
RICHARD NIXON
Professor Galbraith Calls Him A Socialist

Gary Allen, a graduate of Stanf ord Uni­
versity and one of the nation 's top
authorities on civil turmoil and the New
Left , is auth or of Commu nist Revolution
In The Streets - a highly praised and
definitive volume on revolutionary tactics
and strategies, publish ed by Western
Islands. Mr. Allen, a f ormer instructor of
both history and English, is active in
anti-Communist and other humanitarian
causes. No w a film writer, auth or, and
journalist , he is a Contributing Editor
to AMER ICAN OPI NION . Gary Allen is
also nationally celebrated as a lecturer.

• LIVIN G in co lo rfu l Californi a and
researching for AMERICAN OPI NI ON , I
had begun to suspec t mysel f incapable of
being sho cked by any th ing sho rt of a
rhinoceros homing in o n the priv acy of
my patio . An article in the September
issue of the " Libe ral" Ne w York maga­
zine, however, top s even that. En tit led
" Richard Nix on And Th e Great Socialist
Revival ," it maintain s that Mr. Nix on is
some kind of a secret Marxi st , working
with the giant foundatio ns and intern a­
tional financiers ; that whil e he is mouth­
ing platitudes in praise of free enterprise,
he is working quietly to socialize the
co untr y.

The article is illu stra ted with a rep ro­
duction of the famo us po ster of Mao
Tse-tung, his ugly little cap squarely on
his head, his coll arle ss Red Chinese uni­
form covering stu rdy if rounded shoul­
ders, o ne arm raised to wave a huge
Communist f1ag. Ex cept th at the face in
th e New York illustrati on is not th at of
Com rade Chairman Mao , but of President
Rich ard Nixon . And subsequent pages
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ca rry drawings of Ame rican laborers
giving the Commu nist clen ched-fist
salu te, with th e fin al panel depicting a
wo rke r deliverin g th at gesture in front of
the New Yo rk St oc k Exchange .

Glanci ng at such an article without
not ing th e name of th e au th or, one might"
suspec t that some wag had spirite d it fro m
the " nu t file" at AMERICAN OPINI ON
and sold it with doct ored illu str ati on s to
th e imminently respectabl e Ne w York
magazine as a lark. No t so . The man wh o
produced thi s amazing art icle wa s Harvard
Professor John Kenneth Galbrait h, an im­
portant member o f the Insider Establish­
ment. And Galbraith doesn 't kid arou nd
ju st for fu n .

On e th ink s immediately o f Richard
Rovere 's famous article, "The American
Est ablishme n t," in Esquire of May 1962.
You will recall that Mr. Rovere, like Dr.
Galbra ith a profe ssion al " Libe ral," pr o­
vided an excellen t description of the
Insiders' Cou ncil on Fore ign Relation s, its
satellites, and the ch ief pers on alities who
run it. Rovere declared : "The director s o f
the Council on Fo reign Relati on s ma ke
up a sort o f Presidium for that part of the
Establishmen t th at gu ides our destiny as a
nation. " Galb raith is of co urs e a member
of th e C.F. R. And Rich ard Nixo n, the
subject of the Pro fessor's revealing ar ticle,
has not only been a member of that
"Presidium" of Insiders, but during his
1968 Presidential campaign wrote an
article fo r Foreign Affairs, th e offic ial
C.F .R. journal. At last count , more than
one hundred membe rs of the I AOO-mem­
ber Council on Foreign Relat ion s hold
key positi on s in th e Nix on Admin ist ra­
tion .



Both Nix on and Galbr aith are mem­
bers of the same ruling elite , co mposed of
men from the government, the maj or
tax -free foundations, big bu siness, and
international banking - all mutually
bound to th e same club of Esta blishme nt
Insiders. For Professor Galbraith to pro­
nounce the President a socialist in such
inside comp any is no accusa tion but a
compliment.

Galb raith explains that he wants the
Democratic Part y , who se partisanship he
serves, to quit pu ssyfooting around and
proclaim its own adhere nce to soc ialism.
In hi s lat est book, Wh o Needs The Demo­
crats?, the Cambr idge sage declare s: " The
Democrati c Party mu st henceforth use
the word socialism. It describes what is
needed, . . . " John Kenneth Galbraith is,
after all , an economist. He knows that in
the Communist Manifesto Karl Marx
made no distinction between socialism
and communism. Th ose terms are int er­
changeable. Human Events fo r November
14,1970, quotes Galbraith as declaring of
the Soviets th at "they are basically just
like us ." And, if by "us" he means his
socialist friends, the Professor is absolutely
correct.

Leni n believed that soc ialism would
come to backward countries like Russia
by revolut ion, and to industrial nations
like Great Britain or America as popular
sociali sm. That is why all Communists
work fo r socialism. They understand
what th e naive and well-mea ning amateur
" Liberal" doe s not. They kno w that the
difference between " democratic" social­
ism, as practi sed in England or Sweden,
and the openly totalitarian socialism
practised in Russia and China, is not one
of degree but o f timing , J.K.G. wants to
declare the Revo lution won and stop
playing around.

Professor Galbraith is no amateur
socialist , eithe r. He was a founde r, and
has served as Chairman , of the
60 ,000-member Ameri can s for Demo­
cratic Action - an avatar of Great Brit­
ain's Fab ian, Socialist Society . He has also
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been affi lia ted with th e League fo r Indus­
tr ial Democracy - another Fabian Social ­
ist front , which spawned the bomb­
throwing Students for a Democratic
Society . If Professor John Kenneth Gal­
braith thinks Richard Nixon is a socialist ,
perhaps it is time that th oughtful Repub­
licans took a seco nd look .

Galbraith kn ows wh at socialism is. He
is best known fo r his book The Affluent
Society, which pushed the idea that
government and its service s are bein g
scandalou sly sta rved while the private
consume r luxuriate s. His solutio n was
socialism: taxing the latter more heavily
to support the fo rmer more generou sly.

And he knows what conspiracy is.
Professor Galbraith is probably leas t
known for his participation in preparing
the infamous Report From Iron Moun­
tain On The Possibility And Desirability
Of Peace. Th e jacke t on the Dial Press
editio n of that R eport states it s theme:

Report From Iron Mountain un­
veils a hith erto top-secret report ofa
government commission that wasre­
quested to explore the consequences
of lasting peace on A merican soci­
ety. The shocking results of the
study , as revealed in this report, led
the government to conceal the ex is­
tence of the commission - they had
f ound that , amo ng other things,
peace may never be possible; that
even if it were, it would probably be
undesirable; that "defe nding the
national interest" is not the real
purpose of war; that war is neces­
sary ; that war deaths should be
planned and budgeted.

The Harvard Professor 's Report From
Iron Mountain is a blueprint for rule by
what the Communists call "perpetual war
for perp etual peace ," a technique mani­
fested at present in Vietnam an d th e
Middle East. Galbraith and the Iron
Mountain boys explain that "s ocial
change" can best be brough t about during
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wartime when Ameri cans will accept con ­
trol s and heavy taxation in the guise of
nati on al de fense ; that therefore, to fur ther
socialism, war is desirable.

Professor Galbraith admitted in Eng­
land that he was indeed one of the
autho rs of the Iron Mountain Report.
The Associat ed Press reported his confes­
sion, but few newspapers bothered to pub­
lish it - most failing even to understand
what such an admi ssion meant.

Back in America , however , Professor
Galbraith is a leader of the " peace"
movement and feigns symp ath y with the
young men who are sent to their death in
political wars that are not meant to be
won. In this country he denie s author­
ship. On the cover of the Dell paper
edition of the Report , in fact , Galbr aith
den ounces it as something that would ema­
nate from the twisted mind of a Dean Rusk
- who like the Professor , himself, is a
member of the C.F.R. elite which fathered
the Iron Mountain concep t. Galbraith de­
nounces Galbraith . War is peac e. Slavery is
freedo m. The man is even reported to
have used a pseudonym to writ e a favor­
able review of his Report which appeared
in th e Washington Post.

