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BACKGROUND FOR CASES                       

If Ethics and Morals have the same meaning, we would not need two different words.  In what follows, I will consider Ethics to be the application of Morals.  Morals define right and wrong.  What is the basis for morals?  Are Morals simply defined as acceptable behavior by the majority at any given time, or are there some unchanging underlying principles upon which morals can be based?  Although this question lies in the realm of the social psychologist, I am a scientist and engineer, so I will choose to assume that there may be unchanging underlying principles upon which to base moral decisions.  It is possible that the entire moral structure is gray, with black and white only at the extreme edges. However, I recognize the need to alter certain moral stances during a crisis, such as self defense and during wartime. Yuri Antipov (1), an atheist communist, stated that without moral behavior, society cannot exist.

As an Insider, I had access to the White House (I was on a permanent list at one of the Gates), The Congressional Office Building (I could talk to Senators and Congressmen in their offices without an appointment and without an escort), and I had my Top Secret and compartmentalized clearances on file with the CIA, DIA, FTD, MIA, NAVSTIC, etc. as well as every DOD Lab in the US.

The purpose of this Workshop is to lay out the moral issues confronting Insiders and Outsiders and to find common ground.  Although solutions to the moral problems and conflict resolutions are beyond the scope of the workshop, I found myself unable to hold back the flood of moral and ethical questions that arose from my mind as I prepared the cases for presentation.  Therefore, I have attached the additional considerations as an Appendix to the cases themselves.

The moral basis for decision making is common to both insiders and outsiders.  A dialog between the two will open a door to the exploration of important and fundamental questions involving how to improve the process for both of them.

ELECTROMAGNETIC  BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION

In 1980 I was attending a presentation on non-lethal weapons by the US Marine Corps,  where I was working at the Naval Surface Weapons Center in White Oak, MD.   They were about to give the electromagnetic project to General Electric, when I volunteered to take a crack at it.  I was a Medical Engineer working on the development of a microminiature helium refrigerator to put into smart mines, so I relished the opportunity to get involved with something more along the lines of my major interests.  I was awarded the contract (for some reason, I never contacted General Electric to find out what their approach would have been), and immediately set about assembling a team of contractors to assist me.  I put together experts in the human brain, extremely low frequency (elf) magnetic field theory, hands-on lab researchers, and technicians with an understanding of how to construct elf magnetic radiating devices.  My premise was:  if I can interact a magnetic field in the same frequency range as that of the human brain, I should be able to influence its functions.  Magnetic was selected, because an elf magnetic signal will penetrate virtually anything, and is much more biologically active than an elf electric signal.  I specified a multi-dimensional radiating device (because the brain is a multi-dimensional structure) powered by an electronic signal generator to provide a weak field (so weak that without a specialized magnetometer, it was impossible to detect--the intent was to interact with the brain, not overwhelm it).  I asked the Project Monitor what level of classification (Confidential, Secret, etc.) the project should be.  He laughed and said that it would be unclassified unless it worked.  In the first year, I established the protocols for experiments that involved humans as well as animals, and in the second year, the experiments were conducted.  I was able to convince the Office of Naval Research that it was ok to experiment on humans with a device intended to do unknown things to them.  I almost didn’t try, because I considered this a paradox--how to convince the Navy that a device designed as a weapon wouldn’t hurt anyone during experimentation?  To my surprise, they not only said yes, they adopted my human experimentation protocols as the model for all human experimentation in the Navy, and I was not even allowed to modify them later.  Experiments were conducted in Canada at the Laurentian University (by Dr. Michael Persinger) on rats, at Stanford Research Institute (SRI)(scheduled on humans, but not performed), at the Naval Surface Weapons Center on a human (I was the guinea pig), at the VA Medical Center at Riverside, CA on rabbits and cats, and at the Armed Forces Radiobiology Research Institute (AFRRI)(under the direction of the Director) on rats.  The purpose of the SRI study was to see if humans could detect (sense) the presence of an elf magnetic field, much in the way it had been proven they could detect weak microwave fields.  At the VA Medical Center, Dr. Ross Adey conducted experiments using the LIDA 4, a “medical” device obtained from Canada, where it had been purchased with CIA funds.  The Soviets had taken the trouble to patent the device in the US.  Probably to see who would be interested in learning about it.  It came with a photograph of its setting on an auditorium stage with a large group of people seated in the auditorium--all asleep.  The device would put rabbits into a stupor at a distance.  Even though they were food and water deprived, they could not eat or drink while the device was on, and for half an hour later.  The device was manufactured in the 1950’s.  We discovered serendipititously that it was used during the Korean War to brain wash POW’s.  It put cats to sleep and kept them in REM--a state that cats do not like.  I showed, in a blind experiment, that my brain waves could be entrained at a distance with a non-linear elf magnetic field a thousand times lower in intensity than the ambient.

