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MORE OF THE SAME -~ NIXON STEPS UP THE ARMS RACE

By Les Evans

President Nixon gave a boost to
the nuclear arms race March 14 by approv-
ing the construction of the multibillion-
dollar Sentinel antiballistic missile
[ABM] system.

The decision to go ahead with the
controversial missile network was a sig-
nificant indicator of the real priorities
in Washington, inasmuch as important sec-
tors of the ruling class were opposed to
the project. A majority of the Senate,
some fifty-four members, let it be known
that they did not favor the Sentinel sys-
tem. The New York Times, speaking for pow-
erful interests among the Eastern capital-
1st establishment, publicly warned Nixon
not Yo endorse the ABM.

Despite the division in the top
circles of American government, Nixon
gave his blessing to the Sentinel. The
only concession he made to his critics
was to introduce minor modifications in
the system and rename it "Safeguard" --
as though it were a deodorant or a laun-
dry soap.

In fact, there was little compro-
mise in Nixon's modifications. The origi-
nal plan, approved by former President
Johnson, called for the deployment of
short-range Spring and intermediate-range
Spartan missiles around a number of impor-
tant cities. These missiles were to con~
stitute a "thin" shield against a minimal
or accidental nuclear attack. This plan
was viewed by proponents and opponents
alike as only the first step in the con-
struction of a "thick" system involving
many more migsiles at incalculable cost.

In the event of g full-scale nu-
clear war even a “thick" system would be
virtually useleas in protecting cities
because of the development of multiple
warhead -missiles and decoys that would
draw the fire of ABM's, not to mention
missiles launched from orbiting space
gstations -- which may be a reality by the
time the Sentinel system is completed.

Nixon's "modification" of the Sen-
tinel project consisted in moving it away
from major cities, with the exception of
Washington. The total cost of the opera-
tion, however, was increased, not de-
creased. It went from $5.8 billion pro-
posed by Johnson to "$#6-$7 billion" es-
timated by Nixon. When the final bill is
presented, it may run much higher. The
New York Times commented March 15, "More-
over, all experience with the spending
habits of the Pentagon suggests that this
project will wind up costing much more
than any initial projection.”

Max Lerner, in a column in the
March 17 New York Post,noted that "many
experts doubt piecemeal effectiveness of
the ABMs, and predict that the thin
shield is bound to escalate into a heavy
one and the cost from $7 billion to some-
thing more like $70 billion,"

Few observers accepted Nixon's dec-
laration that the move away from the
cities was because of a decision not to
build a "thick" antimissile system.

James Reston wrote in the March 16
New York Times, "([WNixonl]l did not reverse
the Johnson Administration's decision to
build an antiballistic-missile system,
but modified it. He moved it out of the
cities, where every missile site would
have been a center of student demonstra-
tions, to military bases in Montana and
North Dakota, where students and demonstra-
tions are less visible and less popular.®

Sophisticated capitalist spokesmen
like Reston made it plain that they were
opposed to pouring new billions down the
ABM drain and relying too heavily on hard-
ware instead of allocating some money for
defusing the social crisis building up in
American cities.

"The control of military arms is
undoubtedly the most important political
question in the world today," Reston
wrote, "for the arms race devours the
money and influences all other questions
of poverty, race, Jjobs and housing, both
here and abroad."”

The New York Times posed the ques-
tion bluntly in a March 17 editorial:

"President Nixon's decision to de-
ploy a modified Sentinel antiballistic
missile system is not the end of a great

"~ debate but the beginning. Its purpose

will be to determine whether the United

‘States intends to plunge ever deeper into

an expensive and illusory security race
or to turn actively toward the pursuit of
peace and domestic progress."

The Times was scornful of Nixon's
rationale for the ABM:

"The President has sought to dis-
arm critics of the original Sentinel proj-
ect by putting forward the most plausible
variant of what is now acknowledged to
have been a nonsensical original plan to
protect American cities against nuclear
attack -- a plan that by Mr. Nixon's own
estimate would have left a minimum of 30
to 40 million Americans dead after the
first enemy thrust.
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"The new plan for building deter-
rents around the nation's existing 'deter-
rent' system of offensive weapons is ad-
vanced by the White House ag the one
least likely to be considered provocative
by Moscow....[Nixon] cites as a major im-
pellent toward his decision....the in-
stallation of 67 ABM's around Moscow,
weapons the Pentagon recognizes as al-
ready obsolete.

"The further irony in all this is
that even before effective missile de-
fenses have been set in place the offen-
sive answer has appeared in the form of
MIRV [multiple-warhead missiles], which
can saturate any predictable defense."

When Nixon's decision was first an-
nounced, the Times, in a March 15 editori-
al, called the president's plan a "delu-
sive compromise." "The increased measure
of protection," said the Times, "is de-
cidedly marginal. It is simply not a sen-
sible way for this country to invest sev-
eral billion dollars in this tense period
of domestic crisis....It is not necessary
to add this Maginot Line in the sky when
there are so many alternative uses for
the money here at home."

The Times called on the Senate to
refuse to approve Nixon's proposal:

"It is now up to the Senate to de-
fend the national interest. The ABM sys-
tem is a project as wasteful as the Pyra-
mids and not much more useful. It is not
necessary for a majority of the Senate to
remain in bondage to the Pentagon pyramid-
builders in order to show that they care
about the defense of this country."

A number of powerful political fig-
ures in the Democratic and Republican par-
ties took their distance from the adminis-
tration. Most of them viewed the ABM as a
parochial interest of the Pentagon and of
industries with big Defense Department
contracts, and not a necessary component
of imperialist strategy. These critics
used the opportunity to picture them-
selves as promoters of peace and progress.

Senator Edward Kennedy, for exam-
ple, said Nixon had "missed a number of
important opportunities toc advance our
common cause of peace in the world and
our goal of improving the quality of life
of all Americans."

Senator McCarthy said, "This is
the President's first serious mistake."

Senator Albert Gore, chairman of
the Foreign Relations Disarmament Subcom-
mittee, declared: "This battle is not
over by any means." He called the project
"but the camel's nose under the tent"
leading to a much expanded system.

The Sentinel-"Safeguard" network

is to begin with units at two Minutemen
missile bases: Malmstrom, Montana, and
Grand Forks, North Dakota. Ten other
sites will be added later.

