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The Fates of American Presidents Who Challenged the Deep
State (1963-1980) アメリカの深層国家に抗した大統領の運
命(1963-1980)

Peter Dale Scott

In  the  last  decade  it  has  become more  and
more obvious that we have in America today
what the journalists Dana Priest and William
Arkin have called

two  governments:  the  one  its
citizens  were  familiar  with,
operated more or less in the open:
the  other  a  parallel  top  secret
government  whose  parts  had
mushroomed in less than a decade
into a gigantic, sprawling universe
of  i ts  own,  v is ible  to  only  a
carefully  vetted  cadre—and  its
entirety  .  .  .  visible  only  to  God.1

And  in  2013,  particularly  after  the  military
return  to  power  in  Egypt,  more  and  more
authors  referred  to  this  second  level  as
America’s “deep state.”2  Here for example is
the Republican analyst Mike Lofgren:

There  is  the  visible  government
situated  around  the  Mall  in
Washington,  and  then  there  is
another,  more  shadowy,  more
indefinable government that is not
exp la ined  in  C iv ics  101  or
observable to tourists at the White
House or the Capitol. The former is
traditional  Washington  partisan
politics: the tip of the iceberg that
a  public  watching  C-SPAN  sees
daily  and  which  is  theoretically
controllable  via  elections.  The

subsurface  part  of  the  iceberg  I
shall  call  the  Deep  State,  which
operates  according  to  its  own
compass  heading  regardless  of
who  is  formally  in  power.3

I  believe  that  a  significant  shift  in  the
relationship  between  public  and  deep  state
power  occurred  in  the  1960s  and  1970s,
culminating in the Reagan Revolution of 1980.
In this period five presidents sought to curtail
the powers of the deep state. And as we shall
see, the political careers of all five—Kennedy,
Johnson, Nixon, Ford and Carter—were cut off
in  ways  that  were  unusual.  One  president,
Kennedy,  was  assassinated.  Another,  Nixon,
was forced to resign.

To some extent the interplay of these two forms
of power and political organization is found in
all societies. The two were defined by Hannah
Arendt  in  the  1960s  as  “persuasion  through
arguments” versus “coercion by force.” Arendt,
following  Thucydides,  traced  these  to  the
common  Greek  way  of  handling  domestic
affairs, which was persuasion (πείθειν) as well
as the common way of handling foreign affairs,
which was force and violence (βία)."4 The two
represent  not  just  different  techniques  of
government  but  different  cultures  and
mindsets,  in  fundamental  tension  with  each
other.5
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Hannah Arendt. Source

This  tension  increases,  and  predictably  tips
toward  violence,  if  a  well-organized  open
community  expands  beyond  its  own  borders
and is increasingly occupied with the business
of supervising an empire. It is repeatedly the
case that progressive societies (like America)
expand.  As  their  influence  expands,  their
democratic institutions, based at bottom upon
persuasive  power  among  equals,  are
supplemented by new, often secret, institutions
of  top-down violent  power for  the control  of
alien  populations  abroad,  often  speaking
different and unfamiliar languages. The more
the society expands, the more these institutions
of violent power encroach upon and supplant
the original democracy.

As  a  result  these  nations  also  experience  a
deeper and deeper politics, much of it a contest
between these two types of power. One special
feature of American deep politics since World
War  Two  i s  that  much  o f  i t  has  been
characterized by a series of conspiratorial deep
events:  emblematic  of  the  ongoing  conflict
between these two forms of power and their
corresponding  mindsets .  One  is  the
acknowledged  public  mindset  of  openness,
egalitarianism, and democracy. The other is the
global  dominance  mindset  committed  to
maintaining  and  expanding  American
hegemony. In domestic policy we often analyze
the  two  cu l tures  as  l ibera l s  versus

conservatives;  in foreign policy,  doves versus
hawks. (Yet American liberals when they reach
power, such as Hillary Clinton and John Kerry,
have  also  been  deeply  entwined  in  the
militarization  of  American  politics  and  its
global  expansion.)  But  with  the  recent
expansion  since  9/11  of  extra-constitutional
agencies like the NSA, it is time to supplement
these  horizontal  distinctions  with  a  vertical
one:  between  those  agencies  constrained  by
constitutional checks and balances (the public
state) and those not so constrained (the deep
state).  Although  the  deep  state  as  we  have
defined it has always existed, its recent radical
expansion  has  brought  it  into  occasional
conspiratorial  conflict  with  the  public  state,
even with the president.