Later, I was able to show that it was possible to use the technique to create simple geometric shapes in a subject’s mind at a distance.  I arranged for a presentation to the (then) Office of Technology Assessment in the White House.

I conducted the rat experiments at AFRRI, and was able to demonstrate that specific frequencies and intensities (again, 1000X lower than the magnetic ambient) and signal shapes could influence the behavior of the rats.  At Laurentian, it was demonstrated that specific fields could cause stores of histamine in the MAST cells to be dumped into the brain.  By regulating the intensity of the field, the amount could be controlled.  A non-lethal, effects reversible weapon that could be used to make the enemy have an instant and severe attack of a condition like the flu, making him not want to fight.  Shortly after this was demonstrated, the project was canceled.  I later found out that it went “dark”.  Three things occurred after the cancellation.  I spent my own money and visited Dr.Jose Delgado’s lab in Spain where he showed me repeatable experiments where he was able to put monkeys to sleep, make them smile or grimace--with a remote weak elf field.  He could create birth defects in chickens and make fighting fish stop fighting.  He could control the behavior of animals and humans at a distance with weak non-linear elf fields.  He said that everything he had done with brain implants could be accomplished with fields.  The second thing that occurred after the cancellation was a conference were the leading experts in the world were invited to present their results of elf research.  I later discovered that the meeting was called by a Communist Block front organization out of East Germany.  I found out when I was asked to debrief an Intelligence operative on the conference (which had been held in Canada).  I was able to speak with the Soviet scientist (with her KGB escort present, of course) and ask about her ability to conduct human experiments in the USSR with impunity.  She replied, “Vee not have same problem in Soviet Union you have in the US.”  I also found out that Jose Delgado was frequently asked to the USSR to discuss his work.  I asked him why he would do that, and he replied, “Because they listen to me, there.”  The third thing was a meeting that was held at AFRRI for the top US researchers in the field and representatives from each of the military services.  We discussed what could be done to convince the Government that we were onto an important new technology with far reaching implications for mankind.  It was agreed that we could kill an animal at distance as a demonstration for the President (Reagan at the time).  However, there was no funding to put the demo together, so it never happened, and everyone drifted their own way and went back to doing whatever it was that they were doing that they were getting paid for.

There are many instances and examples of moral considerations in the above case.  In the first place, I had to determine in my own mind if I wanted to take on such a project.  And if so, why?  My “new age” friends were appalled that I would consider doing such a thing.  I pointed out that the same technology would uncover methods of healing.  I was encouraged by the paradigm shift from, “let’s punch a hole in the enemy with bullets so his blood will leak out”, to:  “let’s temporarily disable the enemy so we can capture him or stop him from fighting long enough to take our objective.”  So, in my mind, the moral issue was one of traversing to a more humane way of battling.  There was the moral issue of “how stupid can they be to cancel a project that holds promise?” Weapons development and scientific research and inquiry is based on money and are driven by it.  Those who hold the purse strings decide how to spend money that drives technology.  A sure way to suppress or kill a technology is to not put any money into it.  What was my moral consideration when contemplating using myself as a guinea pig in a human experiment?  I decided, not based on moral reasons, but on a legal and practical basis.  One can always experiment on one’s self as long as one doesn’t kill one’s self.  That is illegal.  What about the ethical considerations of the Soviets in producing a machine for brain washing purposes?  The POW that was interviewed reported that he was given questions and answers to them under the influence of the device.  Later, when the Red Cross arrived and asked questions, he responded with the answers he was programmed with.  Is this an ethical technique?  What is the difference in my being willing to be the subject on an experiment Vs the Soviet experimentation on hospital patients for the same purpose?  Another concerns the OTA demonstration.  They argued over whether or not it was possible to input patterns in the mind remotely with a weak, non-linear magnetic field.  I pointed out the implications for national security, but to no avail--their minds had been blown to the point of denial.  I discovered that it is absurd to assume that everyone will immediately see the value in something that is more than one quantum leap away.  And what about Dr. Delgado who would rather talk to Soviet scientist who listened to him, rather than to continue to beat his head against a brick wall trying to get Western scientist to pay attention to what he was doing?

The underlying moral trade-off in my mind as an overall consideration in this case, was the rationalization that the technology was a step forward in weapons development that was non-lethal, and that that was a good thing.  I was to find out, many years later, that I may have been wrong.