This initial setup is not expected
to be operational until 197%. Many scien-
tists have said that the whole system
will be obsolete before it is built.

Nixon avoided this question in his
March 14 news conference. For example, he
did not mention the effect of multiple-
warhead missiles on such a network.

The defenders of the ABM do not
even have the virtue of consistency. When
it was first proposed, ABM strategists
granted that to surround intercontinental
nissile bases with short-range "defensive"
missiles would provoke a similar action
from the Soviet Union in self-defense.
This was Johnson's reason for calling for
the deployment of ABM's around cities.
This argument was in vogue until Nixon's
press conference, when the president ad-
mitted that surrounding cities with "de-
fensive" missiles would be taken as =a
preparation for an American "first strike"
against the USSR. Returning to the original
concept of "hardening" rural missile sites
is merely an admission that the whole plan
is just a further escalation of the arms
race, an escalation whose military advan-
tage 1s nil.

It should be clear, therefore,
that Nixon had some other, less public mo-
tive for going ahead with the ABM.

On the one hand, his action set a
political tone. It informed the people of
the world that the prestige and power of
the American military establishment was
not to be slighted in a clash with civil-
ian politicians, regardless of the issues.

The decision alsoc provided a guar-
antee of continued high subsidies to Amer-
ican big business through contracts to
build the Sentinel system. The recipients
of Washington's largesse include some
very powerful interests who maintain a
strong Washington lobby to see to it that
they are not overlooked.

The prime contractor for the Senti-
nel is Bell Telephone Laboratories, a
part of American Telephone and Telegraph,
which in 1968 received $775,927,000 in De-
fense Department contracts. Other corpora-
tions that will divide the Sentinel pie
include the McDomnnel-Douglas Co., General
Electric, Sperry-Rand, Raytheon Co., AVCO,
Hughes Aircraft, and Radio Corporation of
America.

Drew Pearson and Jack Anderson, in
their March 17 nationally syndicated col-
umn, commented, "All had their financial
interests at stake when they pulled wires
behind the scenes on Capitol Hill."
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ONE-DAY GENERAL STRIKE IN FRANCE

European money markets teetered on
the brink of a new financial crisis in
anticipation of the one-day general strike
that paralyzed France March 11. Gold
prices soared to more than $48 an ounce
in the Paris market and touched $44 in
London and Zurich.

The new gold rush was symptomatic
of the fear in Europe of a repetition of
the May-June upheaval in France.

On the eve of the strike, Zurich
bankers estimated that French business-
men and wealthy hoarders had cornered
about $7 billion worth of the metal,
roughly one-sixth of the total world mon-
etary reserve and nearly twice the $4
billion in gold held by the French govern-
ment.

The Gaullist regime denounced the
workers for demanding new salary in-
creases which, the government claimed,
would spur inflation and provoke a pos-
sible devaluation of the franc.

The strike was called by union
leaders March 6 after meeting for three
days with government and employers' rep-
resentatives to negotiate new wage de-
mands.

The "rendezvous of March" had been
scheduled during the May-June events last
year. The government and the employers,
however, refused to discuss wage in-
creases. De Gaulle announced a few days
earlier that he would authorize a flat
4 percent pay rise, in two steps, for
the nationalized industries.

The government made clear that it
expected this to set a pattern for the
civil service and private industry.

The unions demanded a 12 percent
increase, pointing to the steep rise in
prices that has wiped out much of the
gains made last May.

At the negotiations in the Rue de
Tilsitt the government and employers re-
stricted themselves to debating how much
wages, prices and taxes had risen since
last summer.

The government claimed that wages
had gone up an average of 15.5 percent
as compared to a price increase of 5.3
percent in the same period.

The unions replied that price in-
creases were really 7.3 percent and that
workers were merely catching up for the
years when raises had been negligible.
They pointed out that the income of the
working class, computed from July 1,
would show a decrease because of changes

in buying power.

The union bureaucrats restricted the
negotiations to the economic sphere and
avoided questions of workers control or
political demands.

The March 11 strike showed once
again the immense organized power of the
French working class, even when brought
into play for strictly limited objectives.
The March 12 New York Times reported:

"A telephone survey of key cities
indicated that a major portion of the
country's heavy industry closed -- partly
because of a power cutoff. Harbors were
generally paralyzed. Train service was at
less than one-third of normal, plane ser-
vice at about one-third, and in most cities
public transit was either totally or large-
ly halted.

"Mail was not delivered, except in
rural areas. Automatic telephones worked,
but manual ones did not. Post office, banks,
stores and private offices mostly opened
with reduced staffs, but generally did 1it-
tle business. Many schools were closed ny
teacher strikes...."

) The workers staged mass demonstra-
tions throughout the country. A march in
Paris was estimated by the Times at close
to 200,000 persons.

In most places the bureaucrats of
the Communist party-led CGT [Confédération
Générale du Travail -- General Confedera-
tion of Labor] organized large squads of
"monitors" to prevent student contingents
from joining demonstrations and to con-
fiscate banners with political slogans.

The March 1% Paris daily Le Monde
reported: "In several places, the pres-
ence of UNEF [Union Nationale des Etudi-
ants de France —- National Union of
French Students] students and groups
of leftist extremists provoked brief
incidents with the CGT. At Dijon, the
CFDT [Confédération Frangaise et Démo-
cratique du Travail ~- French Democratic
Federation of Labor] refused to partici-
pate in the march because of the condi-
tions the CGTists wanted to impose on
the students.

In Paris the giant crowd of work-
ers marched from the Place de la Républi-
que to the Place de la Bastille. The
parade was sponsored by the CGT, the
CFDT and the FEN (Fédération de 1'Educa-
tion Nationale -- National Teachers Fed-
eration]. The unions insisted that the
demonstration put forward only "trade-
union demands" and no political slogans.

Hundreds of prepared banners were
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strated in Toulouse. Monitors of the CGT
intervened to prevent students from dis-
playing black flags.

on hand with slogans for higher wages, a
40-hour week, a wage-price escalator
clause, lower taxes, and retirement at
60 years of age.

At Bordeaux about 10,000 persons
marched. A scuffle reportedly took place
between union monitors and a group of stu-
dents who attempted to join the demonstra-
tion.

Le Monde described the march:

"The procession began to march a
little after 3 p.m. Meanwhile a group of
anarchists with black flags tried to in-
trude into the front ranks; they were to
succeed in this a little later.