When John Kenneth Galb raith plays
games it mean s something. Often, it
seems, he labors to co ntrive a cloak fo r
the tru th which is so ou trageou s that
non e but Insiders will believe it. Con sider
how Professor Galbraith begin s his article
in New York magazine :

Certainly the least predicted
development under the Nixo n
Administration was this great new
thrust to socialism. One encounters
people who still aren 't aware of it.
Others must be rubbing their eyes,
for certainly the portents seemed
all to the contrary. As an opponent
of socialism, Mr. Nix on seemed
steadfast . . . .

The public's memory is notoriously
shor t, but th ose who have wat ched Nixon
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closely over the past tw o dec ades know
that Galbraith is right. Richard Nixon
began moving Left well before he became
Vice President in 1952. And , by the end
of his second term , sophistica ted " Lib­
erals" knew he was in their camp. Rich­
ard Wilson , Chief of Look magazine 's
Washington Bureau , tele graphed thi s in a
feature article fo r Look of September 3,
1957 , titled "The Big Change In Richard
Nixon. " Dick Wilson raved on and on
about the "new Nixon," declaring:

He has made a distinct turn to
the left. Wh en the choice has been
between the Republican right and
the Republican left, Nixon has
sided with the Republican left .

Thirteen years later , J ohn Kenneth
Galbr aith is still playing the same theme.

. Nixon, aft er all, is a Keynesian. And
Galbraith emphasizes th at the economic
philosophies of the late John Maynard
Keynes are designed to promote social­
ism. Lord Keyn es, who tried to turn the
British Fabian Society in to a Gay Libera­
tion Front of the Roarin g Twenties,
served as patron economist for Franklin
Roosevelt, Benito Mussolini , Adolf Hitler ,
John Kennedy , Lyndon Johnson , and
now Richard Nixon . Th at Nixon sub­
scribes to the Keynesian New Economics
is, however , no secret. As the Wall Street
Journal noted in its issue for December
5, 196 8:

It's clear, too, that the President­
elect wants the Government to use
fiscal and monetary policy to urge
the nation along a safe economic
course. To that ex tent he accepts
the "New Economics" pursued by
the Kennedy and Johnson Admin­
istrations . . . .

This is not an isolated view. Even
before the electi on , on October 21, 1968,
the Wall Street Journal's Richard Jan ssen
observed:
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In fact , the Nix on camp is stress­
ing that it's no less committed to
the basic principle of Government­
guided economic growth than the
Johnson-Kennedy Administrations
have been. Mr. Nixo n has labeled
himself a "new economist," aides
note, a tag customarily attached to
such Democratic seers as Walter W.
Heller, Gardner Ackley and Arthur
Okun, the current chairman ofPres­
ident Johnson's Council of Eco­
nomic Advisors . . . .

Presidential economic advisor Herbert
Stein has even written a book titled
Conservatives Are Keyn esian, Too, the
them e of which was described by Business
Week for May 3, 1969, as follows:

The great fiscal revolu tion in
A merica . . . was not the exclusive
product of Keynesian economists
and Democratic politicians. Rath er
it was an event for which Republi­
cans, conservatives, and businessmen
are entitled to an almost equal share
of the credit. And that alone should
lay to rest any worry that the Nixon
Administration will revert to antedi­
luvian attitudes if the going gets
rough in the war against inflation.

Antediluvian, yet ! The G.O.P. has
been railing against Keynesian defic it
spending for nearly four decades. Now, as
nationall y syndicated economist J.R. Ter
Horst commented in h is column for
October 30 , 1968:

Even Nixo n, interestingly. has
discarded the old GOP axiom of
balancing every Federal budget
every y ear. His emphasis now is on
"th e intelligent balancing of the
economy over the business cycle"
- which is the philosophy of the
Ne w Economics which has domi­
nated budgetary policy the last
eight years.
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The mother of that New Economics,
Fabian Socialist John Maynard Keynes ,
boasted to a friend th at his system would
be the "euthanasia of capitalism," elimi­
nating what we call Free Enterprise under
the guise of relieving its pains. The "New
Economics" is the old Communist eco­
nomics; it is the eco nomics of Marx
without the accen ts of Middle Euro pe.

As a celebrate d Keyne sian, Galbrai th
could not have been too surprised at the
fiscal and monetary features of what he
calls Mr. Nixon 's "new socialism," even if
the publ ic is increasingly flabbergas ted .
Professor Galbraith does, however , seem
somewhat surprised to see President Nixon
moving toward socialism in other areas. As
the Wizard of Harvard proclaims it from
the Oz of New York magazine :

In an intelligently plural econ­
omy , a certain number of industries
should be publicly owned. Elemen­
tary considerations of public con­
venience require it. For moving and
housing people at moderate cost,
private enterprise does not serve.
But 1 had come reluctantly to the
conclusion that socialism, even in
this modest design, was something 1
would never see. No w 1 am being
rescued by this new socialist up­
surge promoted , of all things, by
socialists not on the left but on the
right. And they have the blessing,
and conceivably much more, of a
Republican Administration.

Professor Galbraith contends that this
"new socialism" is the basis of what he
calls the "Nixon Game Plan," based on
the experiences of the successful Fabian
Socialist conspiracy in England. The Pro­
fessor refers to this as "the doctrine of
commanding heigh ts," declaring:

The new socialism also shows an
acute sense ofstrategy. In the years
after World War JJ in Britain, where
socialism had a fair run, British
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socialists developed the doctrine of
the commanding heights. The state
would not take over the entire
economy. It would aim fo r that
part which was so strategic that its
loss destroy ed capitalist power, shat­
tered its morale and so secured
social control over the rest. The
new conservative socialism in the
United States has taken over the
strategy of the commanding heights
with a vengeance.

And Mr. Nixon , says the delighted
Galbraith of his fellow socialist, appears
to be beginning where the British began:

Thus the first of the heights
which the British socialists marked
out for capture after World War /I
was the railroad system. It had
great symbolic value. More than
tex tiles, water transport or steel,
this was the industry where modern
large-scale capitalism began. So, pro
tanto , it was where socialism should
begin. To be astride the transporta­
tion sy stem carried also the impres­
sion if not the reality of power.

The railroads were similarly
marked out by the new A merican
socialism for its first offensive. This
was concentrated on the biggest of
the systems, indeed the biggest
transportation company in the
United Stat es, the Penn Central.
The attack was not led by the
passengers and shippers, the two
groups which had been most aggres­
sively abused by private capitalism
in this industry . Nor did the work­
ers, once the big battalions of
socialism, react. The socialist thrust
against the Penn Central was led by
the executives of the railroad - by
the agents and instruments of the
capitalists themselves.

Here is John Kenneth Galbrait h de­
claring th at socialism is not a movement
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of the downtrodden , but a strategy for
power run by an intellect ual and financ ial
elite. Less audacious socialists would have
us believe that the reason they seek
government ownership and control over
the means of production is to share the
wealth. Galbraith sees no reason to lie
about it. He admits th at socialism is not a
share-the-wealth program but a con­
spiracy run by elitist insiders.

As Mr. Galbraith notes, when the Penn
Central Railroad faced bankruptcy it ran
(with the urging of seventy-seven of the
nation 's most imp ortant bank s) to the
government, inviti ng Congress to pour
int o Penn Cent ral some $200 mill ion in
public funds . Its executives, Galbraith
says, "revealed their deeper commitment
and rejected capitalist rules." And the
Nixo n Administratio n gree ted the move
with open arms . "This dramatic rush to
sociali sm won the initi al approval of the
Republican Administ ration. Every thing,
indeed , seemed greased and ready to go ,"
says Professor Galbraith . By " greased" we
assume he is referring to the fact that
Penn Central h ired the legal services of
Rand olph Guth rie of Mr. Nixo n's "for­
mer" law firm of Mudge, Rose, Guthrie
and Alexander.

It didn 't work . The move was blocked
by Representative Wright Patman, Cha ir­
man of the House Banking and Currency
Committee. Galbraith comments:

.. . But it seems likely that the
setback is only temporary. Other
railroads are known to want govern­
ment participation in their capital
structure. There is no chance that
the Penn Central will get through
receivership, much less escape from
it , without public capital. Even if
he feels strongly about defending
private enterprise, Mr. Patman can­
not stand up against this kind of
pressure forever.