There exists dozens, maybe hundreds, of people in the world that claim they are under elf attack.  That some government or governmentally controlled agency is harassing them without their permission.  The “targeted individuals” (TI’s) mostly claim that they have been randomly selected to undergo some sort of macabre experimentation to glean intelligence on the effects of the technology.  Having interviewed several of the TI’s, I have concluded that some are suffering from paranoid schizophrenia and that others are allergic to elf signals, in general.  (The same percentage of the population allergic to plant pollen is allergic to elf magnetic fields).  However, at least 10% of the TI’s do not fall into those categories.  Their situations cannot be explained by poltergeists or any other cause that I am aware of, making (by process of elimination) it possible that their symptomology is caused  on purpose by a device of some sort.  Given the track record of governments using their citizens as guinea pigs, it is possible they may be right.  When I tried to get some of them to supply me with details for a presentation I was putting together for a conference, I got nothing.  Upon inquiring with one TI as to why no one wanted to tell their story, I was told, “because they blame you for creating the technology that is harassing them.”  As a moral issue, I feel that I must help them, if I created something that I did not realize would cause a problem like this later on.  This exemplifies one of the moral considerations--how does one deal with the future unexpected results of their present actions?

REMOTE VIEWING OF ENEMY TARGETS

During the course of the Non-lethal Weapons development, I was introduced to the Grill Flame project by my CIA contact.  The reason was because I had funding available.  Unlike the weapons project, which was primarily devoid of intelligence, Grill Flame was totally devoid of weapons development.  I was “read into” the program by an on-site DIA (Defense Intelligence Agency) representative, where he had me read and sign a standard form that, among other things, stated that if I revealed anything about the project to unauthorized entities (anyone who had not been read into the project), the government would deny that I had ever signed the document.  Basically, the premise of the project was that talented individuals had been located who could “remote view” targets knowing only the coordinates of the targets.  Also, they could look at a satellite photograph and determine if there was anything underground at a specific site.  They could locate submarines in the ocean before we could do it with acoustic means.  How is this possible?  We don’t know, but it worked.  The mind-blower was an apparently inaccurate drawing of a site, showing many more structures than the satellite photo.  Several years later, a photo was compared with the drawing and it was discovered that the additional structures had been built at the locations identified years before.  At one  briefing, held in the most secure room in the Pentagon, seven levels down with a guard at every level who had to take one of the seven badges you started with, after verifying that your name was on each list at every level (the room was swept for bugs every day), I was made privy to some of the targets, plus the technique used to train ordinary military personnel to do the same thing the talented individuals could do.  Those two things were basically the only classified part of the project.  At one point in the project, a principle researcher talked to someone outside the project and was terminated (lost his job, not his life).  He became upset that one of the primary investigators was not only a member of the Church of Scientology, but also gay.  He didn’t know that the person he confided in would inadvertently complain to the person who was in charge of the program.

Moral issues include:  the signing of a document that contained a clause denying its own existence, the morals of spying on the adversary using  non-conventional means, the uses the intelligence would be put to, and the potential for using the technology for nefarious other purposes.  I was involved in the cross-talk between the fired researcher and his confidant.  As someone caught in the middle, I had to look at my moral obligation to secrecy and the potential damage to the project. When is secrecy a valid and moral stance?

The Manhattan Project, MKULTRA(6), and The SDI (Strategic Defense Initiative) are examples of joint ventures between science and intelligence (2);  however, the two cases presented here do not fall into that category.  Grill Flame was not associated with the development of weaponry, per se.  It was pure intelligence gathering in an attempt to determine information about the adversary.  Electromagnetic Behavior Modification was a pure development project (of a non-lethal device), without regard to intelligence about adversary capability in the technology.  However, its unholy stepfather, MKULTRA and unnamed other projects, had nefarious goals devoted to Mind Control.  There may be in existence today an illegal, weapons research program using non-compliant citizens as guinea pigs.

                                                APPENDIX

I am going to raise more questions with this section than I can answer.

We sit here in relational constructs

Echoes of pages

School, education, institutions, security seeking

Calling for additive steps a pathway to wisdom

While even mere survival begs a quantum leap towards wholeness

Awaking belatedly that unless we can call a halt to our compelling path, 

We will suffer the lash of our ignorance.

It is necessary to move away from substituting one or another limiting

Institutional structure

To bring into being a new value system

Non-additive

Non-linear

Non-competitive

In service to mankind

© Eldon Byrd, 1980

There are many similarities between insider intelligence operations and  outsider civilian endeavors.  Arrigo (2) points out that techniques of adversarial inquiry have commonality with industrial espionage, jury trials, workplace drug testing, child custody battles, IRS audits, and the like.  Virtually everyone is an intelligence agent and is faced with the moral dilemmas associated with the territory.  Moral trade-offs are necessary;  thus, it is imperative that some thought be given to the consequences of actions involved in gathering information, for whatever reason.  The same questions involved in the implementation of a global intelligence operation is mirrored in the microcosm of a double blind clinical trial and placebo study.

