


Will America sign away its
sovereignty?

The United Nations is now openly laying plans for a
World Government-to go along with its already
functioning World Army. These plans include global
taxation and an International Criminal Court that could
prosecute American citizens.

In Global Bondage, journalist Cliff Kincaid blows the
lid off the United Nations, documenting its strategy for
gaining complete control of the world. Kincaid also
exposes:

» U.N. support for forced abortion and forced

sterilization

» U.N. involvement in efforts to destroy the
traditional family

» U.S.-Russian "peacekeeping" operations
and the possibility of Russian military
officers commanding U.S. troops

* The transformation of American soldiers
into "U.N. Fighting Persons"

The author warns that the move toward global
government is gaining ground and that it will succeed if
steps are not taken to stop it.
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1 The World Government

The most important battle in American history is now
taking place. In 1995—the fiftieth anniversary of the founding
of the United Nations (U.N.)—Americans are deciding whether
they will continue on the road to a world government dominated
by foreign and hostile interests or assert the principles of
American sovereignty. At stake is nothing less than America as
generations have known it.

Today, however, we have already witnessed the disgraceful
spectacle of American troops dying in military operations
outside of the control of our own elected officials which may
one day threaten our own citizens. These U.N. "peacekeeping
operations,” directed by the U.N. itself, feature American
soldiers in such places as Somalia and Haiti as blue-helmeted
"United Nations fighting persons" who lose their status as
American POW/MIAs when captured or killed.

Pres. Bill Clinton, the leading proponent of these U.N.
military operations, claims those opposed to his foreign and
defense policies are practicing a "new form of isolationism."
But, Clinton, who organized demonstrations against his own
country on foreign soil and who traveled throughout the
Communist bloc
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during the Vietham War, is practicing a form of "in-
ternationalism" that deliberately diminishes America's standing
in the world.

Clinton, who avoided the Vietnam War draft and let
someone else go in his place, came into office at a time when
the Cold War had ended and America could have reasserted
itself as the leader of the entire world. Instead, under Clinton's
leadership, America has become subservient to the U.N., has
forged a military "partnership” with the remnants of the Soviet
Union, and has permitted Russia to use the U.N. as cover to
wage war against its own people. Incredibly, U.S. troops have
even participated in peacekeeping operations with Russian
military forces. (See chapter 6.)

At this crossroads in American history, some influential
policy- and opinion-makers are now openly calling on the
American people to voluntarily sacrifice the power to guide our
own destiny as a nation. Leslie Gelb, a former New York
Times reporter and now president of the influential Council on
Foreign Relations, says, "The very long process of shaping a
more effective and responsible United Nations must begin.
This will require some sacrifices of sovereignty."

It's rare when U.N. proponents admit that their plans
involve surrendering American independence. However, the
goal of world government was the openly announced objective
of the March 1995 U.N.-spon-sored World Summit for Social
Development in Copenhagen, Denmark.

Described in the press as just a worthwhile event designed
to eradicate poverty, the U.N. Development Program
(UNDP)—the main sponsor—had issued a "Human
Development Report" openly calling for "world government"
in a featured article written by Nobel Prize-winning economist
Jan Tinbergen, who declared, "Mankind's problems can no
longer be solved



The World Government 7

by national governments. What is needed is a World
Government. This can best be achieved by strengthening the
United Nations system." In addition to the world army already
coming into existence (see chapter 2), he urged establishment
of a World Ministry of Agriculture, a World Ministry of
Industry, a World Ministry of Social Affairs, and a World
Police.

On top of the many corrupt layers of bureaucracy that
already make up the U.N. system, the UNDP report urged
member U.N. states to strengthen the world body by
establishing another level, an "Economic Security Council," to
manage a "global human security fund" financed by global
taxation to the tune of $1.5 trillion over five years. The
revenues were to come from the imposition of international
taxes and cutbacks in military spending. One such proposal,
outlined in the UNDP report, was the "Tobin tax" on
international currency transactions, named after 1981 Nobel
Prize-winning economist James ToBin.The Clinton
administration gave tacit support to these schemes by sending
Vice President Gore and Mrs. Clinton to the event.

A scheme of global taxation was not officially adopted at
the world summit. The U.N. planners decided to put it off for
the time being. However, the UNDP has since published an
article in its magazine advocating a new variation on the Tobin
tax2 It is clear that the U.N. will return to the idea in future
conferences because of the perceived need to make the U.N. a
financially independent organization that does not have to seek
"contributions"” from member countries.

If the American people were fully informed that
international bureaucrats were plotting at taxpayer expense to
raise our taxes even further (since Americans pay about one-
third of U.N. costs), there might be revolution in the streets.
After all, Americans are
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already overtaxed, paying about 40 percent of their income in

taxes to various levels of government in the United States. Yet,

they don't feel safe in their neighborhoods, their children aren't

educated properly in the public schools, and the federal

government seems unable to balance its budget or do anything
about massive trade deficits that drain America's wealth away
to predatory trade partners such as Japan.

From the U.N. perspective, global taxes are needed because
of "global problems" that require "global solutions." If there
was life on other planets, they would almost certainly support a
galactic form of government. The fallacy in this socialistic
reasoning is an old one. The more complex the society (or the
world), they argue, the more government control we need. In
fact, it is wiser under these circumstances to delegate and
decentralize power, to rely on human beings to solve their own
problems. Incentive and individual responsibility are stifled in
larger organizations. But, the approach of individual freedom
and responsibility doesn't give bureaucrats more and more
power to run our lives.

Currendy, the U.N. emphasizes several good-sounding
causes to increase its power. One is environmental protection.
It is significant that the head of the UNDP, the agency pushing
global taxes, is a Clinton appointee, an American named James
Gustave Speth, who helped establish the radical environmental
group known as the Natural Resources Defense Council
(NRDC). The NRDC's success in the United States helps us
understand one way in which the U.N. works on an
international level. The NRDC specializes in scare campaigns
designed to increase government regulation and control of
American industry (and the taxes necessary to make that
possible) in the name of saving the environment. For instance,
the NRDC, working with influential media organizations, was
responsible
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for the 1989 national scare campaign over the chemical
Alar on apples and apple products. The NRDC called
the chemical, a preservative used to improve the shelf
life of apples, a carcinogen. The intent was to force
government agencies, which deemed the chemical
essentially harmless to humans, to ban it. In the end, the
national hysteria resulted in the loss of hundreds of
millions of dollars to apple farmers and the maker of
Alar took it off the market voluntarily. Ironically, the
NRDC campaign had the effect of causing millions of
Americans to refrain from eating apples and apple
products, which are effective in fighting cancer.

