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ON PAGE 13 NOVEMBER 1979

| U.S. Protests Hostile
Soviet Broadcasts to lran

. -..<- BYDANFISHER :. ..

. MOSCOW-—The Carter Administration has protested
both here and in Washington what it terms “inflammato-
"ry” Soviet radio broadcasts beamed into Iran about the
- siege.of the U.S. Embassy in Tehran by Moslem students,
“‘Western diplomatic sources said here Monday. - - . 7 |
- The broadcasts have painted the embattled embassy as
**a center of corruption and anti-Iranian censpiracies,”
termed the student takeover as “understandable and logi-
‘cal” and denounced the United States for giving the de-:)
posed Shah of Iran medical sanctuary while he undergoes
cancer treatment in New York. . © :s-o 00 v oA 4]
The Carter Administration was angered by the broad-
casts and considered them “very inflammatory given the
situation” in Tehran, the western sources said.:
_ The Iranian students are holding more than 60 Ameri-
cans hostage in the US. Embassy in Tehran, demanding
that Shah Mohammed Reza Pahlavi be returned to face
punishment for crimes against the Iranian people. Iran’s | -
Moslem leader, the Ruhollah Khomaini, has im--
plicitly sanctioned the siege and has thus far refused to ne-
gotiate the release of the hostages unless the shah is re-

.. The Soviet broadcasts came from two sources: Radio

+MOSCOW’s Farsi Janguage service (Farsi is ihe basic lan-
ge In_Iran) g ﬂgi tlandestine -~ National Voice of
ich W Wi . broad

e

" According to Western monitars, Radio Moscow termed
‘the takeover as “totally understandable and logical™ be-
cause the U.S. Embassy in Tehran is filled with what Ra-

- dio Moscow called “a of the CIA” and “U.S. imperia- -
lists who havTﬁ%e 0 If impenialism against Iran.”
- “The National Voice,” according to those same monitor-
”ing reports, called the embassy “a center of corruption and
anti-Iranian conspiracies” and harshly .denounced the
United States for allowing the shah—whom it called “the
Zxecutioner”—to get cancer treatment in New York. The
.station also praised the “struggling and enthusiastic” Mos-
:Jem students who took over the mission nine daysago. -
". The Carter Administration has asked the Kremin o
participate in a joint effort to intercede with Khomaini en
behalf of the hostages by those governments with embas- -
sies in Tehran. Sources here said the Soviets have indicat-
ed they are willing to do so. N o '
. The broadcasts, however, indicate that Moscow also
hopes to gain political mileage out of the latest Iranian cri-
-sis. “They just can’t resist taking advantage of a major de-
terioration of U.S.-Iranian relations,” one Western diplo-
-mat commented. : e
. The Kremlin remains leery of Khomaini, who has lashed
out at communism almost as often as he has at U.S. imperi-
.alism. Last week, Tehran abrogated sections of a 1921 So-
viet-Iranian treaty giving Moscow the right to intervene
militarily in Iran should any third nation try to use Iranian
.territory as a base for an attack on the Soviet Union.
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THE KIPLINGER WASHINGTON LETTER
9 November 1979

Dear Client: Washington, Nov. 9, 1979.

This situation in Iran is worse than the news reports indicate.
It's the beginning of the end for Iran as an independent nation.
And it's THE END of normal ties with us...that's for sure.

What caused such a sudden rupture? Well, it wasn't the reason
you've been hearing & reading...to force us to send the Shah back home.
That's just a facade, a smoke screen. The real reason is as follows:

Khomeini's men wanted a clash with the U.S...to whip up emotions
and use the opportunity to take full power of gov't into their hands.

Russia egged them on. It is supporting the demonstrators there.
The "students" were led by Russian-trained organizers who are skillful
at swaying mobs, taking advantage of confusion, using it to their ends.
Khomeini went along with this...his anti-U.S. bias is still blazing.

Next step: Russia will keep Iran upset...keep things in chaos.

Using the pro-Soviet elements there to create more mischief...
feeding the turbulence and exhausting any opposition that comes along.

Then...get CONTROL...either directly or indirectly, since Iran
is the gateway to the Persian Gulf oil, which is Russia's MAIN goal.

One other imporﬁant angle: When the wob invaded our embassy,
they probably got their hands on secret U.S. intelligence equipment.

Officials here know it was there at the time. They haven't yet learned

how much the Red leaders of the mob got. It's highly sophisticated stuff

that we've been using to gather information about the Russian military.
The embassy staff undoubtedly tried to destroy it, but time was short.

Will Iran cut off its oil to the U.S.? That's far from certain,
but even if it stops shipping here, we could still get oil elsewhere.
From Saudi Arabia and other producing nations. Or the "spot market,"
where prices are MUCH higher. Then fuel prices would climb even faster.

Barring a total disruption of Iran's oil...to ALL countries...
There will be only minor supply problems this winter in the U.S.
On gasoline, best to expect temporary scarcities...localized...
perhaps gas lines here & there. Some brands less available than others.
Of course, prices will climb. The gov't decontrol assures this.
And producing nations have already indicated that another boost in price
will be voted next month...probably hitting hardest during midwinter.
Diesel and heating oil will be tight...prices up constantly.

Natural gas, propane...supplies adequate, but more expensive.

Coal, plentiful. Electricity, more than ample for normal uses.

Low-sulfur residual oil, very tight...and very expensive.

For the nation as a whole, the fuel supply doesn't look bad,
but there's not much cushion between supply and demand. Allow for this.

EXCERPT

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501300001-2




Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501300001-2

ARTICLE APPZARED
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THE PHILADELPHIA INQUIRER

14 November 1979

Tran upsets takeo

By Jim Hoagland
Washingten Poss Serviee - )
WASHINGTON — The siege of the
U.S. Embassy in Tehran has reversed
one of the few cardinal rules of deal-
ing with mass kidnaping: In Iran,
time is on the side of the captors and

works against those wyd are trying

to free the hostages.

Because each passing day adds to
the domestic and international polit-
ical advantages sought by the Ira-
nian extremists who hold the embas-
sy, their promise not to Kkill their
hostages can probably be taken seri-
ously. The status quo is ideal for the
extremists’ aims. . -

That is true in part because their
ultimate target appears to be not the
hostages, nor even.the return of
former Shah Mohammed Reza Pahla-

vi. With Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomei- |

ni's connivance, the Tehran mob is
doing its best to further damage the
United States’ standing in the Third
World and, in a sense, America’s na-
Eionalspirit. R IOSIRCE R

The televised image of truckloads

f cheering ~Iranian ‘ workers and
farmers -hooting past the captured
embassy last weekend and screaming

* support for the captors will have
-made that point graphically for many
American viewers. - : N

Ironically, many of those viewers
switched to the Tehran news film
from Sunday night's broadcast of
“Dog Day Afternoon,” the Al Pacino
movie about a hostage-taking in a
Brooklyn bank. In the film, the police
followed standard tactics and

stretched out negotiations as long as

possible to wear down the captors

and prevent them from harming the |

hostages in panic. ..’

President Carter and Secretary of |

ve

. ey -

r principles

B ]

Analysis 7

N T T

‘State Cyrus R. Vance endorsed such ]

tactics earlier this year when the US.
ambassador to Afghanistan, Adolph
Dubs, was held hostage by terrorists
in Kabul. Ignoring pleas from Vance
-to continue .negotiating with . the
terrorists, Afghan police and their

Soviet advisers rushed the terrorists-
- and Dubs was killed in the shooting.

"+-1n Tehran, Carter confronts per-
haps an even more painful and diffi-
.cult dilemma. The option of dragging
the siege out lies with the captors.
They watch with evident glee as each
‘day brings a rise in the tarnishing of
American prestige in the world and
in national frustration in America. .

A US. military strike into the cen-
ter of crowded Tehran might stanch
this hemorrhaging of pride. It would
also probably resuit-in the death-of
the estimated 62 Americans thought

‘to be in the embassy. It is a trade-off
that Carter has not been willing to |

make. . : v
_ The course of the siege has made it
-clear that this is terror with a differ-
.ence and that Carter has.to choose a
-different approach. The goals and

 tactics of the Iranian militants are

‘quite - different from those of the
Black September group that kid-
naped U.S, Ambassador Cleo Noel and
his deputy, G. Curtis Moore, in Khar-

- toum, Sudan, in 1973, _ T

" President Richard M. Nixon decid-

- ed immediately to refuse to negotiate
with the Arab terrérists. On hearing
this, the gunmen murdered Neol and
Moore-and a Belgian diplomat they
also had seized. -~ "~ -

- In this siege, it is Carter who must
race the clock: His'most immediate
‘task appears to be trying to get slight-
ly in front of rising public anger and
keep it within bounds. He is taking
steps that do-not endanger the cap-
tives but that do establish American
ability to act. His order Monday to
cut off Iranian oil imports will have

more symbolic than practical impact.

L amialA LT

—_—

‘former shah, who has. undergone -
*cancer surgery in New York. In addi- :
tion to dispatching special negotia- :
tors, the President has asked other-|
nations to intervene with the 79-year-
. old ayatollah, but with no success.

* The clock has been turned om its
-head in this case because the siege of -
- the embassy is a key weapon in a
_power struggle inside Iran. Islamic
" extremists used the takeover to
-sweep away the weak but Western-
oriented government of Prime Minis-
.ter Mehdi Bazargan. Each day. of |
demonstrations around the embassy
consolidates the radicals’ hold on
power. - - R R
- Moreover, the militants have .
_pinned the Carter Administration
once again to the legacy of a quarter
century of supporting the shah, a
legacy the State Department had
hoped to forget. . S
. Despite the terror tactics being
ased, the new demand for an Amer}-
can admission of national guilt as
part of the price for freeing the hos- |
tages will be popular int parts of the
Third World that .feel the gnited
States has. backed too many “dicta- |
tors” in too many places since World -
WarIL ; PSS
" Carter and his principal advisers
came to office declaring a fresh start '}
for American relations with the

“Third World. -Thei Plggged to eradi- |
-cate_the covert operatjons _and |
e e et e ofien iailamed |

world opinion agﬁf America. A

But the longer the siege continues, :
“the less chance there is-for Carter or |
his successor to- find slgnif;cgnt@
support. for a sympathetic policy ;
‘toward the Third World. Calls for a |
. return to covert intervention- of the
. kind that brought Pahlavi back 10 |

* power in 1953 — and even more bel-:
{_fi%e_rem action to re-establish Amert-

. Carter has refused to deport the

i

-can prestige —point to quitea differ
ent global future than the one Carte
. seemed to envision on election day

ffreeyearsago. .. ..l.:

W% P
RY
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Spot sales could ease
utoff of Tranian oil- |

By Bruce A. Mohl
Globe Staff.

. Forthe setond tfme in less than 1 year,
the United States will lose its access to
Iran's oil, this time by its own choosing.

It is too early to predict what. 1mpact '

the cutaff will have this time, but the sit-
uation- clearly is different from the one.

that existed on Dec. 27, 1978, when lran,,

the world's second largest oil exporter at. :L‘: Central Intelhgence Agenc hgura

the time, ceased exportingoil altogether:*'.

Unless Iran intends-to reduce its pro-- '
duction, this time the-500,000 barrels:of: -
Iranian crude oil imported directly into -
the United States daily- will probably be
sold elsewhere rather than be losLentxrely
to the world oil market. ~ =~ ¥

If so, that would mean there would be .'

j“spax‘e" oil somewhere that could be

bought by the United States, most likely - - .

on the more expenswe spot market. |

“If Iran continues to sell crude to. the
rest of the world, it eases the pressure .
elsewhere and eases the pressure on us,”
Dan Lundberg, who publishes an authori-;
tative gasoline newsletter, said. “The
maxifoum Iranian hurt would be if Iran
cut off the whole world "

" months of 1979 world crude oil production
" reached 60.4 million-barrels a day and

" the lines on the US government and the
-0il companies. It specifically cited:

- That “maximum Iraman hurt" is what '

happened earlier this year.when oil ex-
ports from Iran were totaliy cut off until
April 1979. The cutoff meant a loss to the

United States of 600,000 to 700,000 barrels -

of crude oil per day, according to the Gen--
eral Accounting Office (GAO).. g -

* It was widely believed that the § su;n~
mer gas lines in the United States were a-
direct.result of the Iran cutoff. The Iran

1.

‘played aroleinall these events, how bxg

:Iranian cutoff.

situation also was blamed for the surge m
- oil prices on the spot market and pressure
within the Organization of Petroleum Ex- !

