of national
emergency. These have been enabled primarily through Executive Orders signed by
the last President. We have also seen a blurring of the traditional separation between
the political and military spheres. The first National Security Advisor appointed by
Trump was General Mike Flynn, a Roman Catholic. His successor is yet another
senior military figure, Lt General H R McMaster.

President Trump appoints Lt General H R McMaster as National Security Advisor

Lt General H R McMaster at a Press Briefing in the White House

Secretary of Defense, retired US Marine Corps General, James Mattis,
sitting next to President Trump at a press briefing in the White House.
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Mattis, who has been called "the warrior monk", is held in high regard by fellow
military personnel. However, he is better known as 'Mad Dog Mattis.'

General John Kelly, head of Homeland Security
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President Trump has also appointed a retired Roman Catholic army general as the
Secretary of Defense (James Mattis) and a retired Roman Catholic marine general as
the head of Homeland Security (John Kelly). The appointment of three senior military
personnel to such prestigious political positions is without precedent. Even a staid
channel like MSNBC drew attention to this strange new phenomenon:

The public would seem to be unaware that Mattis and Kelly are both committed
Roman Catholics. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Joseph Dunford,
is also a Roman Catholic. Several military historians have noted that this, too, is
without precedent. (We can't establish whether McMaster is also a Catholic, although
two of his three children have Irish names – Colleen and Caragh.)
Incidentally, the public would also seem to be unaware that for the first time in history
the majority of the members of the Supreme Court are Roman Catholic! –
ame
John Roberts
Anthony Kennedy
Clarence Thomas
Ruth Bader Ginsburg
Stephen Breyer
Samuel Alito
Sonia Sotomayor
Elena Kagan
Neil Gorsuch

Religion
Roman Catholic
Roman Catholic
Roman Catholic
Judaism
Judaism
Roman Catholic
Roman Catholic
Judaism
Raised Roman Catholic, attends Episcopalian Church

The Jesuits now enjoy an extraordinary hold over the mechanisms that could well
determine the fate of the American people.
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EMP – Electromagnetic Pulse
We are now seeing more and more reports in the media about the threat posed by the
electromagnetic pulse (EMP) supposedly generated by a nuclear explosion in the
upper atmosphere. When nuclear devices were first used (allegedly) there was no
reference to the risks posed by an EMP. This concept only entered the 'science'
textbooks about thirty years later. If EMPs were so dangerous then we would have
been warned of them back in the late 1950s when the US and Russia were supposedly
testing explosive nuclear devices in the atmosphere. So where has this idea come
from, and why?
A nuclear-generated EMP is a new source of fear to control the masses. The Elite can
claim that an EMP could paralyze America and render national utilities and defence
capabilities useless in an instant. But it is just another fairytale. Here's why.
Firstly, explosive nuclear devices do not exist. This means a powerful EMP would
have to be generated by other means, but no existing device (or even theoretical
device) could discharge such a large volume of energy in an instant.
Secondly, if explosive nuclear devices did exist, they could not generate a large-scale
EMP. The physics behind this would have been evident from the initial devices
allegedly tested in the 1950s, but this phenomenon was never observed, nor could the
possibility of its existence be inferred theoretically from the physics used to build
such devices. This possibility was only added later to the calculations.

The Inverse Square Law
Lastly, there is a law in physics, known as the inverse square law, which shows that a
large-scale EMP is impossible. The electromagnetic force projected from such a highaltitude explosion would diminish by the square of the distance it travelled. Thus,
after 3 miles, it would be 8 times less than it was at time zero, not three times less.
After only 10 miles it would be over a thousand times less, not ten times.
Scientists calculate that a nuclear explosion 300 miles above Kansas would emit an
EMP that would affect all of the continental United States. But this, of itself, means
nothing. What matters is the amount energy released per cubic meter at ground level.
It takes a lot of heat energy to damage the sensitive electronic components in a mobile
phone or a radio. Nevertheless, we are expected to believe that a burst of energy
several hundred miles above the earth, dispersed across the continental United States,
would exercise a corresponding effect at ground level – an area of 3 million square
miles!
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Even if such a bomb was detonated at an altitude of only 100 miles, it would still have
little effect at ground level. The energy at ground level would be more than a trillion
trillion times less that it was at time zero. The ground immediately beneath the
explosion, an area of about a hundred square miles or so, might suffer some minor
EMP effects, but even these would not be sufficient to burn a transformer and shut
down the grid in that area.
The EMP deception offers the Elite another destructive scenario. They could claim
that the N Koreans detonated a nuclear device above California and the resulting EMP
knocked out the grid across most of the state. It would only be necessary to sabotage –
or simply shut down – about 200 transformers to achieve this effect.
With just a few well-designed lies, some timely propaganda and a little sabotage, a
nation can be destroyed.