In a March 11 television broadcast,
de Gaulle attacked the strike as "a new
offensive, led by the same assailants,
backed by the same accomplices, using the
same means and threatening again to sink
money, economy and republic."” The follow-
ing day Information Minister Joel Le Theule
announced that the government would insist
on its decision to prevent wage increases
of more than 4 percent.

"Singing of the Internationale
alternated with appeals for unity, ap-
peals which resounded throughout the
length of the procession, especially in
the ranks of the UNEF-Renouveau.

"The other UNEF was some hundreds
of yards behind, following the SNESup
[Syndicat National de 1'Enseignement Su-
périeur -- University Teachers Union]
group. As on March 1, all the observers
between the Place de la République and
the Place de la Nation had the impression

De Gaulle's red-baiting charges
were refuted and denounced by virtually all
opposition political figures and union lead-
ers. The National Teachers Federation [FEN],
for example, issued the following statement:

of witnessing a 'second' demonstration.
Behind the union leaders, with M. Herz-
berg in the lead, was a flowering of red
flags and, on a banner, the inscription,
'De Gaulle Out!' accompanied by new slo-
gans:

"'Naticonal Interest = the Capital-
ists Interest!'; 'For Le Mans and Sochaux,
Yes; for Tilsitt and Grenelle, Nol';
which followed the habitual 'This Is Only
the Beginning, Continue the Struggle!'

"Other groups also showed their
evident desire to politicalize the action:
The CFDT carried posters reading, 'Unite
With the Students,' and the railroad work-
ers stressed: 'Tomorrow the Struggle Con-
tinues!'"

At the close of the march, students
formed small groups to talk to the work-
ers. When the CGT monitors asked the crowd
to disperse, about 600 young people re-
mained. They were later attacked by police
and some 200 were taken to a police sta-
tion for "“identity checks."

In Clermont-Ferrand the General As-
gsociation of Students [Association Géné-
rale des Etudiants], affiliated to the
UNEF, was excluded from the demonstration
at the insistence of the local CGT leader-
ship which delivered an ultimatum to the
CFDT and the FEN that the CGT would not
participate in a united action with the
students.

More than 10,000 persons marched
from the Place Leviste to the Place Jules-
Ferry in Lyon. About 400 students who
took part as a group were surrounded by
monitors of the CGT to isolate them from
the rest of the demonstration.

Several thousand persons demon-

"Once again the chief of state is
writing history to suit himself. Once
again, he is dividing Frenchmen into two
categories. The good Frenchmen are those
who follow him blindly. The others, in
particular the workers, who demand a bet-
ter life and want to talk to the govern-
ment and the employers about this, are ac-
cused of endangering the economy and the
republic.”

Georges Séguy, speaking for the
CGT, called de Gaulle's speech "malevo-
lent and gratuitous."

Despite the sharp interchange, the
capitalist press noted that the CGT had
avoided any real challenge to de Gaulle.
The New York Times commented March 12:

"France weathered a 24-hour general
strike today in nearly total calm and rela-
tively good humor. Fears subsided that the
strike might touch off a wildcat movement
like the upheaval of last May....No effort
to occupy factories was registered. In
sign of relief, the price of gold fell
sharply and French stocks rose strongly
on the Paris Bourse...."

Le Monde, nevertheless, reported a
few small exceptions to this harmonious
picture:

"However, a hundred workers at the
Renault plant at Havre and several dozen
others at the BP [British Petroleum] re-
finery at Dunkirk have not resumed work.
The force with which the unions' orders
have been followed in the nationalized
sector, education and the PTT [Postes,
Télégraphes et Téléphones] expresses the
determination of the employees to secure
the reopening of the discussions with the
'government-boss.'"
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Report from Guatemala

WHERE THE GUERRILLA GROUPS STAND TODAY

By Rudi Fiomn

Guatemala

November 13, 1960, was the date
chosen by a group of young officers to
rise up in arms to take power and over-
throw General Ydigoras, the president of
Guatemala at the time. They were opposed
to his government, among other reasons,
for having carried out a purge within the
army. Three days were sufficient for Ydi-
goras to crush the rebels, forcing them
to take refuge in the neighboring Repub-
lic of Honduras.

In 1961 some of these officers re-
turned to Guatemala, determined to con-
tinue the struggle. They were aware that
they would have to fight not only the Ydi-
goras regime but also Yankee imperialism.
This lesson had already been learned dur-
ing the 1960 uprising.

The guerrilla struggle began in
Guatemala with the help of the PGT [Par-
tido Guatemalteco del Trabajo -- Guate-
malan Labor party (the Communist party)]
and the student vanguard. During March
and April of 1962 they precipitated a
crisis in the government, compelling it
to replace its civilian cabinet with one
composed entirely of military men.

The revolutionary organization was
consolidated later, in December of that
year. Marco Antonio Yon Sosa was named
Comandante en Jefe [Commander in Chief]
and Luis Augusto Turcios Lima was named
Comandante. Three guerrilla fronts were
planned: one in the western mountains of
the country (San Marcos); another in the
Granadillo Mountains (Zacapa); and a
third in the Sierra del Mico (Izabal).

In 1962, the Posadistas [followers
of Juan Posadas], who had usurped the
name of the Fourth International, ap-
peared on the scene in Guatemala. Winning
Yon Sosa's confidence, they contributed
positive and negative elements to the Gua-
temalan revolutvionary movement.

On the one hand, they oriented us
toward a program of socialist revolution;
and, on the other, they argued for the in-
evitability of a nuclear world war and ad-
vanced all kinds of sectarian concepts.
This provoked the separation of Compaflero
Turcios Lima, who held that the road to
power lay in a prolonged people's war.

On May 15, 1966, a public document
was issued by the Movimiento Revolucio-
nario 1% de Noviembre [MR-1%], signed by
Yon Sosa, in which we announced the expul-

sion of the Posadistas from our ranks.*
The Posadistas had been previously ex-
pelled from the Fourth International
(1962) because of their flagrant viola-
tions of the principles of democratic cen-
tralism. Now in the case of their expul-
sion from the MR-13, the reason was their
mishandling of MR-13% funds. They appropri-
ated 20,000 quetzales [1 quetzal = US$1]
without authorization from Comrade Yon
Sosa. The Posadas group intended to use
this in other countries.