- porting Countries to press. for (and get) |

the higher prices that have played havoc :
wnh the world's economy. .. .% {
While the Iranian situation prohably

.J

- role is uncertain.

__'.'f_~

-.show that the Toss of Iranian oil :ilad little

."impact on world crude oit production. Cit-
'ing increased - producnou by other na-1
“ tions, the CIA sdid that in the first three

_ then rose to 62.1 million barrels in April, a
net boost, in ml producuon desplte the

The GAO report went a bit further and
. tried to pinpoint what caused the gasoline
. lines. Many of the problems could now re-
‘emerge.

The GAO laid much of the blame £or

— Arbitrary onl companv allocauon'l
procedures
- = Oil company reluctance, under pres-'
sure from the Energy Department, to buy J
oil on the more expensive spot market..
~— An “unusual reduction” in domestit
oil production of 200,000 barrels per day.
— Energy Department regulatxons on,
gasolme allocation and prieing. - * @~ .
— The loss of- high-quality Iramr o:!;
“which caused the problem of finding simi-i
~lar.light, low-sulfur crude, the type ¢ of od1

" US refineries heavily rely on. e,
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15 November 1979
| Jack Anderson : e e R R

The loss of Iran may turn out-to be of the country. For three years, Iran . Carter to the shah to stop the biood
the most grievous blow to the United whirled in intermittent bedlam. _ shed. It was too late. The spirit of -
States since the Vietnam War. This The miserliness of the oil compa- Mossadegh was already shaking the
 has opened the crucial oil fields.of  nies, the growing appetites of the Peacock Throne. The alarmed shah ™"
the Persian Gulf to a possible take- Arabs for the oil money. flowing  turned to the United States for sup-

over by hostile forces. :. % . away under their feet, and the pen-  port. .

-
: pforces. %y " hant of the State Department for - The president rushed veterar'0r’ |
For two decides, the United States.  taking the path of least resistance. eign pgll;cy L agist George Bal tod
had buiit up Iran to be the protector. od the door to a fatal ecedent. ALk 30
of American interests-in the Persian’ opened the door to a fatal pr Iran. Ball concluded that the ounly']
iyt ' . The decision on what to do-about  way to prevent-a total collapse of the!
Guif. Then overnight, the, govers-.-x , e
otent fell into ant-American hands. .« Mossadegh's upheaval was resolved - government was t0 turn it over to ¢t
o denly.” America's’ overseas- oil _not by seeking a new and just modus _ villan control, with B8 shah 43 B¢’
Yo . \ oil -~ yipendi with awakening nationaliSm * more than a figurehead. g
supply has become dangerously vul-- * put by first destroying Iran’s econ- v L R R
perable. » . S o Y < g A o in. . carter disregarded this adviceodt
S T omy through a worldwide ~oil -in- “th *na.0f his military chiefs; he
From secret documents, here’s the ° dustry boycott of its’exports ‘and . E“Fm%“;gs o 1 naval taskc foree.lett
story of+ the U.S. failure in Iran. It " then by . deposing  Mossadegh . orderec & . s
. _ - MOSSACEER - by the nuclear carrier Constellatiom
goabacktopost-WorldWarm_. throughaClAcoup. . .~ . .:- » - .° : " pivage'y
. 5 " . . The CIA instailed the young shah into the Persian~ Guif:. .,Thenuhﬁ
In 1950 Mahammed~ Mossadegh, ' ¢ c ; one 0 Jbruptly canceled the order. 592 ¥
e on the Peacock Throne and permit- .. _ e 2L
age 170, the -eccentric leader of 3. ted -the oil: companies to “assume ~Thusthe president offered™ tt
splinter . party in the Iranian Na-  their exploitation- of Iran: But-the.- shah no advice or support. “TIiS
‘tional Assembly, begar’ to inflame: " ghost of Mossadegh was not com- - Something in the hands of the
the nation with his _demand; for na-' pletely exorcised: His ringing prot-  people of Iran,” he said blandly. S0
tionalizingoil. * ° - e i mot be stilled: And the . the people went.on a rampage, e,
To Western eyes, Mossadegh was . spirit of Mossadegh remained as'a .- trampled  down the shah’s gaverr
sick, ugly, hairless and banana-nosed  growing undercurrent, bubbling-be- .. ment. o T Gk orandl
.nosed — factors which, given the . neath the surface, stirring the vola- - They turned for leadership toPAYaE:
Iranians’ superior esthetics iir such-© tile people. w0 .t oo~ tollah Ruholiah Khomeini, - am-an<
matters, gave him an irresistibie cha- This. -undercurrent. - went -unde- clent rigid Moslem who embodied:
risma. Three years of incredible the-: tected by our- intelligence agencies. " the spirit of Mossadegh. Khomeidi’
ater, grisly murders, baroque impos- Carter used the tremendous lever- = was reckless in a timid age, bloody-in+
tures, fantastic chaos and: incompa- age of the-United States, meanwhile, - _a squeamish age, puritanical in a he-
rable. demagoguery ‘followed. The toO° persuade- the shah to relax his‘ donistic’ age; intolerant in an® ecti?
. pajama-clad. “Mossy” roused the mas-  €rip, eas&pr&ss-censorship;.release»’ menical age — in short, a fanaticald
_ses with impassioned spiels, weeps:: political prisoners. The shah later . - man ina frivolous age. He would sac: ')
and blubbers, after which he would - complained, no doubt con:ectly,' that . rifice oil wealth, safety, conyen:|
 collapse in a great heap and be car- - thesel moves convinced his enemies: . . ience, pleasure, life itself to pursud,
ried, unconscious, through admiring  thathe was weakening. .. ...t o his. beliefs. In so doing he puts chipg."
hordes driven amok by the sight-of " He started to crack down, and the. " on the table which his Westerni..ade.
his inert body. The drama escalated -bloodbath. lasted: two days.- This- - - versaries have thus far been unwille
magnificently; with the shah run ous-. prompted 2 telephone appeal .from: mgtocall oo o Ledlud

s \\

[ -
i

L

R
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Dependence on Iranian Oil .

RV

.

. J"ap'ah

g?ited 139

. States . () K
- 4% in Aug.

\ * of Total

Consumption

inSept.

- France

10%

in July
STAT

. TheNew York Times/Nov. 15, 1979
All percentages except the Canadlan are based on the latest fxgura made

_public by the United States Central Intelhgence Agency. whxch issues'a peri-
“odic review of energy statisnt:. A pd p=tg-d
‘saying such mate is clas 3 adian percentage was pmv ded b
i tatu oil imports from Iran, which accounted for 1 -
percent of Amerlcan oil consumption in May and 4 percent in September,
) have beensuspendedhnderanordenssuedby President Carteron Nav 12.

% SN T P P
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TICLE AFPPLZARED
Y P‘LUM

By FRANK VAN RIPER
and LARS-ERIK NELSON.

Washington (News Bureau) —
With Iran about to undermine the]
value of the dollar by withdrawing
all its deposits from United States
banks, President Carter proclaimed
a “national emergency” yesterday
and froze $5 billion worth: o£ Ira-
nian assets in the U.S.

At the same time, the admimstratxon
launched a new strategy to secure the
release of 62 American hostages who:
have been held by Moslem militants in
the U.S. Embasy m Teheren smce.Novr

Secretary oTState Vance flew to New
York to try to block a meeting of the
United Nations Security Councll de»
manded by Iran’s religious leaders T
which has refused to surrender the de-
posed and ailing shah, Mohammad- Reza
Pahlavi, in return for the hostages-—
will agree to a Council debate of Iran's
grievances against the U.S. as soon as
the hostages are released. Ce

Beat ’em to punch

The freeze of Iranian assets, wl'uch
applies” only to government holdings,
had been under consideration in Wash-
ington for several days. It was triggered
at 5 am. yesterday when a Treasury
Department duty officer received word
that Iranian Foreign Minister Abol Has-
san Bani-Sadr had ordered the withdraw-
al of what he said amounted to $12 bil-

1

lion in Iranian assets from U.S. banks.
Bani-Sadr had thought, according tol

interviews he has ngen\m Iran, that al

of the money was in_the Chase Manha

tan Bank, and that its chairman, David
Rockefeller, was paying interest to his
friend, the ousted shah, who is undergo~
ing treatment in New York Hospital.. -

In fact, the largest amount was $1.3
billion in Treasury notes held by the
Federal Reserve Bank in New- York, and
the rest was scattered among other
banks. ~
Receiving word of the imminent with-
rom a Central Intelligerce Ag-

ency radio_monitoring service, the

officer awake .
Willi 1 -
d at 5:45 am B a.m., the

Te an executive order,
which said in p

ices

“1, Jimmy Carter, President of‘the
Umted States, find that the situation in
Iran constitutes and unusual and ex-
traordinary threat to the national securi-
ty, foreign policy and economy of the
United States and hereby declare a na-
tional emergency to: deal wnth that

threat.”
. Used in the past

Carter_acted under the authority of
the International Emergency- Economic
Powers Act. Similar authority has been
used in the past to-block the asséts of
Communist China, Cuba, Vietnam and]
Cambodia. Freezing of assets does not
mean U.S. seizure of foreign property,
but does prevent its owners from. with-

“drawing it from the country. -

At an early morning White House
press conference, Miller said that the
action was desxgned to protect U.S.
owners of property in Iran from uncoms-|
pensated seizure of their assets.

The value of the dollar plunged on
European monetary markets when word
was received of the Iranian decision, but
the markets closed before they could
respond to Carter’s retaliation. .

In New York, the stock market de«
clined but regained ground as the day
wore om.

-

A graceful way out

Vance's hasty flight to New York yes-
terday morning was part of an emergen-
cy strategy both to block a UN Security
Council debate that might have diverted
attention from the hostages and, more
important, to give Iran’s religious lead-
ers a graceful way to back out ot the
stalemate. -

The U.S. has been adamaut that it
will not hand over the shah to obtain
the release of the hostages, but U.S.;
officials realize that they must give. the
Iranians something. .That. something,]
they hope,- will be the airing of Iran’s
‘complaints-about U.S. meddling and
support for the shah in the lofty foru
of the Security Council. o

The public U.S. posmon dwelt on th
first part of the strategy — and not on
the underlying goal. State Department
spokesman Hodding Carter 3d said:
“The U.S. government strongly believes
the Security Council should not meet to
discuss any issue with respect to Iran
while our dxplomatxc hostages are still
being held.” - -~

Vance's goal in New “York' was -to
persuade at least seven of the 15 Coun-

cil members either to vote agamst a
debate on Iran or to abstain. .

THE NEW YORK DAILY NEWS
15 November 1979

Garter o
iran’s $5B in U.S.

A long-held principle [

In making this argument, Vance was.
asking U.S. allies to violate the long-:
held principle that any issue at least!
should be allowed to come up for de-
bate. But Hoddmg Carter was adamant:

. “There is no- way this government|
can or will negotiate under the gun. ofj
its people being held illegally thhnm,
our own compound,”, he said.- “Ther
can be no discussion about terms,. agen
da items or complaints so long as' o
people are being held.”. G

A State Department task force con
ued yesterday to make periodic contac
with the student-militants’ who  set
the embassy. One scare occurred, U.S
officials said, when the Iranian studen!
received a garbled version of-an incid
dent in Denver, in which an Iraniani
student shot and killed a 17-year-old
‘American youth who. had-smashed hi
window.

“The Iranians got it the other wa
around: they thought the student ha
been killed, and they were really gettin
threate'ning." one official said._“We

to talk them. out of. domg anything to
the hostages ”

Praises our values )

Meanwhile, in Tehran, Foreign Minis-
Jter Bani-Sadr gave a slight signal that
Iran may be seeking a way out of the
crisis. He praised America’s “human
values” and said that some of the non-
‘American hostages at the embassy xmght
be freed.

Reports had said that 60 Americau
hostages were being held. Yuterday,. it
was reported that there were 98 hos-]
tages in the embassy -~ 62 Americans
and 36 non-Americans. Most of the non-
Americans were identified as Asians. ]

. BamSadr satd yesterday that he
‘would ask the militants holding the hos-4
tages to investigate the cases of the non

Americans, including cooks and Ia

tors, and release them if they wWere
‘found to be “innocent.” I et
" Then, in a remark that- contrasted
sharply thh the antt Amencan tone gﬁ

LS T

CONTINUED
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previous official Iranian statements,’
Bani-Sadr said: “On no account do we:
intend to humiliate or belittle the!
American natioa.” . |

1

“We want justice”

“On the contrary, we want the Ameri-
can nation to know we respect that
country's human values,” Bani-Sadr|
said. “We want justice. We just want the |
American.nation to give back to us that
criminal (the shah).” L

Bani-Sadr then repeated the Iranian.
position that the American hostages will;
not be freed until the shah is returned
to Iran. ’

“If the United States government ac-
cepts our just demand and returns the
shah and his wealth, the Iranian govern.
ment will be in a position to.start-a new
phase and ask the students to follow the/
government policy,” Bani-Sadr said.