The handwri ting is on the wall. Most
railroad s are very shaky; caught bet ween
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a business slowdown, labor demands,
inflation, and the incredible exce ss of
controls applied by the Interstate Com­
merce Commission. Th e chief causes of
the railro ads' problems are summ arized
by Professor Michael Conant in the Wall
Street Journal of September 17, 1970:

The Federal legislation which in­
hibits successful management is of
three main types. The minimum rate
regulation keeps railroads from low­
ering many rates for commo dities in
which railroads compete with high­
way and watercarriers .. . . railroads
could do a more eff icient job of
carrying most commo dities fo r dis­
tances over 250 miles.

The second group of statutes are
railway labor laws which put so
much power in the unions that they
f orce the employ ment of large
numbers of unneeded workers.
Featherbedding in the railroad in­
dustry is real and the political
power of railway unions prevents
the enactment of laws to fo ster its
termination.

The third group of statutes pre­
vents the disinvestment in plants
that can be operated only at a net
loss. These are the laws relating to
pooling of operations, trackage
rights and abandonments. The many
parallel railroads and thousands of
branch lines were built before the
days of the hard road, the motor
truck and the airplane. The present
great excess capacity in railroad
lines and yards can only become an
increasing source of losses as real
estate taxes and costs of mainte­
nance of way increase . . . .

Railroad managements would
like the public treasury to give them
short-run financialaid. In light of the
facts outlined above, however, no
reasonable taxpay er can support
public loans to failing railroads, the
proposal now before the Congress.
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Until the three groups of Federal
statutes are amended, such "loans"
would merely be subsidies to inef ­
ficiency while railroad losses and
bankruptcies continued to increase.
The American taxpay ers must not
be so foolish as to throw mon ey
down this bottomless pit.

The only real solu tio n to this bevy of
dilemmas is that pu t forth by Pro fessor
Oscar Cooley :

The Interstate Commerce Com­
mission should be abolished. The
competition of substitute methods
of transportation - trucks, water­
ways , pipelines, airplanes - not to
mention the very real competition
between the rail companies them­
selves, is amply protecting the cus­
tom ers. The railroad companies
should be set free to fix their own
rates, provide such services as they
choose to provide - aft er all, they
must serve the public if they are to
make a profit, and in every respect
to run their own business.

But Richard Nixon, for all his cam­
paign talk about how government con­
trol s produce stagnation, has never even
suggested such a possibility. Doubtless
nati onali zation will proceed through a
series of step s involving sub sidies and loan
guaran tees.

The President did not push plan s for
pouring money int o the Penn Central
during the recent camp aign, but the Wall
Street Journal reported on September 14,
1970, that some "sources believe that
large amounts of funds for the Penn
Central wiIl be forthcomi ng after th e
November election s . .. . " Now the plan
can be promoted as giving a badly needed
" boos t to the economy ." In the mean­
time a biIl has passed Congress, and
been signed by the President, to estab­
lish a $340 million federally chart ered
National Railroad Passenger Corporatio n.
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This law , which the Wall Street Journal
dubs "semi-na tionalization," provides for
a government takeover of railway passen­
ger service .

In U.S. News & World Report for July
6, 1970, Secretary of Transportat ion
John Volpe gives us a clue to the Admin­
istration 's thinking : " Th e only option for
keep ing service int act - the only one we
could think of - is take- over by the
Government." And th e Establishmen t
medi a are already starting to beat the
bongo drums to justify this government
takeover of America's railroads. Time
magazine 's Line is typical: " Washingto n
seems to be the only power th at has the
potenti al, at least , of building a rati onal ,
balanced national rail system."

We mu st not lose sight of the fac t th at
the sixth plank of the Communist Mani­
festo requires "Centralizat ion of the
means of communication and transport in
the hands of the state." This is exa ctly
what the Insiders have in mind. They will
themselves be bailed out of Penn Central
investments at a handsome profit. So well
protected is this operation th at colum­
nists Allen and Goldsmith have noted
that the government can' t even find out
who eleven of the largest Penn Central
stoc kho lders are . As Allen and Gold smith
observed in their nationally syndicated
column for August 6, 1970: " Of the 11
names, five are brokerage and other fi­
nanci al firms , tw o Swiss banks, and the
others trustees of several railroads and
other companies."

The Insiders of the Establishment are
apparently working with President Nixon
and the " new socialists" to nationali ze the
railroads at a tremendous profit to them­
selves.

Dr. Galbr aith considers government
plans to bail the vast Lockheed Corpora­
tion ou t of its present financial quagmire
to be another example of Mr. Nixon's
" new socialism. " Again, Galbraith notes
the working arrangement between the
Insiders of the giant banks and the
government in promoting such socialism:
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But much more clearly than in
the case of Penn Central, the inspi­
ration to the new socialism is here
shown to be coming from the fi­
nancial community. The banks have
gone to the foundations fo r their
tactics, which is logical since the
f oundations have of ten been ac­
cused of promoting socialism. For
som e years, foundations have been
using the so-called incentive grant
which means that the recipient gets
money only if he bestirs himself
and does what the donor wants him
to do. In the last weeks of July a
group of 24 of the nation's major
banks (as they were described by
the New York Times) agreed to
make an $80-million incentive
credit grant to Lockheed. To qual­
ify , Lockheed had to get the gov­
ernment involved to the ex tent of
(hopefully) $300 million in loans,
guaranteed loans and gifts. Thus
private capitalism fo rced socialism
in approximately a one-to-three
ratio. The fact that 24 large banks
agreed on the tactic did not leave
much question as to how the fi­
nancial community f eels about the
new socialism.

One must remember tha t th e socialist
Professor Galbraith favors all of this . As
the Washington Post reported on June 4 ,
1969 : " John Kenneth 'Galb raith sug­
gested yeste rday that defen se industries
be nationalized . .. . " Professor Galbraith
informs us in his New York treatise that to
achieve such an objective the tactic of
" pressure from abo ve" works better th an
bringing to bear revolutionary " pressure
from below." He writes of the "new tory
socialism, " and observes:

As a device f or socialist propaga­
tion, that of the banks in the
Lockh eed case is almost certainly
superior to the oratory , agitation,
s trikes, demonstrations, sticks,
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stones and low-yield explosives on
which an earlier generation of
socialists relied. Along with the
others I have long fe lt that the
specialized weapons firms should be
recognized as full public corpora­
tions - that, being extensively
socialized already, they are a natu­
ral fo r socialism. This effo rt has
suddenly come to look a lot more
practical. Once the new socialism
has made its point at Lockheed,
and assuming the same help fro m
the banks, General Dy namics,
North American Rock well, LTV
A erospace, Grumman and the rest
should be easy.

It is impossib le to underestimate the
significance of a socialist takeover of the
world 's largest railroad and the world 's
largest defense contractor. Their positions
are strategic, as Galbraith reminds us
when he emphasizes:

An d, to repeat, socialism at the
Penn Central and Lockh eed is no t
symbolic - a mere opening wedge.
These are big companies - genuine
peaks among the commanding
heights.

And ther e are other "commanding
heights." Mr. Nixon 's "third socialist
front ," accord ing to Galbraith, " is the
socialized SST." Commenting on the pri­
mary promoter of the Super Sonic Trans­
por t , Secretary of Transportati on John
Volpe , Professor Galbraith writes :

. . . The plane has the strong
support of Transportation Secre­
tary John A. Volpe. As a highway
contractor in the public sector, a
onetime federal highway adminis­
trator and a road-building governor
of Massachusetts, Secretary Volpe
has had an unparalleled association
with the most purely indigenous
branch of American socialism
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which is moving earth under public
auspices and covering it with as­
phalt and concrete. (In total value of
public resources deploy ed over a
lifetim e, it is doubtful if any mem­
ber of the Central Committee of
the CPUSSR can match Secretary
Volpe's score.) Given his back­
ground, the Secretary is not likely
to be deterred by any ideological,
financial or ecological objections to
spending a few hundred millions fo r
a public airplane.

