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MULTlNATlONAL AGRlCULTURE 

Candidate  Ronald Reagan woke from a  long 
winter’s nap last week and abandoned the cozy 
gane plan that  had him  coasting  uneventfully to 
the  nomination-and  maybe all the way to the 
Whlte  House, given Jimmy  Carter’s  slump In the 
polls last fall. HIS hopes of spending hls golden 
years at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue were shaken 
by  his Iowa loss; and Carter, pari passu, was 
looking  much less llke a loser. 

The new, flghtlng Ronald  Reagan  lambasted 
“cynlcs, paclflsts, and  appeasers”  and  tore  into 
Carter’s  foreign policy for  “bordering on ap- 
peasement.’’  He  commandeered CBS’s 60 Mm- 
Utes to propose a retaliatlon for the Russian in- 
vasion of Afghanistan.  “I’m suggestlng that we 
mlght blockade Cuba,” Reagan  announced, 
“and  stop  the  transportation back and  forth of 
arms, of Soviet military.” 

Although surely winning the  race to  outflank 
President Carter  on  the  nght, Reagan neglected 
to explaln what blockadmg Cuba  had to do with 
forclng the Russians out of Afghanlstan.  Per- 
haps he had in mind  creating a diverslon  along 
the lines of World War 111. Nor did he say  what 
would happen if the Russlans ignored the sanc- 
tions. Would he escalate by blockadmg,Apgola? 
Then tighten the screws on  South Yemen? Then 
the Horn of Africa?  The  Arc of drisis? Mur- 
mansk?  Plnsk?  Mlnsk? 

Reagan did  not  elaborate on the “even b+?$ter 
optlons” he claimed  “mlght” exist. We would 
llke to belleve Reagan’s blockade proposal-was 
the  product of a  temporary  mental  lapse  that 
caused h m  to confuse  Afghanistan  with  the 1962 
Cuban misslle crlsls. Perhaps  after this burst of 
strenuous  sloganeenng,  Reagan  should  return to 
his ranch for a rest and  contemplate less extreme 
anti-Communlst  sanctions.  How  about  some- 
thing more  approprlate to  a retrred actor-boy- 
cotting  Pollsh ham? 

~, 

THE PROFITS 
OF HUNGER 
RICHARD J .  BARNET 

Last month when the Soviet Union  invaded 
Afghanistan, the United  States  sought to punlsh 
the aggression by canceling 17 million tons  worth 
of grain sales. The feasiblllty and  morality of the 
use of the food weapon  against Iran was much 
debated.  The  Cambodian people starved while 
officials haggled for  months over who  should 
control  distribution of food  aid to that traglc 
land.  These are  not the first-nor the last-ex- 
amples of food being enmeshed in politics. In 
the  early 1970s the  United  States for a brief time 
withheld  food from Bangladesh because that 
country  traded  jute with  Castro’s  Cuba. 

But more significant  than these selisational ex- 
amples of food politics are deeper changes in , 

the world food  system.  The  altered  structure of 
the world’s food  economy 1s jeopardizing  the 
ability of mllllons of subsistence farmers 
throughout the  world to feed themselves and 
their families. The  control over farming  ac- 
quired by large multlnational  agribusmesses has 
turned  countries like Iran Into  large food  import- 
ers-and thus  made them more  vulnerable to 
food boycotts. It  has also increased the inequities 
of food  distribution inside developing societies. 
The ultimate “food power” lies in the  growlng 
ability of these multinational  corporations to 
control  the  production  and  marketing of food. 