The Iranian- Mission to the United
Nations released a statement saying-that]
the hostages were being “treated hu.
manely ... have no doubts about their
well-beifnig.” . :

In related developments: '

® Maneh Said Otaiba, chairman of
the Organization of Petroleum Export:
ing Countries, said that OPEC would be
ready to help extricate the hostages.
Some OPEC nations were reported nerv-
ous that the U.S. freezing of Iran's
assets could set a precedent for similar
action against their own deposits, which
traditionally have been invested in U.S.
Treasury notes. Treasury.Secretary Mill-
er said that Saudi Arabia, 2 major U.S.
depositor, had been briefed on the U.S.
decision and was sympathetic.

" ® The Pentagon ordered two ships
from the U.S. naval squadron in the!
Middle East to join an. exercise involv-|
ing the U.S. carrier Midway and a Brit-|
ish squadron in the Arabian Sea-south|
of Iran. Pentagon officials: said that the!
ships were no-threat to Iran and carried
no Marine landing force that could be
used to free the hostages. - . . -

NN
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What's Shah Worth? Even

g

*" NEW. YORK=The: Central mﬂ
.- ligence Agency recently tried to de—
 termine just how much -wealth the
Shah of Iran had retained” when he.
fled.the: nation. he ruled- for; almost. |
! fourdecades. : ¥ 4t T 7 ]
.?z.-ﬁmn.*after.;wur!dwide— analysis, the
- agency was left with.a mystery. Shab
.Mohammed Reza Pahlavi’s financial.
“advisers had been: so skillful in cam-. J
- ouflaging his- vast_ assets over the-

-years that the true scope of his hold~

:ings escaped efforts to define it. - = <%
.i.» The best the CIA’s scholars could

2“do, in"the study completed months | ..

" pefore the shah entered the- United..

*'that’ the- former- Iranian- ruler was.

~worth perhaps from- a quarter to
*"three-quarters of a billion dollars, or,

" perhaps,: from ‘$100 million to 3800,
. .1“ deten 3T LRI st PO

n. ":'v_.'»-‘

. contained a $1 bifion discretionary

.underscored Tuesdy when the re-

.the shah’s weakl
- wealth, in privatetansactions as ear-!

-States for gall bladder surgery and: - However, like

cancer " treatment, was .to conclude:} . 1,cgye ifficulti@in trying to deter=

_mine what the skh has xfl_anaged to

-pancial empire—thich ‘scholars say:
- during its height rvaled the holdinge

.- The vagueness of the figures was
testimony mot only to the financial
. secrecy of the shah’s regime; but to.
- years "of ‘blurring the- shah's~state;;
_foundation and personal fundss - s
% .The CIA’s scholars-said they be-
_lieved most of the shah’s money was:
in Switzerland and Western Europe’
and that perhaps 10%. of his assets:
.were in the United States. ... —. 2
" Some bankers: however,. say -the
shah’s' personal. portfolio . alone . is:
worth well over:$1 billion, and one’
recent estimate set the:-{igire at per-
"haps . $17 billion.. Some investment
bankers with foreign contacts. say.
that perhaps between $2 billion and*
- $4 billion was transferred from.Iran.
_to the United States in the two years:
. before the shah’s regime toppled. -
"+ “He- was the country of Iran,” a
" knowledgable banker with ties to the-
- Mideast said Tuesday. Just one mea—

“of the Sauds of Sudi Arabia and the .

 was the Pahlavi Frundation which he:
- formed in 1958. Son after the founs

“dation was set_up the shah said he !

_to the new institution, a combination
_family
“trust. The shah'’s control of the foun--
‘dation was absolute, v E LR

" 'The foundation’s known assets in.

December 1977 included everything
~from 10% of General Motors of Iran
.and B.F, Goodrich-Iran to a 25% in-

‘West Germany. In the Tehran area

-alone the foundation owned four ho-
.tels, including the Hilton. Other hold-

lishing. One of the most important of

sure of how much power the shah had’

fifth largest

‘years into the royal family’s personal
- bank, which made numerous invest-

important ones in the United States.,. |

il Ll Times StedWrters

was that in 1976, tle Tranian budget

{und solely for thehah’suse; . =~ -
. .The issue of the ;hal’s wealth was

gime of the Ruhollh Ayatoliah Kho-
maini demanded thit as one condition
for release of theimerican hostages
in’ Tehran, the Unted States return
Some of.- this

ly as this summer 1ad already begun.
to flow back tq de Iranian revolu--
tiopary regime,i-.-z‘r Lok . AL :‘

‘.‘.  financtal ana-.
lysts, Iran’s new government faces:

accumulate. - © :

A The cornérston, of the ‘shah's fi-

al-Sabah ruling fumily: in Kuwait—

was transferring 90% of his holdings

organization. and charitable,

terest in the Krupp Steel Works in

ings ranged from insurance and
banking to agriculture and book pub-

the foundation’s assets was 100%
ownership of the Bank Omran, the
commercial bank in Iran.
The bank, founded in 1952 to develop
agriculture in Iran, evolved over the

ments worldwide—including - some |

the CIA Can't Figure It Out,

:..  BYJOHN J.GOLDMAN and ROBERT E.DALLOS- * - j

et

¢ One financial analysis concluded in ;
“1978 that the foundation’s assets were 1
‘stleas 8 billon to$3 billom. &~
"'The most prominenit of the founda- !

' tion's ho.dings in the United States is |
~'a 36-story office building. on’ Fifth,

‘Avenue near Rockefeller Center: The
_site_was purchased. by the Pahlavi’
‘Foundation’ for $8.6 . million." The
- structure—now ~shrouded : ifi > con
troversy—has _ only -, been.“recently
>completed. * 75 ¥ AT a, !
#*-A spokesman for the New York!
_State Attorney General's office said
Tuesday that the Pahlavi Founda-
tion’s board of directors had already
changed to represent the new Iranian
. revolutionary regime, He said it was

<. Also contritmting to this report was
Times researcher Vicioria Horst-
memm, .t Ty T’ it

AIERARY

‘expected that revenues from -the
building ‘would continue to be chan-
neled into the foundation,  *."," -
-~ One of the largest investments the
shah’s gavernment had in the United
States was a half billion-dollar com-
mercial and residential complex in/
‘New Orleans. The Bank of Omran had :
.invested $250 million in the project in |
1976, making it that year’s largest:
foreign investment . in; the United |
States, Last July, Joseph C. Canizaro, :
the principal American partner in the |
investment, bought out.the Iranian '
interests for $50 million, although the -
new Iranian regime: was willing . to.
.continue the joint venture, 575 0 4
*"_The Bank of Omran also owned 5%
“of the Firgt National Bank of Wiscon;

oot
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;sin in Mxlwaukee The status of that
,inmtmentwasunclear
“ A key question for ﬁnancial am-’
‘Iysts is how much of the foundation’s -
assets the shah was able personally to
"hold onto in the days before he was
toppled from power by the.revolu- -
tionary government. There are re-
gorts .the. shah has huge sums in
wiss_bank accounts. A spokesman '
for. the exiled ruler said Tuesday
there would be no comment on the :
extentof theshah’scmntwealt.h. n g
B gL
kX The statmo!meshahsotheras- :
sets in the United States, those not °
linked to the foundation, was unclear.
These include homes in New York |
City and on nearby Long Island and
3,000 acres of land in upsme New
York. i ‘..15{; ¢! ’. ‘y.‘*.i"_; |
~ This land pm'chased some
years ago by the American section .
chief of Savak the shal’s sectet po-. |
- ch.'l'helandmcludedahugebam;

-Savak. However, itremamedadan'yf
operahonaﬁa'merepauweremade
publjc. e *" ET " g

,n Wy Ml 5.
T ’:‘n"\:‘#':.f o
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ESSAY

Restabilize
= Iran

),

5"!'

:,':;;
™" WASHINGTON, Nov. 14— When one
JHation deliberately infringes on the
sovereignty of another, and. seizes
Prisoners in the bargain, that is
Uefinitionanactofwar. - - - by
?.“Since we hope to save our citizens’
, our response to Iran’s invasion
"of our sovereign embassy territory has
Jbeen muted: pleas to third parties, the

“fuling-out of force, a cosmetic switch. -

‘ing of oil trade, a tit-for-tat banking
JNmaneuver, a finger-wagging at Ira.
nfanstudentshere. - - ..° - .°
« DUt TEstraint need not be paralysis.
‘We have a nonviolent weapon that can
Jive an effect in Iran: food. That na-
“tion imports 30 percent of its food, and
Jelies on the United States for rice,
}nuch of its wheat, comn, and poultry
.feed.grain (in Persia, chicken feed is
‘ftbt chicken feed). -~ .
*We should now impose a food em-
*bargo on Iran, arranging with alterna-
tive grain suppliers like Australia and
Canada not to take up the slack. The

~Soviets could not take up the siack be-.

cause we make up their grain short-
Yills. This embargo will not cause
_Starvation in Iran but will push up

Prices, contribute to the general un-
12st, and make the point-around the -
world that a superpower is not neces-

Sarily muscie-bound. - ¥ -
% Just as important as keeping cool is-
planning ahead: What do we do after
Atre impasse is resoived? Assume that
the Shah ultimately returns to Mexico
TWhich bas had the foresight to close

‘Almerican-hostages. are rejeased; do
‘e turn the other cheek, forgive and

forget? On the contrary — we should
treat this kidnapping with great seri- .

ousness and turn this provocation to
mm‘ﬁ* S R
-»"The Ayatollah’s act of aggression of-
férs an opportunity for us to end the
‘@llapse of Western influence in the
‘Rersian Gulf, and to blunt the Soviet
¥ove — through Afghanistan and the
‘#Hom of Africa-— which threatens th
main sources of Westernoil. -~ - -
<'We should: take the position that no
legitimate government now exists in

fran, and that we would find intoler--

able the repiacement of mob rule by a
Communist AN e

-ﬁA% our C.I.LA. — al dy
blamed for tent rac:es —

s _Start now to aid
1 c%m ran that are re..
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" fields are located, the area is not con-

yeyys - Islam turned out to be an  under-
- By William Safire SR

" than any they have krown, and effigy--

.\of nearby South Yemen, and has of-
- of the island of Masira. We should take
" with the ieasing of the airbases that

- ‘ought to wake us up to the fact that we

- A conventional threat in the Mideast

. landing craft had to be pulled out of
" heavy maintenance.) -

- weighing the Pentagon secret Persian
. Guif contingency planning study that-

J _ into the area. (Our State Department
S embassy in Teheran) and the .

. by building Fast Deployment Logistic

_ air transports whose cost overruns in.-
~the 1960°s still give Defense Secretary

" - OWR restraint nor: to- get: ready~to

" witha strategy
yatolah. In the north; the- for theoil ifelineof tho West: /. . .