The U.N. performs much the same way on an
international basis by holding events such as the 1992
Earth Summit, which Vice President Gore attended and
was designed to create worldwide hysteria over how
nations of the world, led by the United States, were
supposedly damaging the environment of the planet
through industrial activity and economic growth. In this
regard, the U.N. embraces every scare campaign about
the environment, ranging from the alleged dangers of
global warming to protecting the ozone layer. Under its
sponsorship, the United States and other nations have
adopted treaties and agreements that attempt, through
complicated rules and regulations (enforced by
government bureaucracies and supported by higher and
higher taxes), to reduce emissions of substances,
chemicals or gasses that are said to be causing
environmental problems. A great deal of evidence has
been produced suggesting the theories underpinning
these actions are just plain wrong. In any case, there
seems to be no serious thought given to why the U.N., a
horribly mismanaged bureaucracy with tremendous
waste, fraud, and abuse, should be set up as some kind
of international arbiter of technological and scientific
progress. The former
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Soviet Union, perhaps the most polluted country in the world,
is a prime example of what happens when centralized
government attempts to regulate the environment.

Another favorite cause of the U.N. is trade liberalization—
the reduction of trade barriers between nations. Here, some
conservatives have fallen for the bait. On the face of it, "free
trade" seems to run counter to the notion of big government.
However, "free trade" as envisioned by the U.N. involves
giving international bureaucracies the power to manage trade
relations between states and punish those who violate the rules,
The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), which
has now been supplanted by the World Trade Organization
(WTO), is an official part of the U.N. system today.

Many conservatives supported the WTO, despite their
misgivings over its impact on American sovereignty. House
Speaker Newt Gingrich, for one, said he was worried that the
WTO, where the United States has no veto power, would
become a "Third world-dominated, dictatorship-dominated
system,” adding, "I'm for world trade, but I'm against world
government." Even after endorsing it, Gingrich called the
WTO "not just another trade agreement" but something which
will result in "a very big transfer of powet."

Gingrich's fears are well-grounded. Back in 1974, Richard
Gardner, a deputy assistant secretary of state for International
Organization Affairs in the Kennedy and Johnson
administrations, wrote a very revealing article entitled "The
Hard Road to World Order" in the Council on Foreign
Relations journal Foreign Affairs. Gardner predicted that new
GATT arrangements and procedures would amount to "an end-
run around national sovereignty, eroding it piece by piece,
[which] will accomplish much more than the old-fashioned
frontal assault." He said the new GATT would "sub-
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ject countries to an unprecedented degree of interna-
tional surveillance over up to now sacrosanct 'domestic'
policies.®

After surveying areas in which the U.N. was even
then expanding its power and authority, including the
field of U.N. peacekeeping, Gardner went on to make
this revealing statement:

Thus, while we will not see "world government"
in the old-fashioned sense of a single all-em-
bracing global authority, key elements of plan-
etary planning and planetary management will
come about on those very specific problems
where the facts of interdependence force na-
tions, in their enlightened self-interest, to aban-
don unilateral decision-making in favor of mul-
tilateral processes.

The other problem with free trade, as defined by the
U.N., is that it provides perfect cover for drug trafficking
and drug-money laundering. The North American Free
Trade Agreement (NAFTA)—a pact to spur business
activity by lowering trade barriers and reducing border
inspections between the United States, Canada, and
Mexico—was seen by U.S. intelligence officials as
facilitating drug trafficking into the United States from
Mexico, a country almost as corrupt as Colonfbia.

Before NAFTA, between 50 to 70 percent of the
cocaine smuggled into the United States from countries
such as Colombia came through Mexico. After NAFTA,
one group called the American Coalition for
Competitive Trade reported that an explosion of illegal
drugs into the United States had become a reality and
that "tons of cocaine stream across the Mexican border
to be dumped on our schoolyards every day."

The worst, however, may be yet to come. In concert
with the Clinton administration, the U.N. appears
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to be moving to embrace the legalization of dangerous mind-
altering substances as part of a new "international approach” to
the drug problem. At first glance, legalization seems like a

libertarian proposal that runs counter to the idea of bigger
government which the U.N. embraces. Like free trade,

however, legalization of drugs would entail a massive

expansion of government power. The Lucis Trust, a pro-U.N.

organization on the roster of the U.N. Economic and Social

Council, described this option in a newsletter on the "Global

Crisis" of illegal drugs. It noted:

There are pressures in many countries to de-
criminalize illegal drugs so that addicts receive
rehabilitative treatment, and not be branded as
criminals. One senior British police officer recently
suggested that currendy illicit drugs could be sold by
pharmacists as part of a government monopoly with
marketing and promotion prohibited. However, this
strategy would only work if "implemented simulta-
neously in all major countries."

The Kkey phrases are "government monopoly" and
"implemented simultaneously in all major countries." Dr.
Joycelyn Elders, who served as President Clinton's surgeon
general, saw legalization in much the same way. She had
suggested on several occasions that dangerous drugs be
legalized. However, "When we say 'legalize,” she told USA
Weekend Magazine, "I'm really talking about control (emphasis
added). That we have doctors or clinics set up where addicts
can get their drugs free, or pay $1."

Viewed in this context, the strategy of legalization is
designed to increase the power of government to control people
by operating clinics where substances like marijuana, cocaine,
and even heroin are dispensed. On an international level, it
means increasing the power
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of national governments acting in coordination with the
U.N. to "control" the drug trade.

Is there any reason to believe the U.N. is moving
down this road? When Stephanie Haynes, president of
Drug Watch International, received an advance copy of
an agenda for a 1994 conference of the U.N. Drug
Control Program (UNDCP) in Bangkok, Thailand, she
was astounded:

The overall "theme" of the conference, as re-
flected in the choice of workshop topics, seems
to run counter to U.N. policies, and in particu-
lar to the 1992 report of the International
Narcotics Control Board which stated that there
are "no viable alternatives to traditional drug
abuse control efforts" and that legalization is
not an answer to the drug abuse problem. The
emphasis of the conference workshops appears
to be less on demand reduction and prevention,
and more on treatment, public health issues,
and alternatives to demand reduction. The
public health approach, as you may know, is a
key strate(lyy of "harm reduction" and prodrug
advocates:

Indeed, the proposed solution, called harm-reduction
by its advocates, involves the government giving drugs
and even free needles away to drug addicts supposedly to
control the problem. This approach is in sharp contrast to
demand reduction and prevention, aimed at discouraging
drug use through legal and educational efforts.