If foQd power IS not  to  become  a  threat or 
a weapon to be used against people on the  edge 
of starvation,  then  the  notion of secure access to 
food  must be vigorously reasserted as  a  right 
that  attaches  to all men  and women at  birth. 
Such a right is not  rooted in hutorical  traditlon: 
entitlement to food  has never been recognized as 
an uncondltional  rlght,  except,  perhaps, in some 
socialist countries.  The reasons for making  such 

(Contmued on Page 145) , 
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EDITORIALS. 
TheWro-ng Reason 
“The last ternplatlon IS the greatest treason: 

To do the nght  deed for the wrong reason.” 
“ T . S .  Eliot 

I support  an Olympic  boycott,  but  not  for the reason 
given by Pres~dent Carter. I t  seems to me at least 
debatable  whether  an  Olympic  boycott is an  appro- 
priate way to protest  the  Soviet  invasion of Afghani- 

stan. On the  other  hand, it seems clear that an Olympic boy- 
cott is an  appropriate response to the oppress~on of human- 
rlghts activists In the Soviet Union. 

Sowet military intervention in Afghanistan must be  con- 
demned,  though  Jimmy  Carter’s  protestations would have 
come wlth better grace if he had  acknowledged its parallels 
to American  mditary  interventlon in small  countries like 
Cambodia. But I would favor going to  the Olympics despite 
my revulsion against  what  the  Sowet  Union is doing in 

Afghanistan. I believe that peaceful  contacts  between peo- 
ples are desirable, and taking part in the  Olympics  would  be 
no endorsement of the invasion, especially if some of the 
athletes and  spectators going to Moscow  could be  persuaded 
to  take  part  in a protest  demonstration in Red  Square. 

There is another reason to oppose  the use of a boycott 
to protest  the  Afghanistan  invaslon.  Whatever  value  it 
mlght  have was sullied by  Carter when he  made  it  part 
of a  package  that includes revival of draft registration, 
support for Central Intelligence Agency covert  operations 
and military aid to General Zia’s Pakistan. A  boycott is only 
warranted as a  moral  gesture. I t  lacks that  quality when it is 
bracketed  with support for a totalitarian  government 
abroad  and the abrogation of civil liberties at home. 

A boycott of the Olympics to  protest  persecution of 
human-rights activists in the Soviet  Union is a  different  mat- 
ter. An editorial  in The Nation last May 12 (“Realpolitik i 

and  Human Rights”) suggested that  the Soviet  Union  might 
be  persuaded to release Yuri Orlov, Anatoly  Shcharansky 
and other political prisoners because of the Olympics.  “[The 
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Soviet Union’s] anticipated  athletic  triumphs would be tar- 
nished by protests  in behalf of Orlov and  others who are de- 
tained,”  the  editorial  said, calling for increased  pressure to 
release dissenters. On October 10, 1979, Amnesty  Interna- 
tional  sounded  the  same  theme in an  open letter to President 
Leonid Brezhnev: “As the world’s peoples look toward 
Moscow in 1980, we appeal to your government to fulfill its 
human rights commitments  under  internatlonal law, the 
Soviet Constitution  and legislation.” 

In its letter,  Amnesty expressed its  deep  concern  about  the 
more  than 300 prisoners of conscience in  the Soviet Union, 
among them  nineteen  “monitors” of the 1975 Helsinki 
human-rights  agreements  who  have  been sentenced to pns- 
on terms of up to fifteen years since 1075 and  another five 
who were in prison  awaltlng  trial.  While  making  the  Olym- 
pics‘a focus of its appeal For their  release, Amnesty charged 
that “in antlcipation of the  large  number of foreign visitors 
to Moscow during  the  Olympic  Games” special measures 
were apparently bemg taken to clear  dissidents ou t  of 
Moscow. The  human-rights  group  pointed to  “the transfer 
of prisoners of conscience out of prisons  and psychiatric 
hospitals in o r  near  the Moscow area  and Into  dlstant 
areas,’’ evidence that  some  detentions were being extended 
untd  the  Olympic  Games were concluded,  and  threats to 
Baptists in the Moscow area  that they would be forcibly re- 
settled at the time of the  Olympic  Games. 