Kurds — once ‘doublecrossed by the
Shah and the U.S. — should be sup-
plied with weapons, including surface-
to-air missiles, to help achieve their

In the southwest, where the main oil-

trolled by Arab oil workers but by two
Iranian tribes — the Qashqai and the
Bakhtiari — which are not beholden to
the anarchists in Teheran. An uprising
there would be crucial, especially if
the Iranian armed forces are reluctant
tocrushit. o

. Mobs are by nature fickle; militant

estimated force in Iran, but it is not
the only force. Millions of Iranians are
afflicted with an' oopression worse

burming riots for television feed no
bellies. Some political or military
leader is likely to move into that vacu-
um, and it is not immoral for us to
make sure that the successor to the 80-
year-old strongman is not behoiden to

Elsewhere in the Persian Gulf, the
United States should make its military
presence fel.. The Sultan of Oman is
worried about Communist penetration

fered to let us make a staging base
up that offer quickly, and top that

are being vacated by the Israelis.in the.
The Ayatollah’s slap in our face

are not at present capable of the rapid
deployment of major military forces.

would catch us flat-footed: it would
take us more than a month ta deliver
‘two Marine . divisions arnd support
equipment. (When Mr: Carter an-
nouncad his training exercise at Guan-
tanamo to amuse the Cubans, our few

. Belatedly, Carter budgeteers are.

shows how power could be projected

fussed at not being inciuded in this-
‘planning; fortunately forhardliners, it
wasnot.) —_ .- :.:T T e e
- - Short-range, 'we are forced to strip
our forces around the globe to createa
three-carrier task force in the Indian*
Ocean. Long-range, we must make up-
for Mr. Carter’s scuttling of the Navy

ships; also, to boister cur mesger.fleet
of heavy-lift aircraft, we must build
the *CX"" — a new version of the C-5A
i

"Harold Brownnightmares, ..: «= ! - .
With our embassy staff held. hos-
tage, it makes. sense :to - bite our.
tongues for a while. The job of creative
diplomacy ' is. neither. to. admire- our .

thump our chests; instead, we should ]
be planning to react to this act of. war-
tosmpthaSovletmch:;

PR
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ti O arks)
" Even with Ted Kennedy announcingand®
all those'storiés abeut Chappaquiddick; and+
‘even with Ronald Reegan announcing,$00;,
the sole story consuming Washington at:
every social event.is what to do:about:the

- hostagesin Iran:u: &8 i7x 3 gt RPN opliesds 2
At a dinner party the other night; discus-

sionszraged in varying degregy of polite -
vehemence: at every. table.—-and the.opin-.
_ions at one were fascinating.> $:nI ST &
Seated together were House Foriegn Af-

~ fairs Chairman Clement Zabdlocki who com- |
posed .the~congressional: IetterZto“the -

Ayatollah Khomeini; Deputy Director of

CIA Frank Carlucci W ﬁ%
ing his comments lest something be read
into them; Middle East.expert and: former"

Undersecretary of State: Joe Sisco. who-: as
~president of American University had some-:
thing to say about Iranian students; a beau-
tious young Iranian women:with:Zbigniew-
Brzezinski- staffer, bearded Bob.Huriter;:.
Shirley Metzenbaum who was the:best Jis-
tener; and Cart Rowan, who did thé most:-
alKings < - .7 v W el WRGSRERTS
Most rejected the-idea that;we-should -
‘have conducted a tit-for-tat operation. here
‘the minute our embassy.over there. wasin-:
vaded. The Persian girt.; who has family.in-
Iran, said- Khomeini.is-an absolute madman-
who might then'have ordered the:Ameri- -
canskilled: - [ - QTS RO L s AR,
i Sisco said there-are definite signs on:his:
‘campus that some Iranian students are shift-"|
‘ing from:support of the Ayatollah. because-.
his dictatorship betrays-the goals-of°the-

‘revolution. Zablocki produced:the let_ter:é

which House-leaders and:220 members.o
-Congress signed It did ‘not mentiod the;
shah, but urged release of the hostages: “on
. humanit@rian:grounds.” zu—x - ¥
~ “Tq Jove God-and toido. his will throug
. righteousness and piety. is'd universaily ac-
“cepted religious tenet.
_truth:in the words off.the: Koran;"wrote
_ Zablocki soothingly to-a.man -who-hasn't:
shown an ounce:of humanity to his own peo-
ple who disagreed withrhim. . e W TS
Privately, all seemed to be in agreement™.
about one thing. Once allAmericans are out.
of that country; we should cut off_relations-.
- and ship all their students home:, - LAgih
With thatoff their chest, everyone took to :

"% Persian-Gulf area. ; =

We fihd this great. o' "end Mrs. Spark:Matsunaga,

on:scene

ARSI D ASS it AT B e

sashaying to relieve.the week’s tension. No
wonder this is the dancingest town around. - 7]

-

T N TP o S
2 Things got even more serious at the Ken -

" Giddens’ supper Saturday: night that was..
billed 23“An Evening with Clare Luce”and.
-put:on by Ernest-Lefever, director of the .
‘Ethics and Publi¢ Policy Center. He likesto
gatheér, once a month, around an- acknowl---
‘edged brain,-a-cross section of -opinions

from public. officials to-press, pose-a ques-
:tion to the brain — and letghe evening un--
‘far] from there:;.. e e B
Z2The question was = Is'the United-States.
-on the skids? Are we on an. unstoppabie de-
‘cline, and what should we do.about it2 The]
‘gist of Clare’s answer was, she has confi-7
‘dence in the American people providing ':

they can get the right leadership. . .

For two hours La Luce held forth. with
her philosophical view of‘the world, ac- |

- The ‘events in Iran dominate

FUIPEAL I T PTSS

sistant and Mrs. Frank Moore, were already “Murphy, athor of the popular “The Winc

sor Story.”” Former Ambassador and Mr:

Willliam Sullivan was there, as was Gen. E

Black from Honolulu, President John Silbe

of Bostoh University, and Gen. Richard Stil

well. She was rfamcularly touched that Ger
s

and Mrs: Lauris Norstad camé;~ 253 2 « -

cented with historical references, captivat-

*{ng reminiscinces;-and:take-offs.of famous
“personalities' — she mimicked Churchill
_perectly — and'so entertained the group.:
“They satspellbound. & .07 7o -
. She wound up-unravelling an hilarious’
plot about an' American:president, pretend-
-ing Sen. Nancy Kasselbaum, who was.there,”
was the president, and' Arthur Burns, also
. present, was her advisor:fSiey 1% - k.2
““ When the question; what'can we do about
Iran? came up, Burns said both the Iranian.
_government and:the Iranian ‘citizens have.
“enormous assets'in this country which:we"
-could freeze; also, he suggested, by halting:
-~ the shipment of spare parts; their advanced
" technology: would eventually grind toar

halt=rRR Akt AT

dn FrankBarnet','."’deféﬁis"év'a‘péi"t{ and presi- .

‘dent of the: National Strategy Information-.
Center, a think tank here and in New York;'’
said our lack of military muscle was respon-|

LR YIEE WRIRD 0l 2

. Brookings Institutior President and Mrs.
Bruce MacLaury were-there along with-

Stevens; and numerous others.: -+ 7 -3 -
_+ Clare was walking. that evening: She'had*

just.been outfitted:by a-pair*of Softrcontact.

‘that are-not taken ou

Sen. Ted*

lenses:by famed Dr. John McTigue and'for ~
“the first time in over10 years, can wake up-
~in the: morning and'see. They aret the kind '
t of the eyes for-six .
L Y

e dance ior where ecreay o W ind o S o Wes Pt e bt

. ' i s {i¢get.the Sylvanus Thayer Award. and-sword- .
_Energy and Mrs.-Duncan, Presidential As-3V bast month.:"People.came. from all qu§@§,

“+country,” she said.;" was amazed.” 1y -~ oy

«~~t From Washington went former Ambassa.\/

%dor Elbridge Durbrow

Afamé.Gen

¥fame; Gen, and Mrs; Ira Eaker, and | Charles
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Key Members of Crisis Task Force in Washirigton!

" Poreign Service but by way of Central. * fairs ... At 47, finds himselt in

WASHINGTON, Nov. 13 — The Ira- ~ Inteiligence Agency and National Se- day charge of the task force 8
nian crisis has spawned a special work- curity Council staff . .. Born in Phila- thelatutcrlsis...ac:‘}lod “well organ-
i th»ﬂo: mns;'o: unt;: %‘.Pﬂna:ﬁﬂmwg 1952::: eollea:\ﬁl Ha'sﬂsennthcr npid‘g '
seven ter ces

staffed amndop:h. clock.e“}u center- eted doctorate in American ranks . . . Bornin New York on

NEW YORK TIMES
1k NOVEMBER 1979

=t0-

through

April 10, 1932, and graduated in 1957,
after two years in Army, with a mas.
mdogxum-lohmnopumsmool

International Studies . . .

piece is a large conference table, with - Studies at Yale in 1958 . . . Durin :
tmaps, a blackboard; source materials
and files of the latest relevant informa-. - - o as an

SO0 NIOONAT SECUEty

= a.ndm agd half later found
i a a :
sm-' ;jmﬂm‘dt myw “-ﬂlﬂﬂl officer in

years ... In 1973,

in American relations with that coun-"
try, and Peter D. Constable, the chief
Deputy Assistant Secretary of smng

; 4 . Egypt, in .
1964, where hie served as a consular of-.

ficial<:% Spent late 1960°s first at Na--|
of wdoulmuua and Space Adminis- |
% tration and then at Fletcher School of -

Y8ars
assigned  to' Teheran,.
where until 1976 he served as political
e

.ant
fairs from 1969 to 1974, when he often”
differed, though. never: publicly;: with:
the Nixon Administration’s policies ..
Married to the former Jean Craig and-
they have three?ona R " two daughe+:
ters. .. .- b sl Gl
o RPN

Hm:old H. Saunders 5
L S Sl s S s
Tall,“baldish, ~ bes
spoken. man who. will.be.49: years. old; Q: upy ¢
next month . . . Came to high State De- - - -- = : Secretary - | ¢

-

lnm he., was
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for US hostages in Iran"
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‘America could agree to economic cooperation
"and unofficial censure of Shah’s ‘misdeeds*::

y AR R T S <

"8

S Xt -
'\ s

signs:-iagg

e fortune belongs

tbehnhﬂppeople. Buttbereisnomsonwhn;i

:meUs officials, at a levei perhaps jower -

. than the' President or: the-Secretary of State. -

ledge what is already widely :

the Shah -did - oom::li{
m‘"‘,—:T PO %

"""" B

| Iranian dinlom, (or-convalescencexAny S o suspicions, 2, e Top-
1 dipl [ L indicated: that. Py, -~ -genuine,” 4
eSS ) ‘ _*level Iranian belief in tUS‘plotg&mggfb,i"

ii'Shah,inid:BmtmonCommui;’ cent acass
. LTt e WOULAIN, ‘recent aca-'
’.demicyconference- inv Salt>Lake:! City:gre.
ble:+S0; be added.is the-beliefs

.
- < i
o
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~of Ty T 10 Arab coanty

. built against them being
“bor, Iraq o 24 DY their western neigh-

Do vapeamear sad.  Siggested more that

than with Fraq or some outside power-*
tanwith Iraqor ide power. >~ .-
diplomat- who 'speaks h oy :
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“ e_m.v;guruas-nmnmon
B e R i i o
ASHING-‘!OV—Ats a.m.last,Sunday..Bth 1
: ven,. the.sSenior watch- officer-in the Staf
*Department's windowless seventh flooro
txon center, began to feel he was in for a quiet night. The;
telephone hadn’t rung for two hours. The bank of four
teletype machines.was-quiet. Steven picked up 2 cloth
and began moppingicoffee stains off. the-long: yellow,
desk he shared with his deputy, Don- Lyman. Jsez 22y
< At 3:03, seven-of thé-eight digitat clocks on’ r the far,
wall quxeclyempped to indicate three- minutes-past the
hour- in - London;zCairo, " Hong -~ Kong:; and i "elsewhere;
around the‘world. (The-Rio de Janeiro- cloclﬁstoppectat
2139 on Oct: 24 and:hasn’t run Sinee: )= = ixs i
=~ Then - the-blackiphone:.rang.: Stevenv hurned“bo
straighten- thevpapers: on . his deskas: a voice told*him:

“This xs:the-embaay‘in IehﬂL,DemommMu have« :

to upper floors.:

- Staven flipped:the i -
chants of &Ooorramnmmthnts filled the wood-paneled,
carpeted operatxons. enzer._A. thundering in.the back-

- th siﬁind of. batte_ring- :

embassy... i iz o
.~ Keeping t.hedine ta—*l‘ehram open.-Steven'and‘LymanA
pressed Lhecd.mect:phona‘bumms “that-alert: the.Whit

. House situations room;:the National Military'Command
"Center. the.CentratiIntelligence: Agency,’ tha:Defense

plugged mto t.heconference.can; Steven: sa:d;::Gen o
‘men, we have-a crisis om our hands.” 7 ¥+ SR EAEAS
o~ Steven;handlm(.of the crisis was standard operatm
‘Procedure; but the- event itself — the seizure.of. 2. U.S.
Embassy by-. &gonrnment-authomed mob..<=was:

‘unprecedented breakdown: of the:rules:of: international
diplomacy.”:None-of<the-"traditional.” mechanums. for)
negotiation~worked; :and+the- conclusion : was=:

.drawn that.in'Iran  the United States~was faced with.a

‘national madnessgan institutionatized bloodlust; against|

‘which rules:-of: logic; decency, fair play: and. dxplomacy
e e eeh&”—r""

TEVEN? AND Lyma:r alerted Undersecretarrof
, ~ State Dayid Newsom: who:woke:up a'dead ti