The MR-13 document cited above ex-

-plained: "In brief the reason why the de-

fendants were submitted to trial was the
disloyal, opportunistic and premeditated
way in which, taking advantage of the con-
fidence placed in them by the Party, they
utilized our resources. At no time were
they accused of diverting funds for their
personal benefit; and there was complete
clarity about this in the Court. In their
defense, no matter how they tried, they
could not distort the facts....THE MR-13
.. .REAFFIRMS ITS UNSWERVING DECISION TO
CONTINUE ARMED STRUGGLE FOR THE PROGRAM
OF THE SOCIALIST REVOLUTION."

Thus it is clear that the MR-13
was able to extract what little good
there was in the Posadista line, while it
threw out all its dogmas and sectarian
concepts. This experience also shortened
the time which, under other conditions,
would have been required to develop our
program of socialist revolution as the
banner of struggle of the MR-13.

With the opening of 1968, the peo-
ple of Guatemala, as well as revolution-
ists throughout the world, heard the ap-
parently good news that the Fuerzas Arma-
das Rebeldes [FAR] and the MR-13 had been
consolidated into a single organization.
This news was published in a bulletin
signed by Yon Sosa and César Montes (for
the MR-13% and the FAR, respectively). The
organization was to be named the Fuerzas
Armadas Rebeldes; its commanding officers
would be the two compafieros mentioned
above, in that order. A single political-
military line would be established, as
well as a single strategic conception of
the development of revolutionary war. How-
ever, one could observe in these state-
ments the absence of a program of strug-
gle, the empiricism involved and the lack

*For the text of this and related docu-
ments, including a statement by the Posa-
distas on their position, see World Out-
look (now Intercontinental Press),

July 15, 1966, p. 28.
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of political maturity of the comrades in
the leadership.

When this bulletin was published,
the most surprised were the militants of
the MR-1%, because we were completely un-
aware of the decision and because we be-
lieve in and practice democratic central-
ism. We therefore witnessed with sadness
how our leadership had taken an enormous
step backward, abandoning an entire orga-
nizational structure, an entire program
of socialist revolution, to fall in with
another organization that had no program
or clearly defined political line.

In a meeting held somewhere in
rebel territory, Comrade Yon Sosa ad-
dressed three of our comrades as follows:
"Three possible roads are open to you.
You can go to the mountains as combatants
in the People's Army in process of orga-
nization. You can stay in the city to set
off bombs; or, finally, you can abandon
the Guatemalan revolutionary movement in
case you don't approve of these new forms
of struggle."

Our compafieros explained that they
were not in favor of the unification and
that they would consult the rank and file
before making any decision. They added
that "although we don't want the enemy to
deal you a setback, we are convinced that
that is what is going to happen in view
of the existing conditions and the mistak-
en attempt to try to create a people's
army to meet the enemy in open combat,
knowing full well that the enemy is tre-
mendously superior in weapons and number
of men; also in view of the inapplicabil-
ity and antirevolutionary character of
terrorism as a form of struggle, and the
lack of a program."

As a result of this situation,
meetings were held in all the cells of
the MB-1%, and general agreement was
reached on issuing a communiqué based on
the following points:

(1) To oppose the "unification,"
which was correctly characterized as a
fusion in which the FAR absorbed a group
from the MR-13.

(2) To affirm our decision to con-
tinue the struggle, furthering the pro-
gram of socialist revolution.

(3) To continue to call our orga-
nization the Movimiento Revolucionario 13
de Noviembre.

It was also decided to republish
the movement's program, better known as
the "Declaration of the Sierra de las Mi-
nas," to seek the necessary international
solidarity to be able to face the class
enemy, and to collaborate with other rev-
olutionists so as to struggle against im-
perialism on a worldwide scale.

Unfortunately, a series of set-
backs (without tragic consequences) have
hampered the full realization of the
above objectives. But we are in process
of reorganizing and this will soon be a
reality.

It requires no genius to note the
fact that the guerrillas and the Guate-
malan revolutionary movement in general
are undergoing an acute crisis at pres-
ent, one made worse by the famous "uni-
fication" and its erroneous "forms of
struggle." Compafieros like Randolfo
Vasquez, Nestor Valle, Camilo Sanchez
and others have fallen, and the revolu-
tionary movement of our country has been
split up even more.

One sector of the PGT is present-
ly working more or less in agreement with
a group from the old FAR who are against
the "unification.”

Another group from the PGT has
tried to work jointly with us (but this
has not succeeded).

Then there is also the new (united)
FAR.

In the course of time, events have
attested to the validity of the MR-13% pro-
gram. We can cite the following items:

® Our breaking of relations with
the PGT -- before the FAR did.

® We had a clear idea of the na-
ture of the PGT, and we made it public.

® Notwithstanding the barrage of
criticisms from the compafieros in the FAR,
we unfurled the banner of the program of
socialist revolution before the Cuban
leadership did.

We are witnessing the crisis we
predicted in relation to the unfeasibil-
ity of a prolonged people's war, of a peo-
ple's army, and of terrorism as substi-
tutes for a program that can win the sup-
port of the working people.

We have learned that the masses
are not brought together by a man, by a
leader, but rather by a program that is
adjusted to the needs and aspirations of
the people; in this case, a program of so-
cialist revolution. We wish to make clear,
however, that we are not at odds with Com-
rade Yon Sosa, but rather have political
differences which are not sufficiently
great as to put us at odds. On the con-
trary, we maintain the hope that we can
unify our forces in the near future with-
out any further deterioration in rela-~
tions.

In conclusion, we wish to state
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that the MR-13 continues to carry forward
a program of genuine socialist revolution
in spite of the multiple problems facing
us, and that the future will reveal to
the world proletariat, and in particular
to the oppressed people of Guatemala, the

real vanguard of the revolution.

Workers, students, peasants, to
arms!

February 1969

MILITANT ANTIWAR DEMONSTRATION IN BRUSSELS

. Thousands of militant students and
young workers gave a new combative char-
acter to the annual antiwar demonstration
in Brussels March 9. The demonstration
was also distinguished by the clear way
it focused protest against NATO and the
Vietnam war.

The political spectrum of partici-
pation was very broad, including represen-
tatives of the Belgian Communist and So-
cialist parties, peace groups, various
Maoist groups, student rebels, and rev-
olutionary socialists. Delegations from
several other European countries also
marched in the demonstration, including
groups from Spain, Greece, and Turkey.
This year a group of Palestinian freedom
fighters joined the demonstration.