CO CLUSIO
Deception is an extremely effective tool if used correctly. The Elite have become
exceptionally skilled at building one lie upon another and keeping the grand panorama
in motion. Radio, television and the movie industries have all been used from their
inception to greatly reinforce the 'globalist' illusion. It is a rare person today who can
simply read the Bible and accept what it plainly says. The 'evolving cosmos' seems to
beguile just about everyone.
Dinosaurs are supposed to have roamed the earth for millions of years, but the only
'proof' of this are pathetic models in a few museums. If blind chance can create a
giraffe, then man has no need of God. People who accept evolution in any form,
including 'intelligent design', are easily duped by the many cunning lies purveyed by
the Luciferian Elite. Both the Bible and our senses tell us that the earth is both flat and
stationary, but 'science' has tricked us into believing the idiotic notion that the earth is
a spinning ball in a huge, black vacuum.
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Pedro Arrupe S.J. in Japan, 1945

Hiroshima and Nagasaki were fire-bombed, just like 68 other Japanese cities. Despite
official reports, no nuclear devices were used. Among the principal witnesses to the
'blinding' explosion in Hiroshima was a group of eight Jesuit priests. One of these was
Pedro Arrupe S.J., who went on to become Superior General of the entire Jesuit Order
and who described seeing "a very powerful light, like a magnesium explosion" when
the bomb allegedly went off. It is hardly a coincidence that the future head of the
Jesuits was on the scene at this 'pivotal moment' in history and that the Roman
Catholic Church – the Jesuits – are now in control of some of the most senior
positions in the US military, as well as the Supreme Court.
The Jesuits waged a horrifying war against Bible-believing Christians during the
Counter-Reformation. The massacres perpetrated by their troops during the Thirty
Years War revealed Satan at his most vicious. This subversive organization is a major
force behind the New World Order and it will stop at nothing to achieve its goals.
Since Jesuit theologians often boast that the end justifies the means, they believe they
are morally entitled to kill millions of innocent people if, in doing so, they bring
honor and glory to the Virgin Mary and the bishop of Rome.
All major wars are planned and choreographed by the same people. This was true of
the First and Second World Wars and will be just as true of the Third. The agents of
Satan never like to leave anything to chance. What the public perceives as a
disorderly sequence of unrelated events is – in the run-up to war – a carefully
executed plan prepared years in advance.
"The wicked shall be turned into hell, and all the nations that forget God."
– Psalm 9:17

________________
Jeremy James
Ireland
October 2, 2017

For further information visit www.zephaniah.eu
Copyright Jeremy James 2017
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APPE DIX A

A Startling Military Essay that seems to Predict
a Coup by the US Armed Forces in 2012
- All ecessary Conditions are now in Place -

Source of Essay
The essay [which is appended below] was the winning entry in a military literary
competition in 1992, submitted by Lieutenant Colonel Charles J. Dunlap, Jr., USAF.
The award to the winner was presented by General Colin Powell.
The essay (including Charles Dunlap’s summary at the start) was available on the
official website of the US Army Military College based in Carlisle, Pennsylvania, in
March, 2009, but was subsequently removed. It may still be available at:
http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/parameters/dunlap2012.pdf

Theme of Essay
The essay was written in 1992 from the perspective of a military officer imprisoned
after the fictional coup of 2012. The prisoner reflects on the factors that led to the
coup. A constitutional crisis arose where the President was assassinated in 2012 and
the Vice President ‘refused’ to take the oath of President. The power vacuum created
by this crisis prompted a senior military figure to stage a coup and ensure ongoing
political stability. Congress then passed an Act authorizing a national referendum to
seek approval from the American people to legally install the new military leader as
President. Due to various crises at that time (not detailed in the essay) a majority of
the American people voted in favour of the new leader.
They feared for their property, their state entitlements, their medical care, and the
possibility of widespread social unrest. Once installed as President the new leader
placed the nation under martial law. Anyone who opposed him was defined as a
‘terrorist’ and imprisoned without trial.

18

All necessary legislative conditions are now in place
The essay makes a number of predictions regarding the legislative changes that would
be needed to facilitate a coup, notably the authorization of the military to intervene
extensively in civil affairs and to arrest and detain American citizens indefinitely
without trial. The National Defense Authorization Act of 2012 (signed by Obama)
has made this possible.

Previous Coup Attempt
A military coup would be the ideal way of bringing the US under the control of a
powerful elite. They last tried to do this in the 1930s when a planned coup, financed
by an elite group of wealthy patrons, was exposed by Major General Smedley Butler.

A possible scenario for 2012 based on the essay
A possible realization of the scenario set out in Dunlap’s paper would run as follows:
A major financial crisis would unfold in America in the fall of 2012.
However, the Presidential elections would be held as scheduled on 6
November. Romney would win, possibly on foot of unfavourable
disclosures in the media, true or otherwise, about Obama. The sitting
President would be ‘assassinated’ (on 22 November?) in a staged event.
The nation, already shaken by a potential financial calamity, would be
greatly disturbed by the assassination and would want the Vice President
to swear the oath of office as quickly as possible. However the incoming
President would challenge the legality of this and cause a Constitutional
crisis. This would roll on for several weeks, creating alarm across the
nation. Finally, to the relief of many, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff of the Armed Forces puts himself forward as ‘President’ (on 21
December?) until the crisis is resolved. Congress decides that the best
solution to an insoluble Constitutional problem is to pass an Act which
would allow the nation to legalize the new incumbent by a referendum of
the people. Greatly frightened by the continuing uncertainty, the majority
of voters approve the new ‘President’.
Unless Americans wake up OW and see the real agenda being pursued by many
‘trusted’ people in high office, their country will be enslaved from within.
“Deliver me, O LORD, from evil men; preserve me from violent men, who
plan evil things in their heart and stir up wars continually.” – Psalm 140
____________________
Jeremy James
Ireland
8 August 2012
For more information about the coming
New World Order visit www.zephaniah.eu
Copyright Jeremy James 2012
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The highlighting was not in the original essay.
Editorial comments have also been added.

The Origins of the American Military Coup of 2012
CHARLES J. DU LAP, JR.
From Parameters, Winter 1992-93, pp. 2-20.