In Europe, some nations are trying the harm-re-
duction approach. For instance, young people in Holland
can use marijuana in coffee houses, while heroin and
cocaine addicts can use or abuse their drugs on public
streets or in public bathrooms, while police simply
congregate nearby and look the other
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way. Britain has a so-called heroin maintenance program where
addicts maintain their habits at taxpayer expense. In Zurich,

Switzerland, however, the harm-reduction experiment known

as Needle Park, an area set aside for users, was an utte
disaster. Nearby residents were disgusted by the filth and
danger. Addicts frequently wandered away, throwing syringes,

blood-soaked tissues and even condoms on children's play-
grounds. It took a year and seven hundred thousand dollars to
clean up and restore the area, including replacing topsoil
polluted by used syringes and human waste.

Why, then, is there some support in the United States for a
harm-reduction approach? Some conservatives have fallen for it
because they think there have been too many government
excesses in the war on drugs. They think legalization could
somehow reduce the violence associated with the procurement
and use of illegal substances. They ignore the fact that even the
staunch proponents of legalization acknowledge that drugs
could not be legal for children and, therefore, there would be a
continuing need for law enforcement activity to protect them. In
addition, law enforcement would be necessary to prevent a
black market from developing for drugs different or stronger
than the government-approved variety. In other words,
legalization could easily result in the worst of both worlds—
more drug use and more drug-related violence.

A critical fact is that most support for harm-reduction or
legalization comes from groups whose leaders use or abuse
drugs. This should not be too surprising. After all, there are
plenty of weak-willed people who fall victim to the drug
scourge. Drugs are a terrible temptation to many. That's why
we have a drug problem. For example, the head of the National
Organization for the Reform of Marijuana Laws (NORML),
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Richard Cowan, is a proud daily marijuana smoker who
enjoys getting stoned. Some of the people involved in the
Drug Policy Foundation, a group whose leadership
supports legalization, have been users as well. There is a
magazine called High Times that exists for these people
which glamorizes drug use. These people want drugs
legalized so they can use them openly and get them
cheaper, preferably from government stores. The more
honest pro-drug advocates admit that legalization, by
making drugs more available and morally acceptable,
would increase drug use.

Drug trafficking into the United States, by countries
such as Colombia and Mexico, should be viewed as a
literal invasion requiring a national security response.
While U.S. law enforcement personnel have overstepped
their legal authority on occasion in the war on drugs,
America hardly has a "tough law and order" approach to
the problem. Most first time users in the United States
are not arrested and sent to prison. A truly tough
approach is evident in places like Singapore, where drug
dealers are hanged. If America were really tough on
drugs, there would be widespread drug testing in
American society. But, thanks to lawyers from the
ACLU, who sue to prevent such tests on grounds of
invasion of privacy, there is not. The ACLU is also on
record in favor of legalizing drugs.

Under a U.N.-sponsored plan to legalize drugs on a
worldwide basis, drug trafficking countries such as
Colombia or Mexico would become "respectable.”
Notorious drug traffickers and their bankers would be
transformed into legitimate businessmen. Previously
illegal entities would suddenly become legal under the
supervision of national governments and the U.N.
Indeed, one way the U.N. could end up voting for
legalization is for countries complicit in narcotics traf-
ficking to combine their forces together with other
nations, especially in Europe, which are already mov-
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ing toward a more liberal policy on drugs. The European
Parliamentary Commission on Civil Liberties and Internal
Affairs reportedly voted in late January 1995 to decriminalize
marijuana® A similar vote by the full European Parliament
could follow.

Significantly, when Conrad K. Harper, legal adviser in
Clinton's Department of State, announced that the United States
supported creation of a U.N.-sponsored International Criminal
Court, he went out of his way to say that the Clinton
administration "does not support including drug-related crimes
within the court's jurisdiction.” Incredibly, he said, "We do not
believe that the United Nations Convention Against lllicit
Traffic in Narcotics Drugs and Psychotropic Substances of
1988 provides the level of specificity needed to form the basis
of criminal charges." Instead, Harper said the United States
wants the court to focus on such concerns as "war crimes,
crimes against humanity and genocidfe."

Aware that such a position could imply a soft-on-drugs
attitude, Harper insisted, "No one can doubt the commitment of
my government to combating terrorism and drug trafficking."
In fact, Clinton's drug policies have been strongly attacked,
with former Drug Enforcement administration chief Robert
Bonner, who served under Presidents Bush and Clinton, saying
"there has been a near total absence of Presidential leadership
by Clinton on the issu®.

A former marijuana user who joked about not inhaling,
Clinton, as Arkansas governor, pardoned a convicted cocaine
trafficker named Dan Lasater, who had been a friend and
campaign contributor. Investigations into the Clintons' role in
the Whitewater real estate deal and Madison Guaranty Savings
& Loan have led to the Arab-owned Bank of Credit and Com-
merce International (BCCI), accused of involvement with
terrorists and arms- and drug-traffickers. BCCI is
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believed to have been secretly working to acquire important
segments of the U.S. banking industry.

Clinton came into office promising appointment of a
cabinet-level drug czar who would intensify the war on drugs.
But, one of his first actions was to slash the staff of the White
House Office of National Drug Control Policy by 84 percent,
leaving only twenty-five people to coordinate the effort. Then
he appointed people like Dr. Elders to his administration and
kept her on until she made one embarrassing comment too
many.

The difference is striking. Under Presidents Reagan and
Bush, the emphasis was put on reducing both the supply of
drugs and demand for them. The result was that by the time
Clinton took office, the number of current users of drugs was
half of what it was in 1979, the peak period. Under Clinton,
however, both the supply of and demand for drugs have
increased. In addition, there has been a reemergence of pro-
drug messages in music and films coming out of Hollywood, a
key source of Democratic party and Clinton campaign funds.
As a consequence, drug use among teen-agers has been goin
up since Clinton took office. For example, a 1994 U.S.
government survey found that, among high school seniors,
30.7 percent had tried marijuana at least once in the past year,
compared to only 21.9 percent of 1992 senibisnd, many
who try marijuana go on to cocaine. If these trends of
marijuana use continue, the Center on Addiction and Substance
Abuse at Columbia University warns that 820,000 more of
these children will try cocaine, and about fifty-eight thousand
of them will become regular users and addicts.

With the drug problem growing at all levels, the Clinton
administration might try to claim that, while it wouldn't try to
implement decriminalization or legalization on its own,
international pressure was fore-
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ing it to try this new policy of harm-reduction in concert with
other nations acting through the U.N. The scourge of
international narcotics trafficking, which has a historical
Communist component (see chapter 6), could be just the crisis
the U.N. needs to move into a more expansive phase, perhap:
even into world government.

