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Political Prisoners
Tortured in Kerala

Political prisoners in the Indian state of
Kerala have been systematically tortured,
according to a report published in the
December 7 issue of the Bombay Eco-
nomic and Political Weekly. The maga-
zine's correspondent based the article on
personal interviews and investigations in-
to the treatment of political prisoners in
the Central Jail in Trivandrum.

The "interrogation" center in Trivan-
drum, according to the report, is run by
the Special Branch of the police depart-
ment. "Interrogation," it said, "is just a
high-sounding, antiseptic name for plain,
murderous torture. . . . At the ordinary
level torture takes on the form of beatings
with hand, fist, lathis [steel-tipped bamboo
clubs] and rifle-butts. In the interrogation
centre all this is done by the officers. The
constables only render the necessary help
by, for instance, holding the detenu's body
in place. . . .

"At a higher level, there is a case of a
piece of cloth having been wound around
a young undertrial's penis and then set
aflame so as to produce a confessional
statement from him!"

Forty-five male political prisoners are
being held in the Central Jail. Thirty-
seven are under pretrial detention, some
since 1969. Many of them are "Naxalites,"
alleged members or supporters of the
Communist party of India (Marxist-
Leninist).

The brutal treatment of the political
prisoners prompted some of them to stage
protests. In 1971, the alleged Naxalites,
many of whom are classified as common
criminals, went on a sixteen-day hunger
strike to demand political-prisoner status.

On October 25, 1972, eleven pretrial
prisoners protested by refusing to return
to their cells. They, together with other
political prisoners who had been in court
at the time of the protest, were brutally
beaten. "A few minutes later," the account
said, "a doctor came to report on their
condition. On the basis of his report the
beatings continued throughout the day
and well into the night—until the doctor
felt that any further beating would cause
permanent injury or death."”

News of this incident filtered out of the
prison. A report was prepared and sent
to all the major newspapers in Kerala,
including the organ of the state committee
of the CPM (Communist party of India
[Marxist]). None of the newspapers pub-
lished the report.

The pro-Moscow Communist party of
India (CPI) bears a major responsibility
for the torture of political prisoners in
the state, since the chief minister of Kerala
is Achutha Menon, a leader of the CPL
The CPI rules the state in coalition with
the Congress party. O
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Is Pentagon Thinking of Reopening Vietnam War?

By Peter Green

Following the liberation of Phuoc-
binh, capital of Phuoclong province,
by the forces of the Provisional Rev-
olutionary Government on January 7,
the hawks in Washington came out
in force. Not only did they issue
threats, some veiled and some not-
so-veiled, but the White House and
the Pentagon have set to persuade
Congress to step up allocations for
the war.

A TU.S. Seventh Fleet task force
headed by the nuclear-powered air-
craft carrier Enterprise set sail from
Subic Bay in the Philippines on the
day that Phuocbinh fell. A United
Press International report from Sai-
gon quoted American diplomatic
sources as having said that the ships
would sail into Vietnamese waters to
demonstrate support for South Viet-
nam and as a warning to North Viet-
nam. Speculation and rumors about
resumption of direct U. S. involvement
were sparked off around the world.

The White House issued denials, dis-
claiming any intention of defying leg-
islative bans on U. S. reentry into the
civil war. The mission of the six-ship
naval task force, a Pentagon spokes-
man insisted, was "not connected with
anything going on in South Vietnam."
The spokesman pointed out that the
ships were headed in a southwesterly
direction, not west toward the South
Vietnamese coast. He did acknowledge
that the departure of the ships on"an
operational mission" had been speed-
ed up from earlier plans, but gave no
reason for this.

Just in case anyone missed the real
point of the exercise and for some
reason took Washington's denials at
face value for a change, the opinions
of Secretary of State Henry Kissinger
were leaked to the press. Quoting "ad-
ministration officials," the January 11
New York Times reported that Kis-
singer had "expressed regret to the
Pentagon" that the naval task force
"had not been used to signal Amer-
ican determination to North Viet-
nam. . . ." Kissinger reportedly
learned of the task force's movements
too late for him to arrange for the
ships to sail toward North Vietnam
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in "a psychological demonstration of
strength."

Kissinger issued the ritual denial —
there was "no basis of fact" to the re
port, said a State Department spokes-
man—but the January 12 New York
Times said that other officials had
reaffirmed that Kissinger's regrets had
been relayed to the Pentagon. Accord-
ing to one report from "well-placed
officials,” when Kissinger was in-
formed that the task force had not
been directed toward Vietnam, he re-
sponded, "Why the heck didn't we?"

Even while denying the story about
Kissinger expressing regrets, State
Department officials suggested that the
deployment of the naval task force
might have been discussed at a White
House meeting on the morning of Jan-
uary 7. President Ford met with Kis-
singer and Lieutenant General Brent
Scowcroft, deputy director of the Na-
tional Security Council, to review,
among other things, the Vietnamese
situation. "All sorts of contingencies”
are discussed in such a meeting, said
a senior State Department official.

At a news briefing on January 8,
one day after the liberation of Phuoc-
binh, administration officials an-
nounced that Ford had decided to
ask Congress for at least $300 mil-
lion in military aid for Saigon in the
current fiscal year in addition to the
$700 million already appropriated.
They also said that Ford would be
asking for $1.3 billion in military aid
for the fiscal year beginning July 1.
Preparing the ground for even further
increases, a State Department spokes-
man revealed that "the President and
the Administration have under inten-
sive consideration the question of go-
ing forward with a supplemental
request.”