The letter that follows takes us on a darkly imagined excursion into the future. A
military coup has taken place in the United States – the year is 2012 – and General
Thomas E. T. Brutus, Commander-in-Chief of the Unified Armed Forces of the United
States, now occupies the White House as permanent Military Plenipotentiary. His
position has been ratified by a national referendum, though scattered disorders still
prevail and arrests for acts of sedition are underway. A senior retired officer of the
Unified Armed Forces, known here simply as Prisoner 222305759, is one of those
arrested, having been convicted by court-martial for opposing the coup. Prior to his
execution, he is able to smuggle out of prison a letter to an old War College classmate
discussing the "Origins of the American Military Coup of 2012." In it, he argues that
the coup was the outgrowth of trends visible as far back as 1992. These trends were
the massive diversion of military forces to civilian uses, the monolithic unification
of the armed forces, and the insularity of the military community. His letter survives
and is here presented verbatim.
It goes without saying (I hope) that the coup scenario above is purely a literary device
intended to dramatize my concern over certain contemporary developments affecting
the armed forces, and is emphatically not a prediction.
– The Author [Charles Dunlap]

Dear Old Friend,
It's hard to believe that 20 years have passed since we graduated from the War
College! Remember the great discussions, the trips, the parties, the people? Those
were the days!!! I'm not having quite as much fun anymore. You've heard about the
Sedition Trials? Yeah, I was one of those arrested – convicted of "disloyal
statements," and "using contemptuous language towards officials." Disloyal? No.
Contemptuous? You bet! With General Brutus in charge it's not hard to be
contemptuous.
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I've got to hand it to Brutus, he's ingenious. After the President died he somehow
“persuaded” the Vice President not to take the oath of office. Did we then have a
President or not? A real "Constitutional Conundrum" the papers called it. [1] Brutus
created just enough ambiguity to convince everyone that as the senior military officer,
he could – and should – declare himself Commander-in-Chief of the Unified Armed
Forces. Remember what he said? "Had to fill the power vacuum." And Brutus showed
he really knew how to use power: he declared martial law, "postponed" the
elections, got the Vice President to "retire," and even moved into the White
House! "More efficient to work from there," he said. Remember that?
When Congress convened that last time and managed to pass the Referendum
Act, I really got my hopes up. But when the Referendum approved Brutus's
takeover, I knew we were in serious trouble. I caused a ruckus, you know, trying to
organize a protest. Then the Security Forces picked me up. My quickie "trial" was a
joke. The sentence? Well, let's just say you won't have to save any beer for me at next
year's reunion. Since it doesn't look like I'll be seeing you again, I thought I'd write
everything down and try to get it to you.
I am calling my paper the “Origins of the American Military Coup of 2012.” I
think it's important to get the truth recorded before they rewrite history. If we're ever
going to get our freedom back, we've got to understand how we got into this mess.
People need to understand that the armed forces exist to support and defend
government, not to be the government. Faced with intractable national problems on
one hand, and an energetic and capable military on the other, it can be all too
seductive to start viewing the military as a cost-effective solution. We made a
terrible mistake when we allowed the armed forces to be diverted from their
original purpose.
I found a box of my notes and clippings from our War College days – told my keepers
I needed them to write the confession they want. It's amazing; looking through these
old papers makes me realize that even back in 1992 we should have seen this
coming. The seeds of this outrage were all there; we just didn't realize how they
would grow. But isn't that always the way with things like this? Somebody once said
that "the true watersheds in human affairs are seldom spotted amid the tumult of
headlines broadcast on the hour." [2] And we had a lot of headlines back in the '90s to
distract us: The economy was in the dumps, crime was rising, schools were
deteriorating, drug use was rampant, the environment was in trouble, and political
scandals were occurring almost daily. Still, there was some good news: the end of the
Cold War as well as America's recent victory over Iraq.
All of this and more contributed to the situation in which we find ourselves today: a
military that controls government and one that, ironically, can't fight. It wasn't any
single cause that led us to this point. Instead, it was a combination of several different
developments, the beginnings of which were evident in 1992. Here's what I think
happened:
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Americans became exasperated with democracy. We were disillusioned with the
apparent inability of elected government to solve the nation's dilemmas. We were
looking for someone or something that could produce workable answers. The one
institution of government in which the people retained faith was the military. Buoyed
by the military's obvious competence in the First Gulf War, the public
increasingly turned to it for solutions to the country's problems. Americans
called for an acceleration of trends begun in the 1980s: tasking the military with
a variety of new, nontraditional missions, and vastly escalating its commitment
to formerly ancillary duties.
Though not obvious at the time, the cumulative effect of these new responsibilities
was to incorporate the military into the political process to an unprecedented
degree. These additional assignments also had the perverse effect of diverting focus
and resources from the military's central mission of combat training and warfighting.
Finally, organizational, political, and societal changes served to alter the American
military's culture. Today's military is not the one we knew when we graduated from
the War College.
Let me explain how I came to these conclusions. In 1992 not very many people
would've thought a military coup d'etat could ever happen here. Sure, there were
eccentric conspiracy theorists who saw the Pentagon's hand in the assassination of
President Kennedy, [3] President Nixon's downfall, [4] and similar events. But even
the most avid believers had to admit that no outright military takeover had ever
occurred before now. Heeding Washington's admonitions in his Farewell address
about the dangers of overgrown military establishments, [5] Americans generally
viewed their armed forces with a judicious mixture of respect and wariness. [6] For
over two centuries that vigilance was rewarded, and most Americans came to consider
the very notion of a military coup preposterous. Historian Andrew Janos captured the
conventional view of the latter half of the 20th century in this clipping I saved:
A coup d'etat in the United States would be too fantastic to contemplate,
not only because few would actually entertain the idea, but also because
the bulk of the people are strongly attached to the prevailing political
system and would rise in defense of a political leader even though they
might not like him. The environment most hospitable to coups d'etat is one
in which political apathy prevails as the dominant style. [7]
[ ote by Editor: This is from an actual military study published in 1964.]
However, when Janos wrote that back in 1964, 61.9 percent of the electorate voted.
Since then voter participation has steadily declined. By 1988 only 50.1 percent of the
eligible voters cast a ballot. [8] Simple extrapolation of those numbers to last spring's
Referendum would have predicted almost exactly the turnout. It was precisely