~Secretary ‘of_ State~-Vances=—just: back from- th:
funera.l of Korean PresxdentParkChung-hee—befOrei

phone. £ -m—-ecw e e : X

*»+A buzzer.soundecin the operatxons center sxsmzﬂnm
;the amvaLocumh.&elegram-imm:rehmcon!mng
the occupation;and-asking permission to-destroy ¢o

: -and: communicatio t Secretary: of!
] ‘ ‘State HaroIESannéersiqmckly,avehn ‘okay:s ~33—’h"-ﬂl‘s“-q
52 Butax the-briefings;raced through the secure phone
‘liries of’ uppeﬁecheloﬂashmgton,.thc sleepy"c,\t‘ﬁ'cxals1

.assembled in;the;operations centezcoul@do»hm&mo
sthan’ Listen to~ the-lonesvoice:om;the: hnd fro ﬁ
o PR P ST,

‘report: *iihY

THE NEW YORK SUNDAY DAILY NEWS
11 November 1979

t\.,‘We smdLmkgmeW he usmx. 'ecety!ene
:torch to.cut-through the security doors.. -2y <2 e
res2*There are demonstrators’sn th‘irroot trymzt&b'
'into the uppe:wmdows.’? e PR et ,' ;

<thezrbaclks.’.' s S . AL
,fmr one,.tconngeousuvoié & S":omcul's ave »
{asked* the- Daily’: News. niotto" identify. ;t,m:a‘

mmedthetelephmequieﬁmthe corne:ascou ?
wers le led out.ntcthezroqm.ﬁnany.atﬁl.s‘t am:, loud.‘

electromesqueal%ounded overtﬁe-féudspeﬁeu' ffistha
.operations center;announcing that the*phoﬂe had-
rxpped-!rom- the wall.-The voxce-wa&gone,*lts_owner
jouung‘ 59»othen- American 'ﬁ)ui: ¢:apt1.m"}L -insida the
exnbaswcomp(mrm:-*"*“x’lr g2 ‘vﬁs ot ol

3 z ‘. T : %
fAngust 28:: 1968>when U.S.—Ambassador J.Gordon. Mein-
SWas-murdered- in‘a ‘kidnap- attempt:in, Guatemala,-the
State“Department*has listed- 214 “significant® terrorist’
*incidents involving U;S. dxplomatxcor otﬁcxal personnel j

*and installations:™<
#2:The major ones:
&‘w‘o =July- 31',.'.19" )

; ,,\4‘-“" A S A RIS F"m-m»ﬁ

_ ‘o»wMareh F19T3ZLUSS: Ambassadoz_creo Noeland]
‘his*depuly;: GeorgeMoore,-. werrtaken-‘hoshzes by
guemuasmhe Sudan and murdered the next day; 5433
f.r @3August 19,1974+~ US..Ambassador:. Rodger Davies
:angd - an embassy. secretary -were: killed :whenZarmed|
‘demonstratcts 2 fired - -into:: the~-windows. ofthe’sULS.
:Embassy; om.Cyprus.:Su:\mene wercvarrested =butst
longest sentence ierved £g§}he murdersw:.&_- ::n....ths.
*H“.M*ﬂ"""-t-é‘n}%‘r— P T A Al ek
£ o Dec.23-1975: — Richard‘S_ We!cb CIA shtlon*
‘chief in-Athens, was-Killed outsxcre‘b.ﬁ‘home by, umden-
nfxedgunmexr.*.»m.ﬁ, o NFTED L :
. @ June 18; 1978 = AmbassadorFrancu Meloy and
ecouomxc' counselar Robert :

= T —' ~<:.:.§‘\,_ '4

3_;,, X 3 Feb. 14,1979—!)’ S. Ambassadoz Adolprubs was:
*sexzed by terrorists- in~Afghanistan. and killed when
’Soviet-advised: Afghan police —-against U.S. wishes —
Ustormed. the hotel room where he:was. being-held (that’
;same:.day;*.Iranian - demoustrators. occupxed. the- U.S-
‘Embassym'rehran for the first time) o3 LA

#7%'In’ onlyZtwo <of ‘those. Ca5es8 ¥ the—Cypms-\and
,Afghanistan lnmngs was there.even 'a suggestion of
official-complicity in-an attack on U.S diplomats: Until-
;last Sunday;no government had ever been sg obviousiy+
‘mvolved “in- the- seizure-of -2 forexgxrembassy and the
: :kddnaping of diplomats:: TS SN
“’But .last. Sunday; when' the government. ‘of” Prime,
linister.; Mehdi,Bazargan: was. StilL. in-- power; - Iranjan4
:Security. “forces: were five: ‘minutes away: from ths: be.
ileaguered embassy. Despits repeated pleas for help, uj
\the. Marines. held off the 3;000-man mob for: more t!mrl
itwo hours, the-Iranian police never cames—"" ¥ toesy
a‘::_msueh..cxrcumstancu: U.SSofticials insist-there:
,nothmg an-embassy: can. do-*People picture- Marin

- ‘with-their-M-16s on: their hips:Tnowing people down,™; g

;one official said: “If they did that;they’d be butchered.™
iDespite-obvious: threats to- the: embassy in-Tehran, the:
-Marine contingent numbered only-14- #=just enough to.
protect classitied documents and deterrobbers $% ,,,,-,3_ ‘4

T e i
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: ’ NLESS.YOU. RELY on the host_government:
. -for:protectivn,  you'd. have to-have a Marine
e -division- around every embassy; and that obvi
ouslycmt be don&; T oneofficial saidn-r - TR _w-q
*Trarris not the only place where.U.S” chplomats havei
beenxand will be:vulnerable-Though-the U.S. govern-
:ment :has- spent” more-than- $100 -million- beeimgmp
embassy security andarmoring diplomanc cars in recent

;years, the Starsand Stripes in a £ xgn land ns gomg to

‘remain atempting target. v~ A N B
7% Last'month an armed mob-of_150tried to sexze the
U‘.S. ‘Embassy  in-ElSalvador; but was'driven off b>
Marinetear gas: Turkey has been the-sceng of scores of|
‘attacks on: U.S_diplomats and. servicemen and may be
-the-likeliest place for-a repetition.of whalhappened in
Tehran -Central -and: South- America-have - repeatedly

beeuthmeno of attacks on U.S: Embassies. 3/ 1753051 33
f/ - For-good- or-ill, America~isa global power wit!‘
iutemts- that-warrant 141 diplomatic’ missions.-arouns’]
‘the werid: When'the threat is obviously great, one optio:;]
‘I3 tor closesan: embassy~aitogether-as: the U.S: did ‘i3]
“WYgandain 1973 when now-deposed dictator Idi Amin waxz]
"s’cremfthreat«towiimencan livess U.S>diplomats: have
{alsobeen withdrawn: from Equatoriak Gmnea follomn&
Y@breakdown of law and-order, = & s = Jek Mo
vy %2 -The-hope. in Washington is thahwhathappened last
eek in-Iran-will Temiin unique; ‘a bolt-of lightning that
LWﬂI ‘not strike again.. But the the Iast"35-years indicate:
eotherwiso. ‘There-are-today more soVerexgzrmtions thans
:responsxble' leaders=The -Ayatollah Khomeini is ¢learly-
drxven,bf,ms.own special:demons;.but-he-is-not.alone-.
‘Amin-Cambodia’s: Pol. Pot'and the Emperor Bokassa.of-
theuCenle"Azrim Empire have:Been*equally:blood-;
thxutynmﬁxequmy «unpervxou.& =to % conventxonal
;dxplomacy.,-,_.. TSI
,.ua:n;,,the.-past,..- whem dxplomahc :eason:\has failed..
‘nations-went to:wars: Today- xtmxmpossxblafor a great
'hatiorr“ to7'declare-~war--against~tiny» covntries_ with'|
-baked leaders.:The day‘otcolonxalum"oi “educat-1
~ing"“ the- rest.of the. world to*actept- our"notion-of
‘ciyilization == is also-over: But until'we can-all-agree on.
‘some rules of behavior;the quiet; carpeted StateDepart-
menr ‘operations-center: is' likely-to-resound again and
-agam -with thebuzzer that means a flash:cable has landed
andAme:icans somewhere i in the world are in danger.]
M‘\’,A

PRt PEPEAE L W I RO AST - PR, S

b~ X
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THE NEW YORK DAILY NEWS

ARTICLE APgEfng 13 1
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STEV G, ek .rlvt:a e
Pt PN SR

Be{ORd e enbarzo; what?

:;;‘:ﬂﬁi‘l'ﬂmcn J. BUCHANAN s

endinzerthc hostages—given the fin
pof: their captors—lt -might . wo k

sence of ‘Fishnndecki'v %8: Iiingma- = fthe. OVer Hanok. s Aacdis Shimie
' tionc:‘coumc “and " will st th&hllhut“?“““m

‘( ‘levels’ of our-’ gonmnmt,lﬁ.kasymp- .
o tomatic . of the American condition that] -
those: carrying tho. messages. of. concern
‘for the safety of our imperiled personnel;
have:-beem: thuPalyune:Libeuﬁom-Otﬂ

gamaﬁfur and: W"F‘fﬁ

 SIES fii"’iﬂﬁ
ne: pever:e g jenue -

otablc Tetrest ﬁta!f’ fenemy; Ta reas:

A

o1 be' P

lr‘dheetly"and?unmisuhbly“that‘ -
tho mtomh“wﬂl ‘be” held“personally.
accouutabltforthe fate'of ththostagesa
Andrew Young, once ‘said ’t)ie ayatolla!u
would’ otie. day be-considered I *saint.]
‘He should be'pl’acedup}omnotice that:il‘
tragedy=befalls' the/ JAmericans;~thi

Wohmu&vcntmpmoemorr SAC,
,—and- un
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ra P test—-ﬂ
O~~ 8 za o)
| Fi the A mencan Way
*maa}»am T :C(«)«- -*wgv“'
RICHARD HED
GWR AT_16h 2bd G, where ths’ polics e had a bulge In his.Suit- jackst: mo%
"chief sat in-his-car, the Iranian dem-. ‘an earplug.in. his ear.Along.the ﬂ“k-’,me
onstrators filed: by; -calling- for thesdeath ‘ the . march, " cope- rod**g;' “‘b"*-*“d b
of the shah and yelling things about the CIA; - ‘horses walked close toge H@ut o ﬂm ogi
" and-it was like they were singing “Ameérica , It was.like:the flying wedge- o o Dreak:
the. Beauhinlti'. You had:to: listen. hard, but : ggg ug:oo bal} '}’hngm n?’.: ‘,_Y'_ B x“"
thatu what the _!s"m._..&" -gfd’ R ‘T'v:i-‘ - PN R e
In’the- street,ythey kept- commg. The': s is .. ‘This. i8-a. -city: °£ degons?amﬁ:ﬁoétmh:
denty” were olive-skinned,. and. always,. it 1 “seen so-man;;f lt:uzemoe:stra o hers.. for-
seemed, in.need of a shave; and. the, women... o monplace. Pl o Tyarmsan’
were.; bundied: against . the -20th-"century =4 causes'you never ‘heard of and.in: thename-
_headss covered«.inx the ~traditional. "fashion. . of co untrm you.can’t*find on: your'old‘ Na
_Every-once- in a while, someone.older: would . nal . Geographic. maps.. "They:. march “and
pass-by, someone not a student.-One-of them:| to gra arch, and"some
'was.a ‘man dressed in-ablue business suit. | they_march and they'ma times’ i
‘He.wxs old and he was short and: he looked', ‘they march” because they lTove: something and/
‘ like-he was- lost.on._the way to.the Metro-" ‘sometimes because-they-hate; wmetMng. but 1
pohfan Club.. But: he. was Khomeini’s. man, never :because they lave a gxan hv;l‘:o‘ ;ig:s
no "dolibt abowt-itin wev x5 i nothing.but hate.... .. :° =% h 15" the
*'It.was lunch hour in-Washingfon.™ It was', « A student-held-a bullhorii’ “Death-to'
downtown, the area of the banks and the shah.ih&shoutod. The voice ume’;t;lu:idnnty
" White- House ‘andthe-agencies...Some of the P‘“t then: the ‘other.. ge?:rtnitmtg?wn the Inlm
, bystanders shouted at-the demonstrators-and Death to-the tghmstu et c;" D er callsd
- some people made-obscene gestures' but most of march, another ) ‘?Lo live: KhomeinL.”
_people just watched. Like me;:they had nev- for a different slogan:.Long -
‘er seen anyﬂung_ quite like thisT RO “Then the students behind himy pieked up this
‘Come- tell. me, the sense of this..sort of - chant, and if you stayed between’ the two
demonstratxon’ -Tell me why ‘people ‘march1 groups you could hear-one chant with onIo
.in support of+ people who-are; threatening.| e"tm‘:d' ano%;rn::::lfmm?anmds er_ear. B t
.the life- of inriocent hostages—march not in 38 Al t:a{x;l i lg Py %;b?‘?ﬁ;
_their-own country but in the homeland of the- b oy s:m e, l’ P:‘l’l%:, ?}!1) :h to Kiom
“ hostages.. Explain the gratitude they have for- Dack 3 & peopre yt held ea wi;
-the country-that has given them an educa-' ini, xlm b‘:’“i P:rr:‘m e ‘t’.P Iatphwd ‘d‘Flush.
tion-and: tell:me-how -you can:call’ for the; Ia{hto et. d‘; tﬁ?dg:; ] ltw i
‘death of’*rman-—any man—who. is. already.| o omeini down. t e dra g‘ ’ 'm.i you,
dying of caicer;?t """ ;7 S RS AT % Jaughs cegmieid | craddy.el T EMIOR It'@
Tell: e \{r*¢he’ Shah, mgzrm«msNew York 1 B -fut thgmhm ‘plenty! of "dgeF; 160
‘hospital room,’,can. hear: the’ demonstrators .ﬁ° st:‘sy I‘t):is”;tyo“re;n countrynfalon o
“down the. block: calling for kis death. and if, 3 e; 8;- n 5 €asy. S*th“g agt cur
‘somehow, he knew it-would. come: to this—-] an ya‘f,tur 1% on- spat’ doni’ o d“:lyi
lots.of money-and”lots of influential friends :gm;ng er etnamlan Itmm :‘1 et
but: without"a+ home."He- is wanted~almost 4 e °””—alwg’;"°b°:: ;0 v e Zm
nowhere. The excephon i Iran.,and there g’ Wil one;: to o T see the
they-want him dead.., T v thaerg Mar:inrlm ‘g hit the beachw:::l yeHn'som;::
" .Theline of demonstrators moved on'It wasj ﬁ,. and give them the old John Wayne. .. . :*|
long o urouded by s T e ) Bk youcanaet o g v oy
‘can and we can e need.o
cops-throughout the crowd. Every'other po-.., " we need allies and we are not, in the. eya
‘of the~Iranians;”virgins.,™ The shah™ is"Hers’
"and we supported him when he was in power,‘, -
-and - very important men. have: called “him4 -
‘their friend. .Still;.the anger wells:up-in: yon.
Somewhere in all of us-is.a flag that neyer. .,
toucha ground: s~ ¥ mibaarnwekenmerdod
. ‘ {s\)@
ot
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-pitality and praised the man who hates our.
] ‘guts, you had to wonder about them—about-
‘their faith in us. Their rhetoric. aside, they:
(\ _were saying they really knew America. They
*knew they could march and they kmew the:
cops would protect. them and not arrest them,
and they knew that in America you can give
the country the. finger and still keep your