National Security Agency. Source

The  tension  between  persuasive  and  violent
power  has  increased  incrementally  in  recent
United  States  history,  from  the  years  after
World  War  Two  through  to  September  11,
2001.  We  have  seen  the  emergence  to
dominance  of  what  used  to  be  called  the
military-industrial  complex,  and  what  in  my
2010 book I called the American war machine.
This  is  a  major  change.  When  Eisenhower
warned against the military-industrial complex
in 1961, the values, institutions and resources
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that  comprised  it  were  still  subordinate
elements in American society. Today it not only
dominates both parties,  but  is  also financing
threats to both these parties from even further
to the right. A good measure of this change is
that liberal  Republicans are as scarce in the
Republican  Party  today  as  Goldwater
Republicans were scarce in that party back in
1960.

That  change  has  been  achieved  partly  by
money, but partly also with the assistance of
deep  events:  events,  such  as  the  Kennedy
assassination,  Watergate,  the  1980  October
Surprise,  Iran-Contra,  and  9/11,  which
repeatedly have involved law-breaking and/or
violence, have been mysterious to begin with,
and whose mystery has been compounded by
systematic falsifications in media and internal
government records.6

In  saying  that  these  deep  events  have
contributed collectively to a major change in
American society, I am not attributing them all
to a single agent or “secret team.” Rather I see
them as flowing in part from the socio-dynamic
processes  of  violent  power  itself,  power
associated with and deployed in the service of
the  global  expansion  of  American  military
might,  which  (as  history  has  shown  many
times) has the effect to transform both societies
with  surplus  power  and  the  individuals
exercising that power.7 Insofar as these power
processes  govern  America  without  deriving
from  its  constitution,  we  can  say  that  they
derive from the milieu of the American deep
state.

In  discussing  the  deep  events  of  Dallas,
Watergate, Iran-Contra and 9/11, I will argue
that, while the mysteries of these deep events
cannot  at  present  be  fully  dispelled  by
historical  analysis  (given  the  tight  lock  on
official documentation), analysis does point to a
pattern  linking  them.  In  American  War
Machine  I  wrote  that

the  historical  succession  of  deep
events—such as Dallas, Watergate,
and 9/11—has impacted more and
more  profoundly  on  America’s
p o l i t i c a l  s i t u a t i o n .  M o r e
specifically, … major foreign wars
are  typically  preceded  by  deep
events  l ike  the  Tonkin  Gulf
incidents,  9/11,  or  the  2001
anthrax attacks. This suggests that
what  I  call  the  war  machine  in
Washington [the forces striving for
global  U.S.  dominance,  including
elements  both inside and outside
government,  both  inside  and
outside  the  United  States]  may
have been behind them.

The  continuity  between  all  these  successive
deception plots suggests that there may be an
underlying source for all of them, and that the
repeated  appearances  of  external  attacks  or
threats  (from  North  Vietnam,  Nicaragua  or
Iraq) may be false. I  will  suggest that for at
least  a  half-century  the  conflict  between the
two  mindsets  has  given  rise  to  a  series  of
conspiratorial deep events emanating from the
hidden recesses of the American war machine
all  designed  to  deceive  and  coerce  the
American  people  so  as  to  sustain  or  further
military expansion. I will go further, and argue
that  this  continuity  underlies  yet  other
significant deep events that led, not to the start
of  yet  another  external  war,  but  to  the
progressive  militarization  and  political
repression  of  domestic  American  society.