reversed from that of 1964: 61.9 percent of the electorate did not vote.
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America's societal malaise was readily apparent in 1992. Seventy-eight percent of
Americans believed the country was on the "wrong track." One researcher declared
that social indicators were at their lowest level in 20 years and insisted "something
[was] coming loose in the social infrastructure." The nation was frustrated and angry
about its problems. [9]
America wanted solutions and democratically elected government wasn't providing
them. [10] The country suffered from a “deep pessimism about politicians and
government after years of broken promises.” [11] David Finkle observed in The
Washington Post Magazine that for most Americans "the perception of government is
that it has evolved from something that provides democracy's framework into
something that provides obstacles, from something to celebrate into something to
ignore." Likewise, politicians and their proposals seemed stale and repetitive. Millions
of voters gave up hope of finding answers. [12] The "environment of apathy" Janos
characterized as a precursor to a coup had arrived.
Unlike the rest of government the military enjoyed a remarkably steady climb in
popularity throughout the 1980s and early 1990s. [13] And indeed it had earned the
admiration of the public. Debilitated by the Vietnam War, the US military set about
reinventing itself. As early as 1988 U.S. ews & World Report heralded the result: "In
contrast to the dispirited, drug-ravaged, do-your-own-thing armed services of the '70s
and early '80s, the US military has been transformed into a fighting force of gung-ho
attitude, spit-shined discipline, and ten-hut morale." [14] After the US military dealt
Iraq a crushing defeat in the First Gulf War, the ignominy of Vietnam evaporated.
When we graduated from the War College in 1992, the armed forces were the
smartest, best educated, and best disciplined force in history. [15] While polls showed
that the public invariably gave Congress low marks, a February 1991 survey disclosed
that “public confidence in the military soar[ed] to 85 percent, far surpassing every
other institution in our society.” The armed forces had become America's most – and
perhaps only – trusted arm of government. [16]
Assumptions about the role of the military in society also began to change. Twenty
years before we graduated, the Supreme Court confidently declared in Laird v. Tatum
that Americans had a “traditional and strong resistance to any military intrusion into
civilian affairs.” [17] But Americans were now rethinking the desirability and
necessity of that resistance. They compared the military's principled competence with
the chicanery and ineptitude of many elected officials, and found the latter wanting.
[18]
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Commentator James Fallows expressed the new thinking in an August 1991 article in
Atlantic magazine. Musing on the contributions of the military to American society,
Fallows wrote: “I am beginning to think that the only way the national government
can do anything worthwhile is to invent a security threat and turn the job over to the
military.” He elaborated on his reasoning:
According to our economic and political theories, most agencies of the
government have no special standing to speak about the general national
welfare. Each represents a certain constituency; the interest groups fight it
out. The military, strangely, is the one government institution that has
been assigned legitimacy to act on its notion of the collective good.
“National defense” can make us do things – train engineers, build
highways – that long-term good of the nation or common sense cannot.
[19]
About a decade before Fallows' article appeared, Congress initiated the use of
“national defense” as a rationale to boost military participation in an activity
historically the exclusive domain of civilian government: law enforcement. Congress
concluded that the “rising tide of drugs being smuggled into the United States...
present[ed] a grave threat to all Americans.” Finding the performance of civilian
law enforcement agencies in counteracting that threat unsatisfactory, Congress
passed the Military Cooperation with Civilian Law Enforcement Agencies Act of
1981.* [20] In doing so Congress specifically intended to force reluctant military
commanders to actively collaborate in police work. [21]
[ ote by Editor: This is an actual Act of the US Congress.]
This was a historic change of policy. Since the passage of the Posse Comitatus Act in
1878, the military had distanced itself from law enforcement activities. [22] While the
1981 law did retain certain limits on the legal authority of military personnel, its net
effect was to dramatically expand military participation in anti-drug efforts. [23]
By 1991 the Department of Defense was spending $1.2 billion on counternarcotics
crusades. Air Force surveillance aircraft were sent to track airborne smugglers; Navy
ships patrolled the Caribbean looking for drug-laden vessels; and National Guardsmen
were searching for marijuana caches near the borders. [24] By 1992 "combatting"
drug trafficking was formally declared a "high national security mission." [25]
It wasn't too long before 21st-century legislators were calling for more military
involvement in police work. [26] Crime seemed out of control. Most disturbing, the
incidence of violent crime continued to climb. [27] Americans were horrified and
desperate: a third even believed vigilantism could be justified. [28] Rising lawlessness
was seen as but another example of the civilian political leadership's inability to fulfill
government's most basic duty to ensure public safety. [29] People once again wanted
the military to help.
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Hints of an expanded police function were starting to surface while we were still at
the War College. For example, District of Columbia National Guardsmen established
a regular military presence in high-crime areas. [30] Eventually, people became
acclimated to seeing uniformed military personnel patrolling their
neighborhood. [31] Now troops are an adjunct to almost all police forces in the
country. In many of the areas where much of our burgeoning population of elderly
Americans live – Brutus calls them "National Security Zones"– the military is often
the only law enforcement agency. Consequently, the military was ideally
positioned in thousands of communities to support the coup.
Concern about crime was a major reason why General Brutus's actions were
approved in the Referendum. Although voter participation by the general public
was low, older Americans voted at a much higher rate. [32] Furthermore, with the
aging of the baby boom generation, the block of American voters over 45 grew to
almost 53 percent of the voters by 2010. [33] This wealthy, [34] older electorate
welcomed an organization which could ensure their physical security. [35] When
it counted, they backed Brutus in the Referendum – probably the last votes they'll ever
cast.
The military's constituency was larger than just the aged. Poor Americans of all ages
became dependent upon the military not only for protection against crime, but
also for medical care. Again we saw the roots of this back in 1992. First it was the
barely defeated proposal to use veterans' hospitals to provide care for the non-veteran
poor. [36] Next were calls to deploy military medical assets to relieve hard-pressed
urban hospitals. [37] As the number of uninsured and underinsured grew, the pressure
to provide care became inexorable. Now military hospitals serve millions of new,
non-military patients. Similarly, a proposal to use so-called "underutilized" military
bases as drug rehabilitation centers was implemented on a massive scale. [38]
Even the youngest citizens were co-opted. During the 1990s the public became aware
that military officers had the math and science backgrounds desperately needed to
