








research at the Kirtland Air Force Base weapons laboratory
from 1979 to 1983, confirmed in a recent telephone inter-
view that he supports many of LaRouche’s political posi-
tions, including LaRouche’s attempts to promote “Ger-
man military, scientific, cultural, and economic traditions”
among Americans. Winterberg, who volunteered ideas on
beam weapons to the Air Force in the late 1970s and con-
tinues to speculate on the subject, has collaborated with
the LaRouchians in a variety of ways, including foreign
speaking tours for the F.E.F. In 1981 he provided them
with diagrams of such esoterica as a "Nuclear X-Ray Laser
Weapon Using Thermonuclear Explosives,” which they
promptly published in Fusion. He then wrote them a man-
ual on how to make an H-bomb.

By the end of the Carter Administration, the F.E.F. was
claiming thousands of members in the science and engi-
neering community (on paper, at least) and over 80,000
Fusion subscribers. In 1980 one F.E.F. phvsicist wangled
an invitation to give a lecture on the military applications
of fusion power at West Point, and another spoke to a
sizable audience of weapons scientists at Lawrence Liver-
more. With the enhanced credibility came many dona-
tions; and, in fiscal year 1980-81, the F.E.F. reported an
income of close to $2 million.

In April 1981 LaRouche’s New Solidarity reported that
President Reagan “’is known to favor a space-based ABM
system.”” This information was apparently one reason that
the F.E.F. began in 1981 to shift its main focus from fusion
research to particle and laser beam weapons. In May 1981
the F.E.F. held a Washington conference to publicize new
studies of ““anti-missile beam potentials.” The following
February, LaRouche himself proposed at an EIR forum in
Washington that a public drive for “defensive’” beam
weapons be stimulated to counter the nuclear freeze
movement. LaRouche then issued a report which advocat-
ed beam weapons in greater detail—to bring about a
“modern” U.S. military policy. In Mayv 1982 the F.E.F.
circulated to scientists and the Pentagon a “white paper”’
on beam weapons written by Dr. Bardwell. In August the
F.E.F. distributed a special report on the X-ray laser con-
cept to members of Congress, and this was followed up bv
several “’briefings” for Capitol Hill aides.

EANWHILE the LaRouchians were following close-
ly the lobbyving for a space-based ABM system that
was being conducted by Teller, Wood, and other scien-
tists. LaRouche’s publications reported, for instance, on a
September 1982 meeting between Teller and President
Reagan and a subsequent speech by Teller before the Na-
tional Press Club. When President Reagan, on March 23,
1983, surprised the public and the media—and even many
top scientists—with his historic star wars speech, he ap-
parently did not surprise the LaRouchians. One month
before Reagan’s speech, LaRouche had issued a call to his
followers to intensify their campaign of petitions and lob-
bying for beam weapons, with the aim, LaRouche said,
““to make ‘defensive beam weapons’ a household word in
America . . . during the month of March.”
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After Reagan’s speech, the media turned to the F.E.F. as
a legitimate source for explaining what the President had
in mind. F.E.F. spokesmen were quoted in wire service
reports, syndicated columns, The Washington Post, and
many local newspapers across the country. In their own
publications, the LaRouchians were quick to claim a major
share of the credit for the star wars policy, even describing
LaRouche as its “intellectual author.” According to Ray
Pollock, they “flooded Capitol Hill"” with such claims. He
recalls that some people in the Administration and on the
Hill became ““concerned,” but that “no action was taken to
straighten out the record.”

The LaRouchians promoted the President’s new policy
on various fronts. Their spokesmen testified at Congres-
sional hearings and lobbied for beam weapon resolutions
in several state legislatures. Beam weapons became a ma-
jor theme of their electoral campaigns and of speaking
tours by F.E.F. scientists. In the summer of 1983 the EIR
published two ““forecast reviews” on classified beam tech-
nology studies being prepared by the National Security
Council. In October 1983 the F.E.F. held a seminar on
beam weapons in the Dirksen Office Building. Dr. Pollock,
who attended this meeting, recalls that ““the room was
full” and that many “government people’’ were there.

In Europe, the LaRouche-controlled European Labor
Party organized a series of seminars to build support for
NATO participation in the S.D.1. Working in close coopera-
tion with Colonel Geneste, the E.L.P. managed to attracta
number of French, German, and ltalian generals to these
seminars. At a LaRouchian conference in Rome in Novem-
ber 1983, General Volney Warner, retired, former Com-
mander in Chief of the U.S. Readiness Command, shared
the platform with LaRouche himself. Warner believed at
the time that the LaRouchians had done some positive
work in support of the S.D.I., but he now says he’d “like
to disappear over the horizon in respect to that meeting
and organization.”