Since  that  letter was sent, signs that the Sovlet Unlon is 
clearing o u t  dlssldents because of the  Olympic  Games  have 
become unm~stakable.  On  January 15. Amnesty  reported “a 
major  crackdown  on  dlssenters” In the  Sowet  Union.  More 
than  forty  arrests for the peaceful exercise of human rights 
had  taken place during  the  three  months  that elapsed smce 
the Brezhnev letter. Among  those  arrested were nme addi- 
tional  members of groups  monltoring  the Hels~nk~ accords. 

‘ The United’States Helslnkl Watch Committee reports that 
other Soviet Helsrnkl monltors  have been called In and 
warned  that their activ~t~es would result in ban~shment  from 
Moscow. Then on  January 22, the most prominent of all 
Soviet human-rights  actlvists,  Andrei  Sakharov, was arrested 
and banished from Moscow. His exile made i t  close to a 
clean sweep; the Soviet Union has eliminated nearly all op- 
portunities for vlsitors to  the  Olympic  Games to talk to dis- 
senters.  These  dlssenters  have been forced to suffer  arrest, 
prosecution,  imprisonment and exrle simply because the 
Olympic  Games are belng held in Moscow;  therefore,  a  boy- 
cott IS clearly appropriate, 

Although  the  boycott is instead going  forward for Presi- 
dent  Carter’s  reasons,  there might still be a way to convey 
the message that I t  is intolerable that the  Olympic  Games 
should be  used as an occasion to repress  human  rights. I f  
alternate  games  are  held, they could be called the Sakharov 
Games and the medals to be distributed  could bear the like- 
ness of Andrei  Sakharov.  Those would be prizes worth win- 
ning. ARYEH NEIER 

Aryeh Neier, a member of The Nation ’s Edilorial Board, IS 
adjuncl professor of law ai New York UnlverslIy and a fel- 
low of ihe New York fnstrlufe for ihe Humanities. 

Draft Dodge 

I f truth is the  first  casualt) of war, clvil liberties are 
the  first  casualty of cold war. So i t  was the last time 
around  and so President  Carter seems intent on  mak- 
ing it again. First,  he went after  the  Iranian  students 

in  the United States;  then he launched  a  drive to Increase the 
secrecy surrounding  Central Intelllgence Agency covert 
actlons; now he  plans  to bring back draft reglstration. 

In his speech at Georgetown  University  last week, Senator 
Edward  Kennedy  exposed  the essent~al uselessness of 
draft registration in meeting “future mobilization  needs 
rapidly, if they arise,” as  the  Presldent put it. Registration, 
Kennedy said, is thus  “the  first  step”  toward  reinstltuting a 
peacetime draft, a ,point  Bertram M. Gross raised in these 
pages last  year (“The Drive to Revive the Draft,”  October 
20, 1979). To put it bluntly,  President  Carter  has  not  made 
the case for registration, militarily, diplomatically or  other- 
wise; and so in policy terms it remains  more  symbol than 
substance. In its effects on the lives of millions of young 
men and  women, however,  the  substance would be consider- 
able-not only  the  abridgment of their clvil llbertles but 
also the amassing of still another centralized  governmental 
dossier. Our experience in Vietnam should  have  taught  us 
that  demanding  sacrlfices  from our youth that  turn out to be 
meanlngless only  engenders cynicism and alienation.  Even 
in the unhkely event  that the President  does  make  a  cogent 
case for  draft  registration, there  must be a great deal more 
discussion of what  sort of draft we should have and the 
proper role of the  mllitary in our  soclety.  As  Gross  pointed 
out, such a  discussion has so far been lacking, and  Con- 
gress has merely tacked w ~ t h  the polltlcal wlnds. 