A1l of the participants marched
behind the militant official slogans of
the demonstration: "Withdraw Foreign
Troops from Vietnam and Czechoslovakial"
"Foreign Bases Out of Belgium!'" Other slo-
gans prevalent on the march were "With-
draw from NATO, Drive Out SHAPE!" "The
NLF [National Liberation Front of South
Vietnam] Will Win!" "Support the Just
Struggle of the Palestinian Peoplel!”
Again and agaln demonstrators began sing-
ing the "Internationale."

Unlike previous years, the demon-
stration began with a mass meeting fea-
turing a wide range of speakers. Many
militant speeches gave a strong send-off
to the march through Brussels.

Despite heavy concentrations of
Belgian security forces along the parade
route -- especially around the American
embassy and on the road leading to SHAPE
headquarters -- no serious clashes be-
tween police and demonstrators were re-
ported.

The big Belgian capitalist papers
differed widely the day after the demon-
stration in their estimates of the number
of participants. De Standaard claimed
barely 4,000 -- a disastrous decline from
"g few years ago" when "a similar demon-
stration numbered 20,000 participants."”

Vooruit set the number at 14,000.
The right-wing Brussels paper La lLibre
Belgique made no estimate of its own but
noted that the police had estimated

10,000 and the organizers of the demon-
stration 20,000.

A1l the papers agreed, however,
that the young demonstrators had lent
this year's march a revolutionary tome.
The reactionary Flemish paper De Stan-
daard said the march had become "an
entire Communist demonstration.”

The night of March 8, 1,500 young
revolutionists from all over Belgium and
most of Western Europe had promised that
the peace march would be "something 4if-
ferent from a traditional procession."
They met at the University of Brussels
under auspices of the Belgian Jeunes
Gardes Socialistes [Socialist Young
Guard] to discuss "the concrete develop-
ment of international struggle against
the capitalist system."

Representatives of a large number
of revolutionary organizations addressed
the assembly from a stage backed by a
huge banner bearing the slogan "The Duty
of Every Revolutionary Is to Make the
Revolution" as well as portraits of Marx,
Lenin, and Trotsky.

The meeting opened with the read-
ing of telegrams of support from revolu-
tionary youth organizations in Canada,
the United States, and Japan.

The first speaker was Ernest Man-
del, the editor of the Belgian revolution-
ary socialist weekly La Gauche and a mem-
ber of the Confédération Socialiste des
Travailleurs [Socialist Workers Confeder-
ation]. The discussion was concluded with
a speech by Mattieu Desclin, the national
secretary of the Jeunes Gardes Social-
istes.

The speakers included a leader of
the German SDS [Sozialistischer Deutscher
Studentenbund -- Socialist German Student
League]; Daniel Bensaid, a founder of the
March 22 Movement in France; and Peter
Camejo, a leader of the Soclalist Workers
party of the United States and one of the
leaders of the Berkeley student movement.

The speakers said that the strug-
gle against NATO was one of the keys to
defeating international capitalism and
advancing the world socialist revolution.
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From Czechoslovakia

THE CASE FOR WORKERS SELF-MANAGEMENT

[{In their congress in Prague the
first week of March, the Czechoslovak
trade unions continued to press the de-
mands that put them in the forefront of
the struggle for workers democracy even
before Novotny's fall. This congress,
which Radio Prague called "the most demo-
cratic in the history of the revolution-
ary trade-union movement," passed resolu-
tions calling for trade-union indepen-
dence and the establishment and extension
of workers councils in the factories.

[A lengthy "theoretical" article
in Pravda denouncing "anarcho-syndical-
ism" was timed to coincide with the open~
ing of the Czechoslovak trade-union con-
gress. This article, published March 4,
denied that workers have a right to
strike or to organize independent unions
in workers states, condemning the oppo-
gite view as "anarchist." Pravda leveled
an especially strong attack on workers
control of the factories.

[Pravda's anonymous "theoretician"
wrote: "Turning over the plants to the
ownership and exclusive management of the
crew of producers would mean undermining
democratic centralism in the operation of
socialist governments. It would in fact
destroy the major advantage of socialism
over capitalism which flows from collec-
tive ownership of the means of production
-- the possibility for planned develop-
ment of the economy. This would mean a
return to dependence on natural forces,
to competition, creating imbalances,
crises, to unemployment, etc. The trans-
formation of the productive crews into
owners would lead to the breakdown of the
main economic basis of socialism -- na-
tionalized property, to the growth of
local egotism, to the interests of cer-
tain regions predominating over national
interests. All this would undermine the
leading role of the party and the social-
ist government. It would break away the
masses of workers from their natural lead-
er -- the Communist party."

[Pravda's "theoretician" was, of
course, correct in his estimate that the
creation of organs of direct workers de-
mocracy controlling the basic units of
the economy and socilety would undermine
the "leading role" of the Communist par-
ties as they are now constituted. Such a
development would sound the death knell
of the privileged bureaucracy and its

 instrument of rule, the Communist party.

[However, the discussion leading
up to this conclusion in the Pravda arti-
cle did introduce some novel concepts.
The idea that direct workers control of
the factories could be a step toward cap-

italism hardly Jjibes with the claim of
the bureaucracy that the "stage of com-
munism" has been reached in the Soviet
Union. That stage means, according to
Marxism, that a classless society has
been achieved. Thus, if Pravda is right,
communism can spawn a new class society;
namely, capitalism, unless the workers
are kept under totalitarian control.

[Actually, of course, Pravda was
only admitting in its own way that the
rule of the bureaucracy is so obnoxious
to the workers that giving them any free-
dom to make their own decisions would be
disastrous for the system as it exists
now.

[The Czechs replied with consider-
able wit and sophistication to many such
"theoretical" admonitions from Moscow be-
fore the August 21 invasion. Unfortunate-
ly, the capitulation of the Czech leaders
to Soviet pressure in recent months pre-
vents them from speaking out today.

v [The following article by Franti-
sek Samalik is a good example of the sort
of theoretical defense of workers self-
management that was being published be-
fore the latest crackdown. It is taken
from the November 11 issue of Politika,
the former theoretical weekly of the
Czechoslovak Communist party. Publication
of Politika was suspended with this is-
sue. The translation is by Intercontinen-
t_al__P_r_es_S_-]

* ok %

It is as certain as it is natural
that not all of us acknowledge "workers
self-management" as one of the founda-
tions of our new political orientation.
The conservative wing which has so touch-
ingly proclaimed itself to be the true
spokesman of the workers and of socialism
has done nothing to further workers self-
management and has no intention of doing
so in the future. The reluctance of the
conservatives to accord the workers more
freedom of choice and more power in the
economy is too well known to surprise
anybody.