Arrigo’s assertion (2) that the ethics of weapons research is essentially the same as the ethics of intelligence is, perhaps, a bit of an oversimplification, although certainly true in general.  This would imply that, therefore, the ethics of any kind of intelligence is the same as those of weapons research--sometimes things that are the same are not always equal.  E.g., not all weapons research involves the gathering of information about the adversary’s capability to equal it or countermeasure it.  However, Arrigo’s position that logistical (and I would contend, moral) obstacles can be overcome by proper selection and management of scientists is a important an valid point.  The Client, by controlling not only the type and specificity of the intelligence desired, but also the interpretation and application thereof, creates an incestuous mechanism whose morals can become suspect.

If we are to survive as a society that has meaning, we have to take steps to insure that.  At what cost?  At what level of moral obligation to society?  Where is the line where the maintenance of a democracy intrudes on a moral imperative?  Most people in the US appear to be so guilty of trafficking in titillating inconsequencials that they are oblivious to the fact that they can make a difference.  Not only do individuals have morals, so do institutions and societies.  The morals of an institution are the collective result of the morals of the individuals who comprise the institutions.  Ditto for the morals of a society.  If there is to be transformation of institutions and societies, it must start with the individuals within them.

The purpose of military and political intelligence should be security.  Is security to be found in the proliferation of weapons so powerful they keep anyone from using them?  It has worked so far, but the future may  be different from the past.  Ideally, motivation should be based on mutual respect, not fear.  The solution to moral dilemmas is trust.  But how to establish trust between two adversaries that don’t trust each other?  It is dangerous to develop trust as a unilateral experiment.  The answer to ethical and moral dilemmas in political and military intelligence may lie in how to convert an Adversary into a Client.

Only the US has ever used nuclear weapons at all and in the role as both a tactical and strategic weapon simultaneously.  Fear can create a sense of resignation by an adversary or a sense of competitiveness.  The  world in which we live creates a different set of concepts regarding  security and ethics, but not morals.  Morality is the basis for dealing with situations and people and nations.

If all nations and individuals would disarm and put their resources into cooperative ventures rather than competitive ones, using technology constructively instead of destructively, the ideal would be achieved in which secrecy and adversarial relationships would not be required.  This is epitomized in the PEACE ROOM concept where sustainable peace is linked with sustainable development in a cooperative rather than a competitive genre. (4)

Jean Maria Arrigo poses what she considers the central moral question in weapons research:  “For what moral constraints on weapons research are we willing to lose a battle, a city, a war, the nation...?”  I.e., under what conditions are we willing to concede that the ends justifies the means or the means justifies the ends?  Although she believes it is not possible for insiders to impose moral constraints on weapons research because their moral commitments to military and civilian codes are overridden by their moral commitment to national security.  This may be true in general;  however it was not true for me when involved as an insider.  It is should be possible to integrate the moral commitments of national security with those of the military and civilian sectors.  That’s what I did in my mind to provide a rationale of behavior as well as a modus operandi.  I believe this is also an aspect of what she is referring to in her proposal of a representation of weapons research as a joint epistemic venture of science and intelligence.  This is not a criticism of her premise, but an expansion of her ideas.  I would further extend this concept into an ontological epistemic that would include moral and ethical arguments based on a more integrated approach to their meaning within the framework of decision making.  In her model of a moral premise for intelligence she states that the moral outcomes of weapons research are more closely tied to the epistemic principles of intelligence than to the moral principles of either intelligence or science.  This is interesting, because it tends to support the idea that morals are such a gray area that it is difficult to tie them to decisions in a quantitative way.

Pure research is not supposed be classified by the Government.  However, some research is conducted in secret.  Directed research in the area of advanced weapons development is almost always classified.  If the weapons are strategic in nature, controlled leaks are established in order to inform adversaries of our capability.

Tactics deals with the battle at hand;  strategy with the goals of the whole war or campaign.  Strategic Deterrence is being so strong that your enemy dare not attack you.  This can only be attained when your adversary KNOWS your capability (otherwise he will not be afraid).  Thus, intelligence leaks are created to insure the deterrence.

Paranoia is a powerful ally to both the Adversary and the Client.  The owner of an advanced technology would like the adversary to bankrupt himself trying to catch up, while the owner is onto an even better technology.  This may be why the USSR disintegrated.

In an interview (1) with Norie Huddle in 1982  Navy Admiral Elmo Zumwalt, former Chief of Naval Operations, stated that a strong strategic deterrence obviates the need for tactics and the loss of lives in battles.  Further, military inferiority invites invasion and take over.  The USSR had a stated goal of world domination.  How does a peaceful society deal with that?  When we increased defense spending, so did the Soviets.  When we decreased defense spending the Soviets increased theirs.