The  Carter  campalgn to punlsh Iran  and  the Soviet Union 
by deprivlng  young  Americans of their rlghts has encoun- 
tered little opposltion  other  than  Senator Kennedy’s. But the 
proposal to revwe draft registration  could still be a disguised 
blessmg if i t  were to galvanize  Americans of draft age from 
thelr lassitude. By demonstrating resistance to registration, 
they might be able to return the country to its senses. In  the 
early 1960s, young  Americans rallled to the  cause of racial 
equality  and  prodded  Congress and the  President to 
enact and  enforce civil rights laws. In the  late 1960s and  the 
early 1970s, young  Americans led the  fight  against  the war 
in Vietnam and  against  the  draft. Lately, however, few 
public  causes  have  aroused their .passions, and they have 
gotten out of the  habit of taking  the lead in awakening the 
American conscience. 

There Is a new coalition  that  should help mobilize not 
only draft-age  youths  but also others  who wish to join In 

resistance to the draft. Known as the  Committee  Against 
Registration and  the  Draft  (CARD), it comprises  more than 
forty civil liberties, church,  student,  antlwar  and women’s 
organizations. Its address is 245 Second Street, N.E., 
Washington, D.C. 20002, telephone (202) 5474334. The 
Natron will also d o  its part. We will help student  groups  and 
others planning  public  discussions of the  draft by arranging 
for speakers and  for  reprints of Gross’s comprehensive 
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analysis of the issues. Inquiries  should be directed to Neil 
Barsky at our office.  And we  will keep our readers  informed 
of the progress of the  campaign to revive the  draft  and of 
the  campaign to resist it. 

1 

Iran Chooses 

I ran’s new President, 44-year-old Abolhassan Bani- 
Sadr, represents  a  hope to more  than  the fifty U.S. 
hostages held in  what  Iranians  call  theJusus khane or 
“spyhouse”  since  November 4 of last year. He is the 

first  democratically elected head of state  Iran  has ever 
known in three  millenniums of history, and  for  the thirty-six 
million people of that  country his accession to office, by an 
overwhelming majority,  may  represent the  start of a new 
constructive  phase of their unrelenting  revolution.  Bani- 
Sadr is a  signlflcant  mixture of the old and the new  in 
radical  Iranian politics. He was born In the Western provin- 
cial  town of Hamadan,  the  son of Ayatollah  Nasrullah 
Bani-Sadr, and in his student days  he  became  a  leader of the 
National  Front  Student  Organization in Teheran,  the  young 
people  who in the  late 1950s remained  loyal to Premier 
Mohammed Mossadegh.  Bani-Sadr was imprlsoned for  two 
years in 1959, and  after  the  defeat of the big opposition 
upsurge of 1961-63, a defeat  that  culminated in the exile 
of Ayatollah  Khomeini,  Bani-Sadr  remained in exile in 
Europe. 

He was among  the leadlng  members of the  Confederation 
*of Iranian  Students in Europe,  its.general  secretary in 1965 
and a leader of the religiously oriented  section of the move- 
ment  that  remained in contact with the exiled Khomeini. He 
first met Khomeini at his father’s  funeral in 1972 and  from 
then on Bani-Sadr was, by hls own  account, charged  with 
preparing  reports for the Ayatollah on economic  and soclal 
conditions In Iran.  He was a  consistent opponent of the sec- 
ular left within the exile movement, being o n  occasion  reluc- 
tant  to defend leftists put on trial by the  Shah’s regime. 

A book he co-authored wlth French sociologist Paul 
. Vieille  in 1975, entitled 011 and Violence, gives a clear pic- 
ture of Bani-Sadr’s diagnosis of Iran’s ills. It is a  conven- 
tional  anti-imperialist  analysis,  influenced by such  writers as 
Samir  Amin.  “The  export of oil involves deprwing  the 
peripheral  country in order to benefit  the ecmomies of the 
dominant  countries,” he writes. “An Iranian has only one 
function in the world economy: to consume goods produced 
by the  metropolitan  countries In exchange for the export of 
oil.” The  availability of large amounts of oil revenue leads 
to the neglect of agriculture,  the  growth of what  he calls an 
“alibi  industry,” i.e., one that is not soundly based, and to 
a process of “anticipated consumption” whereby consumer 
demand  among  the middle class forces  the  oil-producing 
country  into  greater  debt. 