The columnists and editorial writers
chimed in dutifully. The U. 8. "cannot
cut and run," editorialized the January
8 Christian Science Monitor. Any sup-
plementary aid request from Ford,
they said, should be looked at "respon-
sibly."

One "high Administration official"
quoted by the January 9 New York
Times also speculated that public

knowledge of the supplemental request
"might serve as a useful signal to Ha-
noi."

As though there were any shortage
of such "signals."

® Stockpiles of U. 8. ammunition in
Thailand were being moved to South
Vietnam, according to a U. S. military
spokesman in Bangkok quoted by the
January 10 Washington Post. "We
don't routinely send shipments to
South Vietnam," the spokesman said,
"but there is some shipping going on
now." The report was routinely de-
nied by the U.S. Embassy in Saigon.

® Marine and air force units at the
U.S. base in Okinawa, Japan, had
been put on alert since January 6, the
Washington Post reported on January
10. Marine authorities denied the re-
port and air force officials declined to
comment. In addition, amphibious
ships carrying marines had docked
at Subic Bay naval base. A spokes-
man for the base admitted this, but
said that their presence was "not un-
usual.”

® On January 11 Washington ad-
mitted that U.S. planes are doing re-
connaissance of North and South Viet-
nam. The question was raised when
Nhan Dan, the official Hanoi news-
paper, said that "manned and pilotless
reconnaissance planes from U.S.
bases in Thailand" had guided the
heavy retaliatory bombing raids
against Locninh, the PRG administra-
tive center thirty miles from Phuoc-
binh. According to a PRG spokesman,
200 incendiary bombs were dropped
on the town. Dozens of persons were
killed, and hundreds of houses, two
pagodas, and a Catholic church were
destroyed.

The Nhan Dan report was officially
denied by the U.S. Embassy in Sai-
gon, the January 12 Washington Post
reported, "but sources acknowledged
that American planes had been flying
reconnaissance missions along the
North Vietnamese coast and over
South Vietnam and Cambodia ever
since the Paris ceasefire agreement
was reached two years ago.”

The deployment of the naval task
force, the soundings about supplemen-
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tal aid for Thieu, the shipment of am-
munition stocks to Saigon, the mobili-
zation of the marines, and the admis-
sion about flights of spy planes over
Vietnam, all these actions had the
same purpose—putting pressure on
Hanoi and the liberation forces, and
trying to create a climate in the Unit-
ed States that would allow Washing-
ton to escalate its military interven-
tion.

The actual fall of Phuocbinh was
only incidental to the process. In fact,
plans for the Pentagon's propaganda
offensive had been made well before
the capture of the provincial capital,
according to the January 9 New York
Times:

"A Pentagon memorandum written
several weeks ago called for a broad
publicity campaign to convince con-
gress and the public that an emergen-
cy effort was needed or the Saigon
government would run out of ammu-
nition in 30 days.

"Senators and Congressmen were to
be encouraged to visit South Vietnam,
reports and assessment from the field
were to be shown to them, material
was to be leaked to reporters and cer-
tain Congressional commitiees were
to receive special attention."

The usual denials were forthcoming.
"When asked about the memorandum,
a ranking Pentagon official respond-
ed that it had 'no status' and that
'there is now no calculated campaign,
but one may develop.'"

However one interprets the "no
status" category, Phuocbinh was cer-
tainly seized by the Pentagon as the
cue to fully develop its campaign.

" ... Phuocbinh, a military debit,
is about to be converted into a politi-
cal asset by allied planners," wrote
the January 12 Washington Post.
"They are displaying Phuocbinh as
a grim example of the fate that awaits
more important South Vietnamese
towns, cities and provinces unless the
new Congress provides more aid."
Phuocbinh was portrayed as the open-
ing of a big new offensive by the lib-
eration forces.

The reality is somewhat different.
Phuocbinh was an isolated pocket of
Saigon military resistance in a pro-
vince almost totally under PRG con-
trol.

"The communists controlled every-
thing but the towns anyway," said
one analyst quoted by the January
4 Washington Post. "Phuoclong was
like an overripe fruit waiting to be
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plucked off, and they could have done
it any time during the past two years."

An article in the January 10 Wash-
ington Post gave an interesting in-
signt into the extent of PRG control
in the area. A former U.S. civilian
aid official told of a checkpoint on the
only road from Saigon to Phuocbinh
where, after the cease-fire, "the Viet-
cong stopped buses and herded pas-
sengers into a movie theater to watch
'The Defense of Hanoi' and 'The Life
of Ho Chi Minh.""

Apart from the general stepping up
of military activity during the dry
season, one reason for the removal
of this outpost now rather than at
some other time was given by Nhan
Dan on January 6. Nhan Dan accused
Thieu of sending troops and tanks
to comb the countryside of Phuoclong
province and other regions, burning
rice harvests that the Saigon army
could not seize.

In a dispatch from Saigon to the
January 12 Washington Post, Philip
A, McCombs reported that most "Ha-
noi-watchers" there were agreed that
a general offensive was not in the off-
ing. McCombs reported that the num-
ber of PRG troops in South Vietnam
was about the same as at the time
of the ceasefire.

According to analysts there, he said,
the current fighting "has limited mili-
tary objectives." He also pointed to
the importance that Hanoi is currently
attaching to its own economic develop-
ment. The general opinion was that
"Hanoi is unlikely to order any vast
escalation of its military activities in
the South if it would jeopardize the
long-term development of the North."