In another interview, with Melor Sturua, former Isvestia Bureau Chief in Washington, DC, Norie records that he posed the following questions:

In looking at 1st and 3rd World Nations, is it morally acceptable to deny autonomy to a people in order to supply the American people with the highest standard of living?  How ethical is it to keep peoples and nations ignorant and hungry while we enjoy the good life?  In the early 1980’s the US claimed the “right of first strike” using nuclear weapons, because the USSR had greater strength in Europe and we would have to spend a lot of money to catch up and it would require re-instating the draft--is a dead European cheaper than a drafted American?

Bob Aldridge, in an interview with Norie Huddle (1), states that when you are working on a weapon of mass destruction, you don’t dare think about what you are doing, and if you do, you don’t discuss it with your co-workers.  The game you play with yourself is to focus on the good parts and deny the bad parts, or the “if I don’t do it, someone else will” rationale.  Another ploy is the “I don’t have the big picture.”  He points out that each individual has to work through the self-delusion that we can’t make changes because of the fear we possess.  When he realized what he was doing, he quit.  When I realized that my career was about finding bigger and better ways of killing people, I asked for (and got) a transfer into a helpful field--environmental protection.

So sure were we that we would have to use our nuclear weapons that little thought was put into “what do we do with them in the future if they aren’t used?”

Arrigo (2) divides the adversarial epistemology of intelligence into four categories:

1.  Advantage over the adversary is the ultimate goal of inquiry

2.  Adversaries are implacable and a threat to our way of life, property, security,  

     or  something else, real or imagined

3.  The adversary will try to mislead and deceive

4.  Clients (the recipient of intelligent) decide the topics, collection and means of 

     collection of intelligence.

In this context, intelligence concerning weapons is only as good as its timeliness.  Knowing everything about an adversary’s obsolete capability is moot.  Knowing about his current capability is valuable;  knowing about what he has on the drawing boards is invaluable.  I recall a situation about 1980 in which I was asked to provide an intelligence assessment of a Soviet project named “Saturn”.  The CIA was convinced it had something to do with the ability of the Soviets to remotely pilot their entire submarine fleet.  The code name had been revealed during defector “debriefings” conducted by the US Air Force.  Saturn included the tying together of all the computers in the USSR to make one big massive computer.  The CIA had obtained an English translation of a Soviet document that discussed what appeared to them to be a way of remotely controlling their submarines.  After a review of the debriefings and the document, I concluded that I had no idea what Saturn was about;  however, the document was an English translation of a Russian translation of an American document.  I even had a copy of the original document in my safe.  It had to do with integrated control of a sub using a V tail and a single control helm that would enable the helmsman to “fly” the sub in the water like a Beechcraft Bonanza’s integrated control system allows it to fly in the air.  No big deal, but the CIA didn’t want to believe it, even though the intelligence was clear.

Threat or attack will force an alignment of moral values so that a mobilization can occur in the populace.

During the Cold War, there was no such thing as National Security.  We were totally vulnerable to a Soviet missile attack.  We still have no ballistic missile defense system.  We trusted the Soviets not to attack us because of fear.  Fear that if they did, we would kill them all.  Of course we would die too, so the moral tradeoff was, “if you kill me I will kill you, and nobody wins.”  Luckily, it worked.

Adolf Hitler once said that you had to be careful with lies.  People are more willing to believe a big lie than a small one.

Is intelligence the antithesis of science?  Science is supposed to use open, shared, cooperative information (intelligence), whereas military and political intelligence operates under the cover of darkness.  In the end, it is a matter of trust that dictates what is shared honestly.  Arrigo (2) points out that deception in intelligence is ferreted out by looking for inconsistencies.  It becomes a complicated game, and counter-intelligence is called into play.  And sometimes, counter-counter-intelligence.  There are agents, double agents, and sometimes triple agents.  No one trusts anyone.

Part of the process of disinformation is to convert a former friend into an enemy.  Then dehumanize them so that hate and killing can ensue.

Did the Berlin wall come down because the US “won” the cold war?  Did it come down because the USSR saw the error of it’s ways?  Was it because Gorbechov and his wife became “born again Christians?”  History may say it was simply a financial thing. The US outspent the Soviets and forced them into bankruptcy.   The Roman empire did not fail directly because of moral decay--they ran out of silver.   Whatever the cause, the intelligence information, both political and scientific, seemed to be so inaccurate that it probably did not play a major role in the disintegration of the Soviet Union.  It was imperative, in order to maintain a high defense budget, to paint the enemy as being 10 feet tall.  Was this a moral consideration amongst those in the intelligence community?  Of course.  In a society where “white” lies are considered not only ok, but expected, how else could it be?  The game was:  every year Congress would get an inflated budget from the military and the intelligence community (and from NIH and other Government spending agencies) and knowing that budgets were inflated would whack them down by 20% or so.  And so the game went, based on white lie inflation.