Later  I  came  to  state  this  conclusion  more
forcefully:

Since  1959,  v irtual ly  a l l  of
America’s major foreign wars have
been wars 1) induced preemptively
by the U.S. war machine and/or 2)
d i sgu i sed  as  responses  to
unprovoked  enemy  aggression,
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with  d isgu ises  repeated ly
engineered  by  deception  deep
events,  involving  in  some  way
elements  of  the  global  drug
connection. 8

These deceptions were not designed to deceive
America’s  enemies,  but first  and foremost to
deceive  the  American  people,  to  accept  the
unilateral initiation by America of illegal wars.

The  continuity  between  all  these  successive
deception  plots  suggests  that  the  repeated
appearances  of  external  attacks  or  threats
(from North Vietnam, Nicaragua or Iraq) have
all been false. I will suggest that for at least a
half-century  the  conflict  between  the  two
mindsets  has  given  rise  to  a  series  of
conspiratorial deep events emanating from the
hidden recesses of the American war machine
all  designed  to  deceive  and  coerce  the
American  people  so  as  to  sustain  or  further
military expansion. I will go further, and argue
that  this  continuity  underlies  yet  other
significant deep events that led, not to the start
of  yet  another  external  war,  but  to  the
progressive  militarization  and  political
repression  of  domestic  American  society.

I will document this conflict between the two
mindsets, in one way or another, revealing how
it underlies all the major deep events in recent
American  history:  Dallas,  Tonkin  Gulf,
Watergate,  the  1980  Republican  October
Surprise, Iran-Contra, and finally 9/11. These
events  were  needed  to  achieve  American
acceptance  of  both  militarized  domestic
security  and  successive  preemptive  foreign
wars. The neocons of the Project for the New
Amer ican  Century ,  PNAC,  v i r tua l ly
acknowledged this when they wrote that their
program for American dominance was unlikely
to be adopted soon, “absent some catastrophic
and  catalyzing  event––like  a  new  Pearl
Harbor.”9

Mil i tary  and  CIA  Resentment  o f

Presidential  Strategies

We can  trace  what  has  happened  over  fifty
years  through  the  dramatic  change  in
presidential attitudes toward the Soviet Union.
Kennedy, Johnson, and above all Nixon believed
in  détente  with  the  Soviet  Union.  Starting
under  Ford  and  Carter,  and  climaxing  with
Reagan, elements in the United States set out
to help destroy what Reagan called “the evil
empire.”  Saudi  Arabian wealth and influence
approved of this change and may have been a
factor in achieving it.10

The last major achievement of the dove faction
was  Kennedy’s  peaceful  resolution  of  the
Cuban  Missile  crisis  in  1962.  But  the  Joint
Chiefs  had  been  eager  to  engage  with  the
Soviet Union, and were furious that Kennedy
denied  them  this  chance.  Air  Force  Chief
General  Curtis  LeMay “called  the  settlement
‘the greatest defeat in our history,’ and urged a
prompt invasion.”11  Earlier  LeMay had called
Kennedy’s  blockade tactic  “almost  as  bad as
the  appeasement  at  Munich;”  and  had
threatened  to  take  his  dissent  public.12
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Curtis LeMay. Source

There  are  abundant  corroborations  for  this
alarming standoff  between the president and
his Joint Chiefs. Daniel Ellsberg, who worked in
the Pentagon in 1964, told David Talbot that
after the Cuban Missile settlement “there was
virtually a coup atmosphere in Pentagon circles
... a mood of hatred and rage. The atmosphere
was  poisonous,  poisonous.”13  Disagreements
over how vigorously to pursue the Vietnam War
later divided President Johnson from many of
his  generals,  split  his  party,  and  finally
persuaded  LBJ  not  to  run  for  re-election.