The North Vietnamese themselves
denied charges by Washington and
Saigon that a general offensive had
been launched. In a statement broad-
cast by Radio Hanoi and quoted in
the January 5 Washington Post a
spokesman for the North Vietnamese
Foreign Ministry said the charges
were "a trick aimed at misleading pub-
lic opinion and covering up U. S. and
South Vietnamese systematic viola-
tions of the Paris agreement on Viet-
nam."

"It is also aimed at pressing the U. S.
Congress to increase aid to South Viet-
nam,"” the broadcast said.

Thieu exploited the capture of
Phuocbinh to the full. He issued a
statement praising the "heroes" of
Phuoclong and called for three days
of national mourning and prayer to
"acknowledge the noble sacrifice” of

the defenders. To show how seriously
he took the occasion, he ordered
closed for this period all night clubs,
bars, tea houses, and massage par-
lors.

No special prodding was needed
for Thieu to step up the aid campaign
from his side. On January 3 he pre-
sented a medal to visiting U. S. Sena-
tor Strom Thurmond. The next day
as he was leaving, the senator popped
up on cue with a fiery denunciation of
the North Vietnamese and an appeal
for more aid. Their propaganda of-
fensive got another push with a meet-
ing in Saigon on January 8 between
Thieu, U.S. Ambassador Graham
Martin, and Carlyle E. Maw, the U.S.
deputy secretary of state for interna-
tional security affairs. The U. S. press
has also been playing up the mili-
tary situation in Cambodia as part
of the campaign.

At first glance, Ford's prospects for
getting his aid proposals through
Congress don't seem promising. Sen-
ate Democratic leader Mike Mansfield
told reporters January 9 that
Congress would resist Ford's propos-
als. "Additional aid means more kill-
ing, more fighting," he said. "This has
got to stop sometime."

However, Chairman John C. Sten-
nis of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee said that if "there is real proof”
of need for additional aid "then I
would take the lead in helping get
more money. It doesn't look good
over there"

In the past the White House has
been very adept at digging up the
kind of "real proof' to crumple the
token resistance of Congress. Often
it hasn't even bothered with that. The
January 12 Washington Post reported
that "for years the executive branch
played a shell game with Congress on
Indochina mceney and policy, even
many officials privately concede.
Fund requests were split into multiple
compartments, making it difficult for
Congress to add up the costs and the
administration used a corps of ex-
perts to find legal loopholes in con-
gressional restrictions.”

According to figures recently com-
piled by Representative Les Aspin, the
U.S8. Congress has now authorized
more than $6 billion in U. S. military
and economic aid to Vietnam, Laos,
and Cambodia since the January
1973 "cease-fire," plus about $2 billion
more spent for U.S. support forces in
the area.
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"This must be the most expensive
cease-fire in the history of man," As-
pin said. "It must also be the phoniest."

Just as congressional restrictions
haven't had much effect in curbing
Washington's ability to fund its pup-
pet in Saigon, regard for legal nice-
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Washington Weighs Military Strike in

By Dick Fidler

"In the backrooms of Washington,
alarmed policymakers are calling for
a showdown with the oil-producing
countries before it is too late," syndi-
cated Washington columnist Jack An-
derson wrote January 6.

"They want President Ford to serve
notice on the oil potentates that present
oil prices are ruining the Western
world and, therefore, constitute hostile
action. . . ."

"If a peaceful settlement cannot be
reached," Anderson added, "they be-
lieve military intervention will become
inevitable. They don't see how the
United States can stand by helplessly
while the Western world is plunged
into economic and political chaos."

Such warmongering is not confined
to the 'backrooms" in Washington.
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger
himself spelled out the U.S. threat of
war against the oil-producing coun-
tries, in an interview published in the
January 13 issue of Business Week
magazine. Acknowledging that U.S.
military intervention would be a "very
dangerous course," Kissinger added,
"I am not saying that there's no cir-
cumstance where we would not use
force. . . ."

Kissinger suggested that Washing-
ton would consider the use of mili-
tary force justified "where there's some
actual strangulation of the industrial-
ized world."

The secretary of state's remarks
were backed by President Ford in an
interview published in the January 20
issue of Time magazine.

Arab Reaction

Kissinger's threat was immediately
criticized by leading West European
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Ford Backs Kissinger's War Threats

ties in the past hasn't deterred the
warmongers in the White House and
the Pentagon from their military
adventures either. In spite of congres-
sional prohibitions against U. S. com-
bat activities in Vietnam, and in spite
of a reassurance by a Pentagon

allies, worried that a U.S. attack
would be met with a retaliatory Arab
embargo on much-needed oil supplies.
(See Intercontinental Press, January
13, p. 5.)

Arab leaders reacted sharply.
Egyptian President Anwar el-Sadat
said in an interview published in the
Beirut newspaper Al Anwarthat Arab
countries would blow up their oil wells
before allowing them to fall under the
control of invading forces from the
United States or elsewhere, " . . . itis
much easier to blow up oil wells than
to carry out an invasion," Sadat
warned.

Algerian President Houari Boume-
diene declared January 6 that "occu-
pation of one Arab state would be re-
garded as an occupation of the entire
Arab world."

The semiofficial Cairo newspaper Al
Ahram commented editorially that the
Arab's use of oil prices as a diplo-
matic weapon to pressure the imperial-
ists resulted directly from U.S. sup-
port of Israel. "If the U. S. is concerned
about the continued flow of Arab oil
supplies, it need only deal with the
cause of the problem without having
to move its forces and occupy the oil
fields in the Middle East," it said.