Having incanted to h is colors a whole
army of evil demons, the Establishment' s
resident warlock now gets down to what
it all means . Profe ssor Galbraith plants his
cloven hoo f where it hurts :

Imp ortant as they are, however,
the railroads, the defense industries
and the next generation of planesare
not the ultimate goal of the new
socialism. The ultimate target is
Wall Street. This is as it should be,
and here it is making its greatest
move - one that fo r drama and a
kind of sanguinary gall would be
appreciated even by such a master
of these arts as the young Leon
Trotsky himself

Ah yes, lovely boy th at Leon. The
allusion to Tro tsky is also amusing since
he was financed by the Wall Street firm
of Kuhn , Loeb and Company - and
Kuhn, Loeb partner Lewis Strauss is
reported to have been the largest fund­
raiser for Richard Nixon 's 1968 cam­
paign. You just know that J.K.G. knows
that. The learned Professor continues:

The Wall Street objective is noth­
ing less than the New York Stock Ex­
change itself, the very heart of Amer­
ican, even world, capitalism, the
Everest of the commanding heights.
The opportunity arises, as ever, from
economic crisis. A known, ap-
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preciable but undisclosed number of
members of the Stock Exchange
have been hit by falling revenues,
high costs and the slump in the
stock market and thus in the value
of the securities they own. In con­
sequence of this and their own
inefficiency, their capital is im­
paired, the chances for repair are
poor and, a miracle apart, they can­
not make good to their customers
the money and securities left with
them for speculative use . . . .

It is significant that socialist J.K.G.
does not advocate the elimination of all
Wall Street firms. Apparently certain In­
sider firms are to survive the violent
drops in the stock market caused by the
changes in Federal Reserve policies which
they control or to which they are privy.
Los Angeles stockbroker John Weber
reports the admission of a top Securities
and Exchange official in 1964, that what
the S.E.C. wants to see within a decade is
a consolidation and elimination of bro ­
kerage firms until only ten Wall Street
houses survive. That seems far too likely.
Certainly Professor Galbraith thinks so :

The Wall Street vehicle of the
new socialism is the proposed Secu­
rities Investor Protection Corpora­
tion (sic), or SIPC, a fund created
by the Stock Exchange which is to
be guaranteed by the government
to the extent of a billion dollars.
This will payoff the customers,
creditors and victims of the failed
houses. Because of some residual
opposition to socialism in Wall
Street, SIPC is being billed, rather
imaginatively, as an insurance fund.
Since the firms to be rescued are al­
ready in deep trouble, it is the first
insurance fund in some time to in­
sure against accidents that have
already occurred - to place a
policy on barns which have already
burned down. But this is a detail.
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As the new socialists see the
prospect (one may assume), several
of the larger stock exchange houses
will eventually fail. The government
will step in to conserve their assets
against the claims it has paid. There
will be strong pressure to minimize
hardship and unemployment by
keeping firms going. The govern­
ment will oblige - the familiar
yielding to pressure again. Presently
other firms will fail and the govern­
ment will find itself in a dominant
position on the Street and the
Exchange ... .

The result of this would be that a
handful of Insider firms would then have
a monopoly on Wall Street with govern­
ment capital to use in acquiring whatever
they want. Professor Galbraith observes
of the plan:

. . . no old-fashioned socialist
ever had a better idea for getting a
foothold on Wall Street . Their hats
should be off to the new men.
Friedrich Engels, a rich and gentle­
manly businessman who loved fox­
hun ting, would, one senses, es­
pecially approve.

Ah yes, young Friedrich too. One
almost regrets that such wit must be
concluded . But the Harvard seer does end
his revealing article - and with a discus­
sion of what he calls the "Nixon Game
Plan." He begins by observing:

Mr. Nixon is probably not a
great reader of Marx, but Drs.
Burns, Shultz and McCracken are
excellent scholars who know him
well and could have brought the
President abreast . . . .

Perhaps they did. Writing of Dr.
Burn s, a fellow member of the C.F.R.
"Presidium" who was moved up from
his position as top economic advisor to
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President Nixon to become chairman of
the Federal Reserve Board,* Galbraith
declares:

A conspiracy theory of history is
always too tempting. Dr. Arthur
Burns as the Kerensky of this revo­
lution, the Federal Reserve Building
as its Smolny , tight money rather
than oratory as its weapons, forces
unleashed which, as in the case of
Kerensky, no man can control ­
these thoughts are almost irresis­
tablyattractive.

Having laughed at those who fail to see
it as a "con spir acy ," Professo r Galb raith
outl ines the Nix on Game Plan :

. . . it is beyond denying that
the crisis that aided the rush into
socialism was engineered by the
Administration. Money was deliber­
ately made tight. The budget was
deliberately made restricti ve. The
effect of these actions in raising
interest rates and depressing the
economy was firmly acclaimed as
the Nixon Game Plan. The diff i­
culties of Penn Central, Loc kheed
and the member firms of the N YSE
were part of the same game plan ­
and socialism, as we have seen, is
the name of the game. Cause and
consequence were never closer;
cause could not, have been more
deliberately contrived.

Obvio usly the President is not a one­
man te am. As Galbraith is fully awa re, it
was the Federal Reserve Board and not
Pres ide nt Nixon who moved to tight en
money. It is th e Federal Reserve Boa rd and
not th e Administration which con trol s th e
mo ney . As th e Keren sky-lik e Dr. Burn s
observed o n November II , 1969:

The responsibility of the Fed is
to supervise monetary policy . . . .
The FRB's autonomy was con-

JAN UARY, /9 7/

ceived fo r purposes of maintaining
the integrity of the currency . I
think it 's quite proper that money
authority be independent of politi­
cal authority .

Mr. Nixon's Secretary of the Treasur y ,
David Kennedy, also made this clear
when questioned in U.S. News & World
Rep ort fo r May 5, 1969:

Q. Do you approve of the latest
credit-tightening moves?

A . It 's not my job to approve or
disapprove. It is the action of the
Federal Reserve.

This hardly mea ns tha t th e Fe deral
Reserve Board is no t pa rt of the con­
spiracy of which Professor Galb raith
wr ites . Quite the contrary! If the Federal
Reserve was created in 191 3 for the
reasons its defend ers claim, i.e. , to es ta b­
lish econo mic st ability by putting an end
to cycles of bo om and bust, it has
obvious ly be en an enormous failu re . If,
on th e o ther hand , it was crea ted by the
Insiders to produ ce infl ati on ary boom s
(followed by dep ressions or recessions) in
whi ch Insiders are perm itted to acc umu­
lat e eno rmous pro fit s in the sto ck market
as a result of the manipulat ed fluctu a­
t ions , th en the "Fed" has been a tre­
mendou s success. Since its c reatio n we
have had the wors t dep ression in the
history of th e co u ntry and severe reces­
sions in 192 0 , 1932 , 1936-1 937 ,1 94 8 ,
1953 , 1956-1957, 1960 ,1 966 , and 1970 .

" It sho uld be no te d tha t Ga lbra it h se rves with
Dr. Ar thu r Bu rn s as a tr ustee fo r t he Twent iet h
Ce n t ury Fund, fo unded in 1919 by a wea lt hy
Bost o n mer ch ant nam ed Edward A. Filen e ,
wh o was affiliated w ith man y Co mm unist and
rad ical o rga niza tio ns . T he Twentie th Ce nt ury
F und has fin an ced Fabian Socia list ac tivit ies in
th e Unite d St at es fo r half a ce n t ury . A mo ng th e
officia ls of the F und have been such hu man
curios as Arth u r Sch lesi nge r J r . ; Julius Ro bert
O ppe nhe ime r, th e nu clear scien tis t wh o was a
co ntri but or to th e Co m m unist Party ; and ,
Eva ns Clark, ano ther fr iend of the So vie ts .
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Those Insiders who have advance
knowledge of Federal Reserve policies
make their killing whether the stock
market is going up or down; for, manipu­
lating the men who set these policies,
they control the timing of boom and
bust. During L.B.J.'s second term, the
F.R.B. inflated wildly - that is, it vastly
increased the money supply, thus bidding
up prices. During Mr. Nixon's first year in
office the "Fed" had to stop this or face
runaway inflation.* The time had come
to shear the sheep. Between December
1968 and July 1970 , the stock market
was clipped by thirty-five percent.