revitalize US education. [39] In fact, programs involving military personnel were
already underway while we were at the War College. [40] We now have an entire
generation of young people who have grown up comfortable with the sight of military
personnel patrolling their streets and teaching in their classrooms.
As you know, it wasn't just crises in public safety, medical care, and education that
the military was tasked to mend. The military was also called upon to manage the
cleanup of the nation's environmental hazards. By 1992 the armed services were
deeply involved in this arena, and that involvement mushroomed. Once the military
demonstrated its expertise, it wasn't long before environmental problems were
declared "national security threats" and full responsibility devolved to the armed
forces. [41]
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Other problems were transformed into "national security" issues. As more commercial
airlines went bankrupt and unprofitable air routes dropped, the military was called
upon to provide "essential" air transport to the affected regions. In the name of
national defense, the military next found itself in the sealift business. Ships purchased
by the military for contingencies were leased, complete with military crews, at low
rates to US exporters to help solve the trade deficit. [42] The nation's crumbling
infrastructure was also declared a "national security threat." As was proposed back in
1991, troops rehabilitated public housing, rebuilt bridges and roads, and constructed
new government buildings. By late 1992, voices in both Congress and the military
had reached a crescendo calling for military involvement across a broad spectrum of
heretofore purely civilian activities. [43] Soon, it became common in practically every
community to see crews of soldiers working on local projects. [44] Military attire
drew no stares.
The revised charter for the armed forces was not confined to domestic enterprises.
Overseas humanitarian and nation-building assignments proliferated. [45] Though
these projects have always been performed by the military on an ad hoc basis, in 1986
Congress formalized that process. It declared overseas humanitarian and civic
assistance activities to be "valid military missions" and specifically authorized them
by law. [46] Fueled by favorable press for operations in Iraq, Bangladesh, and the
Philippines during the early 1990s, humanitarian missions were touted as the
military's "model for the future." [47] That prediction came true. When several
African governments collapsed under AIDS epidemics and famines around the turn of
the century, US troops – first introduced to the continent in the 1990s – were called
upon to restore basic services. They never left. [48] Now the US military constitutes
the de facto government in many of those areas. Once again, the first whisperings of
such duties could be heard in 1992. [49]
By the year 2000 the armed forces had penetrated many vital aspects of American
society. More and more military officers sought the kind of autonomy in these civilian
affairs that they would expect from their military superiors in the execution of
traditional combat operations. Thus began the inevitable politicization of the
military. With so much responsibility for virtually everything government was
expected to do, the military increasingly demanded a larger role in policymaking. But
in a democracy policymaking is a task best left to those accountable to the electorate.
Nonetheless, well-intentioned military officers, accustomed to the ordered,
hierarchical structure of military society, became impatient with the delays and
inefficiencies inherent in the democratic process. Consequently, they increasingly
sought to avoid it. They convinced themselves that they could more productively
serve the nation in carrying out their new assignments if they accrued to themselves
unfettered power to implement their programs. They forgot Lord Acton's warning that
"all power corrupts, and absolute power corrupts absolutely." [50]
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Congress became their unwitting ally. Because of the popularity of the new military
programs – and the growing dependence upon them – Congress passed the Military
Plenipotentiary Act of 2005. This legislation was the legacy of the Goldwaterichols Defense Reorganization Act of 1986. Among many revisions, GoldwaterNichols strengthened the office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
mandated numerous changes intended to increase "jointness" in the armed
services. [51] Supporters of the Military Plenipotentiary Act argued that unity of
command was critical to the successful management of the numerous activities now
considered "military" operations. Moreover, many Congressmen mistakenly believed
that Goldwater-Nichols was one of the main reasons for the military's success in the
First Gulf War. [52] They viewed the Military Plenipotentiary Act as an enhancement
of the strengths of Goldwater-Nichols.
[ ote by Editor: A possible actual equivalent of the fictitious Military
Plenipotentiary Act is the ational Defense Authorization Act of 2012
(signed into law by President Obama on December 31, 2011) which tramples
on the Constitution by providing for the arrest and indefinite detention of
American citizens without trial during a state of national emergency (as
defined by the President). It also designates the US itself as a potential war
zone for military purposes. Thus the American military can legally engage in
hostile operations on American soil if the President declares a state of
national emergency. The various Executive Orders signed into law by
President Obama have greatly increased the power of the President as Chief
Executive during a time of national emergency (martial law). In short, the
ideal conditions for a military coup, as defined by Dunlap, are now in
existence in the US. Anyone who protests can be defined as a ‘terrorist’ and
imprisoned. The law even allows for the interrogation (torture) of prisoners.]
In passing this legislation Congress added greater authority to the military's top
leadership position. Lulled by favorable experiences with Chairmen like General
Colin Powell, [53] Congress saw little danger in converting the office of the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff into the even more powerful Military Plenipotentiary. No
longer merely an advisor, the Military Plenipotentiary became a true commander of
all US services, purportedly because that status could better ameliorate the effects of
perceived interservice squabbling. Despite warnings found in the legislative history of
Goldwater-Nichols and elsewhere, enormous power was concentrated in the hands
of a single, unelected official. [54] Unfortunately, Congress presumed that
principled people would always occupy the office. [55] No one expected a General
Brutus would arise.
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The Military Plenipotentiary was not Congress's only structural change in military
governance. By 2007 the services were combined to form the Unified Armed Forces.
Recall that when we graduated from the War College greater unification was being
seriously suggested as an economy measure. [56] Eventually that consideration, and
the conviction that "jointness" was an unqualified military virtue, [57] led to
unification. But unification ended the creative tension between the services. [58]
Besides rejecting the operational logic of separate services, [59] no one seemed to
recognize the checks-and-balances function that service separatism provided a
democracy obliged to maintain a large, professional military establishment. The
Founding Fathers knew the importance of checks and balances in controlling the
agencies of government: "Ambition must be made to counteract ambition...
Experience has taught mankind the necessity of auxiliary controls...[including]
supplying opposite and rival interests." [60]