Kissinger's new threats brought
nothing more than the routine
response from the Kremlin, however,
Tass, the official news agency, carried
a roundup of critical reaction to Kis-
singer's remarks by the news media
in Asia, Africa, and Europe. And
Pravda, the Communist party daily,
charged January 7 that "defenders of
monopoly interests” in the West were
resorting to ‘'military blackmail”
against the Arab oil-producing coun-
tries.

spokesman that "if the United States
was contemplating any military ac-
tion in South Vietnam it would first
consult the Congress," the recent men-
acing gestures by Washington might
be intended to pave the way for new
assaults on the Vietnamese people. 0O
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Arab East

But Soviet commentators steered
clear of naming Kissinger as the "de-
fender of monopoly interests," and
failed to indicate how the Kremlin
might respond to U.S. military inter-
vention in the Arab East. Tass lulled
its readers with the fatuous remark
that "comments abroad on the United
States threats show that the times of
gunboat diplomacy and intimidation
are gone."

To demonstrate its readiness to back
up its threats with action, the Penta-
gon has shifted the training of troops
in desert warfare to the Mediterranean
area. On January 7, French television
viewers watched a news film showing
a landing exercise on a beach in Sar-
dinia involving 1,000 marines at-
tached to the U. 8. Sixth Fleet.

A significant indication of the hard-
ening U.S. stance is the generally
sympathetic response the mass media
have accorded an article entitled "Qil:
The Issue of American Intervention.”
The article appeared in the January
issue of Commentary magazine, which
is published by the American Jewish
Committee, an influential pro-Zionist
organization. Written by Robert W,
Tucker, a professor of international
relations at Johns Hopkins Universi-
ty, the article is probably the most
detailed public argument for U. S. mil-
itary intervention against the Arab oil
producers that has been made to date
by an apologist for U. S. imperialism.

Making the Threat 'Credible’

Tucker's article, written before Kis-
singer's interview was published in
Business Week, argues that "the alter-
native of military intervention, or the
credible threat of intervention," must
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be "given serious consideration by the
American government.”

The prospect of armed intervention
‘becomes credible to others," he writes,
"when the upper reaches of bureaucra-
cy manifest a receptiveness to employ-
ing armed force as one distinctly pos-
sible solution, when high officials
make this receptiveness known
through statements, however guarded,
and when the actions otherwise taken
by a government do not compromise
the legitimacy and prejudice the suc-
cess or the costs of military interven-
tion, should it ultimately be chosen.”

Kissinger's remarks were intended
precisely to convey the Ford admin-
istration's "receptiveness to employing
armed force" against the oil-produc-
ing countries. This makes the rest of
Tucker's argument all the more inter-
esting for what it may well indicate
about thinking in high levels of the
Pentagon and State Department.

Tucker is skeptical of all the pro-
posals that have been advanced for
meeting the strains of high oil prices
through sharing of scarce supplies,
coordinated cutbacks in consumption,
and "recycling” of the so-called petro-
dollars. With respect to the latter, he
writes that "the proposed solution not
only requires a degree of cooperation
that has been quite rare among states
in the past, but a willingness to take
risks that is very nearly unprecedent-
ed save in war." Besides, he argues,
these are all relatively long-term solu-
tions, requiring several years to reach
full effectiveness in lowering world oil
prices or "absorbing" the oil pro-
ducers' revenues into the world finan-
cial system.

"... if the present situation goes
on unaltered,” he writes, "a disaster re-
sembling the 1930's is indeed a dis-
tinct possibility and ... it would
have as its immediate and precipitat-
ing cause the present oil price. . ..
The oil price must come down if the
crisis, with all its latent dangers, is
to be overcome, but no one knows
how this is to be achieved within the
short-to-medium term."

Tucker's demand "that we at least
raise the question of employing extra-
ordinary means for resolving the cri-
sis" is concretized in his proposal for
a lightning U. S. invasion of an area
on the Arab-Persian Gulf extending
from Kuwait down along the coastal
region of Saudi Arabia to Qatar. "It
is this mostly shallow coastal strip
less than 400 miles in length that pro-
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vides 40 per cent of present OPEC
[Organization of Petroleum Exporting
Countries] production and that has
by far the world's largest proven re-
serves (over 50 per cent of total OPEC
reserves and 40 per cent of world re-
serves). Since it has no substantial
centers of population and is without
trees, its effective control does not bear
even remote comparison with the ex-
perience of Vietnam."

Tucker quickly disposes of possible
objections of a technical nature to such
an operation. ". . . it would be hard
to find a group of states with a weaker
collective military capability." And
while the invaded countries would
doubtless respond by sabotaging
wells, pipelines, and refineries, the re-
sulting damage could be quickly re-
paired; "we would be deprived of oil
from the occupied area not for eight
or nine months, but for three or four
months and possibly less.”

Invade the Gulf . . . or Libya?

New York Times military analyst
Drew Middleton reported January 10
that "senior American and Western
European military officers" he had in-
terviewed thought the seizure of select-
ed Middle East oil fields "'militarily
feasible” but "many doubted that the
area selected by Professor Tucker of-
fered the best conditions for the first
and second stages." They tended to
favor a target bordering the Mediter-
ranean Sea:"a combined air-sea strike
could be launched against Libya with
greater hop: of surprise than one di-
rected deep into the Persian Gulf area."