As the Insiders who control the
Federal Reserve also finance and manipu­
late Mr. Nixon, Professor Galbraith's
statement about tight money as a feature
of this conspiracy is obviously true.]
And, as Galbraith says, President Nixon's
fiscal policies (taxing and spending) were
designed to work hand-in-glove with the
"Fed's" temporary halt on expansion of
credit. The President says he is fighting
inflation; what he has been doing is
putting the skids under the economy.

During the campaign Mr. Nixon talked
of tax cutting, declaring: "My administra­
tion will be one in which we are going to
do what is necessary but with less money.
That policy, directed toward achieving a
balanced budget, will stop the rise in
prices and lead to a reduction in taxes ."

·Her e we are using inflation as it is commonly,
but incorrectly, used - meaning an upward
surge of the wage -price spiral. It is physically
impossible to induce a sustained and general
wage-price spiral if the government is not
increasing the mone y supply. You can 't fill a
quart jar with a pint of water.
tSince the Federal Reserve has working control
over the crucial money supply, one would
assume that appointments to the Board would
attract great national attention and be sub­
jected to the closest scrutiny by Congress.
Think now. Can you name one other member
of the Board besides Arthur Burns? Unless you
are a professional economist you can't, and
neither can anyone else you know. To the best
of our knowledge , Congress has never rejected a
single appointment to the Board .
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He specifically promised, on numerous
occasions, to end the ten percent income
surtax. Then, after taking office, Presi­
dent Nixon almost immediately asked
Congress to extend the surtax.

The President's excuse was that the
surtax was needed to control inflation.
But Congressman H.R. Gross explained
on June II, 1969 , that the ten percent
surtax on income , which extracts from
the taxpayers some $12 billion a year ,
"hasn' t worked because the Government
has simply taken the money and spent
it." Congressman John Rarick agreed :

There is something patently
asinine abou t the theory that it is
inflationary for the man who

.earned the dollar to spend it on his
family - but that it is not infla­
tionary for the Government to take
the dollar away from him and give
it to someone else to spend.

In fact , it is less inflationary to let the
man who has earned the money keep it ,
because he will save at least a part of the
sum in question while the government
will spend it all. As the Indianapolis Star
editorialized on July 13, 1969:

Last year the House approved
the tax surcharges by demanding a
$6 billion cut in expenditures by
the government and a cut of
240,000 employes from the pay­
roll. There was no cut in spending
- it increased. There was no cut in
the payroll. It increased. The tax­
payers were double-crossed.

The President, however, was adamant.
He made the surtax vote a loyalty test
and threatened conscience-struck Con­
gressmen with cuts in federal expendi­
tures in their home districts if they failed
to go along. Mr. Nixon got his surtax. He
pulled hard on the tax noose without any
intention of cutting spending - a move
which would strangle credit without re-

AMERICAN OPINION



I du cing inflation. It was part of the
Nixon Game Plan .

The next gambit in what Professor
Galbraith views as President Nixon's
socia list conspiracy was the repeal of the
seven percent tax credit for capital invest­
ment. Economist Henry Hazlitt com­
mented disconsolately in Republican Bat­
tle Line for February 1970:

Even more ill-advised [than con­
tinuing th e surtax1was Mr. Nixon's
call for repeal of the 7 percent
corporation investment tax credit.
This was done for two reasons: to
raise more revenue, and to reduce
or remove the supposed "infla­
tionary impact " of investment in
new plant and equipment. The ef­
f ect is to increase the tax burden
still furth er on the corporations ­
precisely on the key productive
element on which the whole na­
tion s income and economic growth
depend. The anti-inflationary argu­
ment is a complete fallacy . It is
only government deficits and con­
sequent money creation that causes
inflation. The repeal of the tax
credit merely means that a larger
percentage of private spending will
go into current luxury consumption
and a smaller percentage into im­
proving the competitiveness, eff i­
ciency , and productivity of Amer­
ica's industrial plant.

A disillusioned Pierre Rin fret , who had
been a Nixon eco nomic advisor during
the campaign, contended that " yo u lick
inflati on by increasing capacity and not
by holding it back ." Rinfr et was qu oted
in the Los Angeles Times of August 12,
1969, as declaring th at th e tax credit
repeal "has destroyed the only real hop e
for resolving inflation ." But , this was
obviously the idea behind th e Game Plan
- to restrict money fo r the private sector,
not the government. Penn Central, Lock­
heed, and hundreds of other American
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corporation s were put in a financial vice,
just as Professor Galbraith indic ates .

The third "trick or treat" the Presi­
dent dem anded was his dece it ful " tax
reform" program. In this instance, "tax
reform" was a euphemism for "tax raise."
As the National Taxpayers Union ob­
served : " Recen tly Congress passed new
tax legislation . Reform legislat ion some
call it - bu t it actually raised taxes by 3
billion dollars. "

The reckless deficit spe nding of the
Johnson years had resulted in huge in­
creases in the money supply which had
bid up wages and prices. During his
campaign for the Presidency, Mr. Nixon
made much of this . Not e his words .

In his acceptance spee ch at the Repub­
lican Convention on August 8, 196 8,
candidate Nixo n declared : "It is time to
quit pouring billions of dollars int o pro­
grams that have failed . We are on the
wrong road - it is time to take a new
road . . . . " In a positi on pap er on the
economy , he announced : " In less than
five years the Johnson-Humphrey Admin­
istr ation has squandered the inheritance
of a decade ' s solvency ... . " Mr. Nixon
also proclaimed: " The entire budget
needs exhaustive review .. .. Some pro ­
grams . .. must accep t less than maxi­
mum funding; non-essentials ... mu st
await easier tim es; every maj or program
. . . must be scoured for eco no mies." In

September of 1968 , candidate Nixon
blasted th e profligacy of the Democ rat s
th is way:

The total deficit run up in the
budgets of the Johnson-Humphrey
years will amount to more than
$55 billion. This massive deficit
has wracked and dislocated the
economy . . . .

There is nothing the matter with
the engine of free enterprise that
cannot be corrected by placing a
prudent and sober engineer at the
throttle. The old pulitics of spend
and elect have not only worked an
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Injustice on the American people,
they have denied America much of
its flex ibility in dealing with on­
rushing change . . . .

Over and over again the campaigning
Richard Nixon called for L.B.J. to slash
the federal Budget, as when he claimed
that every day President Johnson put off
doing so "he places in greater jeopardy
the entire international monetary struc­
ture." Broadcasting over C.B.S. radio on
April 25, 1968, Mr. Nixon claimed that
"only by cutting the federal budget can
we avert an economic disaster .... " In
Dallas on October 11, 1968, he declared
that "America cannot afford four years
of Hubert Humphrey in the White
House," because he has pushed for pro­
grams which would have caused "a spend­
ing spree that would have bankrupted this
nation."

After the election such laudatory
rhetoric and soulful promises were con­
veniently tossed into the memory hole .
The socialist Game Plan called for quite
another approach.

The fiscal mismanagement of which
candidate Nixon spoke was truly monu­
mental. President Johnson's last Budget
of $183.7 billion represented an increase
of eighty-eight percent during the Ken ­
nedy-Johnson years. Mr. Johnson is
quoted in the Wall Street Journal of
January 16, 1969, as he prepared to leave
office :

Outlays for major social pro­
grams will have risen by $37.4
billion, more than doubling since
1964. This is twice the rate of in­
creaseofoutlays for any other cate­
gory of Government programs.

According to columnist Charles Bart­
lett , J.F.K. and L.B.J . had expanded the
number of government domestic spending
programs from 40 to 473. Most Repub­
licans had resisted everyone of these 433
new socialist programs. "Reckless spend-
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ing," shouted Republican Congressmen;
"Dangerous fiscal madness," echoed
Republican Senators. During the waning
days of 1968, the outgoing President
Johnson prepared a well-padded Budget
for fiscal 1970 to be handed to Mr.
Nixon. An angry Human Events lamented
in its issue of January 25,1969:

To make things more difficult
for Nixon on the domestic front,
LBJ has tried to spread the myth
that Nixon somehow has a moral
commitment to carry out the pro­
grams of the "Great Society. "

As a gesture of bad will, John­
son whipped up a $195.3-billion
"existing" budget for fiscal 1970,
with spectacular increases called
for in such things as model cities,
housing, foreign aid and the al­
most totally discredited anti­
poverty programs . . . .