[ ote by Editor: The ‘Unified Armed Forces’ mentioned by Dunlap would
appear to be in place already according to the Dictionary of Military and
Associated Terms, published by the US Department of Defense 2005:
“…the policies, principles, doctrines, and functions
governing the activities and performance of the Armed
Forces of the United States when two or more Military
Departments or Service elements thereof are acting
together. Also called UNAAF.”
U AAF has been defined as follows: “Unity of command means all forces
operate under a single commander with the requisite authority to direct all
forces employed in pursuit of a common purpose.”
The various Executive Orders signed by President Obama would appear to
confer all necessary legislative power on the President to control and direct
all elements of the Armed Forces of the United States.
According to Wikipedia,“…the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff…is
currently the highest ranking military officer in all of the United States
Armed Forces..”]
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Ambition is a natural trait of military organizations and their leaders. [61] Whatever
might have been the inefficiencies of separate military services, their very existence
served to counteract the untoward desires of any single service. The roles and
missions debates and other arguments, once seen as petty military infighting, also
provided an invaluable forum for competitive analysis of military doctrine.
Additionally, they served to ensure that unscrupulous designs by a segment of the
military establishment were ruthlessly exposed. Once the services were unified, the
impetus to do so vanished, and the authority of the military in relation to the other
institutions of government rose. [62] Distended by its pervasive new duties,
monolithic militarism came to dominate the Darwinian political environment of 21stcentury America.
Why did the uniformed leadership of our day acquiesce to this transformation of the
military? Much of the answer can be traced to the budget showdowns of the early
1990s. The collapse of the Soviet Union left the US military without an easily
articulated rationale for large defense budgets. Billions in cuts were sought.
Journalist Bruce Auster put it bluntly: "Winning a share of the budget
wars...require[s] that the military find new missions for a post-Cold War world that is
devoid of clear military threats." [63] Capitulating, military leaders embraced
formerly disdained assignments. As one commentator cynically observed, "the
services are eager to talk up nontraditional, budget-justifying roles." [64] The
Vietnam-era aphorism, "It's a lousy war, but it's the only one we've got," was
resuscitated.
Still, that doesn't completely explain why in 2012 the military leadership would
succumb to a coup. To answer that question fully requires examination of what was
happening to the officer corps as the military drew down in the 1980s and 1990s. Ever
since large peacetime military establishments became permanent features after World
War II, the great leveler of the officer corps was the constant influx of officers from
the Reserve Officers Training Corps program. The product of diverse colleges and
universities throughout the United States, these officers were a vital source of
liberalism in the military services. [65]
By the late 1980s and early 1990s, however, that was changing. Force reductions
decreased the number of ROTC graduates the services accepted. [66] Although
General Powell called ROTC "vital to democracy," 62 ROTC programs were closed
in 1991 and another 350 were considered for closure. [67] The numbers of officers
produced by the service academies also fell, but at a significantly slower pace.
Consequently, the proportion of academy graduates in the officer corps climbed. [68]
Academy graduates, along with graduates of such military schools as the Citadel,
Virginia Military Institute, and Norwich University, tended to feel a greater
homogeneity of outlook than, say, the pool of ROTC graduates at large, with the
result that as the proportion of such graduates grew, diversity of outlook overall
diminished to some degree.
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Moreover, the ROTC officers that did remain increasingly came from a narrower
range of schools. Focusing on the military's policy to exclude homosexuals from
service, advocates of "political correctness" succeeded in driving ROTC from the
campuses of some of our best universities. [69] In many instances they also prevailed
in barring military recruiters from campus. [70] Little thought was given the longterm consequences of limiting the pool from which our military leadership was
drawn. The result was a much more uniformly oriented military elite whose
outlook was progressively conservative.
Furthermore, well-meaning attempts at improving service life led to the unintended
insularity of military society, representing a return to the cloistered life of the preWorld War II armed forces. Military bases, complete with schools, churches, stores,
child care centers, and recreational areas, became never-to-be-left islands of
tranquillity removed from the chaotic, crime-ridden environment outside the gates.
[71] As one reporter put it in 1991: "Increasingly isolated from mainstream America,
today's troops tend to view the civilian world with suspicion and sometimes hostility."
[72] Thus, a physically isolated and intellectually alienated officer corps was paired
with an enlisted force likewise distanced from the society it was supposed to serve. In
short, the military evolved into a force susceptible to manipulation by an authoritarian
leader from its own select ranks.
What made this all the more disheartening was the wretched performance of our
forces in the Second Gulf War. [73] Consumed with ancillary and nontraditional
missions, the military neglected its fundamental raison d'etre. As the Supreme Court
succinctly put it more than a half century ago, the "primary business of armies and
navies [is] to fight or be ready to fight wars should the occasion arise." [74] When