Tucker also discounts the negative
impact of a probable Arab embargo
in reaction to the invasion, noting that
"almost all the remaining OPEC coun-
tries are revenue consumers [iLe., they
depend on their oil revenues for pur-
chases of needed capital goods and
consumer goods| and would be hard
pressed to undertake an embargo for
any appreciable period."”

Kissinger echoed such thinking in
his Business Week interview, when he
observed that "countries that need oil
revenues for their economic develop-
ment, like Algeria, Iran, and Venezue-
la, do not have an unlimited capacity
to cut their production. If the produc-
tion of these countries is cut by any
significant percentage, their whole eco-
nomic development plan will be in se-
vere jeopardy." In other words, the
imperialists, on the pretext that they

are being economically "strangled,"
are prepared to destroy the economies
of the semicolonial countries to main-
tain and strengthen imperialist domi-
nation.

Weighing Kremlin Reaction

Business Week asked Kissinger if
he worried about Moscow's response
to U.S. military action in the Middle
East. He replied: "Any President who
would resort to military action in the
Middle East without worrying what
the Soviets would do would have to
be reckless. The question is to what
extent he would let himself be deterred
by it."

Tucker is evidently not deterred by
the prospect of Soviet intervention. So-
viet naval forces are inadequate for
effective "interposition" in the Arab-
Persian Gulf, he argues, and in any
case, "The Russians simply do not
have the interest here that we [the
United States] have.”

Yet U.S. miscalculation of how the
Kremlin perceives its interest in the
Arab East placed the world on the
brink of a nuclear holocaust in Oc-
tober 1973, when Moscow indicated
its readiness to intervene to prevent
Israeli forces from annihilating the
Egyptian Army III Corps, and Wash-
ington responded by placing its world-
wide forces on a "precautionary alert."

Will the Pentagon make the same
error again? New York Times corre-
spondent Drew Middleton reported
January 10 that "many military
sources considered that the most likely
Soviet countermove [in the event of a
U.S. invasion of the Middle East]
would come in the form of 'volunteers'
from the Soviet Air Force flying mis-
sions in aircraft of the Arab air
forces," rather than in a more direct
form of response.

If strategists like Tucker are pre
pared to minimize the risk of Soviet
"counterintervention,” they are appar-
ently even less inclined to let the pro-
spect of opposition by Washington's
political and military allies to inhibit
their plans. In his Commentary ar-
ticle, Tucker cynically argues that "it
defies belief that the developing na-
tions, like the developed nations,
would view with anything but relief,
however disguised, a break in the pe-
troleum price structure that followed a
successful military intervention in the
Persian Gulf. In the manner of Fred-
erick the Great's description of Maria
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Theresa on the morrow of the division
of Poland ('She wept, yet she took'),
developed and undeveloped would de-
plore the action— though in consider-
ably varying degree— while accepting
with alacrity the benefits flowing from
it."

Reinforcing U.S. Domination

One reason Washington's allies are
reluctant to support a U.S. assault
on the oil-producing countries is that
they are generally much more depen-
dent on imports from the OPEC states.
Tucker uses this as an additional justi-
fication for U.S. intervention—in
much the same way that Washington
argued at the outset of the cold war
that all other imperialist countries
should subordinate their military ob-
jectives to those of U.S. imperialism.

"The argument that today's Europe
could deal with the Arabs if not for
the interference of the Americans is
even less persuasive than the argu-
ment that today's Europe could deal
on its own with the Russians," he
writes. "Indeed, the two arguments are
really one, since if the Europeans
could in fact deal with the Russians
independently of America, then they
might well be able to deal with the
Arabs. Unfortunately, they can do
neither."”

Washington is seeking to turn the
"oil crisis" against its leading competi-
tors. Kissinger made this clear in his
interview with Business Week, when
he outlined the Ford administration's
program to put economic pressure on
the oil-exporting countries.

Kissinger described as the "most im-
portant" part of that program U.S.
plans to "bring in alternative sources
of energy as rapidly as possible so
that the combination of new discov-
eries of oil, new oil-producing coun-
tries, and new sources of energy create
a supply situation in which it will be
increasingly difficult for the cartel to
operate. We think the beginning of this
will occur within two to three years."

But that is precisely why Washing-
ton does not favor a substantial low-
ering of the world market price for oil
at this time— despite all its clamor to
the contrary. Lower oil prices would
make it unprofitable to develop the
alternative energy sources.

Asked by Business Week whether
U.S. policy had changed and it was
no longer seeking "an immediate and
substantial reduction in the price of
imported oil," Kissinger hedged: "I
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would disagree with the word imme-
diate."

The same hypocrisy runs through
the Tucker article in Commentary. Ar-
guing for swift military action against
the Arab oil producers, the professor
states that "the [economic] crisis can
be safely resolved only if the price
[of oil] is drastically reduced." Yet
when he later describes the "adminis-
tered price" that would be established
by the U.S. authorities following the
successful invasion and occupation of
the Arab oil fields, Tucker writes:
"Clearly, the oil price would be de-
signed to influence the structure of the
world energy market. It would be ab-
surd and self-defeating to propose a
price close to present production costs
in the Middle East. On the other hand,
it would not be unreasonable to seta
price below projected costs of alterna-
tive sources of energy, though not so
much below as to discourage active
development of these sources.” (Em-
phasis added.)

Such a price would hardly be likely
to meet the desires of either Washing-
ton's competitor-allies or the semico-
lonial countries, whether oil exporters
or importers. But it would guarantee
continued high profits to the oil trusts
and reinforce the relative advantage of
U.S. corporations, which are less de-
pendent on oil imports.