The Wall Street Journal for January 16,
1969, described Mr. Johnson's budgetary
bequest to Mr. Nixon in these terms:

Altogether, Mr. Johnson 's bud­
get slates an $11.6 billion rise in
outlays, more than twice as large as
the $4.8 billion increase that's ex­
pected to bring the current year's
spending total to $183.7 billion.
The major changes reflect his own
priorities, White House aides say.

But Mr. Johnson's priorities became
Mr. Nixon's priorities. Nixon originally
cut the Budget to $192.9 billion - which
was still $8.1 billion higher than fiscal
1969, $14 billion higher than Johnson
spent in fiscal 1968, $34.5 billion higher
than L.B.J. spent in 1967, $58.2 billion
higher than Mr. Johnson spent in 1966,
and more than $100 billion higher than
the "Liberal" Eisenhower Administration
spent in 1960.

The $8.1 billion increase was touted as
"budget cutting" on the idiotic ground
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that it was slightly less than what L.BJ.
had proposed. In the end, Mr. Nix on 's
Budget turned ou t to be even higher than
Mr. Johnson's proposals - a whopping
increase over L.BJ.'s wildly contrived
projection amounting to fift een billion
dollars. Now, with the frugal Republicans
controlling the White House, last ye ar's
profligate spending became this year's
bare-bones Budget. It all depends on
which gang of socialists is doing the
spending. For all of th e orato rical
bunkum during the campaign, Mr. Nixon
and his advisors never intended to roll
back the Great Society programs. As
Richard Janssen repor ted in the Wall
Street Journal of October 21 , 1968:

Progress toward budget balance
could be much faster if Mr. Nixo n
would rapidly dismant le many
Great Society spending programs,
but his advisors vow this won't
happen. "There's no concept of
undoing anything - it's part of the
fabric and leave it be, "Mr. [Pierr e1
Rinfret stresses . . . .

In fact , Mr. Nix on could not wait to
expand the Great Society. The Wall
Street Journal's Richard Otten revealed
on July 16, 1969 :

Only Vietnam-induced budget
pressures seem to be deterring the
Nixon Administration from pro­
posing still larger Social Security
benefits, far more spending on edu­
cation and health, a far more sweep­
ing war against hunger. Even the
most conservative approach now
being considered at the White House
for new welfare legislation repre­
sents a major expansion of ex isting
Government programs . . . .

Even "Liberal" columnist Clayton
Fritchey, a former official o f the Demo­
crat Party, gaspe d in the Washington Star
of September I, 1969 :
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Despite talk and pledges ofecon­
omiz ing, budget-cutting, and cur­
tailing the federal government, the
Nixon administration is, in fact,
headed for the greatest spending
spree in the history of the country .
The planned expenditures are on
such a vast and unprecedented scale
that nobody , including the Budget
Bureau, can presently make a re­
liable estimate of what they will
add up to before President Nixon
completes his term in 1973.

Mr. Nixon cla imed that his own first
Budget wo uld "speak louder than any
wor ds" of his determination to figh t
inflation. His 197 1 Budget , the first one
over wh ich he had total co ntro l, prop osed
a $200 .8 bill ion Budget with a project ed
$ 1.3 billion surp lus . The Budge t was
haile d by "Liberals" because, as the
President remarked, fo r the first time in
twenty yea rs:

. . . the federal government is
spending more on human resource
programs than on national defense.
This year we are spending $1.7
billion less on defense than we were
a year ago; in the coming y ears we
plan to spend $5.2 billion less. This
is more than a redirection of re­
sources: This is an historic reorder­
ing of our national priorities.

Dr. Roger Freeman, a former Nixon
advisor , was aghast. He is quoted here
from Human Events of Ju ne 27 , 197 0 :

Since that time (that is, between
1953 and fi scal year 19 71, as pro­
posed by the President ) defense
expenditures increased 49 per cent
- approxima tely equal to the
simultaneous rate of price rise.
Spending for health, education,
welfare and labor increased 944 per
cent . . . .

More than half of the $129
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billion increase in f ederal expen­
ditures between 1953 and 1971
was applied to social purposes, less
than one-fif th to defense. Defense
meanwhile shrank from 64 per
cent of the federal budget to 36
per cent, from 13.6 per cent of
gross national product to about
7.2 per cent.

In other words, the share of
f ederal revenues and of the gross
national product allocated to na­
tional defense has been cut almost
in half since 1953. Most of the huge
savings were applied to social pur­
poses with education one of the
main gainers.

While Mr. Nixon " reorders our na­
tional priorities," the Communists have
grown increasingly hostile and ex pand­
ed their st ra tegic armaments. "M or e for
life than war ," gloated the Washington
Post's Murr ay Seeger. To the "Liberals"
and Mr. Nixo n , our nat iona l defen se,
the major legitimate field of govern­
ment , is not a " huma n need. " While
rest ricting mi litary spe nd ing to ex pand
most of the Great Society pr ograms ,
the President introduced , acc ording to
Republican Battle Line of February
1970, " no less than seven maj or areas of
new spending wh ich will cost $3 billion
mor e the fir st year and perhaps $ 18
b illion an nually as quickly as four years
from now." The stressing o f Welfare
spend ing over defense was a far cry
from campaign days .

After introducing a $200.8 billion
Budget, the President suddenly "threw
caution to the wind ." Added expenses
came in posta l pay increases, veterans
benefits , con struction loans, government
employee pay increases, and in a host of
other areas . Yet, in February, Mr. Nixon
declared : "I have pledged to the Amer­
ican people a balanced budget." By
October, black had become wh ite . The
Wal/ Street Journal o f October 13 , 1970,
reported:
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The new Nixon has bought the
"new economics" - or at least the
part that condones budgetary red
ink . . . .

In a fundam ental break from his
old stance on fiscal responsibility,
the President has squarely com­
mitted himself to a theory that
holds a multibillion-dollar budget
deficit is perfectly proper to bolster
today 's wobbly economy .

On November 17 , 1970, Hou se Ways
and Means Committee Chairman Wilbur
Mills announced th at unless spend ing is
suddenly cut dra st ically , Mr. Nixon's
1971 Budget , which started out project­
ing a $ 1.3 billion su rplus , was going to
run an astounding $24 billion in the red.
Mills reminded the President that the
deficits of the 1960s are the root caus e of
the inl1ati on ary probl ems o f the 1970s.

And it looks like th is is small potatoes
compared to wh at is in sto re in coming
years. A 5.6 percent un employm en t rate
hurt the Republicans badly in the 1970
mid-te rm elect ions. In an ar ti cle en titled
" Nixon Signals For Left Turn ," Pet er
Lisagor commented in the Chicago Daily
News o f November II , 1970 :

Administration officials have
indicated that the White House
likely will fo llow its drive for a
liberal welfare-reform measure with
new "strategies" in the field of
health and education of a progres­
sive nature.

They also point to a tentative
administration acceptance of a ful/­
employment policy , which in the
present state of the economy means
deficit financing, a hallmark of the
liberal approach in a situation of
risingjoblessness.

With these goals in mind, the
political railbirds conclude that the
President's recent meetings with
conservative columnists at the
White House and leaders of New
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York's Conservative Party at his
Florida retreat reflected his desire
to disarm or immobilize potential
critics on the right as he tilt s
toward the left .

Mr. Nixon 's plan to make an even
mor e rapid move to the Left is borne out
by th e Budget for fiscal 1972, whi ch he is
now preparin g for Congress. One reads of
it in Time for November 16 , 1970 :

A ides say that he will send to
Congress a fiscal 1972 budget with
a planned deficit - amount uncer­
tain - to follow the unplanned
deficit of about $15 billion that the
Government is likely to run this
fiscal year . . . .

Administration officials are ban­
dying about ideas fo r making the
deficit look smaller than they
expect it really to be . . . .