Arrigo (2) quotes Mandel as articulating that intelligence seeks to provide the Client with accurate and timely information about the military and economic strength of the adversary, his intentions, and the effects (I assume both from a scientific and a political point of view) of Clients’ earlier decisions.  During the “reign” of Khruschev, the Soviets experimented with a cybernetics approach to shaping the Soviet man of the future.  They set a goal for the ideal Soviet, then tried things to see what worked the best.  There were sub-goals along the way. The project was abandoned when it was determined it didn’t work.  How to determine the results of your actions in a complex system where many of the variables are unknown is almost impossible.

Arrigo’s assertion (2) that the ethics of weapons research is essentially the same as the ethics of intelligence is, perhaps, a bit of an oversimplification, although certainly true in general.  This would imply that, therefore, the ethics of any kind of intelligence is the same as those of weapons research--sometimes things that are the same are not always equal.  E.g., not all weapons research involves the gathering of information about the adversary’s capability to equal it or countermeasure it.  However, Arrigo’s position that logistical (and I would contend, moral) obstacles can be overcome by proper selection and management of scientists is a important and valid point.  The Client, by controlling not only the type and specificity of the intelligence desired, but also the interpretation and application thereof, creates an incestuous mechanism whose morals can become suspect.

Arrigo (2) lays out the moral premises of Intelligence as:

(1)  The moral superiority of our cause,

(2)  No recourse to third party adjudication,

(3)  Realistic inquiry and analysis, and

(4)  Protection of sources.

The premise that our way is best has an interesting flaw in it.  The adversary feels the same way.  We try to passively (and sometimes not so passively) impose our way of life on others.  Melor Sturua (1) explained that the US and the Soviet ideals were very different, but that we consider our own moral imperative to be the most correct way.  He said that eventually one will be shown to be superior and will be absorbed into the other.  He was right, although the US policy was to provide significant dis-information to the population so that we would be distrustful of the Soviets, thus creating a national moral that we should outspend them in weaponry.  The ends justifies the means, and the means justifies the ends is acceptable under certain conditions.  Or is it?  History has taught that it may never be the case.  Alternatives are discarded when whoever is in charge decides on a course of action.  Sometimes there isn’t time to weigh the alternatives (e.g., the Dr. in an emergency room).  However, often there is time.  The suspension of moral values and ethics is  dangerous and should be used very sparingly.  The essential moral obligation of intelligence may be to assess and report as accurately as possible;  however, in my experiences with the alphabet soup gang, I seldom witnessed this ideal.

Intelligence can be misused for personal gain or “for the good” of the organization.  At the Naval Surface Weapons Center in Dahlgren, VA, and employee was suspected of stealing.  Random checks of his workspace and his car at the exit gate revealed nothing.  So, in an effort to make sure he was fired, the guard at the gate was instructed to ask him as he was stopped at the exit if he had any government property he was taking off base.  After the reply was negative, he was asked to show the pencil in his pocket.  It bore the imprint of  US  Government Property.  He was dismissed for unauthorized removal of government property.  If they want to get you, they can find a way.  In another case, an employee was improperly charged with “the appearance of evil” for submitting a proposal for government funding on a non-competing project, with the intention of leaving the government if successful (so stated on the application).  A suspension ensued, and later, a false charge was levied against the employee from outside the government.  The employee was unaware of the source.  An investigation was launched and it was discovered that the employee had made $8.32 in unauthorized personal phone calls.  He was dismissed on the grounds of an “increasing defiance of authority and breakdown of the trust between employer/employee.” The (former) government employee had a high sense of moral integrity, but was gotten rid of because someone in his organization felt threatened.  Later, he discovered who had levied the untrue charge from the outside, sued, and won, but too late to get his job back.  The question is raised,  “In such cases, how do insiders reconcile personal injustices with intelligence ethics?” (2)

Arrigo’s narrative (2) of the Maj. Tegtmeyer story is a horror tale of rank order one, and it points out many of the moral dilemmas facing those in weapons research and political positions.  The Major’s silence on an atrocity in progress belies his moral justification, in my view.  His sense of duty won him the dubious “privilege” of being a guinea pig in another atrocious experiment. It has been known since the Curie’s died that radiation was detrimental to one’s health.  Are experiments on unsuspecting humans necessary to confirm and quantify that knowledge?  Is it possible to condemn the actions of the German’s in WW II and rationalize similar behavior within our own ranks by claiming ours is the more moral?  I think not.  The reason it has been done is because of misguided ethics and morals and lack of a moral basis.  It is an oxymoron to say that one man’s morals is another man’s atrocity.  What many thinking people ignore is that institutions are composed of individuals.  Governments are composed of individuals.  Societies are composed of individuals.  Nations are composed of individuals.  Individuals decide things, not governments or nations.  The institutions are not alive and conscious.  In (3) I assert that in order to transform institutions, those who comprised them, the individuals, must transform.  The “behavior” of societies, governments, nations, etc. is a function of the individuals who populate them.  Thus, the establishment of a more consistent moral underpinning for the individuals who compose them will provide an improved reaction to all but the most severe situations when immediate survival itself is threatened.  How can this transformation take place?  It can only start when the individuals can begin the process of taking responsibility for first there own actions and then realizing that they can influence the outcome of events for the entire organization.  The basis for this is a consistent set of morals for everyday operating, a contingency set for crisis management, and another well though out set for situations involving immediate survival.  These can  be and should be taught to most everyone.  Not the morals themselves, but the techniques for establishing them.  Chaos can turn into some semblance of order in most situations.