HE LAROUCHIANS have not exactly been scorned

by the Pentagon. According to john d’Amecourt, pro-
grams director for the Department of Defense public af-
fairs office, his staff "‘has been able to assist them [the
LaRouchians] in the past” by supplying speakers. He said
that last May a rally held by LaRouche’s Schiller Institute
in Crystal City, Virginia, was attended by two guest
speakers from the Pentagon: Brigadier General Anthony
Smith, who is principal director for European and NATO
policy in the Department of Defense’s International Secu-
rity Policy Division; and Franklin Miller, the civilian direc-
tor of Strategic Forces Policy in the same division. Interest-
ingly, when they arrived they found not the 2,000 people
the LaRouchians had promised, but only a small gathering
of veterans.

D’Amecourt said that, after this experience, when the
LaRouchians requested a speaker for an event in West
Germany in September, no one was willing to go. He
speculated that the LaRouchian attacks on Henry
Kissinger—which he described as something ““I wouldn't



even do to the worst Democrat or liberal’—may also have
triggered the reluctance. However, d’Amecourt said that
the LaRouchians are still regarded by his office as a “con-
servative group” and as "‘very supportive of the Adminis-
tration in general.” Thus he still dutifully attempts to find
them speakers, although he concedes he would not do so
for, say, the Communist Party. “We don’t want to be
associated with something that would give the Depart-
ment a bad name,”” he added.

A high-level Pentagon official with a similarly ambigu-
ous attitude toward the LaRouchians is Dr. Richard De-
Lauer, Undersecretary of Defense for Research and Engi-
neering and civilian head of the S.D.I. In 1981, DeLauer, a
former executive vice president of TRW Inc., granted a
lengthy interview to LaRouche’s EIR in his Pentagon of-
fice. According to the text of the interview, DeLauer took
the opportunity to fulminate on standard conservative
themes. He blamed the weaknesses of American science
on a decade of the “greening of America” and the influ-
ence of “gurus”” who “took advantage of food stamps.”
During the interview, he was asked about his assessment
of Soviet progress in the area of space-based ABM sys-
tems. DeLauer answered that his information on the sub-
ject came from reading Aviation Week & Space Technology
and the EIR. He said, citing the opinion of one of his aides,
“vou guys are supposed to know more about it than any-
body else.”

Today, Delauer says that the statement about EIR's
expertise was an expression of his “exasperation’ with the
interviewer. As for LaRouche, he said, ”] have no use for
that guy and his opinions.” Yet DeLauer (who has recent-
ly been attacked in LaRouchian publications for his alleged
“go slow” attitude on the 5.D.1.) made an exception for
the F.E.F., praising it for being “’the only active group that
opposes Jane Fonda” and for its championing of nuclear
power. “In their support of nuclear power—in that
sense—I support them,” DeLauer said, and revealed that
he had given them a financial donation. Asked about an
obscene anti-Jane Fonda bumper sticker sold by the
F.E.F., Delauersaid, chuckling, I got another one [F.E.F.
slogan| for you: ‘More people have been killed in the back
seat of Ted Kennedy’s car than in a nuclear reactor! ”
Nevertheless, DeLauer stuck to his main theme: the La-
Rouchians have “no standing whatsoever” with the De-
fense Department.

LAROUCHE AND
‘TOTAL WAR’

LTHOUGH LAROUCHE has referred publicly to
beam weapons as a “defensive’”” system, his real
agenda is a wild fantasy which has nothing to do with
legitimate defense considerations. In 1978, in a series of
articles on “‘total war’’ for New Solidarity, he described how
a militarized United States under his leadership could
achieve permanent worldwide “hegemony.” “’I propose
to win wars,” he said, arguing that such wars should aim
at 'progressive liquidation” of governments that refused

to surrender and “‘total victory” over the “last bastion” of
the enemy. Correct military policy, he wrote, ’has always
centered on viewing warfare as the work of God. . . .” For
the sake of “humanity,” America "‘must crush [the] forces
of evil” and bring them under “firm-handed (if loving)
rule.” In explaining this doctrine, LaRouche outlined a
strategy for a combined A.B.C. (atomic, bacteriological,
and chemical) attack on the enemy “to the purpose of
exterminating every possible means of opposition within
the frontal area.”