These resentments survived into the Nixon era.
Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt,  Jr.,  came close to
accusing Nixon and Kissinger of  treason and
Kissinger  of  being  a  Soviet  sympathizer.14  A
book co-authored by  retired  admiral  Chester
Ward  and  published  in  1975  charged  that
Kissinger was not just a Soviet sympathizer but
a conscious Soviet agent.15 (With the rise under
George W. Bush and Obama of neocons with
aggressive  agendas,  the  Joint  Chiefs  have

tended in contrast to play a more restraining
role.)16

We have to consider that it  was no accident
that  deep  events,  the  Kennedy  assassination
and Watergate, cut off the presidencies of both
Kennedy and Nixon, both bitterly resented by
their generals, and also the only presidents not
to  serve full  terms in  the postwar era.  Less
conspicuously,  their  successors,  Ford  and
Carter,  were  also  afflicted  by  deep divisions
within  their  respective  administrations.
Following  the  wishes  of  Congress,

Gerald  Ford  and  Jimmy  Carter
carried out the largest number of
revisions to presidential directives
since  Eisenhower,  carefully
rewriting  each  of  the  [COG]
emergency  documents,  aware  of
changes in the Cold War (and the
country) since Ike’s Time, and the
recent  massive  unlawfulness  on
the part of the secret Services.17

Not coincidentally, each of them faced divisions
among their supporters; and they became the
first  and second incumbent  presidents  to  be
defeated for reelection since Herbert Hoover in
1932.18

The  military  figures  who  protested  against
presidential restraints on their proposals were
not alone in Washington: there was also CIA
resistance to presidential efforts to control the
agency. The most striking example is perhaps
the 1980 election campaign that launched the
Reagan  Revolution.  Robert  Parry  has
demonstrated that this election was preceded
by a number of illegal actions – climaxing in the
Republican October Surprise -- in which both
veterans  and  active  employees  of  the  deep
state – no longer the servant of the public state
but its master – played a significant role. The
events of the Republican October Surprise have
been characterized -- by myself among others --
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as an escalated reprise of dirty tricks between
Republicans and Democrats.19 It is closer to the
truth to see them as Robert Parry has done, as
in  part  a  CIA revolt  (in  alliance with Israel)
against  Jimmy Carter  and his  house-cleaning
CIA Director Stansfield Turner.20

The antagonism between CIA operatives  and
the White House did not begin with Carter. It
was so acute right after the Bay of Pigs and the
firing of CIA Director Dulles that Kennedy told
one of the highest officials of his Administration
that  he  wanted  'to  splinter  the  C.I.A.  in  a
thousand pieces and scatter it to the winds.”21

In 1972 Nixon fired Helms after the Watergate
break-in because he believed Helms “was out
to  get  him;”  and he gave orders  to  Helms’s
replacement,  James Schlesinger,  “to turn the
place inside out.”22

Neither  Kennedy  nor  Nixon  finished  their
terms, let alone their intention to bring the CIA
under control.  But their  successive firings of
Dulles and Helms left a toxic resentment inside
CIA,  especially  after  Nixon’s  CIA  Director
James Schlesinger then purged more that five
hundred analysts and more than one thousand
people in all from the clandestine service.23 CIA
veteran Arabist Archibald Roosevelt, who was a
significant  player  along  with  former  CIA
Director Bush in the October Surprise, believed
that Nixon’s appointees as CIA Director – James
Schlesinger  and  Will iam  Colby  –  “had
both…betrayed  their  office  by  pandering  to
politicians.”24

CIA  resentment  and  concern  was  not  just
directed  against  presidents.  The  CIA’s
Operations  Division  was  also  determined  to
fight a number of limitations imposed on it in
the  mid-1970s  by  the  responses  of  a
Democratic Congress to the recommendations
of  the  Senate  Select  Committee  chaired  by
Senator Frank Church. As a result, even before
Carter’s election, a number of the CIA’s allied
intelligence services,  in France, Egypt,  Saudi
Arabia, Iran, and Morocco, had allied in the so-

called Safari  Club to serve as an alternative
source  of  funding  and  financing  of  covert
operations.25  In  this  they  used the  resources
and networks of the drug-laundering Bank of
Credit and Commerce International (BCCI). CIA
assets  like  Adnan  Khashoggi  and  Bruce
Rappaport,  assisted  by  officially  retired  CIA
personnel  like  Miles  Copeland  and  Jerry
Townsend,  were  part  of  this  global  BCCI
network.  Former  Saudi  intelligence  chief
Prince  Turki  bin  Faisal,  a  key  figure  in  the
Safari  Club,  once admitted candidly  that  the
Safari Club, operating at the level of the deep
state, was expressly created to overcome the
efforts of Carter and Congress to rein in the
CIA.26