At bottom the "conservatives”
stand for a centralist orientation which
would be overturned if the "workers"
(which means all employed persons) be—
came self-governing in their plants. A
kind of veiled power interest prevails
among these conservatives.

Distinet from this strain of op-
position to self-management is the techno-
cratic tendency. The technocratically
oriented "progressives" put economic ra-
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tionality and efficiency ahead of democ-
racy, or at least above democratization.
Thus, they also have no enthusiasm for
self-management.

Of course, at every stage in the
development of our socialist system,
everyone has been for "participation of
the workers in economic administration.”
The disputes have been over the extent
and forms of such participation. It can-
not be said, perhaps, that we lacked in-
ventiveness in seeking forms for such par-
ticipation. We created an almost wondrous
variety of such forms. Unfortunately, we
can say with equal certainty that these
forms did not permit effective participa-
tion by the workers. They were totally
dominated by a centralist concept com-
pletely averse to the establishment of
self-governing social and productive
units.

Thus, the concept of self-manage-
ment was formulated after January essen-
tially to achieve what none of these rich
forms of "participation" had -- real so-
cial and political elevation of the work-
ing class and all the working people and
their emancipation from subordination to
the economic and administrative apparatus.

No one can deny that the realiza-
tion of this concept of self-management
would mean a radical change in the entire
administrative and political system. It
would transfer the monopolistic powers of
the various apparatuses to the working
class and the working people. It would,
furthermore, sharply increase the direct
influence of the workers in shaping our
economic and social life.

It is precisely for this reason
that we can regard the idea of self-
management as the key element in the post-
January policy. It was this element which
gave the post-January policy its clear so-
cialist direction, because it was to mag-
nify the economic, political, and orga-
nizational role of the working class in
an unprecedented way.

All these implications of seif-
management and other changes (e.g., in
the hierarchy of social prestige, a new
division of powers among the party, the
unions, self-management bodies, etc.)
¢clearly aroused the hesitancies character-
istic of the post-January development.

And it was sometimes difficult to distin-
guish between conservative and techno-
cratic pressures producing these hesita-
tions. Gradually, however, the idea of
self-management -- even if in a form some-
what adapted to technocratic standards --
won acceptance in official documents.

Self-management was accepted, how-
ever, with all due caution, or -- as it
was euphemistically put —- with techni-
cal prudence. It was not accepted as a

political program, as political action
through which the working class and the
working people should concretely exercise
their leadership. This technocratic, or
—— if you will -- efficiency-oriented
"experimentation" (this word tells the
whole story) differed markedly from the
Polish democratization of 1956. In Po-
land the idea of self-management became
a reality through the actions of the
workers and was officially endorsed only
after the fact.

In any case, the experimental in-
troduction of "factory councils" (by now
it is apparent that the scope of this
experiment was not entirely determined
by its official organizers) meant at
least that the vague term "participation™
acquired more precise contours. There-
fore, I was both shocked and surprised
when the government declared October 24
that "it is not expedient to extend this
experiment" and that "workers participa-
tion in economic administration cannot
be confined solely to factory councils"
because "other forms of workers partici-
pation which have proved themselves and
been much neglected in the past must be
developed."

I can well imagine for whom the
extension of factory councils is inexpe-
dient. But I can scarcely imagine that
the government means those forces —- at
least insofar as I can Jjudge on the
basis of its programmatic statements.
Perhaps the government is taking into
consideration all of the technocratic
objections (which are based on economic
efficiency). However, it is hardly likely
that these objections have become so much
more convincing recently or that the ex-
periences up to now have been so negative
that they could motivate this surprising
decision.

I do not know if there is any
relationship between this decision and
the politically and ideologically moti-
vated criticisms of self-management which
are being pressed on us from abroad (our
country also raised such criticisms in
the past, apparently on its own initia-
tive, against Poland and Yugoslavia).
Most of these critics press on us the
view expressed by Bakunin in his remark:
"There are perhaps 40,000 Germans. Are
all of them to be members of the govern-
ment?" A great revolutionist answered
this argument: "Certainly. Because the
government is based on self-governing
communes." (Marx, Engels, Works [in
Czech], XVIII, p. 648.)

So, in fact, T don't know now what
meaning the government has assigned to
"workers councils" if it conceives them
as something narrower than "workers par-
ticipation in management." Indeed, the
concept "participation" was always crit-
icized precisely because it reduced the
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influence of the workers to unreal or
only half real forms of expression inca-
pable of greatly changing the social
structure in production. Self-management
(insofar as it was not to be like the
pseudo self-management, or self-manage-
ment only in petty details, exemplified
in capitalist plants) was conceived as
transcending "participation." For it put
the decision-making power in the hands of
today's producers (i.e., their represen-
tative bodies) and transforms today's
overseers of labor into executors of the
will of the self-governing workers.

It would be logical if we said
that the concept of "workers councils®
cannot be limited to mere "participation."
For "participation" is subsumed in self-
management. Self-management is the cul-
mination of "participation." In the past,
self-management did not have a clear
meaning, or -- more precisely -- there
was little self-management content in
the concept that was held.

While earlier we saw a progressive
shift from "participation" to self-manage-
ment, today —-- if in a vague way —- we
see a shift in the reverse direction. The
reasons for this may be political, ideo-
logical, or based on the demands of eco-
nomic efficiency. Let us hope that we
will learn the real reasons as soon as
possible. Let us hope further, for the
success of this endeavor, that there will
be a confrontation of the various posi-
tions and lines which will be acceptable
to all. I say this because self-manage-
ment is primarily a matter involving ideo-
logical, moral, and ethical choice.

The government will mske its final
decision in consultation with the URO
[Ustredni Rada Odboru -- Central Trade-
Union Councill], that is,in consultation
with the organization which had a monop-
oly on "participation" and whose work
would be profoundly changed by self-
nmanagement. I do not mean to suggest that
the trade-union heads are hostile to
self-management, although it is unlikely
that such hostility would not develop
among them, perhaps in some even uncon-
scious form.