Iranian armies started pouring into the lower Gulf states in 2010, the US armed forces
were ready to do anything but fight.
Preoccupation with humanitarian duties, narcotics interdiction, and all the rest of the
peripheral missions left the military unfit to engage an authentic military opponent.
Performing the new missions sapped resources from what most experts agree was one
of the vital ingredients to victory in the First Gulf War: training. Training is, quite
literally, a zero-sum game. Each moment spent performing a nontraditional mission is
one unavailable for orthodox military exercises. We should have recognized the grave
risk. In 1991 The Washington Post reported that in "interview after interview across
the services, senior leaders and noncommissioned officers stressed that they cannot be
ready to fight without frequent rehearsals of perishable skills." [75]
The military's anti-drug activities were a big part of the problem. Oh sure, I remember
the facile claims of exponents of the military's counternarcotics involvement as to
what "valuable" training it provided. [76] Did anyone really think that crew members
of an AWACS – an aircraft designed to track high-performance military aircraft in
combat – significantly improved their skills by hours of tracking slow-moving light
planes? Did they seriously imagine that troops enhanced combat skills by looking for
marijuana under car seats? Did they truly believe that crews of the Navy's
sophisticated antiair and anti-submarine ships received meaningful training by
following lumbering trawlers around the Caribbean? [77] Tragically, they did.
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The problem was exacerbated when political pressures exempted the Guard and the
Reserves from the harshest effects of the budgetary cutbacks of the early 1990s. [78]
The First Gulf War demonstrated that modern weapons and tactics were simply too
complex for part-time soldiers to master during their allotted drill periods, however
well motivated. [79] Still, creative Guard and Reserve defenders contrived numerous
civic-action and humanitarian assignments and sold them as "training." Left
unexplained was how such training was supposed to fit with military strategies that
contemplated short, violent, come-as-you-are expeditionary wars.[80] Nice-to-have
Guard and Reserve support-oriented programs prevailed at the expense of critical
active-duty combat capabilities. [81]
Perhaps even more damaging than the diversion of resources was the assault on the
very ethos of military service. Rather than bearing in mind the Supreme Court's
admonition to focus on warfighting, the military was told to alter its purpose. Former
Secretary of State James Baker typified the trendy new tone in remarks about the
military's airlift of food and medicine to the former Soviet republics in early 1992. He
said the airlift would "vividly show the peoples of the former Soviet Union that those
that once prepared for war with them now have the courage and the conviction to use
their militaries to say, `We will wage a new peace.'" [82]
In truth militaries ought to "prepare for war" and leave the "peace waging" to those
agencies of government whose mission is just that. Nevertheless, such
pronouncements – seconded by military leaders [83] – became the fashionable
philosophy. The result? People in the military no longer considered themselves
warriors. Instead, they perceived themselves as policemen, relief workers, educators,
builders, health care providers, politicians – everything but warfighters. When these
philanthropists met the Iranian 10th Armored Corps near Daharan during the Second
Gulf War, they were brutally slaughtered by a military which had not forgotten what
militaries were supposed to do or what war is really all about.
The devastation of the military's martial spirit was exemplified by its involvement in
police activities. Inexplicably, we ignored the deleterious effect on combat motivation
suffered by the Israeli Defense Forces as a result of their efforts to police the West
Bank and Gaza. [84] Few seemed to appreciate the fundamental difference between
the police profession and the profession of arms. As Richard J. Barnet observed in
The ew Yorker, "The line between police action and a military operation is real.
Police derive their power from their acceptance as `officers of the law'; legitimate
authority, not firepower, is the essential element." [85]
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Police organizations are understandably oriented toward the studied restraint
necessary for the end sought: a judicial conviction. As one Drug Enforcement
Administration agent noted: "The military can kill people better than we can [but]
when we go to a jungle lab, we're not there to move onto the target by fire and
maneuver to destroy the enemy. We're there to arrest suspects and seize evidence."
[86] If military forces are inculcated with the same spirit of restraint, combat
performance is threatened. [87] Moreover, law enforcement is also not just a form of
low-intensity conflict. In low-intensity conflict, the military aim is to win the will of
the people, a virtually impossible task with criminals "motivated by money, not
ideology." [88]
Humanitarian missions likewise undermined the military's sense of itself. As one
Navy officer gushed during the 1991 Bangladesh relief operation, "It's great to be here
doing the opposite of a soldier." [89] While no true soldier relishes war, the fact
remains that the essence of the military is warfighting and preparation for the same.
What journalist Barton Gellman has said of the Army can be extrapolated to the
military as a whole: it is an "organization whose fighting spirit depends...heavily on
tradition." [90] If that tradition becomes imbued with a preference for "doing the
opposite of a soldier," fighting spirit is bound to suffer. When we first heard editorial
calls to "pacify the military" by involving it in civic projects, [91] we should have
given them the forceful rebuke they deserved.
Military analyst Harry Summers warned back in '91 that when militaries lose sight of