. . . the President has begun to
distract attention from the forth­
coming deficit by stressing an idea
known as the "full -employment
budget. " This is a theoretical
measure that, instead ofcalculating
actual Government income, f igures
how much the U.S. would have
taken in if there were f ull em­
ployment. Thus, a deficit under
ordinary accounting might well
turn out to be a surplus in the
full-employment budget. Example:
in this fiscal year, the Government
stands to spend about $210 billion
and collect roughly $195 billion,
thus running a deficit of $15 bil­
lion or so. But under fu ll­
employ ment accoun ting, the U.S.
would show a surplus - because it
would have taken in well over $210
billion if the optimum numb er of
people had jobs.

On Oct ober 13, 1970, the Wall Street
Journal reported of Mr. Nixo n's "full­
empl oymen t" budget ary device :
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. .. the concept is comforting to
the Nixo n regime. "After blasting
the Democrats, it is pretty hard to
turn around and convince people
that our deficits are good ones,"
confesses a Republican strategist.
But the f ull-employment approach,
he contends, helps show that "in
fact , there's a world ofdiff erence."

The President has co ncluded tha t
elec tion s are lost on unemployment and
rece ssion , not inflation . Mr. Nixo n hopes
to postpone the nex t major shot of
inflation until after the 1972 elections.
There is a time-lapse fact or between the
time the government inject s the spend­
ing of deficit dollars into the economy
and the time it takes for the new money
to bid up wages and price s as sym ptoms
of such inflation . In the late 1960s, for
example, the Democrats benefit ed from
the spending and left most of th e
problems to the Republicans . The
Democrats enj oyed the drunken binge
and th e Republicans got the han gover.
Time report s in its issue of November
16 , 1970 :

Nixo n and his advisors, says one
A dministration economist, "dis­
covered that inflation started slow­
ing down aft er the economy slowed
down. No w they may do the re­
verse: speed up the economy and
let the inflation come aft erward ­
aft er the 19 72 elections. "

So we have come full circle from the
beginning of the Johnson inflation ,
through a ha lf-hearted attempt at de­
flation - wit h the co nseq uences and
objectives described by Professor Gal­
braith - back to a new Johnson -sty le
" stimulation ." We are going to get a
taste of the hair of the dog that bit us .
If boom and bu st is goo d enough for
the Fab ian Socialist Democrat s, it is
good enough for the Fabi an Soci alist
Republicans . As Galb raith says, Mr.
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Nixo n has a Game Plan, and the "name of
the game is socialism." It is to be fi­
nanced and psychologically provoked by
inflationary deficit and federal spending.

Lyndon Johnson could turn out to be
a piker. L.B.J.'s 1967 Budget was $158
billion, but Mr. Nixon's 1972 Budget
might run $230 billion - an increase of
$72 billion in five years . Richard Nixon
will become the first trillion-dollar Presi­
dent soon after he is reelected in 1972.
And L.BJ .'s deficits, once considered
enormous, will by then be dwarfed by
those of Mr. Nixon .

Before the 1968 election, Richard
Nixon called inflation "the cruelist tax of
all." He said "it quiet ly picks your
pocket, stea ls yo ur savings, robs your
paycheck . To chec k inflati on the govern­
ment must cut dow n on unnecessary
federal spending . ... " Yo u see, he
knows what it is all about, but he does it
anyway. It's part of the Game Plan.

In 1969 alone, inflation robbed
Americans of $60 billion of their savings
in banks and life insurance as the cost
of living went up an official 6.1 percent
during Mr. Nixon's first year in office.
In March of 1970, the President told a
news conference that his Administra­
tion's economic policies have "taken the
fire out of inflation" and that he would
steer the nation clear of such danger in
the future. Actually, the Administration
has killed prosperity, not inflation.
Production is down, unemployment is
up; but prices are again rising at an
official rate (during 1970) of six per­
cent. Even this official rate is loaded,
the true rate being est imated by non­
government economists at ten percent.
This means th at Americans have over th e
past two years paid fo r Mr. Nixon's
socialist schemes with a hidden inflat ion
tax amounting to $ 120 billio n!

Now, in order to cure a credit -created
recession , the Administration is prepared
to inflate still furthe r. And the Federal
Reserve Board is obvio usly willing to go
along with the Game Plan. Board Chair-
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man Arthur Burns has promised that
"there will be enough money and credit
to meet future needs, and that the order­
ly expansion of the economy will not be
endangered by a lack of liquidity." He
has also said he is willing to increase the
money supply at a "temporarily excessive
speed." In layman 's language this means
the printing presses are oiled and ready
to roll.

Nixon Inflation will produce the
same chaos as Johnson Inflation - there
will just be more of it. Inflation is
harmful to an economy under any cir­
cumstances, but if Mr. Nixon had really
wanted to cure the Johnson Inflation
and return to stability and prosperity he
wou ld have set a course in the opposite
direction . The best way to beat inflation
is to stop creating it, increase productiv­
ity, and prod uce yo ur way out of it.
This means drastically cu tting govern ­
ment spending, balancing the Budget,
and then cutting taxes to give business­
men incentives to produce and consumers
money with which to buy more products
and services. Instead, Mr. Nixon has
instituted the economics of scarcity, as
cited by Galbraith, expanded the Welfare
State with its consequent boost in gov­
ernment spending, and increased taxes.
This is the Game Plan. And, as Galbraith
observes, "the name of the game is
socialism."

In order to postpone the worst of the
increases in the cost of living until after
the 1972 election, the Administration
will have to resort to "jawboning,"
"guidelines," and arm twisting. Ultimate­
ly, wage and price con trois will be insti ­
tu ted as th e socialist Game Plan nears the
shot wh ich signals its victory . If possible ,
such con tro ls will be delayed unt il after
the 1972 Presidential election. But should
the cost of living get completely out of
control, the President will not wait to
order his wage and price controls. He
already has this power . Congressman J 01111

Schmitz explained in his newsletter of
August 12, 1970:
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On the last day ofJuly, Congress
held an unusual Friday session to
spend several hours in a most pecu­
liar debate on a bill establishing
new cost accounting standards for
defense contracting, onto which
had been tacked a "rider" em­
powering the President, by execu­
tive order, "to stabilize prices,
rents, wages, interest rates, and
salaries at levels not less than those
prevailing on May 25, 1970" - the
date the bill was introduced. This
would authorize full price and wage
controls.

After a day of bewildering
maneuvers, the bill was finally
passed by the astonishingly one­
sided vote of 257 to 19, with six
other Congressmen also "paired"
against it. Thus only 25 members of
the House registered their disap­
proval of price and wage controls.

Instead of vetoing the bill, Mr. Nixon
signed it into law - "reluctantly," of
course . It was more of what Galbraith
calls "yielding to pressure ." Congressman
Schmitz saw the bill for what it is:

Price and wage controls will not
work in a free country. But to a
considerable extent they will work
in a slave state like Communist
Russia. If this is the only way we
can think of to fight inflation, that
could be its result . . . .

Certainly Galbraith thinks so. Wage
controls, price controls, and money con­
trols are really people controls - and that
is what a socialist dictatorship is all
abo ut.

In December 1969, in a hurry to
adjourn for Christmas, Congress had
similarly passed what is called the Credit
Control Bill - under almost clandestine
circumstances close ly paralleling those
surrounding the establishment of the
Federal Reserve System some fifty years
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ago. Not one one-thousandth of one
percent of the American people know
anything about the existence, let alone
the significance, of this blueprint for
economic tyranny. Yet it is on the books,
ready to be used whenever the Admin­
istration feels the time is ripe. Again, the
President signed it "reluctantly." Con­
gressman H.R . Gross informed his con ­
stituents:

During the past week, President
Nixon has signed the legislation
into law. He did so, "reluctantly,"
he said, asserting that such controls,
if used, could "take the nation a
long step toward a directly con­
trolled economy and ... can
weaken the will for needed fiscal
and financial discipline."

. . . I am deeply disappointed
that President Nixon, recognizing
the danger, did not have the
courage to veto it.

The legislation provided that
without the declaration of an
emergency or any other kind of a
declaration, President Nixon could
turn over to the Federal Reserve, a
privately operated financial insti­
tution, not only the absolute
authority to fix interest rates, but
the untrammeled power to fix by
regulation all the "terms and
conditions of any extension of
credit. "

I t is almost impossible to be­
lieve, but the legislation provides
that no citizen could lend another
any amount of money unless the
lender was either registered or
licensed to do so. A violation of
this or any other provision of the
legislation would subject the lender
to a year in jail and a $1,000 fine.
THIS IS THE STUFF OF WHICH

DICTATORS ARE MADE .