When  Khomeini  returned to Iran, Bani-Sadr flew  in with 
him and set  up as  editor of a new daily, Islamic Revolution. 
Not knowing English, he  was not a  spokesman for the  Aya- 
tollah  as  Ibrahim Yazdi and Foreign Minister Sadegh 

Ghotbzadeh  had been, but he won a strong following 
among  students,  and  in his Unrtary Economrcs he  advocated 
a fusion of egalitarlan  Islam with radical development eco- 
nomics.  His views are  an updated version of Mossadegh’s: 
Iran  should use its oil sparingly and instead of building 
closer ties with the West, which create  links of dependence, 
the  country  should build up it? own  productive  resources. 

I met Bani-Sadr  in hls editorial  office list summer.  This 
exile of almost twenty years was now being petltioned by a 
respectful group of officers  from  the farmer Shah’s  army, a 
striking index of the  changed  fortunes in hls country.  “The 
situation is even worse than 1 described it rn my book,”  he 
said. “We do not  understand  this  country  and we do  not 
control  it.” All the years of the  Shah’s  economic reforms 
had  made  the  country  more,  not less, dependent on  the 
West . 

Bani-Sadr  has won a reputation as an  independent per- 
son, enjoying the confidence of Khomeini yet quite willing 
to speak out  on his own. He  crit~cized the decision, made by 
Khoinemi, to bar  the leadlng left-wing candidate, Massoud 
Rajavi, from the  Presldential poll, and he was the only  lead- 
ing member of the reglme, apart  from  the maverick “hang- 
ing judge”  Ayatollah  Khalkhali, to criticize the  students 
who seized the U.S. Embassy.  Within weeks some  solution 
to  the  hostage issue is likely, almost  certainly before the  Per- 
sian New  Year on March 21. A Unlted  Nations  commission 
will report  on  the  vlolations of human rights  under the  Shah 
and  honor will be saved. But this is the least of Bani-Sadr’s 
dlfficultles; it is in dealmg wlth Iran’s host of other  problems 
that the limits of his own world view  may become clearer. 

His  prescription  for  Iran’s  economic woes tends to rely 
too much on a trusting  economic  nationahsm. He  has  shown 
himself rather insensitive to the blggest time  bomb in Ira- 
nian politics, the issue of the non-Persian minorities. He 
defends a conventional Islamic position on women, and 
even went on TV to argue  that  modern science had  proved 
the Koran’s  intuition  that women’s  hair  gave off rays 6er- 
turbing to men. 

Nor is there  much love Lost between him and the  left, 
despite his radical  economic policies. He was an ardent  sup- 
porter of the closing of the left-wmg daily paper Ayandegan 
last  August and slanderously accused its  editors of being 
associates of the  old regime. And his antl-Communism is 
evident in his pledge to support the rebels in Afghanistan. 
Above all, he presides over a  fractured and almost powerless 
central  Government, to which he is expected to appoint his 
associate in Paris,  Ahmad  Salmatian, as Prime Minister. 
Iran may have  successfully  negotiated  the  transition from a 
provisional to a  permanent  Government, but many hard 
choices lie ahead. FRED HALLIDAY 

Fred Halliday IS a fellow of the Transnational Institute, 
Amsterdam, and an edrtonal associate of New Left Review 
and MERIP Reports. He is the author of Arabia  Without 
Sultans:  A  Political  Survey of Instability in the Arab World 
(Vintage Books) and Iran:  Dictatorship and Development 
(Penguin), He wrll be contributing a series of articles on Cen- 
tral Asra to The  Nation. 
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Economy Time 

T he military-spending  segment of the new budget 
not  surprisingly  continues  the built-in 3 percent in- 
crease that was incorporated in past Carter  budg- 
ets;  appropriations  are set at 5.4 percent above 

inflation. Since last year’s built-in  escalator was known  as 
the “NATO surcharge,”  can t h ~ s  year’s be dubbed  the 
“Afghan excise”? Slmilarly, the 5.4 percent appropriations 
figure might be identified as the “former SALT I1 sur- 
charge,” a relic of the fruitless attempt to win the votes of 
Senate hawks for  the now-shelved treaty. 