,gights. It is not, to say-the least, that way

» = So they marched.. They. yelled and they
Ysereamed and they carried their signs. And:
‘in my head I heard “America. the-Beautiful™.
‘and I thought; hunest: I did, that I wish my
“grandmother had lived.to see this, ‘“Only" i
America,” she would have said. T eveo Gy
:-And she-would have been:rights— g |
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‘Moslem clergy, or mullahs. He pushes
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11 November 1979

THE WASHINGTON POST

Time for a Show of Power]

Events in Tehran decree the opemng of the creed holds sway. He ties the sale
of a fullscale inquest into American... and production of oil to narrow politi-
policy toward Iran. Not only because - cal considerations.

American citizens have to be protected.  Since theocracy doesn’t work. pracn-

‘More important, the whole Mideast— cal power gravitates elsewhere. In Teh-

and in the matter of oil, the wholé 'ran, militant students and revolution-
world—needs to be insulated against ary guards rule the streets. The minori-
the fanaticism ot the Ayatonah Kho- . ties of the provinces—including the oil
meini. ' - fields in the south—are restive or in:

- The starting point of the anuest is-‘revoit. Every country adjoining Iran

acceptance of a hard fact that does not sees in the ayatollah a“threat to_stabil- -

g0 down well with moralists in- the - ity, which is not hjgh in the regxon any--
country at large and the administration : : way. ‘

-\-*

in particular—namely, that the down- " Washmgton has trled appeuement_
fall of the shah was a calamity" for of the ayatollah with disastrous resuits.-:
..Not only has American sovereignty ..
Like him or not, the shah made avm!- -been trampled in the embassy, but this . .

American national interests. .

able to the worid a regular flow of oil in country has been increasingly regard-
large amounts and without political * ed by Iran’s neighbors as apoor credit
conditions. His imperial - pretensions, risk, a pitiful heipless giant.. -

and the forces he maintained, imposed - In trying to right the balance, Washe

order on the Iranian plateau-and the ington first needs to reduce its vulnera-:
submerged nationalities tlnt populate bility to the blackmail tactics of the Ira-
its borderlands. . :

The ayatollah, in contrast, instituted - down the embassy in Tehran and shut-:
what amounts to a culturalyevolution..’ ting down the embassy here—at least

He is preparing an Islamic constitution. until a-firm understanding on ground =

that vests absolute authority in the.- rulescanbereached..

“In the bargain, as an indlcation that
Iran’s brand of Islam-the Shi’ite ver- it means. business, the United States
sion—into '~ neighboring

where the more orthodox, Sunni brand “governing Iranian students  in""this "’

‘_;i.-,}.emmm Rl

-..'.zv nian- militants.. That means. closing :

‘countries ‘ought to enforte seriously the laws -

country. If the laws are inadequate, |
then new statutes can be written.

A next necessary step is to blunt the
Iranian oil weapon. The United States
can easily push the few American com-
panies that do business with Iran to
other sources. Whatever is lost on that
account, and it will not be more than
500,000 barrels daily, can be offset from
allied countries—notably the Japanese,
French and Germans—that buy Iranian
oiL In that way this country would:
show Iran and the world something-
they both need to know—that Tehran
cannot organize an oxl emba.rgo against
the United States. -

The next step is the.truly important
step. It involves finding occasion for an:
unmistakable, and preferably surpris-
ing, assertion of American power on be--
half of the regimes that feel menaced
by the ayatollah. That might take the:
form of supporting Iraq in its efforts to-
stir up provincial resistance inside Iran.
It might mean giving milmry assist~
. ance to Turkey.: - -

But the most likely candldates for
American help are the oil-rich mon-.
archies of the Persian Guif. The re-
gimes in Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Bah-'
rain, the Arab Emirates and Oman feel
their security in danger. They would |
like to develop a joint. poucy for the-
Persian Gulf, and. they met to consider-
mmurestothat etfectinSaudlArabw
. onOct. 16.

- The United States could support them
en bloc. More dramatically and more ef-
fectively, it could.give assistance to-a:
Jparticular country in a particulsr-place=
—say, Oman, at the choke point of the-:
Gulf the Straitsof Hormuz. ... ..~ - =3

 To find and exploit such opportuni-
ti-. there is required a crucial internal -;
change, in - Washington. .. The - United:
* States needs a capacity to do something
besides sending Marines and bombing.
It has to rebuild a.capacity . self- ]
destructed only a few-years agH ca--)
Ppacity for covert intervention.- (% vt
- As that requirement suggests; the: rewn

building - of - American: “policy - toward:;

Iran is going to be a:long; slow;’ uphi!:g
* task.. It will probably be years befo
thiscountryisrudytoplzyapon
roleinlran.: . : <2 a0 gy ';,;x «.,
* But in the ‘meanttme- there. is one:
thing * ordinary - Americans .'can. do.”
There'is nothinig in- the: Constitution -
that obliges this country.to be rur by a
president whose instinctive reaction to
a challenge- iaa dechration of mtional
impotence. < £t s

@ oa . .'....-~.--...~-

-‘c
P wi\ii‘nﬁ
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Blackmailing the U.S.

The lives of some 60 Americans hung in the balance in Tehran

| The Carter Administration found it-
self woefully short of ways to deal with the
crisis. It quickly ruled out a Mayaguez- or
" - Entebbe-style attack as impractical under
the circumstances. Nor did the Adminis-
tration have the option of undertaking any
kind of covert action inside Iran that
might have tempered the situation. When
the Shah fell last January, most of the U.S.
intelligence apparatus in Iran fell along
with him. Confessed one Washington of-
ficial: “We have reviewed our assets and
our options, and they are precious few.”

EXCERPT

o Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501300001-2
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: iam governmeut today raised:-the-ne-::

‘. Abol Hassan. Bam-Sa

* istry, told a-meeting of the: more than 1
. sions here that:iran. has. three de--

‘- in Iranian domestic affairs..
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Ald""'Lls"t Téi‘iiis on

i e Amdee, e

Capt;ves

By J’onathan C.‘Randa[ W
| Washioston Post Porelsn Setvics.. i = 12Ty
_PEHRAN, Nov. 12—A-defiant Iran-s.

gouadng price. for the release of hos-+
. tages held.at.the U.S. Embassy herec
. -and. declared an oil .embargo. against..
the United States. “...r7cry ohoaneX

- appointed.:

. last week by Ayatollah Ruhouah Kho--]
" meini to run the -iranian Foreign Min-s

" 70 accredited chiefs-of-diplomatic mis~:
mands: - cemareey peerter ot TOE
® Amencan recogmtlon "that. Shah-
Monammad Reza Pahlavi is a criminal
and must be. ext.radxted tn stand tria.l
here. .
e The return to Iran of the shah’ .
fortune, described as the assets.of the .
Iranian people.. ]
" & An end to “Amencan meddling,,

Later,. Iranian radio .and teIeviston
interrupted -its nightly - programs. to;,
- announce an embargo on oil sales, to .
. the United States at: about. the. same-
. time President. Carter. was telling ‘the

“Amencan people -that. the Umted_.
“-States would no, lonzer buy Iraman
oiL uum .&

Although “the " *Itanian zannounce-
ment seemed to. follow Carter’s state-q

- ment, Oil Ministec Ali Akbar Moinfar’ -
" .insisted that: the.ruling’ Revolutlona:y‘a
Council had already made’ the- deci-"
sion- in a six-hour” meetmg t.ms aiter- i

" noon and evening.. . -

r-v !
Independent: « ohsex:vers smd~ news

that Carter-was considering. a° boycott.
- reached Iran by radio- befot'e lus decx-
snon was announ

;T “Tonight, in fact, th&Revoluhonary
* ‘Council made the decision to stop oil

; insisting that Iran had acted first. The

" recently i had been pressing. for as

,.: pormal oil imports. from Iran.

~.ducing production. ; i ismneys o

ounced: o T A TS

ey

o “'I‘he Revolutionar}y Councll had
.rconsidered stopping oil supplies to the
. United States when the shah was ad-

v nutted" to- 2 New York hospital for
“medical treatment; Moinfar-said. “But
‘theydidn’t want to do anything harsh
‘tothe American people,'sc they de-
. layed-it-{the decision}: *" '~

Y St

" “exports to the United States,” he said,

. ‘minister said’ the decision would be
= “to the_financial benefit ‘of Iran be-
" ‘cause we have plenty of customers
. Analysts here tended to agree that
Iran could- beuefo from higher spot
. ‘'market. price§- and. noted that Japan

much as a.40 percent.increase in its

* The.Iranian - anaouncement -that it
was .cutting ~oil - deliveries -to the
Umted States. contawved no. indication
" of whether--Iran .was: consxdermg re-

. Asked: to- transmit: Ban1~Sadr’s de~
" mands: to Washiagton, diplomats from
\“countries:-as» politically- different . as 4
;-radical Algeria ana neutral -Switzer-:
‘land. raised.. objections-. to-the: form
. -and. content of the.Iranian. govern-,
ment initiative. .\« o e -
-- In.Tehran. itself. about 1,000 unem-

the Union of Iranian Communists,

"February revolution, 2 million to 3

_force have been jobless.

"eight days ago were armed with just

.ployed men, mostly high school gradu- |-

“ates, took over the-Labor )inistry to

back demands for jobs,_ unemploy-

ment payments and health insurance.
Shouting “down with fascism, down.

“ducing an embassy’s size or evem

with reaction and down with tyran-
ny;” the unemployed were received by
l‘_.abor Minister Ali Esbabodi af'er
routing the Revolutionary Guards:
who unsuccessiully fired over their
heads in an abortive effort to disperse
the demonstration.