That is why Kissinger's assertion
that the United States would not go
to war with countries like Saudi
Arabia and Iran over the issue of oil
prices as such is misleading. What is
really involved in Kissinger's threats
is not the price question, but Washing-
ton's determination to thwart by any
means necessary the efforts of the
semicolonial oil producers to use their
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control of petroleum resources to shift
the relationship of forces with impe-
rialism to their advantage.

And Public Opinion?

Finally, Tucker discusses a con-
sideration that must weigh very heavi-
ly in the thinking of Washington strat-
egists: the reaction of the U. S. public
to war on the Arabs. The American
people would probably "ind in the
act [of invasion] a manifestation of
complete moral bankruptey,” he
writes. But that need not constitute an
insuperable obstacle to launching mili-
tary intervention.

"The difficulty, of course, is that the
public has been long habituated to
support the use of force only in cases
which have been made to appear as
necessary for the containment of Com-
munism, in turn equated with the na-
tion's security. Could the public be in-
duced, in the shadow of Vietnam, to
support a military intervention that
bore no apparent or tangible relation
to the containment of Communism,
itself a factor of diminishing impor-
tance in determining the public's dis-
position?

"No one can say,” he concludes. But
a worsening economic situation could
shift public opinion to support of war,
he suggests, "particularly if unemploy-
were to rise to 8 or 9 per cent." And
"the existence of an all-volunteer mili-
tary force would preclude the painful
issues once raised by the draft."”

Furthermore, potential opposition
from ‘"the Left" could be neutralized
if the public could be convinced that
the oil-producing countries are respon-
sible for the increasing impoverish-
ment of most of the semicolonial coun-
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tries, those suffering particularly from
the high costs of imported oil.
This eynical reasoning illustrates the
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idening Scandal Over CIA Spying
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importance of a firm response to the
renewed U.S. threats of war against
the oil producing countries on the

S

part of all who defend the right of
self-determination of the semicolonial
countries. 0

Ford’s ‘Blue Ribbon’ Commission Prepares Cover-Up

By Michael Baumann

President Ford's move to set up a
"blue-ribbon panel" to investigate
charges of illegal domestic spying by
the Central Intelligence Agency is an
effort "directed at avoiding anything
close to a Watergate," an anonymous
White House aide is quoted as saying
in the January 6 Christian Science
Monitor.

Continuing revelations of illegal and
clandestine CIA activity, along with
disclosures of close links with the spy
agency on the part of most panel
members, make it clear, however, that
the White House is deeply involved
in yet another cover-up.

Following revelations in the De
cember 22 New York Times that the
CIA "conducted a massive, illegal do-
mestic intelligence operation during the
Nixon Administration against the anti-
war movement and other dissident
groups in the United States,” and that
these spying operations resulted in the
CIA's maintaining files on at least
10,000 "dissident" Americans, a num-
ber of new disclosures of illegal CIA
surveillance have been made public.

Ex-Army Agent Briefed CIA

Ralph Stein, a former Army domes-
tic intelligence agent, told the New
York Times January 10 that he had
given a secret briefing on U.S. rad-
ical activity to the CIA in late 1967.
Stein, who served as a military coun-
terintelligence agent from 1965 to
1968, said he realized during the
briefing that the CIA was already in-
volved extensively in spying inside
the United States. The briefing, he
said, "convinced me that they (the
C.I.LA.) had extensive information on
domestic personalities and organiza-
tions."

The CIA men, he said, "asked a lot
of questions that indicated that they
had already carefully examined some
of the underground publications in
question— such as The Berkeley Barb
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and S.D.S. (Students for a Democratic
Society ) manuals.

"They also seemed to have investi-
gated the personalities.”

Stein told New York Times corre-
spondent Seymour M. Hersh that the
CIA agents had asked him a number
of questions about student activists
"and particularly about the peoplewho
were involved with the published me-
dia — editors and writers.

"Ramparts came up often," he said.

"The C.LA. men surprised him,"
Hersh added, "by suggesting that the
magazine, which that year published
its disclosure of the C.I. A. agency's
financing of student groups, was being
financed by foreign agencies."

"This was ridiculous . . .," Steinsaid.
He knew from his own spying, "from
my classified files that it was in very
poor financial shape" and that it was
not receiving outside help.

Domestic Spying Files
Kept by Army

Stein's account of Army and CIA
domestic spying was buttiressed that
same day by an Army disclosure that
it had "discovered" domestic surveil-
lance files that were supposed to have
been destroyed several years ago.

According to a report in the Jan-
uary 11 Washington Post, "The Army
announced yesterday that it has dis-
covered counterintelligence files on po-
litical dissenters that were supposed to
have been destroyed under a 1971
Defense Department directive.

"The announcement by Army Sec-
retary Howard H. Callaway indicates
that the files on dissenters, contained
in some 400 microfilms, are now being
destroyed. . . .

"Callaway said the files, which con-
tain the results of military surveil-
lances of American civilians conducted
prior to 1971, relate mainly to civil
disturbances. A Defense Department
spokesman said the civilian spying

by the military was also targeted
against draft resistance movements,
GI coffechouses and other anti-Viet-
nam war activities."

According to the Washington Post
account, the Army discovered the files
"late last month," that is, at the same
time the initial CIA revelations broke
into the news. "Material had, in fact,
been added to the file subsequent to
the pledge that the files would be
purged, the Army learned."