Perhaps we should be grateful  for small favors-after all, 
neither  figure equaled the 10 percent increase that many 
Republicans  have been calling for-but we cannot  share  the 
belief that this defense budget IS “austere,”  “lean,” 
“middle-of-the-road,”  “restrained”-to  appropriate  some 
of the  adjectives  applied by Carter  partisans to his budget as 
a whole. 

What worries us is that,  as  the  late,  lamented  Jimmy 
Durante used to say, “Everybody  wants to get inta da  act.” 
The budget begins its stately  progress  through  Congress in 
an  atmosphere charged with pro-defense fervor. This was 
evident in the  reception  accorded to Defense Secretary 
Harold Brown and  Gen. David C. Jones,  chairman of the 
Joint  Chiefs, by the  House  Armed Services Committee. 
Typlcal was the protest of Representative  Charles E. Ben- 
nett that the $158 billion approprlation figure constituted “a 
small request.”  Other  Congressmen have gone on record 
damning  the  Carter  Administratlon’s  cancellation of the 
neutron  bomb  and the B-1 bomber (whlch has  not in fact, 
been canceled-see Fred Kaplan, “The B-1’s Back,” The 
Nafion, December 22, 1979) and Its alleged tardiness in pro- 
ceedlng with the ’MX mlssile. Republican John J. Rhodes, 
House minority leader, reaffirmed that defense needs re- 
mained  “first pnonty” wlth hls  party-even hlgher than 
balancing  the  budget. In  short, i t  appears  that the military 
big-spenders are  about to hit town,  and  the defense con- 
tractors  are  rubbing their hands In anticipation. 

Senator  Edward Kennedy emerged partially from his 
political shell to denounce  “helter-skelter”  militarism,  but 
otherwlse scarcely a murmur has been heard  from  Congres- 
sional  doves. I f  election-year lmperatlves  have silenced ma- 
jor backsliders from  cold-war revivalism, .we should at least 
hear from the gimlet-eyed cost-cutters-the defense-budget 
equivalents of the  social-budget  cheapskates,  the  scourgers 
of waste and boondoggles.  Let’s  hear it from skinflints like 
Senator William Proxmire,  who  has said he might favor in- 
creased defense  spending  but who  also castigated  set- 
percentage increases as “mindless and wholly unworthy” 
and expressed his revulsion at  “huge, gold-plated  dinosaur 
aircraft  carriers”  and  fighter planes costing $15 million to 
$20 million apiece. Or like Representative Les Aspin, who 
charged that fighter-plane  costs  have risen 1,000 percent 
over  the  past  fifteen years (nearly ten times  the overall in- 
crease in the  cost of living), with the result that the  Defense 
Department is spending “twice as  much  money to buy one- 

fifth  as many tactical aircraft as it did in 1965.” Aspin also 
pornted out  that military pensions now make up 10 percent 
of the defense  budget,  compared with 3.6 percent in 1970. 
Much of that money goes, of course, to 40-year-olds who 
retire  after  twenty years and  “double  dip.” Reports that  the 
new Rapid Deploymerlt Force will call for  more  C-5A  trans- 
ports  remind us that this same  plane ran  up a $2 billion cost 
overrun by 1969. Former  President  Nlxon, testifying in a 
lawsult filed  by A. Ernest  Fitzgerald, a Defense Department 
cost  analyst and whistle blower who was demoted after he 
exposed the  overruns,  admitted  under  oath  that he took no 
actlon when he  learned about them  “because  he was preoc- 
cupied with the Vietnam War and  other issues.” 