LaRouche conceded, in his 1978 writings, that between
120 and 180 million Americans would die in the initial
A.B.C. exchange. He later apparently decided this was
excessive, and stepped up his agitation for “defensive”
beam weapons, while refining the concept of “total mobi-
lization” to include mobilizing the American economy for
a vast super-Manhattan Project to build the ultimate anti-
ballistic missile shield. The fact that his basic goal has not
changed, however, was confirmed by Dr. Steven Bardwell
in his January 1984 N.C.L.C. memorandum prior to his
resignation. Bardwell, LaRouche’s chief expert on beam
weapons, charged that the N.C.L.C. has taken the defen-
sive star wars strategy of Dr. Teller and distorted it into a
"first strike” policy. He charged that this distortion, which
includes advocacy of “a massive in-width military build-
up in the U.S.,” is really based upon a denial of "‘the right
of the Soviet Union to exist [in its present form].”" Bardwell
also revealed that LaRouche has gone beyond schemes for
A.B.C. warfare and is now speculating about "Doomsday
weapons,”” including “cobalt bombs with fans.”

LAROUCHE AND
THE C.I.A.

F LAROUCHE dreams of conquering the world, he also

dreams of becoming its number-one spymaster. In-
deed, ex-members have compared him to General Mid-
winter, the wealthy Texas super-patriot in Len Deighton’s
The Billion Dollar Brain who finances an intelligence appa-
ratus run by a giant computer. During the early Carter
Administration, LaRouche took note of the cutbacks in the
clandestine services and announced that he would take up
the slack. He already had a small intelligence operation,
which he gradually upgraded. His followers established
the magazine Executive Intelligence Review, and the job of
“correspondent”” became the light cover of his amateur
spooks. Soon EIR ““news bureaus’’ in a dozen foreign cities
were transmitting a steady flow of tidbits over the telex
wires to LaRouche’s New York headquarters. Apart from
LaRouche’s own foreign travels, EIR correspondents be-
gan waltzing into countries such as Vietnam, where an
enterprising LaRouchian gained a lengthy and candid in-
terview with Foreign Minister Nguyen Co Thach in 1981.

The usefulness of such LaRouchian intelligence has
been confirmed not only by N.S.C. aides but also by intel-
ligence professionals such as Lieutenant General Daniel
Graham, retired, former Chief of the Defense Intelligence
Agency (and a strong opponent of LaRouche in conserva-
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tive circles). Graham recalled in a telephone interview an
instance in which the LaRouchians managed to gain infor-
mation about Angola and Mozambique which had been
unavailable from other sources.

Although the LaRouchians peddled their services to a
number of foreign embassies in Washington, their chief
focus was on gaining the attention and respect of the U.S.
intelligence community, especially the C.1.A. According
to C.I.A. documents released under the Freedom of Infor-
mation Act, they deluged the C.I.A. with phone calls as
early as 1976, including one to the home of then-director
George Bush, pleading for an opportunity to “‘brief”” Mr.
Bush on terrorist groups. C.1. A. officials were skeptical, at
the time, of LaRouche’s intentions, noting his record as a
Communist. In 1977, however, LaRouche hired the late
Mitchell WerBell 111, a far rightist with C.I.A. connections,
as a security consultant and public relations man. WerBell
hosted gatherings at his Georgia estate where the La-
Rouchians were introduced to a number of former C.I.A.
agents. He also managed to entice a few active C.I.A.
employees to a “’safe house’’—an apartment in the Crystal
City Marriott near Washington—where the LaRouchians
briefed them on the alleged global conspiracy behind the
heroin traffic.

LaRouchian defectors say that the N.C.L.C. began in
the late 1970s to utilize a former C.I.A. agent, Walter
Mackem, as a consultant to supplement WerBell. Mackem
had previously worked with WerBell on an ill-fated
scheme to invade the island of Abaco in the Bahamas with
a band of mercenaries. According to Lucien Conein, a
celebrated former C.1.A. covert operations specialist now
at the Drug Enforcement Administration, Mackem has
been “’doing something’’ for the LaRouchians “ within the
past year.” Mackem, however, would only confirm “so-
cial” contacts with the LaRouchians.