CIA 'Mail Tapping’

On January 7, former CIA agent
Dr. Melvin Crain revealed that when
he retired from the agency in 1959,
its domestic duties included inter-
cepting and copying mail, with the
assistance of the U.S. Post Office.

"According to Dr. Crain's account,”
reported the January 8 New York
Times, "the Post Office Department set
up areas in post offices in New York
and New Orleans, staffed by specially
cleared personnel, where sophisticated
equipment was used to open, copy
and reseal letters from Americans
about whom the C.LA. sought infor-
mation. . . .

"A similar mail surveillance unit was
operated by the Washington head-
quarters of the F.B.1.,, he added."

According to Crain, the CIA was
particularly interested in letters to
friends and relatives in the Soviet
Union. "One purpose of the surveil-
lance, he said, was to develop con-
tacts with Americans who had
acquaintances in Russia.

"'This was often a method for re-
cruiting C.LA. operatives,' he said."

Stein said he kept one of the inter-
cepted letters, written in November
1958 by an Amherst College student
apparently connected with the student
newspaper. The Iletter, which was
opened and copied before being for-
warded to Moscow, sought to arrange
for a shipment of 1,000 copies of the
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college newspaper to the Moscow Com-
mittee of Youth Organizations. "We
were, in effect, building dossiers on
these people,” Stein said.

"Officials of the C.LA. told me they
knew it was illegal and unconstitu-
tional but it was needed to achieve
our mission,” he said. "They told me
the Post Office and the F.B.1 were
involved."

One well-known U.S. citizen whose
mail was regularly read was George
Meany, president of the AFL-CIO
trade-union federation. According to
a report in the January 10 Washington
Post, a former CIA official "said the
mail cover operation was inaugurated
because the CIA was not able to get
sufficient financial reporting from the
American unions that served as con-
duits for agency funds to European
trade unions."

"The CIA became involved in the
European labor movement shortly
after World War II in collaboration
with AFL and CIO officials," the Post
account continued. "Communistunions
and trade union confederations were
the principal target of the program.
The agency's interests later expanded
to Latin America, where the AFL-
CIO maintains a program known as
the American Institute for Free Labor
Development, and Africa."

Agents who directed the CIA pro-
gram to build up anti-Communist
unions in Europe during the 1950s
apparently suspected Meany of
keeping some of the funds himself,
One of the former CIA agents, who
was assigned to reading Meany'smail,
said, "If you're running a bank and
you have doubts about where themon-
ey is going, you try to find out."

Meany's performance was appar-
ently within accepted limits for such
operations. "There were some unpleas-
ant surprises,” the agent who read
Meany's mail said, "but on the whole
no one was being robbed. Allen Dulles,
the late CIA director, always used
to say, 'vou've got to give them the
dough and leave them a certain
amount of independence.""

Arab Students Targeted

Jack Anderson reported in his Jan-
uary 9 nationally syndicated column
that in 1969 the Justice Department
turned over to the CIA a computerized
printout listing "9,000 antiwar agita-
tors, New Leftists and ghetto mil-
itants."

"From the 9,000 names," Anderson
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said, "the CIA picked out those who
had received training or had parti-
cipated in demonstrations overseas."
This information was then relayed
back to the Justice Department's "civil
disturbance” section for "its guidance
in dealing with domestic demonstra-
tions." ( The files themselves were re-

‘NOW, WHAT ARE ALL THESE
STORIES ABOUT?

tained by the CIA.) As part of the
service, Anderson said, "The CIA also
identified Arab students in America
who had alleged ties with the Pales-
tine Liberation Organization.”

Few Americans have been spied
upon by the CIA at home, Anderson
claimed. "The CIA simply doesn'thave
the manpower to keep 10,000 Ameri-
cans under surveillance, said one
source."

Other well-informed sourcesdisagree.
"The CIA is big, very big," wrote Vic-
tor Marchetti and John D. Marks
in their 1974 book The CIA and the
Cult of Intelligence. "Officially it has
authorized manpower of 16,500, and
an authorized budget of $750 mil-
lion. . . . Yet, regardless of its official
size and cost, the agency is far larger
and more affluent than these figures
indicate. . . .

"The 16,500 figure does not reflect
the tens of thousands who serve under
contract (mercenaries, agents, consul-
tants, etc.) or who work for the agen-
cy's proprietary [controlled] compan-
ies."

In an article published in the Jan-
uary 11 London Times, former CIA
agent Miles Copeland said that the
CIA may actually be spying on as
many as 100 million Americans. Ac-
cording to a January 11 Associated

Press dispatch, Copeland "wrote that
'now there is a fuss about a mere
10,000 names." But he said through
computers and exchanges with other
agencies, the CIA has access to vir-
tually all U.S. files on private citizens.

"He said this includes the Internal
Revenue Service with 78 million
names, the Veterans Administration
with 15 million, the FBI's fingerprint
records with 160 million, and the Se-
cret Service with 150,000.

"Allowing for overlap, and given the
looseness with which labels are being
applied to various CIA activities these
days, it might fairly well be said that
the CIA 'investigates' or 'spies on 100
million Americans,’ he said."

Ford Sets Guard
in Cabbage Patch

In this atmosphere of growing pub-
lic awareness of CIA lawbreaking,
Ford announced January 5 the for-
mation of a blue-ribbon "citizens com-
mission” to investigate the CIA. "All
of the people [named to the panel]
have been checked," White House press
secretary Ron Nessen told reporters
January 6. "They would not have been
picked if they had any connection with
the CIA which would hamper them."