With the current  President  preoccupied politically and in- 
ternationally, and with Congressional  Chicken Littles 
scampering about  shouting,  “The West is falling! The West 
is falling!” we need the Scrooges like Proxmire  and  Aspin 
and the whistle blowers hke  Fitzgerald  more than ever. We 
need skeptics  who will ask why  we need a B-I  when most 
mllitary experts  concur wlth the  Air  Force colonel who  told 
James Deakin of The SI. LOUIS Post-Dspalch that  “the 
B-52 can last as an effective weapon  into  the 199os,” even 
without  cruise mlssiles. We need cost  accountants to try to 
pin down  a figure-within the  nearest several billions, say- 
on how much  the MX boondoggle will eventually cost-es- 
pecially I f  SALT I1 IS permanently abandoned  and Soviet 
warheads take  an exponential jump. We need, of course, 
someone-many someones-to question  the  entire chilling 
prospect of a new nuclear arms race; but, for a  starter, let’s 
talk about waste.  Instead of force-feeding the  defense  goose 
with Inflation-producing  dollars,  send I t  to the  fat farm. 

On Terrorism 

V iolence begets violence; this is not a statement of 
morality  but a simple truth,  demonstrated by 
history. At times it is a  hidden truth because the 
gestation period of secondary  or  tertiary violence 

may be as long as one or two  generations.  Eventually  the 
chain  breaks and  ends,  as a rule through a major  upheaval 
among  the people(s) involved. 

Politicians and the  majority  of media commentators do 
not  study  world history. They seem unaware of the  long 
memories dormant within “the people” everywhere and 
they are  always ready with such words as ‘‘unparalleled in 
human  history”  and  “the greatest  outrage ever recorded.” 
Human history is long on outrages,  though, and the  adjec- 
tive “greatest” is better  avoided. Even the  effort of Ger- 
many to exterminate  the  Jews of Europe was not  sui generis. 
The Germans themselves also tried to exterminate  the  gyp- 
sies. They let 2.5 million Russian P.0.W.s die of starvation. 
Earlier,  the  Spaniards in the  Americas  annihilated  millions 
and wiped out whole  nations.  Little Belgium was responsi- 
ble for  the deaths of as many as ten million Congolese. At 
this very moment, Brazil  is eradicating  the  Indians of the 
Amazon. 
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On a lower  level of violence, the English had a good go in 
their time at erasing the Irish as a  nation,  The French state, 
newly liberated by the Allies in 1945, killed 10,000 or more 
Algerians in the spring uprisings of that year, and they left at  
least a million  Algerians  killed. They left-as they had 
earlier left Indochina, and as we in turn left Indochina-not 
through a change of heart but because the price of staying 
became too high. 

The Western nations have the charming habit of regularly 
blowing the whistle on themselves,  declariing the  board 
swept clean and a whole  new game begun. They then decide 
to forget everything they have done before, and expect the 
rest of the world, including their surviving victims, to  do the 
m e .  Thus, the English  now declare themselves constantly 
appalled at the Irish  Republican Army outrages in Ulster 

1 against the local majority. They have completely forgotten 
that  the  Protestant majority of Ulstefwas planted there by 
force and violence. The Irish landowners were expropriated 
and beggared or chased, and  an Irishman could be driven 

’ off his property even by hls own son if that son converted to 
Protestantism. 

In the Basque country, Franco’s Spain ordered the execu- 
tion of some 10 percent  of the local population, and work- 
men  were  even sent into the graveyards to eradicate Basque 
names from the very tombstones. When Basque terrorists 
kill a Spanish businessman  who  grew  rich under Franco, or 
a Spanish (Castilian) Civil Guard, they are called mad dogs 
by every  well-meaning politician. 

In Germany, the violence of the state in recent history 
does not need further elaborating. (But we now  use a differ- 
ent term for those Germans of forty years ago; they  were 
“Nazis,” not “Germans.”) The  entire West German state 
apparatus, though liberally sprinkled with mayors and Cab- 

inet ministers once closely  involved in the appalling schemes 
of the  Third Reich, was stunnd, virtually overwhelmed, 
when the  German terrorist Red Army made its appearance. 
It was as if those former army officers and S.S. men and 
Gestapo  officials  had never heard of using bombs or 
pistols. 