The demonstration, organized by

was one in a series called to protest
widespread unemployment. Since the

million of an estimated 9 million work

"At the occupied U.S. Embassy,
meanwhue, a student leader said the
500 Moslem militants who invaded it

10 pistols and were surprised to meet
no resistance from Marine guards,
Reéuter news service reported.

‘Observers searcaing for a glimmer
of. hope noted that the way was now
open not only for an American ges-
ture; but also for discreet diplomacy
likely to meet Iran's objection to any-
thing visibily connected with formal '
mediation.

‘[In *Washingtén, "a’' State Depart-
ment spokesman said the hostages
will be permitted to receive- letters
from - their families.]. - N

-‘However, the diplomatic consensus-
was that there appeared little hope ot
any rapid resolution of the crisis. -

‘Swiss Ambassador Erik Lang re-
portedly argued that Iran’s. charges of
espionage at the U.S. Embassy did not
Justxfy taking hostages. > -5 .
-'International practice in-such casu»'
provided- for expelling dlplomats re-

breaking diplomatic relations, he- said
amid applause from Western ambassa-
dérs. 1
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Bani-Sadr replied this was not a
time to be absorbed in jurdicial de-
tails since the Iranian people have
suffered humiliations at the hands of
the United States.

-Algerian Charge d'Affaires Mustafa
Belhocine asked if the message were
Iran’s final word and if the ruling
Revolutionary Council could not sof-
ten its language.

Bani-Sadr offered no such encour-
agement. o .

' Signs of tension not directly related
to the US.Iranian crisis were also ev-
ident from Tehran to the rebeliious
province of Kurdistan in the west of
the country. . ]

Britain, for example, today followed
an earlier U.S. and West German lead
in urging itc nationals “without a necd
to-stay” to leave Iran. .

- ‘Possibly prompting the'British deci-
sicfiwere recent Iranian Fress reports
accusing Ambassador John Graham of
ruUnning a spy ring ale edly working
Wwith Israel and U!'S espionage agen-
cies o eaders of lran's revolu-
fon. e
Another recent article alleged that
the Anglicans’ Church Mission Soci-

_.ety hospital and other services in Isfa-
“-han were sSpy centers.

The church's facilities were taken

over recently by Islamic militants,
and the Anglican bishop in Iran nar-
rowly escaped an. assassination. at-
tempt.: - EL D

In Kurdistan, further fighting was
reported, with Kurdish rebels said to
have launched an “all-out attack” last
night ‘on the major city of Sanandaj
and the regional towns of Jovanrud,
Mowsud and Saqqez. - '

The report, from the official Pars
News Agency, said the fighting contin-
ued today. It quoted a progovernment
Revolutionary Guard commander in
Kermanshah as saying, “A large num-
ber of people have been martyred”—
the Islamic term for killed—"or
wounded” in the iresh fighting. In Sa.
nandaj, the news agency said, rebels
had used rocketpropelled grenades
against the Revolutionary Guards.

Tehran press .reports said a govern- ]

ment goodwill mission - has -returned
from Kurdistan without having yet
persuaded Kurds ioyal to Sheik Ezzed-
ine Hosseini to accept a compromise
apparently approved by Abdurahman
Qassemlu, the leader of the Kurdistan
Democratic Party. o

. The Tehran authorities’ apparent
willingness to negotiate a..separate

-peace with the party is & full measure

of their military weakness. Only three
months- agé--Ayatullah Khomeini. or-
dered talks broken'-off and the rebel-
lion crushed by force. But both the
Army and Revolutionary. Guards -in
Kurdistan are reportgd» to be in a
shambles. o
In front of the U.S.. Embassy,

crowds kept up their anti-american -

chanting as the student captors of the
nostages announced a five-day. fast to
back their demands.. . & .- i
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The students said the hostages
would be fed as usual. o

Dozens of Islamic groups—ranging
from Tehran bus drivers to diplomats
abroad — joined the fast, which will
be in effect from sunup to sundown.

- Meanwhile, a -36-year-old Iranian
who immolated himself last week in
front of the embassy to back Kho-
meini’s demands for the shah’s return,
was reported today to have died.

His last will and testament report-

edly left all h.is_ worldly goqu to Kho--

meini. . .

- Reuter quoted a student leader at
the embassy as saying of the Nov. 4
takeover: . “We had expected that

many of us would be killed. It was.

quite a surprise.” .

* The 24-year-old leader, who gave his
name only as Hassan, repeated the oc-
cupiers’ insistence that no hostages
will be released until the shah is re-
turned for trial. - )

—* Hassan said a plot to occupy the em-
passy was "hatched about 21 weeks
ago and was planned down to the last
d_et}ail-.j“ T s
_.Only 10 students were .aware of the
plan, until the morning of the take-
over. Then, they gathered some 500
_trusted Islamic students at four Teh-
ran universities, and the leaders told
them where they should go in the em-
bassy and what they ‘should do, Has-
san said.

" “First we made sure everyone knew
how to fire a pistol or an automatic
rifle, which we knew we would find .

_inside the embassy,” he said. “But re-
ally we had a maximum of 10 pistols
between us.”

. He continued: “The whole group of
"argund 500 assembled a block east of
the -embassy, ironcally near Roosevelt
Avenue, at 10:30. They immediately
marched west along Taleghani Ave-
nue . towards - the embassy’s froat
gates. . .. e
“The girls marched in front and we
all sang and chatted. We let the girls

march on past the gates, then turned

and faced the embassy. A few hand-

'« picked men ran at the gates and clam-

bered over. The gates were not pad-

locked and they were able to open-

them easily and let us ali in.

“There were three or four Iranian
policemen, armed with pistols, inside
the gate but they were dumbfounded.
Anyway, we knew policemen were un-
der strict orders not to shoot anyone.

“But we were surprised to find no

Marines. We walked forward "in
groups in all directions through the
compound. We met.no resistance. The
four- or five Marines who live at the
‘back of the compound locked them-
selves in their quarters.. . .
T ‘éywe all went to our arranged posi--
tions; -occupying. the-: chancery, the
‘visa section and the .bugalows first.
Most of the. Americans calmly put
their hands on their heads when they-
saw us,” Hassan said. - o

~
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. .. “No-one-should underestimate the

" we refuse to permit.the use of terror-
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President Carter has: helted oil im-
- ports from Iran:in-a.move.designed.
' to demonstrate:American détermi.:
nation:without provoking Iranian.
militants halding more than. 60 hos-
, tages in the U.S. Embassy,.in Tehran..

resolve of the American government
and the American people in-this mat-
ter;»a grim-faced Carter said. yester-
day;in _a.brief statement broadcast
. f romfthe White House..!It is-neces-
sarytoeliminate any suggestion that
economic pressures can weaken our

-stand-on basicjssues.of.ptinciple.. .

Our position must be clear.”” .
The. president emphasrzed that it
“is.vital to the United States afid to’
* every other: nation:that the lives of
- -diplomati¢ personnel and other citi-
. zens abroad-be.protected, and that

_ ism'and the seizure and the holding
" of hostages to impese polmcal de-
mands-”‘ e .e\.\l ..ws‘ “ " - : ;..-l‘
As administration” officials ‘view
" the-president’s action, it could pro-
" vide impetusto U.S. energy conser-:
- vation; ease American-anger and
“ frustration over the crisis and dis-1
courage other countries from trying-
- to play-their own-oil card to gain US.]
politicaI concessionst All-of- this
~ could .be-accomplished; the officials

" say, without forclng Americans back-
_intogaslines. - : HHEIEEVRS
But.the president's decision in--|
-Volves.some risks — including thé
possibility that Iran’s revolutionary.
leader, - +-Ayatollah i j Ruhollah.
Khomeini, and his Moslem followers"
could' be provoked: to:further-anti-*
U.S:moves. There.is also; the danger;
of added: energy-related inflation in.
this country., ry TR Iy LaRbe Tt oL g
~~Administration- officials-‘regard:
neitheraga. llkely-pt:oapect, how-
ever-w- mwr, osi’:’l""ﬂ_ﬁ;’(\ B el
: -Asked ‘about the'dhance of l.ranianr
retaliatlon, asenior offi¢ial told' Ry

porters; “Theré'is unanimity among.
us.that.l:hlx*shnnldnotpmduce any 3

THE WASHINGTON STAR (GREEN LINE)
13 November 1979

Another high-level official in-
volved in shaping economic policy
said that if Americans heed the
president’s call for conservation, the
boycott of Iranian oil should have a
“favorable impact” on the US.
economy. * - -

' “To the' extent that the American’
people support the president and re-
strain their own demands and use of
petroleum products, I would see this
as not impairing our economic out-
look,” the official said. “To the ex-
tent that we do not show some
restraint, we would have to be con-
cerned later ahout possxble price—
a ctions.” :: .

Officials insisted that the presi-
dent s only concern in taking the ac-
tion was to demonstrate that the
United States will not bow to eco-
nomic pressurec or polltxcal terror-
ismy.o e L85

'l'hey conceded there is llttle hope
Carter s action-will cause the Ira-
nijans to relent in their demand that
the United States iand over the de-
posed Shah - Mohammad - Reza
-Pahlavi,. who is-undergoing cancer
‘treatment in a New York hospital, in
exchange fortthe American hos
.'" - The idea of the Ol.l embargo they
jsaid had been-one of the options
under consideration by the presi-
dent almost from the beginning of
the crisis, nine days ago when Ira-

ge
-Sever their depen ence on iranian

“oif the €er.

,man,mtlltants stormed _the 'US. |

Embessy in Tehran and sexzed the
“hostages. -~ -
1 Carter asked: Cabinet members
‘ ]ast week 1o assess the political and
economic impact of such action.
When they made their reports, the
president decided the advantages
~clearly outweighed the disadvan-
g ek g
_Administration sources said Car- ]
~ter, who canceled plans to Spend the -
“weekend at-Camp. David. and -re-
‘mained at the- White House, made
~the decision Sunday to carry out the |
‘embargo and went over the plan one }
_last time with his National Secunty
"Council late that afternoon. =% ;-
= .He was advised that it was.about
the strongest action he could take .
without risking retaliation: by the |
His advisers also saw itas a |

1’ are opportunity to enlist the coun-
my's. supportin the cause of energy
-conservation; .. s sde D% »«.. P

<% U: S. intelligence officials sug-
ested that tde Sooner ﬁ'er'—tca"!ns

~~With Iran plunging ‘deeper into
political chaos, it is possible that a
new internal convulsion could
bring oil production there to a halt
— a development that could have
serlous repercnssions for world oil.
supplies.

3 Xesterdey. about 15 minutes be
fore the president announced his
‘decision, the State Department ad-
vised-the. Iranlon l'orexgn xnlnlstry
i Tehran.:-

Minutes after Carter spoke. lr&
nian officials, in an apparent you-
-can't-fire-me-l-quit. response,. an--
nounced Iran-had decided to cut off’
oil exports to the United States. .- -

Officials in Iran said they had de-
cided to cut.off oil shipments to the
United States before Carter’s an-
nouncement and planned to sell t.he
oiltoother customers.- =

. The administration also in!ormed
‘members of the anization of Pe-
‘trolenum Exporting Countries yester-
day afternoon. In dorng so, it asked
OPEC members to keep oil produc-
tion at current levels so the Iranian
embargo did not lead to a worldwide
reduction in supplies. - :

Meanwhile, U. S. officials said yes-
terday that efforts to secure the re-
{ease of the hostages in Tehran have
made no progress, but they said the
administration will continue to pur-
sue a settlement through diplomnc

channels.