One thing the pro-drug movement needs, however, is
legitimacy. And, it appears to have found that in the person of
financier and investor George Soros, a man born in Budapest,
Hungary, in 1930 who emigrated to England in 1947 and
graduated from the London School of Economics in 1952. He
moved to the United States in 1956.

Soros holds the distinction of being "the first person in
history to earn a 10-figure salary. His $1.1 billion paycheck [in
1994] exceeds the gross domestic product of at least 42
countries in the United Nation§""Soros is the manager of the
$10 billion Quantum Fund, which is registered offshore and
closed to U.S. citizens and residents. He made much of his
money during the 1980s, the so-called "decade of greed"
engineered by Presidents Reagan and Bush, but is nevertheles
a major financial backer of Bill Clinton and the Democratic
party. Soros contributed to the Clinton presidential campaign in
1992 and made a twenty thousand dollar contribution to the
Democratic National Committee.

But, the ironies don't end there. His goal, he says, is to
promote "open societies" and, toward that end, he operates a
network of foundations in twenty-four countries throughout
Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, as
well as South Africa and the United States. However, his
choice for president of his Open Society Institute (OSI) in the
United States was Aryeh Neier, former national director of the
ACLU.
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It was through the OSI that Soros announced on 11 July
1994 that he was providing $6 million to the Drug Policy
Foundation (DPF). Speaking for Soros, Neier said,

George Soros does not believe that the drug war
makes any sense from an economic standpoint. The
current policy is wasteful and it promotes crime and
disease. From every standpoint it is a failure. We
believe that it is urgent that alternative approaches be
explored. DPF is an essential voice promoting
alternative approaches that will reduce the damage
done by the drug trade and by the methods currently
used to combat the traffic in druts.

Soros' personal views on the moral, as opposed to
economic, dimensions of the drug problem are not known. He
has already been brought before Congress to testify about his
involvement in controversial financial dealings known as
"derivatives." Perhaps he ought to be questioned about his role
as the leading funder of the drug legalization movement. The
authoritative Drug Policy Report says that Soros is so
committed to the movement that he hosted a "private dinner"
on the matter at his New York home on 8 December 1994, for
forty of his friends. One participant called it a "propaganda
session,” during which four speakers argued that harm-
reduction was the wave of the future and that drug legalization
has been successful abroad and "would be good" for the United
States. The speakers included Ethan Nadelmann, director of
the Soros-supported Lindesmith center, and Mathea Falco,
president of Drug Strategies, another group that has received
Soros money’

Perhaps Soros ought to be questioned as well about his
purchase of a 9 percent stake in Banco de Colombia, the
second largest bank in Colombia. In 1990, the
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Banco de Colombia in Panama City was accused by the U.S.
Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) of participating in a drug
money-laundering scheme that involved transfers of funds
from Colombia to Pananta.

Soros bought his interest in the Colombian bank from
Bancol, a firm run by a Cali-based businessman named Jaime
Galinski and his father. They bought the bank in January 1994,
with Jaime Galinski saying it was his intention to strengthen its
international operations in Panama and Miami and then expand
into Europe! He made the purchase with financial backing
from the ING Bank of the Netherlands, whose name surfaced
in connection with the 4th International Conference on Harm
Reduction in Rotterdam in March of 1993. The ING Bank was
listed in conference literature as having made a financial
donation to the conference.

All of this might be entirely innocent. But, this series of
connections has aroused official concern. The other fascinating
thing about Soros is that he is a big backer of the U.N. He was
scheduled to be the keynote speaker at the 11 May 1995
conference of the Business Council for the U.N. World
Congress, where his topic was, "UN Reform: A Vision for the
Next Century." In a 1994 speech, Soros outlined his views
about the world body:

Frankly, we are all disillusioned with the United
Nations. Fifty years ago, young people were inspired
by it; that is not the case today. But we must
overcome our reluctance and revive our interest. It is
clear that the United Nations will require a thorough
overhaul. What better occasion than the fiftieth
anniversary? | don't quite know how to do it, but |
should like to devote myself to the reform and
revitalization of the U.N. and | invite you to join me
in the effort®
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It remains to be seen if any proposed overhaul of the world
body includes a shift toward active support of drug
legalization. Ironically, Soros could be just the one to volunteer
some of his wealth—by endorsing the global tax on the
international currency dealings he and others like him engage
in—in order to create the new permanent structures that are
needed to help the U.N. "control" the problem.

As these events of earth-shattering importance unfold
before us, the super-rich broadcaster Ted Turner has emerged
as another key player in the U.N.'s game plan. Turner's TBS
Superstation achieved notoriety on the drug issue when it
broadcast a Network Earth program in April of 1994 that
proposed the use of hemp—the plant from which marijuana is
derived— for clothing, medicine and even food. High Times
hailed the program as a breakthrough for the drug culture.

Turner, a one-time conservative, emerged in the 1980s as a
propagandist for the Soviet Union, airing no fewer than a
dozen films trying to discredit the notion that the Communist
regime in Moscow was a national security threat to the United
States. One documentary titled "Portrait of the Soviet Union"
was described by Turner himself as saying "good things" about
the Communist state. Turner even formed a group, the Better
World Society, including Soviet Communist party official
Georgi Arbatov on its board.

At the same time, Turner got involved in the population
control movement, serving on the advisory committee of the
Population Institute and airing a documentary on the "global
family." At one point, Turner said that one country "doing a
good job" of getting its population "under control" was
Communist China, whose program includes forced abortion,
sterilization and infanticide. Turner's Better World Society
gave an award to the U.N. Fund for Popula-
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tion Activities (UNFPA), now known as just the U.N.
Population Fund, which supports the China progfam.
Currently, Turner's networks are part of the so-called One
World Group, a global consortium of broadcasters who have
committed themselves to propagandizing on behalf of the
U.N.2° Turner was the scheduled speaker at a 19 April 1995,
event on media coverage of the U.N. sponsored by the U.N.
Association of the U.S. and the U.N. Correspondents
Association, in cooperation with the Columbia School of
Journalism (which graduates many influential American jour-
nalists), the Committee to Protect Journalists, and the Freedom
Forum Media Studies Center. According to one report, Turner
has

approved a policy decision to treat all major UN
conferences "not as isolated events but as part of a
wider continuum stretching from the 1992 Earth
Summit, through to the fiftieth anniversary of the
United Nations." This will mean a range of CNN
programmes preceding and during each conferénce.