Of course, socialism requires a dic­
tator; and with Mr. Nixon, as Dr.
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Galbraith reminds us, " socialism is the
name of the game ."*

Mr. Nixon's program of "re-inflation "
to end what has been termed " stagflation"
(economic stagnation accompanied by in­
flation ) also has internatio nal economic
implications. According to Barron 'sFinan­
cial Week ly for November 16, 1970, it "is
apt to be th e doll ar's last hu rrah. "

The international monetary game has
been rigged tigh ter th an a new tenn is
racket by Rothschild-con tr olled central
bank s, bullion dealers, and mining inter­
ests in England, Germany , Fra nce, South

'The re is a st ro ng possibility th at Pro fessor
Ga lbra it h is angling to pla y a part in deliber ­
ately in suring th e reelection o f Ri ch ard Ni xon
in 1972 by helping to div ide the Democrat
Party . As nationa lly synd icated co lum nist John
Cham berlain o bserves :

" . . . the so -ca lled New Demo crat s , taking
their cu e from th e new Galbraith boo k , Who
Nee ds Th e Dem ocrats?, are a lrea dy bu sy so wing
the dr agons ' teeth that will , as sure as s in,
disr u pt th e Demo cr a ti c co nvention o f 19 72 if
the ra d ica ls in th e pa r ty do not succeed in
gett ing the ir way .

"An extr eme ly sign ifican t sy m posium,
enginee re d by th e ed ito rs o f th e journal ca lled
TIle New Dem ocrat ( the y happen to he St ephen
Schl esin ger, the so n of Art h ur Sc h les inge r, Jr.,
and Grier Raggio , a Mayo r J ohn Lindsay
fun ctionary in New York City) , sh ows wha t the
Dem ocratic parly faces.

" Addressing a letter to 30 pro mine n t int el­
lectuals , th e Schl esin ger -Raggio team po sed thi s
qu esti on : ' Do you beli eve th e Dem ocr at ic party
is st ill ca pable of aggress ive ly re form ing it self
by th e 19 7 2 convention , or do yo u beli eve th at
a fo urth party is th e on ly conceivable mea ns of
effect ing cha nge in 1972 ?'

"To th is , 18 in tell ect uals gave th eir answe rs,
and even th ose wh o do not favor go ing o u t into
th e w ilderness to star t a fo ur th party look with
co mp laisanc e o n th e idea o f using suc h a party
as a pr od to fo rce a radical p lat fo rm and
cand ida tes o n th e ex ist ing Dem ocratic organ iza­
tion ." (Human Events, O cto ber 3 1, 1970 .)

T his st ra tegy may be the rea son Galb ra ith
wrote his art icle for Ne w York ma gazine. lt
th us appeare d in a jo urnal lim ite d a lmost
ex cl usive ly to New Yo rk City, acting as a
"tra ns mission belt " to in fo rm impor tan t ca mp
fo llowe rs th at Ri ch ard Nix on is, indee d , the
Insiders ' bo y. On e wonders !
t Mr. J acobsson is head of th e Interna tion al
Mo ne ta ry F und .
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Afric a , and the United States. The fi­
nancial min isters coop erate with the In­
siders of inte rnationa l finance in rigging
the world monetary situation. This mean s
real trouble if the super-inflation planned
by Mr. Nixon is not stopped. It can only
augment the value of some $40 billion in
the hands of Europeans, who will of
course seek to exc hange do llars for gold.
Th e situa tion might well get out of
control. Eur opeans are already planning a
gold-bac ked currency for a Euro pean
econo mic bloc, wh ich could be inst ituted
if and whe n the U.S. cuts th e dollar loose
fro m gold for foreigners, as it has done to
its own cit izens.

Thi s threat may be used to force
acceptance of turning the Int ernational
Monetary Fund (I.M.F.) into a world
central bank controlling the money of all
nations. The Wall Street Journal of Sep ­
tember 15, 1970, reported that the
former Chairm an of the Federal Reserve
Board , William McChes ney Martin, gave a
speech in Basel, Switzerland , on Sept em ­
ber 14, 1970, at a symposium spo nsored
by the Per Jac ob sson Foundation ,'] en­
titled "World Central Bank : Essen tial
Evolu tio n." He prop osed ju st such a
central bank . What area of control could
be more decisive than control of the
world's money? World mon ey co ntrol
means wo rld peopl e control.

Meanwhile, uncon firmed reports pe r­
sist th at the United States is preparin g a
new money. Myers' Finance Review for
November 6, 1970 , states:

The rum ors keep com ing in.
They are past th e point where I can
ignore th em. S till I can't conf irm
th em. The reports are th ese:

The U.S. Treasury has already
printed up an enormous supp ly of
new currency differing markedly
f rom th e present denominations.
The report is that the new currency
will be used internally in the U.S.,
and that all the old currency within
the U.S.A. will be called in. The old
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currency, as long as it continues to
ex ist, will be used outside the U.S.A.

I have no inside way of knowing
whether this is true. But f or many
months I have been receiving re­
ports that the Treasury has been
stocked with huge new color
presses. I am inclined to lean to­
ward the truth of the report, since
in Canada we are already getting a
fancy new currency . The $20 bill
looks like Disneyland. It is swiftly
replacing all old $20 bills. It gives
one the impression of a kind of
script. There has been no explana­
tion of why we have replaced our
old $20 bills with these curiosities.

It seems to me that this internal
U.S. currency would be no good
outside the country. Not redeem­
able, it could not be converted into
Euro-dollars. It would in itself be a
most effective foreign exchange
control. In order to get your money
out of y our banks to make foreign
purchases, you would probably
have to get a special licence from
the government.

We may be heading not just for a
devaluation but for a collapse of our
money, and a new U.S. paper dollar in
exchange for several old ones . The
November 1970 report of international
currency expert Franz Pick maintains :
"The only open door will be to change
the official gold value of the MINI-dollar
or to exchange 3 or 4 present dollar bills
for I new one."

What does the Nixon Game Plan
mean? Many eco nomists are predicting a
super-boom (based on inflation rather
than increased productivity) with the
Dow Jones rising very high beginning
sometime in the latter part of 1971 and
extending through the 1972 election.
These economists are predicting that by
1973 or 1974 the false boom will lead to
economic collapse and a depression which
will make 1929 seem like prosperity.
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Should this happen - and the time­
table is by no means fixed - it would
bring on the cry that "capitalism has
totally failed ." Gigantic unemployment ,
particularly among Negroes, would lead
to nati onwide riots giving the appearance
of a full-scale revolution . The general
population would then be conditioned to
demand a socialist dictatorship to end the
economic and social cha os. And the
Nixon Administration would prove most
accommodating - " the familiar yielding
to pressure," as Galbraith puts it.

If this is what is scheduled, Rich ard
Nixon is merely following the Game Plan
established for him by the Insiders who
plucked him out of political oblivion after
his loss of the governorship of California in
1962, brought him to New York, and fi­
nanced and promoted his ascendency to
the Presidency . A Democrat Administra­
tion couldn't get away with it because the
Congressional Republicans would expose
the Game Plan and prevent it. Now, most
of them remain silent , or silenced , in the
name of "Party Unity ."

Barron's Financial Weekly reports that
well over a decade ago Malcolm Bryan,
president of the Federal Reserve Bank of
Atlanta, bluntly told an audience : "We
should have the decency to say to th e
money saver , 'Hold still, Little Fish! All
we intend is to gut you .' " In the end we
shall all receive such treatment if what
J .K. Galbraith is delighted to promote as
Richard Nixon 's Game Plan is not ex­
posed and reversed .

There is now no effective way to
hedge ; no way to prevent serious personal
losses by outguessing the Insiders; no way
to play along and save a few dollars. Now
we must fight or scuttle. If ever there was
a time for devoted effort and hard work
on the part of Conservatives and anti­
Communists, this is that time . Knowing
the opponents' Game Plan gives us a
head start. But we had better really get
to work on our educational campaign if we
mean to de feat the Insiders executing that
Plan. And get to work now! __
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