HE LAROUCHE organization’s access to the official
intelligence community took a quantum leap after
Reagan came into office. According to ex-LaRouchians
and former Administration officials, LaRouche’s aides be-
gan to meet or maintain telephone contact with several
officials at the C.I.A. and the Defense Intelligence Agency.
And the C.1.A. has confirmed that LaRouche himself was
able at last to penetrate into the inner sanctum of Langlev.
According to Admiral Bobby Ray Inman, C.1.A. deputy
director from February 1981 to June 1982, his office re-
ceived a “flow of materials” from the LaRouchians, and he
met once with Lyndon and Helga LaRouche at their re-
quest. The meeting at Admiral Inman'’s cffice mainly fo-
cused on Helga Zepp-LaRouche’s views about the political
situation in Germany. Recollecting the meeting, Inman
explained that, in the late 1970s and also during the early
part of the Reagan Administration, the C.1. A. needed the
help of outside sources because cutbacks in C.I. A. person-
nel had produced an intelligence “"vacuum” in some re-
gions, especially Latin America.
Inman said that meetings with sources such as La-
Rouche were part of his job. This was disputed, however,
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by a former top-level national security official fully familiar
with C.ILA. procedure, who said the C.I.A. "'has six levels
of people”” below the deputy direcior who could have met
with the likes of LaRouche.

Although Inman claimed he gave the LaRouche couple
"’no invitation for further dialogue,” he admitted that “no
ongoing policy”” was adopted to keep them away from the
agency. Indeed, according to a C.I.A. public affairs
spokesman, LaRouche was able to gain another meeting at
Langley, this time with aides to Inman’s successor, john
McMahon. A former New York City police officer, Phil
Perlonga, who used to do bodyguard work for LaRouche,
has described how LaRouche traveled to an April 1983
meeting at Langley (apparently the second meeting) in a
security entourage which included Roy Frankhouser, the
grand dragon of the Pennsylvania Ku Klux Klan, whom
LaRouche had hired to watch for assassins along the way.

LAROUCHISM AT
THE GRASS-ROOTS

HE REAGAN Administration’s flirtation with the La-
Rouchians—and its failure to speak out when La-
Roucheboasted across the country about his influence over
the President’s star wars proposal—has reinforced the im-
pression that LaRouche is a legitimate figure on the right.

LaRouche has used this appearance of legitimacy to
build up his electoral front group, the National Democratic
Policy Committee, which operates within the Democratic
Party and purports to be the voice of conservative Demo-
crats. The N.D.P.C., formed in 1980, has burgeoned over
the last four years by emphasizing its support for key
Reagan policies and by disguising LaRouchian anti-
Semitism as “anti-Kissinger” rhetoric. Today, the
N.D.P.C. is an impressive national electoral machine, em-
bracing solid middle Americans—including many farmers
recruited out of farm activist groups—as well as La-
Rouche’s longtime cadre.

Although the N.D.P.C. did not achieve large votes for
LaRouche himself in the 1984 Presidential primaries (he
received at most 150,000 votes in about fifteen states), it
has done amazingly well in grass-roots elections across the
country. In 1983 it fielded over 600 candidates in twenty-
five states for public office or Democratic Party posts. In
1984 the number jumped to over 2,000 candidates in at
least thirty states, most of them qualifying for the ballot
with no trouble. Although some of the new faces among
these candidates are sincere converts to the LaRouchian
ideology. others—perhaps a majority—are only in agree-
ment with LaRouche on specific issues and either ignore
or remain unaware of the core ideology. Nevertheless,
N.D.P.C. candidates tend to describe themselves as
“LaRouche Democrats,” and the organization itself
is dominated at the top by LaRouche’s ideological
stalwarts.

In the May 1984 Ohio primary, the N.D.P.C. ran candi-
dates in a majority of the state’s twenty-one Congressional
districts and won its first Democratic nomination for Con-




gress in the Seventh. Its candidate, a farmer who is solidly
rooted in his community as well as being committed to the
LaRouche outlook, trounced the regular Democratic can-
didate with 23,000 votes to the latter’s 15,000. Although
the district is traditionally Republican—and the N.D.P.C.
nominee is given no real chance of winning in Novem-
ber—the Columbus Dispatch nevertheless observed that
this primary victory “could go down in history as the first
major step in legitimizing Lyndon H. LaRouche Jr.’s Presi-
dential campaign organization.”

In Ohio’s Fourth C. D., the N.D.P.C. picked up a sec-
ond, but uncontested, Democratic nomination. And in
Ohio’s Eighth C. D., where the regular Democratic can-
didate dared to raise sharp questions about the N.D.P.C.’s
extremist affiliations, the N.D.P.C. candidate put up
a vigorous defense. The result was a near-victory for
the N.D.P.C. candidate, who achieved 47 percent of the
vote.