But the efforts of former CIA officers to elect
Reagan were  only  part  of  a  larger  effort  to
ensure the defeat of Carter in 1980. As we shall
see, an even more important factor in Carter’s
defeat was the prior manipulation of oil prices
by  the  U.S.  oi l  majors,  to  engineer  an
artif icially elevated oil  price increase. 2 7

The  plight  of  Jimmy  Carter  in  1979-80
epitomizes how weak a president can become
when he loses the mandate of heaven from the
American  deep  state.  First  he  expressed  his
determination not to admit the deposed Shah of
Iran into the United States, knowing very well
that this might result in the seizure of the U.S.
Embassy  in  Tehran.28  But  soon  thereafter
Carter  was  coerced  by  the  Rockefellers  and
their  man  in  the  White  House,  Zbigniew
Brzezinski, to do just that.29 (Carter, in caving
in to Rockefeller’s demands, asked, “What are
you guys going to recommend that we do when
they  take  our  embassy  and  hold  our  people
hostage?”)30  In  the  remaining  months  of  his
presidency, his popularity was battered by the
long  waits  at  gas  stations  and  convenience
stores,  generated  by  a  largely  artificial  gas
shortage.31 We can see Carter as a victim of the
top-down power of the deep state, which would
mean  that  Carter  himself,  like  Kennedy  and
Nixon before him, was not on top.
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Carter’s defeat by Reagan in 1980 ended two
tumultuous  decades  in  which  one  president
(along with his brother) was assassinated, the
next chose not to run for re-election, the next
was forced to resign, and the two last, despite
their incumbencies, failed to be re-elected. In
every  case,  one  way  or  another,  tensions
between  the  presidents  and  the  deep  state
helped terminate the careers of  those in the
White House.

The Deep State Plots the 1980 Defeat of
Jimmy Carter 

Richard Helms. Source

The  Safari  Club  was  an  alliance  between
national  intelligence  agencies  that  wished to
compensate for the CIA’s retrenchment in the
wake of President Carter’s election and Senator
Church’s post-Watergate reforms.

After Carter was elected, the Safari Club allied
itself  with  Richard  Helms  and  Theodore
Shackley  against  the  more  restrained
intelligence policies of Jimmy Carter, according
to  Joseph  Trento.  In  Trento’s  account,  the
dismissal  by  William  Colby  in  1974  of  CIA
counterintelligence chief James Angleton,

combined with Watergate, is what
prompted the Safari Club to start
working with [former DCI Richard]
Helms  [then  U.S.  Ambassador  to
Iran]  and  h is  most  t rusted
o p e r a t i v e s  o u t s i d e  o f
Congressional  and  even  Agency
purview.  James  Angleton  said
before  his  death  that  “Shackley
and Helms … began working with
outsiders  like  Adham  and  Saudi
Arabia.  The  tradit ional  CIA
answering to the president was an
empty  vessel  having  little  more
than technical capability.”32

Trento adds that  “The Safari  Club needed a
network  of  banks  to  finance  its  intelligence
operations. With the official blessing of George
Bush  as  the  head  o f  the  CIA ,  Adham
transformed  .  .  .  the  Bank  of  Credit  and
Commerce  International  (BCCI),  into  a
worldwide  money-laundering  machine.”33

Trento claims also that  the Safari  Club then
was able to work with some of the controversial
CIA operators who had been forced out of the
CIA by Turner, and that this was coordinated
by Theodore Shackley:

Shackley, who still  had ambitions
to  become  DCI,  believed  that
without  his  many  sources  and
operatives like [Edwin] Wilson, the
Safari  Club—operating  with
[former  DCI  Richard]  Helms  in
charge  in  Tehran—would  be
ineffective.  .  .  .  Unless  Shackley
took direct action to complete the
privatization  of  intelligence
operations  soon,  the  Safari  Club
would not have a conduit to [CIA]
resources.  The  solution:  create  a
totally private intelligence network
using  CIA  assets  until  President
Carter could be replaced.34
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During the 1980 election campaign each party
accused  the  other  of  plotting  an  October
Surprise to elect their candidate. Subsequently
other journalists, notably Robert Parry, accused
CIA veterans on the Reagan campaign, along
with Shackley, of an arguably treasonable but
successful plot with Iranians to delay return of
the U.S. hostages until Reagan took office in
January 1981.35

According to Parry, Alexandre de Marenches of
the Safari Club arranged for William Casey (a
fellow Knight of  Malta) to meet with Iranian
and Israeli representatives in Paris in July and
October 1980, where Casey promised delivery
to Iran of needed U.S. armaments in exchange
for a delay in the return of the U.S. hostages in
Iran.36 Parry also suspects a role of BCCI in the
subsequent flow of Israeli armaments to Iran.

Alexandre de Marenches. Source

De Marenches was also a member of the Pinay
Circle, “an international right-wing propaganda
group which brings together serving or retired
intelligence officers and politicians with links to
right-wing  intelligence  factions  from most  of
the  countries  in  Europe.”  At  a  June  1980
meeting  of  the  Pinay  Circle  “attention  was
turned  towards  the  American  Presidential
election that was to bring Reagan to power.”37

(David Rockefeller reports in his Memoirs that
at one point in his life he was usually the only
American present at meetings of the Circle.)38

A more usual explanation for Carter’s defeat in
1980 was the second oil shock of 1979–1980, in
which  an  acute  gas  shortage  led  to  both  a
sudden increase in prices and long gas lines at
service  stat ions.  I t  is  customary  for
establishment scholars to blame the shortage
on political upheavals in Iran, which led to “a
cutoff of Iranian oil.”39

However Robert Sherrill’s close analysis of the
American  oil  industry  demonstrates  that
American oil  companies,  not  Iranian turmoil,
were  primarily  responsible  for  the  gas
shortage:

U.S.  companies  were  up to  their
own strategy . . . . Although in fact
America was importing more oil in
January  and  February  [1979],
during the Iranian shutdown, than
it  had imported during the same
period in 1978, major oil importers
pretended  that  the  Iranian
“shortage” . . . was real. It was the
excuse they gave for slashing the
amount of  gasoline they supplied
to their retail dealers. . . . A CIA
study showed that in the first five
months of the year, at a time when
the  Administration  was  deploring
our  oil  shortage,  U.S.  companies
exported more oil than they had in
those glut years 1977 and 1978.40

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. 13 May 2025 at 11:05:20, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use.

https://www.google.com/search?q=Alexandre+de+Marenches&client=firefox-a&hs=eo1&rls=org.mozilla:en-US:official&channel=fflb&source=lnms&tbm=isch&sa=X&ei=_9VSVOvDNZWtyAT-noKADQ&ved=0CAgQ_AUoAQ&biw=1213&bih=647#facrc=_&imgdii=_&imgrc=dk0zAIT_zJMMIM%253A%3BmLj-B6ASuql9BM%3Bhttp%253A%252F%252Fcdn.historycommons.org%252Fimages%252Fevents%252Fa376_alexandre_de_mareches_2050081722-18356.jpg%3Bhttp%253A%252F%252Fwww.historycommons.org%252Fentity.jsp%253Fentity%253Dalexandre_de_marenches_1%3B174%3B231
https://www.cambridge.org/core


 APJ | JF 12 | 43 | 4

9

The  oil  majors’  manipulation  of  domestic  oil
prices, combined with Carter’s failure to bring
the hostages home, combined to cause the first
defeat  for  an  elected  president  running  for
reelection,  since  that  of  Herbert  Hoover  in
1932.