their purpose, catastrophe results. Citing a study of pre-World War II Canadian
military policy as it related to the subsequent battlefield disasters, he observed that
instead of using the peacetime interregnum to hone their military skills, senior
Canadian military officers sought out civilian missions to justify their existence.
When war came they were woefully unprepared. Instead of protecting their soldiers'
lives they led them to their deaths. In today's post-Cold War peacetime environment,
this trap again looms large...Some today within the US military are also searching for
relevance, with draft doctrinal manuals giving touchy-feely prewar and postwar civil
operations equal weight with warfighting. This is an insidious mistake. [92]
We must remember that America's position at the end of the Cold War had no
historical precedent. For the first time the nation – in peacetime – found itself with a
still-sizable, professional military establishment that was not preoccupied with an
overarching external threat. [93] Yet the uncertainties in the aftermath of the Cold
War limited the extent to which those forces could be safely downsized. When the
military was then obliged to engage in a bewildering array of nontraditional duties to
further justify its existence, it is little wonder that its traditional apolitical
professionalism eventually eroded.
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Clearly, the curious tapestry of military authoritarianism and combat
ineffectiveness that we see today was not yet woven in 1992. But the threads
were there. Knowing what I know now, here's the advice I would have given
the War College Class of 1992 had I been their graduation speaker:
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Demand that the armed forces focus exclusively on indisputably military
duties. We must not diffuse our energies away from our fundamental
responsibility for warfighting. To send ill-trained troops into combat
makes us accomplices to murder.
Acknowledge that national security does have economic, social,
educational, and environmental dimensions, but insist that this doesn't
necessarily mean the problems in those areas are the responsibility of the
military to correct. Stylishly designating efforts to solve national ills as
"wars" doesn't convert them into something appropriate for the
employment of military forces.
Readily cede budgetary resources to those agencies whose business it is to
address the non-military issues the armed forces are presently asked to fix.
We are not the DEA, EPA, Peace Corps, Department of Education, or Red
Cross – nor should we be. It has never been easy to give up resources, but
in the long term we – and the nation – will be better served by a smaller
but appropriately focused military.
Divest the defense budget of perception-skewing expenses. Narcotics
interdiction, environmental cleanup, humanitarian relief, and other costs
tangential to actual combat capability should be assigned to the budgets of
DEA, EPA, State, and so forth. As long as these expensive programs are
hidden in the defense budget, the taxpayer understandably – but
mistakenly – will continue to believe he's buying military readiness.
Continue to press for the elimination of superfluous, resource-draining
Guard and Reserve units. Increase the training tempo, responsibilities, and
compensation of those that remain.
Educate the public to the sophisticated training requirements occasioned
by the complexities of modern warfare. It's imperative we rid the public of
the misperception that soldiers in peacetime are essentially unemployed
and therefore free to assume new missions. [94]
Resist unification of the services not only on operational grounds, but also
because unification would be inimical to the checks and balances that
underpin democratic government. Slow the pace of fiscally driven
consolidation so that the impact on less quantifiable aspects of military
effectiveness can be scrutinized.
Assure that officer accessions from the service academies correspond with
overall force reductions (but maintain separate service academies) and
keep ROTC on a wide diversity of campuses. If necessary, resort to
litigation to maintain ROTC campus diversity.
Orient recruiting resources and campaigns toward ensuring that all
echelons of society are represented in the military, without compromising
standards. [95] Accept that this kind of recruiting may increase costs. It's
worth it.
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•

Work to moderate the base-as-an-island syndrome by providing improved
incentives for military members and families to assimilate into civilian
communities. Within the information programs for our force of allvolunteer professionals (increasingly US-based), strengthen the emphasis
upon such themes as the inviolability of the Constitution, ascendancy of
our civilian leadership over the military, and citizens' responsibilities.

Finally, I would tell our classmates that democracy is a fragile institution that must be
continuously nurtured and scrupulously protected. I would also tell them that they
must speak out when they see the institution threatened; indeed, it is their duty to do
so. Richard Gabriel aptly observed in his book To Serve with Honor that when one
discusses dissent, loyalty, and the limits of military obligations, the central problem is
that the military represents a threat to civil order not because it will usurp authority,
but because it does not speak out on critical policy decisions. The soldier fails to live
up to his oath to serve the country if he does not speak out when he sees his civilian or
military superiors executing policies he feels to be wrong. [96]
Gabriel was wrong when he dismissed the military's potential to threaten civil order,
but he was right when he described our responsibilities. The catastrophe that occurred
on our watch took place because we failed to speak out against policies we knew were
wrong. It's too late for me to do any more. But it's not for you.
Best regards,
Prisoner 222305759
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