It is a "truly blue ribbon" panel,
Republican Senator Hugh Scott said
January 5. "These are distinguished
men without personal axes to grind —
men of great national reputation.”

Not everyone agreed. "The 'blue rib-
bon' commission appointed by Pres-
ident Ford to protect the public against
domestic spying by the C.LA. looks
suspiciously like a goat sent to guard
a cabbage patch," New York Times
columnist Tom Wicker wrote January
7. "Having the C.LA. investigated by
such a group is like having the Mafia
audited by its own accountants.”

First of all, Wicker said, the com-
mission was the "brainchild of Sec-
retary of State Henry Kissinger, who
has been the chairman of the Forty
Committee, the high-level body that
gives the agency its policy direction
and control." Thus Kissinger himself
stands to be damaged by further rev-
elations of illegal CIA spying.

Second, "The commission appar-
ently was discussed in advance with
those to be investigated: William E.
Colby, the C.LA. director, and Rich-
ard Helms, who was director when
domestic spying is alleged to have
been at its peak.”

4]




In fact, wrote New York Post col-
umnist James A. Wechsler January
8, Kissinger may have already "given
the show away when he remarked
after a recent meeting with Ford that
he saw 'no reason why Ambassador
(and former CIA chief) Helms should
not return to his post in Iran.' The
statement was tantamount to a pre-
view of CIA whitewash by the Ford
commission.”

The likelihood of a commission
cover-up of CIA spying can also be
gauged from the background of its
members. Leaving aside its chairman,
Vice-President Rockefeller, whose cre-
dentials are well known, the other
members include:

® Lyman Lemnitzer. As head of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff when the CIA
organized the 1961 Bay of Pigs in-
vasion of Cuba, General Lemnitzer
approved plans for the operation. His
concern for public access to the truth
about secret government policy de-
cisions can be assessed from his state-
ment on Daniel Ellsberg's release of
the Pentagon Papers. The release of
the papers, he said, was a "traitorous
act on the part of an individual who
didn't know what he was doing to
the security of the United States."

® Douglas Dillon. "As Acting Sec-
retary of State," the New York Times
reported January 6, "Mr. Dillon let
his press officers put out a report in
1960 that a C.LA. U-2 spy plane lost
over the Soviet Union was on weather
reconnaissance." Dillon was named
chairman of the board of trustees of
the Rockefeller Foundation in 1971.

® Erwin Griswold. As former U.S.
solicitor general, Griswold argued in
court the White House case defending
Army spying on antiwar demonstra-
tors. "What was done, as unwise as it
might have been, does not violate a
statute or the Constitution,” he said.
He also argued the government's case
against allowing the Pentagon Papers
to be published.

® John T. Connor. As former pres-
ident of the Merck pharmaceutical
company, Connor collected millions
of dollars in drugs and medicine to
ransom CIA operatives and others
captured in the Bay of Pigs invasion.

® Lane Kirkland. An AFL-CIO staff
member since 1948, Kirkland served
for eight years as executive assistant
to George Meany. He has been sec-
retary-treasurer of the trade-union fed-
eration since 1969. It is unlikely that
he could have served in either capacity
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without participating in the secret
channeling of CIA funds to anti-Com-
munist unions.

It is clear that the White House was

telling the truth when it said of Ford's
panel that "all of the people have been
checked." The cover-up of domestic
CIA spying has begun in earnest. O

Workers Vote Against Wage Freeze
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Danish Election Reflects Polarization

While the rising discontent of Danish
workers and the lower middle classes was
first expressed in a high maverick vote in
the last national elections only thirteen
months ago, the January 9 vote showed a
trend toward social polarization.

The ruling Liberal party of Premier
Poul Hartling increased its popular vote
from 12.3% to 23.3% and its seats from
22 to 42. But this gain seemed to reflect
primarily a consolidation of the bourgeois
party vote. The Conservative party
dropped from 16 to 10 seats and the
Radical Liberals from 20 to 13, with the
demagogic Progress (antitax) party of
Mogens Glistrup falling from 28 to 24
seats.

On the other hand, a right-wing break-
away from the Social Democratic party
(the Center Democrats led by Erhard
Jacobsen, who supported the Hartling
government), fell from 14 to four seats.
The main workers party, the Social Demo-
crats, increased its representation from
46 to 53 seats and gained 4.4% in popu-
lar vote for a total of 30%.

There were indications, moreover, that
this vote represented a conscious shift to
the left and not just a return to major
party allegiances. The Venstresocialisten
(Left Socialists), who had fallen below
the 2% threshold for representation in
the last elections, cleared the barrier this
time and got the minimum four seats.
The old left centrist Socialistisk Folke-
parti (People's Socialist party), which has
been moving to the right, lost about a
fifth of its vote, It dropped from 6% to
4.9% and lost two of the eleven seats it
had in the last Folketing. The Commu-
nist party gained 0.6% in popular vote
for a total of 4.2%, and its representation
in parliament rose from six to seven.

No party came close to winning 90
seats, which constitutes a majority in a
house of 175 Danish representatives plus
two from Greenland and two from the
Faroe Islands. There were two rather well
defined blocs. The traditional bourgeois
parties, joined by the Center Democrats,
hold 78 seats against a combined total
of 73 for the workers and left parties.
Glistrup's antitax party holds 24. Count-
ing the antitaxers, the bourgeois bloc has
a comfortable majority of 102. However,

in the context of a 