In connection with the Earth Summit, Turner aired One
Child/One Voice, a program described by the Media Research
Center as an attempt to frighten children through "chicken
little" theories about environmental problems. To coincide with
the September 1994 U.N.-sponsored International Conference
on Population and Development, an event promoting abortion
as a form of population control, Turner's TBS Superstation
aired a series of programs under the title of "People Count,"
while his CNN broadcast a "Beyond the Numbers" show. The
"People Count" series was hosted by Turner's wife, Jane Fonda,
perhaps best known as a supporter of Communist Hanoi during
the Vietham War but who is (like her husband) a "Special
Goodwill Ambassador" to the U.N. Popula-
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tion Fund. In addition, Turner continues to air his cartoon
show, "Captain Planet," in which the superhe-roes, acting
in service to the spirit of Mother Earth, Gaia, impart
propaganda messages to small children, such as the need
to protect animals through the Endangered Species Act
by throwing people out of work.

But, Turner won't be alone in his U.N. cheerleading
during the world body's fiftieth anniversary. The tax-
payer-funded Public Broadcasting Service (PBS) is
planning to air special episodes of "Sesame Street," the
popular children's show, to celebrate the U.N.'s "50th
Birthday" during the week of 24 October 1995. These
programs, according to the U.N. itself, are designed "to
reach the pre-school audience." "Sesame Street"
characters such as Big Bird were being scheduled for a
public appearance at the UN.

Unfortunately, many adults in recent years have also
bought into the notion of world government, having been
conditioned by popular futurists into thinking it is
inevitable and even worthwhile. These "thinkers" say the
trend is away from the preservation of nation-states such
as the United States. For example, Alvin Toffler, author
of the bestseller Future Shock, says the emerging "Third
Wave" of human history means there is a different
"world system" coming into being:

The nation-state's role is still further diminished

as nations themselves are forced to create
supranational agencies. Nation-states Fight to
retain as much sovereignty and freedom of
action as they can. But they are being driven,
step by step, to accept new constraints on their
independenc®

Toffler notes that many European countries have
"grudgingly but inevitably" been driven to create a
Common Market, a European parliament, and a Euro-
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pean monetary system. Interestingly, one of the key bankers
advising the European Community on how to prepare for a

common currency is Cees Maas, a senior executive of the ING
Bank. He says, "The process of European monetary union is
under way and is going to happen, and the private sector has tc
prepare for that®

Clinton's response to all of this is to embrace plans for a
"United States of Europe," comparable in economic weight and
global influence to the United Stat8Such a union could very
well include Russia.

The European Community was formed to do many good
things, such as ending war and fighting unemployment. But,
one critic notes that instead of this Utopia, Europe today faces
extremely high unemployment levels and a war in Bosnia that
European nations seem unable to stopnd, plans for a
common currency are not going as planned either. Britain and
Denmark have reserved the right to opt-out.

Toffler, despite his reputation as a forward thinker, did not
seem certain exacdy what role the U.N. might play in this new
world system. In 1980, when his book was published, he
recognized the U.N. as "ossified," "bureaucratic" and in need of
an "overhaul® He also denounced as a "fantasy" and
"simplistic" the notion that "a single, centralized World
Government" could run human affairs. But what, exactly, does
an overhaul mean and when is it supposed to occur? And, what
are the new agencies that Toffler says were needed to
reorganize human affairs? U.N. proponents will undoubtedly
come up with a variety of schemes during this fiftieth
anniversary year. Toffler's vagueness suggests that the U.N.
could be overhauled to the point of abolition and a new world
body established in its place.

Alvin and Heidi Toffler, who have since emerged as key
advisers to House Speaker Newt Gingrich, have
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not fully clarified their controversial views on world
government. But, they remain convinced that nation-states are
doomed. In their latest book, published by the Progress and
Freedom Foundation, a group run by associates of
Representative Gingrich, the Tofflers flatly declare that
"Nationalism is the ideology of the nation-state, which is a
product of the industrial revolution" or second wave. They
contend that:

As economies are transformed by the Third Wave,
they are compelled to surrender part of their

sovereignty and to accept increasing economic and
cultural intrusions from one another. Thus, while

poets and intellectuals of economically backward

regions write national anthems, poets and intellectuals
of Third Wave states sing the virtues of a

"borderless" world and "planetary consciousnéss."

Interestingly, despite their links to Gingrich, the Tofllers
singled out Vice President Gore as someone who understands
these patterns of historical change and is trying to move the
United States in the "right" direction. They refer to him as
someone "with one toe wet in the Third WaveYet, Gore is
an enthusiastic supporter of the U.N. and was a strong booster
of the U.N. Earth Summit.

Despite their popularity, the Tofflers' vision of the future is
not necessarily the correct one. There is nothing inevitable
about it at all. In fact, Dr. Michael Zey, author of Seizing the
Future, argues that the world is entering the "Macroindustrial”
era of biotechnology, space travel and space colonies,
supertrains, large scale agricultural production, and even
artificial islands to house more people. Zey says that if the
United States follows the Toffler notion of becoming the hub
of a "third wave" information age, we will have sacrificed our
status as an industrial superpower capable
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of defending our own interests and even our own people.
The United States, he warns, is at risk of becoming a
second- or third-rate power, leaving countries like Japan or
Germany to dominate the next century.

Zey admits he was surprised to learn that the Tofflers
were mentors to Gingrich. He hopes that Gingrich's
support for deregulation and scientific achievement
outweighs his reliance on this husband-wife team.

He is also pleased that Gingrich has indicated a desire
to reduce U.S. reliance on the U.N., which, Zey argues, is an
impediment to human progress. He notes that the notion
popularized at the Earth Summit about “sustainable
development” translates into government-imposed limits to
economic growth and that Gore is someone who wants to
"save us through a huge national bureaucracy that will
oversee internal business action and cede large amounts o
national power to international bureaucracies that will
decide whether the U.S. economic policy falls within
environmental guidelines™

This effort is misguided, according to Zey, who argues
that economic growth and technological advancement will
not only save people but the environment as well.

One benefit of embracing Zey's vision of the future, in
addition to reestablishing America's place in the world, is
that the American people themselves might rediscover the
value of what America has stood for in the past and what it
can accomplish in the future. It would mean America might
be dragged kicking and screaming into the third wave. It
might mean saving American sovereignty.

Even while we work to extricate ourselves from the
U.N., we have to fight schemes to enlarge the
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world body. Clinton, for example, is pushing a deadly plan to
expand the U.N. Security Council, whose permanent members
are the United States, Russia, China, France, and Great Britain,
to include Germany and Japan. It is significant that the
European Union, which is dominated by Germany, is backing
Japan's bid for a permanent seat on the U.N. Security
Council®

Some say such expansion would lead to more division at
the U.N. But, there's another reason to oppose admission by
these two nations, who were enemies of the United States
during World War II, and that is that they are believed by
some strategic experts to be continuing to pursue historic
ambitions of world domination.