This, of course, is a rather gen-
eral statement which does not weigh heav-
ily against the positive attitude toward
self-management that exists in the trade-
union bodies and the great work for self-
management that the trade-union press,
and Prace in particular, has done.

Thus, we can assume that the
unions and still more the party -- which
by the nature of things need not defer
so much to the technocratic efficiency
arguments —-- will enrich the self-manage-
ment discussion.

We can suppose that they will give
more precise formulation to the strivings
of the workers and the working people to
achieve a more prominent and more impor-
tant place in government and administra-
tion. We can suppose that they will fur-
ther this quest of the workers and the
working people for a place that would
enable them to play a fuller role than
previously in the social, political, and
moral shaping of our era and in the
determination of our goals.

SOVIET DISSIDENTS BEGIN HUNGER STRIKE IN MORDOVIA LABOR CAMP

The writer Yuli Daniel and seven
other Soviet dissidents imprisoned in a
remote Russian area are reported to have
begun a hunger strike March 14. The eight
are demanding the right to be designated
as political prisoners.

The nonconformist young writers
Aleksandr I. Ginzburg and Yuri T. Galan-
skov are reported to be among the partic-
ipants. Ginzburg and Galanskov were sen-
tenced to five- and seven-year prison
terms respectively on January 12, 1968,
for circulating a transcript of Daniel's
trial as well as writing for independent
clandestine publications.

After they were sentenced, some
Soviet papers charged them with espionage
.and contacts with anti-Soviet émigré orga-
/nizations, but no such accusations were
made in court.*

The hunger strike was provoked by
penalties which were imposed by prison
camp authorities on another dissident in-
tellectual, Valery Ronkin. Instead of
answering the roll call in the approved
form, "Prisoner Ronkin," he replied: "Ron-
kin, political prisoner." As a result, he
was denied visits from relatives. Even in
normal circumstances, visits are usually
permitted only once a year.

Ronkin, a Leningrad engineer, was
arrested in 1965 and sentenced to seven
years in prison. He was one of a group
charged with putting out the underground
journal Kolokol [Belll], named after Alek-
sandr Herzen's famous Jjournal, the first
important opposition journal in Russian.

Moscow, like Washington, does not
accord the status of political prisoner
to Jailed opponents of the regime.

* Bee "Mrs. Lyudmila TI. Ginsburg Protests
Slander of Her Son" in World Outlook (now

Intercontinental Press), February 16,
1968, p. 126.
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BEATRICE HANSEN

Beatrice Hansen, a member of the
National Committee of the Socialist Work-
ers party, died unexpectedly in Los Ange-
les, California, March 9. The medical re-
port on the exact cause of death is not
yet available.

Bea was part of the proletarian
core that has sustained and advanced the
American Trotskyist movement in face of
the greatest objective difficulties since
it was founded in 1928.

The youngest of the four children
of Raymond and Liaura Albro, she was born
in Flint, Michigan, September 28, 1925.
Both her father and mother were of pio-
neer families, in America so long that
they had lost trace of their country of
origin.

At the age of eleven, under the in-
fluence of her older sister Genora John-
son (now Dollinger), she joined the Red
Falcons of the Socialist party. This was
a year or so before the Trotskyists were
expelled from that organization by the
right-wing leadership.

When the Socialist Workers party
was formed in 1938, Bea wanted to sign up
as a charter member. The organizer of the
Flint branch considered her to be under
age and refused to accept her application.
She assumed the role of "active sympathiz-
er" until finally, around 1940, she suc-
ceeded in battering down the formal bar-
rier.

Bea was really a child of the
great depression. What the scourge of un-
employment can do to the families of work-
ers, left memories that shaped her for-
ever.

- Her mother died in 1948, a victim
of cancer. A year later, her father died
of a heart attack at the gates of the
Buick plant where he worked in the found-
ry. He had six months to go before reach-
ing sixty-five and the small pension that
would have been his.

Bea's hatred of capitalism was in-
grained. Equally ingrained was her appre-
ciation of the capacities of the American
working class and how this relates to the
struggle for socialism.

In 1926 and 1937, Flint saw some
of the hardest fought and most decisive
gitdown strikes marking the rise of the
CIO. Bea was in the thick of it.

Her brother, Jarvis Albro, was a
leader of the General Motors strikers.
Her brother-in-law Kermit Johnson, a work-
er in Chevrolet Plant 4, was a strike
strategist whose daring brought victory

in the bitter struggle with the giant cor-
poration and the police. Her sister Genora
gained national fame as the organizer and
leader of the Women's Emergency Brigade
that backed the strikers in the plants
with the most militant tactics. The bright,
extremely courageous little girl, Bea, dis-
tributed leaflets, ran supplies -- and
sometimes got stuck with baby-sitting for
the fighters.

Upon graduating from high school,
Bea continued her education in the auto
plants of Detroit and in the activities of
the revolutionary socialist movement. In
her pursuit of an ever deeper understand-
ing of society and its evolution, she was
a star student in the classes and schools
sponsored by the Socialist Workers party,
becoming a capable educator herself.

In the many years Bea spent in the
auto plants, she served almost continuously
as a steward and became well-known in left-
wing circles of the United Auto Workers for
her militancy and level-headedness. She
could easily have gained a lucrative union
post. But she had a higher goal. Her ambi-
tion was to become a full-time revolution-
ist. Like many cadres of the Socialist
Workers party, she lived a Spartan life,
saving what she could so as to free herself
for a period for party work before having
to go back on the line.

Bea long ago became recognized in
the SWP as one of its most capable organiz-
ers. She was especially effective in diffi-

~cult situations requiring great self-sacri-

fice and sustained effort, or in sudden
openings where tight discipline and ener-
getic action could assure swift gains.

With the radicalization of the cam-
pus youth in the past six to eight years,
Bea played a stellar role in recruiting the
new generation of rebels and integrating
them into the party. In fact she directly
influenced the personal development of
gscores of young revolutionists, who are now
extending the SWP and the Young Soclalist
Alliance into new areas.

Besides Detroit, Bea spent many years
in party work in New York and Chicago. Dur-
ing the past two years, she served in Los
Angeles as secretary to James P. Cannon and
as a leading figure in the SWP local there.