In Iran’s bloody and unsavory history, the massacres 
under the recent Shah have been laid a t  our  door at least 
since 1953, the year that  the United States overthrew 
Premier Mohammed Mossadegh. The massacres  were not 
on TV but  other events were. I particularly recall an inter- 
view  with the Shah’s sister  which I watched on BBC  televi- 
sion, during which the lady said, with regard to dissidents, 
“Oh, we roast them a bit, maybe, like toast, you know.” 
Her entourage chuckled at her  wit. The V.1.P.s and the jet 
set of the West, from Vogue editors to Prince Bernhard and 
Henry Kissinger, flocked to the Shah’s extravaganzas paid 
for by a starving peasantry. 

The  point ,of all this is not an invitation to condone, or to 
applaud, terrorist violence or mob hysteria. The  point is that 
&e must finally get it through our heads that terrorism hm 
its reasons. There are  no large groups of psychopaths loose 
in Iran or Ireland or on  the West Bank whose only desire is 
to kill men, women and children and throw away their own 
lives in the process. The seeds from which their violence 
sprang were more  often  than  not planted by  us. But for a 
different  turn of the wheel of fate, we would  be the ter- 
rorists, and  the Irish, the Iranians or the Palestinians would 
be on record as protesting our outrages. Let us at least stop 
being so surprised. HANS KONING 

Hum Koning k a New York novelist whose forthcoming 
book is America Made Me. 

ARTICLES. 
Sihanouk-Still 
On the Tightrope 
WILFRED BURCHETT 

N 
Paris 

orodom  Sihanouk, former Cambodian head of 
state, believes  he 1s alive today because of a direct 
order from  Mao Zedong. In October 1975, just 
before Sihanouk and part of  his  family returned 

to  Phnom  Penh,  Mao told Khmer Rouge leader  Khieu Sam- 
phan in Sihanouk’s presence that he, his  wife, Monique, 
and  the two children of their marriage were not to be  killed. 

Mao’s  edict  did not, however, extend to other members of 

Wilfred Burchett, the well-known Australran journalist, 
recently visited Kampuchea. He is the author of the forth- 
comrng Both Eyes Open: 40 Years Reporting from the 
World’s Hot Spots (Trmes Books). 

Sihanouk’s family.  “Five of my children and thirteen grand- 
children were murdered‘by  the Khmer Rouge,” he told me. 
Nor did it save Sihanouk from being  held under house arrest 
from April 1976 through early January 1979 in  such dire 
conditions that, as he  expressed it, “I never  knew  when I 
went to bed at night whether I would be alive  next day.” 
Speaking by telephone from  the clinic  in Vichy, France, 
where  he  was undergoing treatment and medical checks for 
diabetes and related ailments, Sihanouk told me that  the 
question of his execution had touched off a  quarrel between 
the two Khmer Rouge leaders, Pol Pot  and Ieng Sary, in ear- 
ly January 1979. Vietnamese-backed forces were approach- 
ing Phnom Penh and the Chinese had decided to bring Siha- 
nouk  to Peking. ‘‘Ieng Sary wanted to have  us killed,” Siha- 
nouk recalled, “but  Pol  Pot was against it.  He  had agreed 
with the Chinese that I would present Kampuchea’s case to 
the United Nations. Ieng Sary insisted that at least our two 
children be  held as hostages and Po1 Pot agreed, but the 
Chinese intervened and we all left together.” 

I asked Sihanouk if the Chinese had ever  given any expla- 
nation for allowing  him to be held under such humiliating 
conditions until the last possible moment.  He laughed and 
replied: “Madame Zhou Enlai explained that  as Kampuchea 
was an independent and sovereign state,  China could not in- 