Japan's influence over America is a sensitive subject.
While Clinton was applauded in April for saying the United
States should not apologize for dropping the atomic bombs on
Japan that hastened the end of the war, he had previously put
pressure on the U.S. Postal Service to drop a World War I
commemorative stamp depicting that bombing. His
administration was also accused of trying to play down the use
of the term V-J or Victory over Japan in connection with the
anniversary of that event.

It is frequently said about Japan that it is trying to
accomplish economically what it failed to do militarily. In an
economic version of Pearl Harbor, Japan has relentlessly
engaged in predatory trade practices against the United States
designed to build up its own industries. America's trade
deficits have resulted in the transfer of literally hundreds of
billions of dollars to Japan, some of which is plowed back into
the United States to buy American property or debt securities,
enabling the Japanese to acquire a form of leverage over our
economy. These properties include Hollywood film studios
and record companies, whose products include
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violent-oriented and even pro-drug movies and songs. Sony,
for example, marketed pro-marijuana rap groups such as
Cypress Hill to America's young people, even though then-
Sony chairman Akio Morita had co-authored a provocative
book, The Japan That Can Say No, arguing that America was
morally inferior to Japan in part because of our drug problem.

Today, according to William J. Gill, author of Trade Wars
Against America,

Our chronic huge trade deficits with Japan [have]
fueled the rise of Japanese banks and the relative
subsidence of Citibank, Chase Manhattan, Bank of
America and other big U.S. banks. Indeed, Bank of
America is now a virtual subsidiary of a Japanese
bank. Japan dominates the world of finance and the
dollar is worth one-fourth of the value it held in
1972%

The United States is also heavily dependent on Germany.
In their explosive book, Selling Our Security, Martin and
Susan Tolchin reported that the U.S. victory in the Persian Gulf
War actually underscored our weaknesses:

The technological superiority that vanquished Iraq
and impressed the world owed much of its success to
the products of foreign countries: almost all of the
optical glass used in reconnaissance satellites came
from Germany, gallium-arsenide chips used in radar
and satellite receivers from Japan, and five parts of
the Abrams tank, including the optics in the gunner's
sight and an ingredient in the seal, were made by
foreign companie®

During the war itself, the United States had to go hat-in-
hand to Japan for certain other critical components. The
Japanese Foreign Ministry cooperated, even while warning the
United States that there remained
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a "strong strain of pacifism in Japanese soci&tjn"fact,
Japan today has an armed forces, called self-defense
forces, of about 150,000.

Germany today not only has a thriving industrial
base but an armed forces of almost four hundred
thousand, a "crisis reaction force" of fifty thousand
soldiers, and its troops have participated in U.N. peace-
keeping operations in Cambodia and Sonfdli&e-
garding the U.N., analyst Christopher Story says, "Ger-
many can be relied upon in the future to vote with
Russia" because Germany has "open and secret bilateral
treaty obligations towards Moscow-"

In effect, the United States has been looted of much
of its wealth. The Germans and the Japanese apparently
see the U.N. as useful in this regard by forcing the
deindustrialization of the United States. One might think
that U.N.-sponsored international regulations restricting
industrial development and economic growth would
affect all nations equally. But, this ignores the fact that
Germany and Japan are the world leaders in so-called
environmental technology. This is made abundantly clear
by the book, Green Gold, whose coauthor, Curtis Moore,
guotes one Japanese official as saying that "the potential
profits" from such technology "are limitless"—in the
"trillions" of dollars:

Despite claims by Rush Limbaugh and others that
America is not on the decline economically, the facts are
shocking: of the seven major industrialized countries, the
United States in 1994 ranked last in national savings.
Japan and Germany were number one and two. The
United States was second to the last in spending on
civilian research and development and last in long-term
real growth in the standard of livirfg.

In the face of these ominous developments showing
the United States losing out to Japan and Ger-
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many, there is a real need for information and education during
this fiftieth anniversary of the U.N.—how the organization has
come to be a direct threat to American interests and a tool of
foreign governments. Yet, U.N. proponents are targeting
children of all ages with pro-U.N, propaganda. A set of
taxpayer-funded "National Standards" for teaching U.S. history
in the U.S. public schools, grades 5-12, had the effect of
whitewashing the world body. The standards, which are said to
be undergoing revision, present the United Nations, organized
in part by Soviet spy Alger Hiss, as a worthwhile "international
peacekeeping organization." Students were instructed to
examine where and how the U.N. has promoted peace in the
world, not whether the United States should belong to it or not.

There is, in fact, a lot of lingering public sympathy for the
United Nations, whose name alone carries some appeal. After
all, many people feel uncomfortable over the religious, racial,
ethnic, and political differences which characterize many
human undertakings and which seem to underpin wars and
civil strife. Pro-U.N. activities build off the feeling that if we
can't eliminate these differences, perhaps we can transcend
them through an organization that emphasizes our common
features and searches for ways to work together. Perhaps, they
say, this can even work in the military field.

Pressure for world government has been building on the
liberal-left side of the political spectrum, especially within the
Democratic party, for decades. Humanist Manifesto I, a
document issued in the early 1970s and signed by such
prominent left-wing figures as feminist Betty Friedan, former
U.N. official Julian Huxley, and representatives of Americans
United for Separation of Church and State, Planned Parenthood
and abortion rights organizations, declared:
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We deplore the division of humankind on na-
tionalistic grounds. We have reached a turning point
in human history where the best option is to
transcend the limits of national sovereignty and to
move toward the building of a world community in
which all sectors of the human family can participate.
Thus we look to the development of a system of
world law and a world order based upon transnational
federal governmerit.

Needless to say, the phrase ‘"transnational federal
government" cannot be found in the U.S. Constitution or the
Declaration of Independence. These documents, which our
elected leaders swear to uphold, do not authorize U.S.
involvement in any organization that threatens U.S.
sovereignty. Indeed, the Declaration of Independence was itself
designed to affirm the independence of the American nation.
The only higher authority recognized by this document was
God.

Similarly, the U.S. Constitution was designed to affirm the
sovereignty of the American state, to place responsibility for
decisions affecting the course of the nation on three co-equal
branches of government, ultimately accountable to the
American people themselves, not to foreign principalities or
powers.

Regarding the office of president, with the constitutional
responsibilities of commander in chief, the Constitution was
quite clear: it had to be held by a natural born citizen. This
stipulation was not unimportant. Basically, it affirmed that the
United States was going to define its own membership, and out
of these members would come its highest office holder. It was
an attempt to emphasize that the status of being born in the
United States meant something, and that this was critical
enough to be a qualification for the highest office in the land. It
means that President
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Clinton, for all his faults, is commander in chief, not anyone at
the U.N.