Not  mentioned  by  either  mainstream
journalists  or  Sherrill  was  the  role  quietly
played by Saudi Arabia in augmenting the 1979
gas crisis: “The Saudis had cut production by
nearly 1 million barrels a day to 9.5 million at
the start of the year [1979], and in April 1979
they  made  a  second  cut  to  8.5  million.  The
Saudis had the capacity to produce 12 million
barrels a day at that point.”41

1979-80 gas line. Source

 

The Saudi manipulation of gas prices reflected
their acute displeasure with the Camp David
Accords of 1978, which did nothing to change
Israeli  control  of  Jerusalem.42  But  what
concerns us here is that the concerted policy of
big oil in 1979 was closely aligned with their
deep state allies in the Saudi government and
the  Safari  Club,  to  the  severe  detriment  of
Americans and their nominal government, the
beleaguered Carter administration.

The oil shock and gas shortage contrived by big
oil in 1979, together with the October Surprise,
were  the  chief  factors  in  enabling  the
subsequent  Reagan  Revolution.  This  in  turn
opened the door for a new phase in “continuity
of  government”  or  COG  plans,  that  were
secretly  prepared  over  two  decades  by
planners  like  Donald  Rumsfeld  and  Dick
Cheney,  and  then  implemented  on  9/11.

Postscript

The door was also opened to the emergence of
two-party  agreement  on  a  so -ca l led
“Washington  consensus”  in  economics,  by
which  we  can  mean  here  the  increasing
deregulation  of  the  private  sector  and
privatization of the public sector. A crucial step
in  this  was  Reagan’s  decisive  end  to  four
decades of  power-sharing between labor and
capital, by decisively crushing the 1981 strike
of  the  Professional  Air  Traffic  Controllers
Organization  or  PATCO.  This  completed  the
transformation of the Republican Party of the
1950s (when the Goldwater conservatives were
a fringe minority) into that of the 1980s (when
Goldwater  was  now  to  the  left  of  the  new
conservative majority). The era of the Council
on  Foreign Relations  and the  Committee  for
Economic Development had been replaced by
the  era  of  the  Heritage  foundation  and  the
American Enterprise Institute.
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The  American  Enterprise  Institute,  Washington,
DC. Source

Money, including much new money generated
by the Vietnam War, was largely responsible
for this change. But as I noted in American War
Machine  (p.38),  the  CIA  played  a  hand  in
promoting  Chicago  School  neoliberalism  for
application in Chile after the Pinochet takeover
in  1973.  Since  1981,  this  program  of
deregulation has been increasingly applied at
home. The result has been a major reversal of
the capitalist reforms dating back to FDR in the
1930s and to Theodore Roosevelt before him.
Instead we have seen restored the disparities of
wealth  and  income  that  characterized  the
“gilded age” of the late 19th century. I am not
arguing that these unhealthy and dysfunctional
disparities were consciously intended. On the
contrary  I  argue  elsewhere  that  it  was  an
overreaction arising from the anxieties of the
very  wealthy  in  the  1960s  and  1970s,  an
anxiety  urgently  shared  by  elements  in  the
deep  state,  that  control  of  the  country  was
slipping away from them.43

The deep state also played an important and
perhaps decisive role in ending détente. Seeing
its  role  challenged  by  a  series  of  post-
Watergate reforms, the American and indeed

the nascent global deep state (represented by
the  Safari  Club)  rallied  to  revive  the  covert
processes of the Cold War under a new name,
the  so-called  “War  on  Terror.”  As  I  have
recounted in The Road to 9/11 (pp. 60-61), the
so-called  Halloween  Massacre  of  1975,
overseen by Donald Rumsfeld and Dick Cheney
in the Ford White House, resulted in a new CIA
Director,  George  H.W.  Bush,  followed  by  a
somber  new  reassessment  of  the  “Soviet
threat” that helped elect Reagan; and has since
been responsible for the massive U.S. defense
budget.

Since its success with the Reagan Revolution,
the deep state has served chiefly to consolidate
a compliant status quo, rather than to change
it. But the hegemony of the deep state was not
finally  established  until  9/11,  and  the
implementation  of  COG.
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