Arrigo (2) states that attempts to resolve moral problems by establishing moral codes for scientists fail in weapons research because scientists often have a deeper moral commitment to national security than to scientific ethics.  The reason this is generally true may have nothing to do with ethics or moral commitment at all, but to the fact that up to 80% of research in the US is paid for by the Government (1), and most of it is directed at weapons. Thus, the average researcher may do what he does in order eat and pay bills.  Some refuse to work on weapons designed to kill people.  To most, whatever the assigned tasks, they are “part of the job” and no thought is put into what the ultimate outcome of the project might be.  Others transfer out of the milieu into more benign or into more helpful and life preserving areas of technology.  Some of the mentally challenged “love” to be involved with bigger and better ways of killing people.  All in the name of “national security” of course.  Few will ask themselves before accepting an assignment, “is this worthwhile doing, and if so, why?”  The integration of national security, idealism, practicality, morals, ethics, and science is not an easy one.

In an interview (1) Norie Huddle conducted with Admiral Gene La Roque in the early 1980’s, he had this to say:  How do we keep our balance of payments in line?  We have to import so much oil that if we didn’t export a lot of stuff, the balance of payments would be destabilizing.  Is it the toys, and cars, and such things that do the trick?  No, it is equipment designed to wage war.  The military industrial complex is owned by the US Government.  It is set up to make 7% profit on military equipment sold to the US and 14% on equipment sold to other countries.

In Germany after WW I, the Krupps  went to Kaiser Wilhelm and proposed that Germany sell inferior arms to their neighbors.  That way, Germany could always win an armed conflict.  Was that a moral thing to do, or just good business?  It seems that morality is such a gray area that it can never become black or white.  Thus the paradox:  there can be no such thing as ethics because morality cannot be defined.  Or can it?  In addition to the mostly gray, situational ethics, can there be a firm basis for defining right and wrong?  I think so;  however, I don’t know what it is.  Ideally, God would let us know if we ask;  but can he be on both sides at once?  Is there a difference between a Holy War and Unholy War, or are they both Unholy?

The moral tradeoff as a strategic device for conflict resolution comes to the fore in the knotty questions of where is the line to be drawn that intersects, on the one hand, the desire to not loose a battle, a city, a war, a nation and , on the other, moral constraints on weapons development.  Battlefield commanders are faced with the dilemma all the time.  What are considered “acceptable losses?”  So, too, the strategic warfare analyst must factor in the concept of acceptable losses of civilians in a nuclear exchange.  The conscience of the analyst is subjugated by the moral imperative to sacrifice a few for the survival of the many.  He is PAID to do this;  it is his JOB.  It has nothing to do with his objective reality.

How about the fighter pilot who is assigned to strafe a column of enemy soldiers only to find they are hiding amongst civilians as the bullets are raining down on them.  The agile troops scatter, leaving the poor civilians to die in a hail of 20mm cannon fire.  What does the pilot do? How should he feel?  On the one hand, his actions were not intended to harm innocents.  But on the other, he is haunted by the consequences of his actions.  He is supported by his comrades and superiors.  In the end, his basic moral fiber will dictate his actions.  He will accept the situation as a risk of war or ask for reassignment to a position that will not place him in the such a situation again.  Beliefs and morals are inextricably intertwined for anyone but the sociopath or psychopath.

An example of the moral dilemma is contained in a statement by Col. Carl Eifler, former head of the OSS, when talking about his experience behind enemy lines in Burma during WW II (2):  “I figured we were all going to be killed.  I really wasn’t concerned about whether I was violating any law.”  This is further echoed by Peter Tomkins, the author, who told me that he was head of an OSS unit operating in Greece during WW II, and how he was having pangs of conscience (45 years later) over how many young men and woman were tortured and killed in order to preserve his identity.  Situational ethics prevails during periods of crisis.