Bea did not develop her talents as a
writer. She preferred the spoken word. Ex-
cellent on the floor, whether in the union
or the party, she was most at ease and most
powerful and effective in mobilizing work-
ers in action.

She represented the best in the Amer-
ican proletariat. A rare figure today, mil-
lions will arise in her image.
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PEASANTS IN TURKEY SEIZE STATE LANDS

Peasants in several Turkish vil-
lages recently initiated mass seizures of
state lands to press their demand for
land reform. A report from Istanbul in
the March 6 Christian Science Monitor de-
scribed some of these actions:

"In the village of Golluce, on the
Aegean coast, most of its 700 inhabitants,
headed by women holding children in their
arms, occupied property belonging to the
state treasury. They claimed that the
land was farmed by a rich landlady, Mrs.
Mesude Evliyazade, an aunt of Adnan Men-
deres, former Premier who was overthrown
by an army coup in 1960 and later execubt-
ed.

"The peasants sald that Mrs. Evli-
yazade stopped employing them because
they had asked for the distribution of
the treasury land, and that she brought
farmeﬁs from other villages to work her
land.

The Monitor correspondent quoted a
spokesman for the landless peasants:

"The landlady has left us to
starve. We have no land and no means to
work. The land we occupied belongs to the
state. We have more right on it than the
lady. We are going to till it and not re-
turn it."

In Atalan, another Aegean coast
village, some 200 landless agricultural
workers seized a tract of state property.
They had suffered growing impoverishment
because of a shift from cotton to wheat.

The peasants insist their struggle
is constitutional. They cite Article 37
of the new constitution which promises
land to farmers who are landless or whose
land is inadequate to sustain their fam~
ilies. Peasants from Atalan and three
nearby villages have issued a joint state-
ment saying they will fight against "the
landlords and their collaborators." They
call their movement the "constitutional
land struggle.”

A group of peasants from Odabagi

DEMAND RISES IN JAPAN TO END USE

village in Konya province met with opposi-
tion leaders in Ankara recently to pro-
test a landlord's occupation of plots
distributed to them by the state. The
peasants charged that authorities had
stopped distributing land, at the request
of the landlord. They said they would oc-
cupy the land if it was not returned to
them.

Significantly, local authorities
have not dared to use force to expel the
peasants from the land they have occupied.
Thus far there have been no clashes.

The Monitor correspondent noted,
"Opposition circles here say this is the
first time that the peasants have taken
such action and describe it as 'the
awakening of the peasantry' in Turkey.

"They say that any move short of
land distribution will fail to satisfy the
farmers and will lead to more occupation
of state land by destitute peasants.”

The great majority of Turkey's 32~
million population -- 70 percent -- live
in the countryside and depend on agricul-
ture for their livelihood. Nearly seven
million peasants have no land at all or
own plots too small to be viable. The
government has not carried out pledges
of land reform incorporated in the con-
stitution and in economic development
plans.

Premier Suleyman Demirel has re-
fused to consider land distribution. In-
stead he has proposed an "agricultural re-
form," promigsing credit and technical aid
but leaving the semifeudal relations in the
countryside untouched.

Minister of Agriculture Behri Dagdas
has announced that an "agricultural reform
bill" will be presented to parliament soon.
But he made clear in advance that Turkey's
peasants could expect little help from that
quarter. Dagdas said the bill would be de-
bated. "But," he added, "we are strongly
opposed to a Marxist reform which Socialist
countries have been trying to propagate in
the developing countries."

OF OKINAWA AS U.S. BOMBER BASE

Japan's Premier Eisaku Sato, faced
with mounting pressure to seek an end to
the continued American occupation of Oki-
nawa, suggested for the first time
March 10 that he would oppose the contin-
ued deployment of nuclear weapons on U.S.
bases if the island were returned to
Japan.

Sato's speech, made before a com-
mittee of the upper house of the Diet
(parliament), created a sensation. The
premier, notorious for his servility to
Washington, has been a staunch defender
of the military alliance between the
United States and Japan. He is scheduled
to meet Nixon in Washington in November
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to negotiate the Okinawa issue.

The March 12 New York Times sum-
marized the points Sato made in his Diet
speech, noting that he hedged them "with
qualifications™:

"Okinawa should be returned to
Japan within three to five years.

"When it is returned, unless some
special provision is made, the American
bases there should be governed by the mil-
itary security treaty now in existence be-
tween Japan and the United States.

"As this treaty has been interpret-
ed by Japan, nuclear warheads are not al-
lowed in Japanese territory. The United
States must undertake 'prior consulta-
tions' before bringing in such weapons,
and Japan will always answer 'no' to such
requests. The Sato Cabinet will uphold
the three 'monnuclear principles' -- non-
manufacture, nonpossession and nonintro-
duction of nuclear weapons."

The Times noted, "These comments
contrasted markedly with previous state-
ments by the Premier, in which he
stressed that Japan could afford to keep
nuclear weapons out of the home islands
only because the United States had the un-
restricted use of military facilities in
Okinawa."

Sato announced at the end of Janu-
ary that he would ask Nixon to agree to
a definite date for the reversion of Oki-
nawa to Japan. At that time he implied
that U.S. bases in Okinawa would be grant-
ed a '"special" status not permitted to
bases in the main Japanese islands. This
drew a storm of protest from opposition
parties and student organizations.

Sato's latest bid is a gamble
aimed at showing that collaboration with
Washington can produce results. The pre-
mier's popularity has plummeted drastical-
ly since he publicly endorsed American
aggression in Vietnam following a meeting
with former President Johnson in December
1967. Sato had hoped then to secure a
pledge for the return of the Ryukyu is-
lands (of which Okinawa is the largest),
occupied by the U.S. since the end of
World War II. Johnson refused to consider
giving up the bases that were even then
being used for B-52 bombing raids on
South and North Vietnam. He brushed Sato
aside with a promise to return the tiny
Bonin islands, which play no role in U.S.
military deployment.

Now Sato's time is running out. In
November, the Socialist and Communist-
backed candidate, running on a platform
of immediate return of Okinawa to Japan,
defeated the candidate of Sato's Liberal
Democratic party for chief executive of

the Ryukyus.

General elections are scheduled
for sometime this year. Sato has publicly
stated that he favors elections in Novem-
ber after his meeting with Nixon. But if
Nixon refuses to grant Sato's request, it
would mean a serious setback for 