The key problem is that Clinton and other American
elected officials have not defended our nation against its
foreign and domestic enemies. And, sad to say, there are
people in America today who feel ashamed at being Americans
or who feel that it is old-fashioned to act patriotic.

This syndrome, almost like a disease, is an old one. In his
classic work, Suicide of the West, James Burnham discussed
liberals who act patriotic to win votes and those who find flag-
waving positively distasteful:

Liberals, unless they are professional politicians
needing votes in the hinterland, are not subject to
strong feelings of national patriotism and are likely to

feel uneasy at patriotic ceremonies. These, like the
organizations in whose conduct they are still manifest,
are dismissed by liberals rather scornfully as "flag-
waving" and "100 percent Americanism." The

national anthem is not customarily sung or the flag
shown, unless prescribed by law, at meetings of liberal
associations.... The purer liberals of the Norman
Cousins strain, in the tradition of Eleanor Roosevelt,
are more likely to celebrate U.N. Day than the Fourth
of July®®

The references to Cousins and Roosevelt are significant.
Cousins, the former editor of Saturday Review, became
president of the World Federalist Association. President
Clinton praised him, saying, "Norman Cousins worked for
world peace and world government." Clinton's sympathetic
words, in a letter on White House stationery, were delivered to
the World Federalist Association on the occasion of the
awarding of its Global Governance Awdfd.



The World 33
Government

Eleanor Roosevelt, the wife of Franklin Roosevelt,
served as a delegate to the U.N. and led a U.N. citizens
auxiliary force that later evolved into the United Nations
Association of the U.S. (UNA-USA), the premier pro-
U.N. lobbying group in America. The UNA-USA today
claims 175 community-based chapters, a 135-member
Council of Organizations, and operations in New York
and Washington, D.C. The UNA-USA says it is now
"creating a powerful national constituency for an even
better U.N."

Some of the 135-member groups include the
American Association of Retired Persons, the AFL-CIO,
the American Federation of Teachers, the American
Humanist Association, the Anti-Defamation League of
B'nai B'rith, the Fund for Peace, the NAACP, the
National Education Association, the National Council of
Churches, Planned Parenthood Federation of America,
the Salvation Army, the Sierra Club, the U.S. Catholic
Conference, and the World Federalist Association.

The UNA-USA relies on big foundations for support.
In 1991, for example, the Rockefeller Brothers Fund
reported a total contribution to the group of $150,000. In
1993, the Rockefeller Brothers Fund provided $90,000.

But, the Ford Foundation appears to be the biggest
booster. It reported a grant to the UNA-USA in 1990 of
$1,225,000. In 1993, the Ford Foundation reported a
grant of $310,000 to the U.N. itself and $250,000 to the
U.N. Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO). "The foundation supports efforts to reinforce
the principles governing international relations and to
strengthen institutions necessary for cooperative
international action," its 1993 annual report says. Toward
that end, the foundation copublished Renewing the United
Nations System, by two former U.N. officials. The Ford
Foundation was also
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a key backer of the 1994 U.N. population conference in Cairo.
In 1993, the foundation provided $21,318,637 in funds in the
area of "reproductive health and population."

The decision to plow large amounts of tax-exempt
foundation money into pro-U.N. activities helps illustrate the
fact that a group like the UNA-USA could probably not exist
for long on small contributions from ordinary Americans.
There is simply no organized grassroots support for the U.N.

The reason is simple: most Americans instinctively know
that, despite their sympathy for the concept of "United
Nations," the body itself has been a failure, disappointment,
and even an enemy of American interests.

In the beginning, author James Burnham argued the U.N.
could have served a useful purpose if U.S. administrations had
used it to promote American interests:

At the end of the [World] war, the United States was
not only the unquestioned leader of the West, but the
most powerful force in the world. By virtue of the
Eisenhower army still in being, the nuclear monopoly,
and a colossal industrial plant not merely untouched
but immensely stimulated by the fighting, the United
States was in fact immensely more powerful than any
other nation or grouping of nations.... What was to be
done with this power?

Abstractly considered, the full creative response to the
challenge then presented would have been to
establish a Pax Americana on a world scale. This
would have meant a guarantee, backed by the power
of the United States acting as the integral leader of
Western civilization, of a viable world polity: the key

to which
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would have been the enforcement of nuclear
monopoly and the prohibition of major wars. Such
an arrangement might have been worked out in any
of several forms, some more palatable than others; as
one variant, it could have been handled through the
United Nations machiner.

Eventually, however, the Communist and Third World
nations began dominating the world body. Veteran diplomat
Vernon Walters recounts in his book, Silent Missions, that
French President Charles de Gaulle had warned President
Dwight Eisenhower about such a development during a
meeting they had on 3 September 1959. Walters, who attended
the meeting, said that:

General de Gaulle went on to say that the United
States was making a great fetish out of the United
Nations because we controlled a majority in that
body. But he said that with the "flowering of
independence,” which the United States was
sponsoring, we would gradually lose control of the
United Nations to the third world nations, which
included and would include in the future many small
states or city-states of a few hundred thousand
population. The day would come when these third
world nations in control of the United Nations would
order the United States to do something contrary to
its fundamental interests, and the United States
would have made such a golden calf of the United
Nations that they would have no alternative but to
obey what the United Nations told théfn.

Former Republican presidential candidate and senator
Barry Goldwater remembered that approval by the U.S. Senate
of the U.N. Charter was
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based largely upon the representations made by... the
State Department that it in no sense constituted a
form of World Government and that neither the
Senate nor the American people need be concerned
that the United Nations or any of its agencies would
interfere with the sovereignty of the United States or
with the domestic affairs of the American peofile.

Yet, the U.N. does try to dictate American policy. Late in
1994, for example, the U.N. deliberately thumbed its nose at
the United States by bringing up, once again, the issue of the
U.S. embargo on trade and aid to Communist Cuba. Turning its
back on our vital security interests, the U.N. voted 101 to 2 for
a resolution calling on the United States to lift the embargo.
The only two countries voting against the resolution were the
United States and Israel. Forty-eight nations abstained. The
previous year, only eighty-eight nations had called for an end
to the trade ban.

If we followed the U.N.'s advice, of course, important
financial relief would flow to the regime of Fidel Castro and
keep Castro himself in power. The embargo is designed to
punish a Communist regime which has been a threat to U.S.
security for decades by exporting terrorism and subversion to
neighboring countries. Moreover, Cuba hosted Soviet nuclear
missiles targeted at the United States and, according to the
book, Khrushchev Remembers, Castro himself asked Soviet
dictator Nikita Khrushchev to launch a preemptive nuclear
strike against the United Staf8sOf course, there is also
evidence that Marxist Lee Harvey Oswald, the assassin of
President Kennedy, had links to Cuba and the Soviet Union.