Arrigo (2) mentions the well established fact that there is little correlation between a person’s intentions and their actions.  Although group outcomes belie the morals of the individuals comprising them,  it is inescapable that the group is comprised of individuals who make decisions frequently in opposition to their values.

Where did the morals come from that allowed us to rebuild the countries that were  devastated during WW II?  History teaches,  “To the victors go the spoils.”

Central to a lack of interest in developing morals is the loss of the sense of connectedness.  People do not understand the principle that when I stick a pin in you, it hurts me, also.  We have numbed ourselves to the pain is why we no longer feel it.

Morals and Ethics create a CONTEXT for our lives and our actions.  Without that context, we are controlled by the circumstances that create the content of our lives.  A shift in context is followed by a shift in meaning.  A change in meaning creates a change in the content that eventually alters the circumstances in which we find ourselves.  Principles spring from context.    The creation of context induces intentions and begins to align intention with action.  It is this key ingredient that history teaches is missing.  Context is a way of shifting from effect to cause, from victim to control, from chaos to coherency, from not knowing to knowing, from distrust to trust.  Distrust and paranoia feed on themselves.  They set up endless circles.  Enlightenment obviates the need for distrust and paranoia and, thus the need for weapons and negative intelligence.  It begins with me---and you.  Transformation from fear and distrust IS possible, but not if we think is isn’t.  Every major transformation in history has begun with a single person.

A telling statement was made by the 1995 President’s Advisory Committee on Human Radiation Experiments when censuring the CIA for not revealing documents relating to radiation experiments conducted during MKULTRA:  (without them) “it will be impossible to put to rest distrust with the conduct of government.”  It is this kind of conduct by the government that fuels distrust.  It is distrust that fuels secrecy.  The viscous circle will continue until the public or an insider with the moral cajones says, “enough.”  Learning from past mistakes is crucial in the development of a set of morals.  Sadly, it seems to be rare, as evidenced by the recent announcement (5) that the Atomic Energy Commission engaged in yet another human experiment:  the decimation of aborigines in Venezuela in the 1960’s by infecting them with measles, for which they had no antibodies, and withholding treatment to see how many would die in an experiment to model a nuclear disaster.  Add this to the list of US Government atrocities, including the radioactive cereal fed to patients at mental institutions by General Mills, under direction of the AEC.  Is it any wonder our own government has engendered distrust amongst it citizens?   The adversary in these scenarios is the Client.

We consider the Adversary to be “out there”, when sometimes it is within.  As Pogo Possum once said, “We have met the enemy and it is us.”  People who promote destructive forms of competitive adversarial relationships do so from a sense of fear and paranoia within themselves.  They model society from their own deep insecurities, fear, and anger from deep within themselves at a subconscious level.  Fear is diminished by trust.  Trust is inculcated by information and education.  Fear is the anathema of trust.  We think humans are rational and we think that we think with our conscious minds.  The fact is, we are controlled by our subconscious minds;  however, we have the ability to program our subconscious.

Distrust is spawned by competition;  cooperation breeds trust.  It doesn’t have to be “you or me”, it can be “you and me”.  The question,  “I wonder what my adversary is up to”, can be answered with the principle of honesty.  How do you get people and countries to be honest with each other?  A start is to begin cooperating in little ways and then expand into bigger areas.  How ridiculous it is to point your finger at someone in a sinking boat and say, “your end of the boat is sinking.”  Everyone on this planet is in the same boat, believing in the illusion of separation.  It is difficult to convince your adversary you are interest in defending yourself if the only weapons you are building are offensive in nature.  And yet this is exactly what we did.  The dichotomy between what we said and what we did was so great, that it is not difficult to understand why our adversary didn’t believe us.  We even tried to fool ourselves by changing the name of the War Department to the Department of Defense.

The fact that the penalty is the same for being caught spying for a friendly, non-adversary nation as it is for spying for an enemy implies that trust may be universally ignored when science related to weapons is involved.  Today’s ally may be tomorrow’s enemy.

Just as science progresses by coherency, not by proofs, actions are based on beliefs, not rational empiricism.  E.g., the Soviets built a nuclear arsenal because they believed we might nuke someone else as we did the Japanese, not because they had evidence we would.

We equate security with bars on the windows, three locks on the door, guard dogs, guns, and police protection. Real security is NOT having to have such things.

It is impossible to anticipate the unanticipated.  Thus a stratagem for dealing with crisis must be developed.  A professional boxer is trained to either defend himself or go on the offensive against his adversary.  He knows what to expect if he lets his guard down and when to expect it.  A street fighter, on the other hand, prepares for the unexpected with unexpected responses against his adversaries.

What is the purpose of intelligence?  Thomas Jefferson said,  “The price of freedom is eternal vigilance.”  Intelligence is vigilance.  Unless vigilance is abused, the result is freedom.
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