The Ohio races were not a fluke. All across the country
this year, N.D.P.C. candidates made impressive showings
in scores of primary races for the U.S. Senate and House
and for state legislative seats. Although the majority of
these races, like the Ohio ones, were in heavily Republican
districts where the regular Democrats had traditionally
put up little-known and undynamic candidates, the re-
sulting record cannot be ignored: In North Carolina, the
N.D.P.C. candidate for the U.S. Senate gained 127,000
votes in a three-way race, coming in second, with 15 per-
cent, after Governor James Hunt. In Oregon, the
N.D.P.C. candidate for the U.S. Senate gained 24 percent
in a two-way race. In the Pennsylvania Congressional pri-
maries, N.D.P.C. candidates contested twelve seats, re-
ceiving impressive percentages in five. The highest
N.D.P.C. scorer in Pennsylvania, in the Seventeenth
C.D., received 46 percent in a two-way race. In California,
the N.D.P.C. candidate in the Forty-fifth C. D. received 49
percent in a two-way race. In Michigan, the N.D.P.C.
candidate in the Fourth C. D. won 26 percent of the vote,
coming in second in a three-way race. Also in Michigan,
the N.D.P.C. candidate in the Ninth C. D. won 33 percent
in a two-way race. In Georgia, in the August 14 primary,
the N.D.P.C. candidate in the Sixth C. D., an airline pilot,
won 24 percent in a four-way race, coming in second and
thus gaining another chance at the front-runner. In the
September runoff, this N.D.P.C. candidate received
17,000 votes—34 percent of the total.

UT SUCH SHOWINGS (and there are more in other

states) are not the full picture. Emphasizing a tactic
of working from the bottom up, the N.D.P.C. claims to
have captured this year over 200 Democratic county com-
mittee seats in California, Illinois, Florida, Massachusetts,
and other states. In suburban counties around Chicago
they collected 57 seats, and their candidate for Will
County auditor won the Democratic nomination with
more than a 3,000-vote margin over the regular Democrat-
ic candidate. Most of the county committee victories were
gained by picking uncontested seats, but the fact remains:

the N.D.P.C. had candidates ready to run, no one else
did.

The LaRouchians claim that the N.D.P.C. has 26,000
members in over forty-three states. Although veteran
LaRouche watchers say this is an exaggeration, reports
filed with the Federal Election Commission by the
N.D.P.C. and by LaRouche’s 1984 campaign committee
list a wide range of Americans from influential walks of life
who have been willing to contribute money. In the past
year, LaRouche’s primary and general election campaign
committees (apart from the N.D.P.C.) have raised almost
$2 million in contributions and over $3 million in loans,
qualifying for $488,396 in federal matching funds. With
this money, as well as with funds from business fronts and
other sources, LaRouche has been able to purchase at least
fourteen half-hour spots on national television networks
(and a vast number of local TV and radio spots) to promote
Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative and denounce both
Walter Mondale and the alleged Kissinger conspiracy.
Through these television “fireside chats,” LaRouche
has become known, however fleetingly, to millions of
Americans who had never heard of him before this year.
Close observers believe that the total spending of
his political and propaganda apparatus in 1984 may top
$15 million.

'HE TRIAL of LaRouche’s $150 million libel suit

against NBC and the Anti-Defamation League began
in Federal District Court in Alexandria, Virginia, on Octo-
ber 22. From its inception last winter, the suit has been
an embarrassment to LaRouche’s followers and to their
contacts in the Reagan Administration. In pretrial discov-
ery, the LaRouchians had to reveal a number of facts about
their dealings with the Administration—and also about
their parallel dealings with elements of the Ku Klux Klan.
As the trial approached, LaRouche’s attorneys submitted
a list of witnesses they might call, and included the
names of Norman Bailey, Richard Morris, and a former
C.I.LA. deputy director, Ray Cline. On the second day
of the trial, Morris—the right-hand man to William
Clark—took the stand and, in his response to questions
about LaRouche’s dealings with the N.S.C., avoided giv-
ing any impression that the Administration’s response to
LaRouche had been negative. That same evening, La-
Rouche appeared on CBS TV to lambast Walter Mondale
as an alleged Soviet agent in a half-hour paid political
speech. This sequence of events was an interesting pre-
lude to the testimony of Pat Lynch, who spent four days
on the stand describing LaRouche’s extremism and his
links to a number of Administration and Republican
figures.

As LaRouche himself takes the stand, every day brings
fresh examples of the fanaticism he and his followers rep-
resent. It should be clear that they are a poisonous force
in American politics. The time has come for the White
House to end the cynical philosophy of ““use” that has
allowed LaRouche to flourish on the outskirts of this
Administration. =
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