In another direct attack on our shores, Castro has
unleashed waves of illegal immigrants against America. Many
have gone on to become patriotic Americans
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dedicated to overthrowing Castro. But, what is not so
widely known is that Castro may have deliberately
spread AIDS to the United States through some of them.
As many as twenty thousand of the Cubans who were
part of the 1980 Mariel boatlift to the United States were
homosexual men. Researchers at the University of Miami
subsequently confirmed that some of them were infected
with AIDS before they entered the United Stafes.
Journalist John Crewdson reported,

The fact that HIV [the virus that is a cause of or
co-factor in AIDS] was present in Cuba at least
as early as 1980 raises new questions about when
and how AIDS arrived in the U.S. and how it
was transmitted so rapidly through the
homosexual population. Equally intriguing is
how HIV found its way to a closed society like
Cubg;l2 at a time when it was barely present in the
u.s.

One theory, Crewdson said, was that Cuban soldiers
sent to Angola in the late 1970s brought it back. Another
theory is that the disease resulted from Castro's
development of chemical and biological weapons. Cuban
possession of such weapons was documented in the book
America the Vulnerable, by Joseph D. Douglass, Jr., and
Neil C. Livingstone’

Typically, Castro has accused the CIA of spreading
exotic diseases in Cuba and even creating AIDS. In
retrospect, such a claim may have been cover for Cuban
activities in this area. For whatever reason, it is certainly
significant that, by 1988, only 174 Cubans had been
reported testing positive for HIV. In Russia, by 1994,
only 697 HIV cases had been reported. By contrast,
AIDS has claimed more than 200,000 lives in the United
States, almost 70 percent of them homosexuals,
bisexuals, or intravenous drug users. Castro, too, has
been involved in narcotics trafficking into the United
States.
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Should we be concerned about U.N. resolutions on Cuba
that go against our interests? They are certainly relevant as
long as the United States pays about one-third of U.N.
operating costs. And, Americans are entitled to take offense on
the basic grounds that these anti-American plots are being
hatched on U.S. territory at U.N. headquarters in New York
and amount to blatant interference in U.S. domestic affairs.

However, it is sometimes tempting to dismiss the
significance and importance of what the U.N. says and does.
The late Murray Rothbard pointed out:

Most people exhibit a healthy lack of interest in the
United Nations and its endless round of activities and
conferences, considering them as boring busywork to
sustain increasing hordes of tax-exempt bureaucrats,
consultants and pundits. All that is true. But there is
danger in underestimating the malice of U.N.
activities. For underlying all the tedious nonsense is a
continuing and permanent drive for international
government despotism to be exercised by faceless
and arrogant bureaucrats accountable to ngone.

Rothbard was referring to the 1994 U.N. Conference on
Population and Development, an event featuring a worldwide
effort by the Clinton administration and the international
population control movement to make abortion a government-
guaranteed right. But he could just as well have been referring
to the 1992 U.N. Earth Summit, the March 1995 World
Summit for Social Development, the Fourth World Conference
on Women, or any number of other U.N. conferences or
summits.

The essential point made by Rothbard is that "international
government despotism" is just as much of a threat as despotism
by the U.S. government. In fact, it is more insidious and
dangerous because it seems to
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be further beyond the ability of most Americans to do
anything about. After all, the American people have a
hard enough time holding their own government ac-
countable.

The hard fact is that we ignore the U.N. at our own
peril. U.N. activities, including conferences and
resolutions, do affect events in the United States. In a real
sense, the U.N. operates as another liberal lobby, capable
of manipulating American society on a grand scale. The
American political Left realizes it has this weapon even if
advocates of the U.N. don't want to acknowledge it.
These conferences, for example, sometimes produce
treaties that are supposed to be ratified by the various
countries. If the U.S. Senate fails to act on such
measures, American leftists and their collaborators in
Congress and the White House argue that the United
States is "out-of-step" with the international community.

Similarly, leftist groups provide important cover for
U.S. government initiatives that favor the expansion of
U.N. power. For example, the Clinton administration has
pursued a deliberate policy of cutting back the size of the
U.S. Armed Forces while building up the military
operations of the U.N. In fact, Clinton has illegally raided
the Pentagon budget to the tune of billions of dollars,
depriving our own forces of military readiness funds, to
pay for U.N. peacekeeping operations. But, the Institute
for Policy Studies (IPS), a group influential in the left
wing of the Democratic party, argues that the Clinton
administration hasn't gone far enough. The IPS says, "lt's
time to pare down this bloated [Pentagon] bureaucracy to
post-Cold War realities, and place more of the burden of
preventing war on the United Nations." Toward this end,
the IPS announced that its cofounder Richard Barnet,
"along with a group of retired generals and political
activists at the Massachusetts Institute of



40 Cliff Kincaid

Technology (MIT)," were preparing a study making the case
for the United States to support "stronger, better funded U.N.
peacekeeping’®

Despite what Senator Goldwater thought the U.S. Senate
was promised when it ratified the U.N. charter, the U.N. has
been caught blatantly interfering in U.S. domestic politics. The
clandestine role played by U.N. bureaucrats in the notorious
big government health care scheme that the Clinton
administration tried to ram through the U.S. Congress in 1994
is one example. This untold story has been detailed in George
Grant's book, The Family Under Siege, in which the U.N.-
affiliated World Health Organization (WHO) is named as a
major player in the scheme. Grant discloses that the WHO laid
the groundwork for the plan years ago by preparing various
materials, claiming there was a "health-care crisis" in the
United States that could only be solved by government
intervention on a massive scale. These materials were
distributed at as national health-care forum sponsored by the
WHO and the U.S. federal Department of Health and Human
Services. Interestingly, Grant says, the participants were told
during one session to act as a "healthcare alliance resource
delegation committee," making decisions on who should get
health care. Of course, the phrase "health-care alliance" is
strikingly similar to the "health alliances" in the Clinton plan.
This isn't surprising because Grant reports that the WHO "lent
its full resources to Hillary Clinton's secretive task force to
draft the initial health-care reform package for the 3°S."

The U.N.'s involvement in the Clinton health plan is
instructive. It demonstrates that when the U.S. government
moves toward bigger government which can serve U.N.
interests, the U.N. plays an active supporting role. What this
means, in practice, is that the U.N., created under the auspices
of a Democratic adminis-
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tration, has become a key ally of subsequent Democratic
adm