* “We still heve a number of dlplo
matic efforts going in various chan- J
nels.” said one senior official. “I do
not want to go into what those- -
specific'channels are. [ do not think
-it would help to disclose them. In-
deed, Ithlnklt would be harmful if [

- T3, 28

did so. 2s A b
-“7The offlcial said the only"‘eneour-
aging” news from Tehran is word
-that “the hostages are having more 1
access to people from the outside -
‘who can come in as observers.” ...~ 1

————

: ~,--- _,.n
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‘Deportation Is a Poor Trick’
By Loretta Tofani L
Washinston Post Statf Writer

Iranian student activists in Washington said yesterday

‘that they plan to continue ‘demonstrating here and will

not be deterred by President Carter’s- order that Iranian
‘'students illegally :m;_this country'be deported. - -
The activists, who attend universities here, continued

“their demand.that’ Shah- Mohanmmad ‘Reza Pahlavi, now

undergoing cancer, treatment. in New York, be returned
to Iran. g -,.::.‘~:.:'~;;_-,-z;.'1x PeE B L e . f'- .
Aware of the growing anti-Iranian feeling. in.this coun-
try, they nouetheless voiced: the Iranian government’s
position - that:thezmore than- 60 Americans. being - heid
hostage in Tehran should:-not be released until the shan
is returned to Iran. I R - TR AR

" said they did not know one another, |

! the same - intensity-* and similar

“Deportation «isc a-very poor trick,” said an: Iranian

‘student at George Washington University who called

himself Teimoor. “If will not-work.. If_only one student
is left here, that student will demonstrate.”, . iR TN
Another student, interviewed at the Moslem Students
Association at 16th and Montague streets NW, said: “If
they wanted to deport.me, even. though I'm here legally,
1 would go back gladly.: I don’t. feel like I have to waste
my people’s money by being in the United States.”
Carter ordered the Justice Department.-on Friday to

‘deport Iranian students-who are illegally in this_country .
‘in the hope of reducing the possibility. of violent clashes

between Americans and Iranian students. Government
officials here believe-that any such incident might pro-

voke violence against the American hostages in Iran...: .-

-~ Beginning today, immigration ofﬁ-%
tials are expected. to vsit. campuses in
the Washington 'area: to- check the |
status-of Iranian students. In areas of.
the country-with relatively” few Irani--
‘an students, the Iranians probably will
“be asked to meet with officials at the
nearest immigration- office, according
-t0 a Justice. Department offcial, - .- s
i~ Students suspected.of being in the.
" country - illegally cannot-be -deported4
-summarily.YIf ‘they are; unwilling - 6=

.Ieave,--_tijusﬂce:"Depamnenc:ofﬁcia&:
“said, they are_ entitled to-b arings, ands;
appealS. i~ & TR g BE
" Those students:who- do~not: support}
the government cotrolled by Khomeint']

~and fear that they will be-in danger-if-4

“they return home will be: allowed. tos

- ask for. political: asylum,: the :officialy
SAid. o bra | T ATV Dot T

-In interviews with a number of Iran--

-fan students.yesterdagim. cafes and:
_dormitories and-at the-George Wash--
ington University. student “center; &
reporter-was met with-angry rhetoric
ahout- the shah and past 0.S::support™
~of him. The students interviewed. said"-4
they belleved the - Americans: held J
hostage in Tehran should #ot* be re-
leased until the shah is extradited.

, Most of the students interviewed

O A I A Siisantaat X

_screamed obscepities, pelted™, them.
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“yet all expressed similar feelings with

_rhetoric. B S
| “The shah took fingernails out of our
-people’s fingers and -eyes-out of our
people’s sockets,” said one student as.
he sat at a. table sipping coffee with
a friend in George Washington Uni-
_versity’s, Marvin Center. . - - - .
“\Ve want -him' dead,” the student
> said. “The. Americans must stay host-
- age until he is sent back to Iran)S" -
¥ 'The students, all of whom: said.they"
- demonstrated: hiere frequently dgainst
tthe shaht-wearing _paper- bagsv-over
'their heads: sow thews wquld«.not-. be:
*identified- and~ suffepvreprisals; <said.
;they still are afraid to be- ideptified in
‘“news stories even though the-shah no-|
longer rules.Iran.. Thev said they
> pelieve that CIA agents may work to
Feplace Khomein with a dictator, and |
-______E___.L_I_——-Em“ ed they will suifer Te-
“prisals after they return to Iran. . |
Most of the.students interviewed
_here yesterday spoke contemptuously
~-,o£nC§ners~ deportation orderXi:. ...
-5,*Jimmy Carter doesn’t ‘have- any
_power to do. anything . else;” ‘said one
student at the Moslem Students As-
sociation, as he sat crosslegged on-.
the bright gold rug. _ ... - . -
- " “He-thinks he can get something”
“from the Khomeini- government if.
‘he .returns’ some students, but he
won't get anything. And he. can't re-
“turn the-shahr because it would be-
.bad for your international prestige.”
U.S. government officials  maintain,
.however, that the only reason for the-
order was prevention of -violence
" here out of concern-for the hostages
“in Iran and thatthe-order should not’
be interpreted "as~retaliatory.: i} %
_"Although the* students plan to ‘con-
tinue .demonstrating for- the* shah’s
deportation, they have not-'set spe--:
cific dates for new demonstrations: -
_‘During “Friday’s march -and ' rally’
‘in .Washington; the -Iranian: students-
. ignored insults and obscene ‘gestures
by bystanders. and. coopérated “"with”
- police requests to keep the . demon-
_stration orderly. But" in-other; citfes:
_throughout the country, Iranian st
dent . demonstrations- resulted - in~ vio-1
lence between the students amd coun-
_terdemonstrators. - T
" On Friday; as Iranian demonstrators
marched through downtown .Washing-
ton shouting “Death to the shah,” they
were met by angry office workers,.con-;
struction workers and students. who-

D
T coﬂ“m
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with eggs and yelled “Go home! Go
home!”

Since that demonstration, Iraman
students said yesterday, they have
been getting “dirty looks,” curses and
obscene gestures, from other Amer-’
icans.

At the Moslem Student Assocxauon
offices, the pay telephone in the hall |
rings day and night. Occasionally a

. student will lift the receiver to dis-
connect the call, but then the phone
+«  immediately begins to.ring again

“Listen to this” an Iranian said
.yesterday, handing the receiver to a
visitor. o

The voice, soft and male, sputtered
its message. through the receiver:

‘“Get out.of our country,.lranian
" scum. Don’t.go-to our schools, filthy
mid-Eastern:. scum, Persian worms,
We're going to get you. You take
‘American . prisoners hostage. We are
going to have absolute retaliation. T

went looking for you last mght nd I
couldn't fmd you” . e L e

ait. ali s’

[~
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i TEHRAN ?’&ov. “11--Daily’ the” crowds" gather Sutside
athe:US.- Embassy here. chantzng “Death::to"-the “shah,’
r-death- to' Carter,”as, the” voice-from: the: Toudspeakers:
mounted. on._the,.embassrmns wbxpsgtbegx-mto: sver]
. greater‘-fury : R T en Ay
‘;.:.ZOutsxd he:a@osphem*&hkeazwmpwox_htha day]
ota blg vamo, :biif those inside the embassy"where -about:

i , "':nytbmg bu&q

(world, these’-latter-day’ devotees’ of.,7th century Iran'
:-have‘provemthemselves past. masters-of . .the uses and-
F abuses of the mlss media and every bitas’ dxscprned

Only m tbegastseveral’days has aclear pxcture: bevun
eto emergo ofiwhat is going’om’ insxde. Henderson ngh-— :
+as'the maim embassy bmldmgxs named: because its brick.
'colomal architecture bmlt‘under Ambassadorloy Hen-,

school.““‘;“"’ﬂ* Caar s i
% Even.: “that” plctnro 13'3, blurred : one,» ased on. the—
:limited ., reports of - foreign-, dxplomatsawho--.havel-been
allqwed brief. glimpses of:the :hostages-and :on: the exe-

penences of journahsts who have been- allowed'to enter:
m - e

;;fj The fore1gu. (hplomats,,who- have ‘seen- thes, o's'tager;.
report that: their physical health is as. good-' as could-be. |

) pxcting events inside the compound. have remarked "]

- planned the embassy attack but was beaten to tbe_

pected ‘but. thatthey. amundez consxderable mental‘

stram. They are bound hand and foot nigbt and day,
and have to be spoon-fed by their captors. -
Little. more has been made- public about the fate
of the Americans—diplomats,. Marine guards and
".atlier embassy personnel. About the 400 Iranian mil-
itdnts who seized the embassy last Sunday, however.

.more is emerging. .. . -‘;'.;;‘ S I £
. There are both deadly serxou.s and comxc toucbes
atthesame time." e i

348 T onat n’ 2% BN
Outside the embassy one banner lost a httle ‘some- | -
thmg in translation to: English: .‘Iran was like a
kidney for America. With the help of our leader,
Imam Khomeini, we have severed this vital link.”-

. For those inside the embassy, there was-no such
fear of Americans.. The-hard-eyed men and women .
holding the compound have handled-.the press
readily, keeping it bottled ‘up.in the motor pool,
which is on one side of the-‘compound:. All requests
to visit the hostages have been denied, although

 one blindfolded man, his hands tied behind: his back, .
was paraded in- front of the. screarmng, surgmg ’
crowd severat days ago.- =7 <n e - .

Journalists must show: thei:: press cu'ds whxch
are carefully noted by name and number on a neat-
sheet of paper. ’I'hen reporters are fmsked before

r
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~ Nevertheiess, evidence is growing - that- those
mastermmding the embassy—takeover are experi-
enced in the ways of thecwdrtd:pFes@:and iy how J
to get their -message across. Amid: ‘all. the posters
and slogans plastered on the embassy: wall is one
neat spot carefully reserved- and labeled in Englxsh
“For Reporters and Mass-Media Correspondents.”
Notices of neweconferenee_rand other announce-
ments appear regularly here.:*: : 5

;T And once a news conference h under wuy, tbe
spokesman s very agility at fielding even the nastiest
questions has prompted suggestions that not every-
one is, as advertised, a student from Tehran Uni- |
versxty.

: Some- Iramans ‘watching - television footage de-:

that some of the group’s leaders looked olden—-and
acted more mature—than students. -

In fact, in the week since the embassy takewer
there. has-been speculation that various outsxde
groups have fought to-get a piece of.the action. -

*Some of the men heard by visitors to the embassy ]
compound were speaking to each other in Arabic
—apparently to prevent other Iranians from
understanding their conversa‘ion—prompting. sug-:
gestions that they might have been Iranian revolu-
tionaries tm.ned by Palestinnn gnerrmas 1n Leba-
non. - - e -4 s o3
! Important clerics, suct; as Revolutionary Guard
commander Ayatollah Hassan Labouti also havo
been seen inside the compound. . -

- “A lot of people have had ﬁngﬁrs in. tbe pie frorn
the beginning and it’s not over yet,” a diplomat said.
One close- observer claims-the- extreme - left- had:

punch by the Islamic fundamentalists. J
* The sophistication of the group inside the em-

bassy extends to the arguments they have mount-

¢d in defense of holding diplomatic personnel hos-{
tage in violation of every known rule ot interna- |

tional law and diplomatic practice. -

{ By putting on a display of walkio-talkies, metal
defectors and other non escmp o echnology,

0_““_*_“
mgre ev] :
1 Qutside the embassy walls,t the erowds grow daxly. .
For the: first time today; the regularson Telaghani-
fvenue- were: .joined by & zroug;"t Construction.,
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:workers who rolled up in Mack trucks and sported
yellow plastic hard hats. Later, 2 small detachment
€ blue uniformed Air Force cadets arrived. Pajama-
clad' Revolutionary Guards, back from the fighting
-in Kurdistan and wearing nandages to prove their
.combat experience, were given a warm welcome.:

. Vith an eye to the television vameras, various

" banners give a flavor of the tinies—often in English.
One proclaims: “1942: Khomeni said the U.S.A. is
worse than Britain, Britain is worse than the
U.S.S.R. and the U.S.S.R. is worse than those two.
Each is filthist (sic) than the other.”

" Underneath in smaller print is the current up-
date of the original which conGemned Allied inter-
¥Yention in Iran. It said, “But today our fight is
against the U.S.A.” -

If nothing else; the embassy ‘us become some-
thing of a tourist attraction. Braving the crowds and
blaring slogans, a2 young Englishmsn named Keith
Mooney, on his way to Pakistan, showed up just as a
group of Moslem tundamental.sts henn prayinz xn-*
the motor pool. .

- “Sure put Iran back in the news*” he sald.

He .seemed oblivious tb\the potential danger to
foreigners, which has prompted West Germany to
close: its . embassy and- ordered about 1,500 of its
citizens. to. leave what was officially ‘described as a
‘dangerous situation.”. . 5. ildc.. -

PRI

TR g
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‘the Iranian leader in charge of .foreign affairs- ~ unleashed by Khomeini's anti-American state-

AR -G R o memmis o Tl 'the holy city 80:miles south-of Tehram where
- Abol Hassan Bani Sadr; who has been named by~ ot ly i . th -of Tehram w.
Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini to supervise the for-- - Khomeini lives, said he would not receive any

» eign:ministry in Tehran; said theU.S.government .
is deceiving the ‘American people about Iran. He .

“the religious-based regime there::.. .. . S
.. . The.speech: that.was.broadcast.by,Tehran radio -
. deepened pessimism, here about prospects for find-

" Approved For Release 2009/04/28 :

11 November

Iran’s Top Diplomat W on'tYield: =
On Demand to Put Shah on Trial

17 ALt By Henry S. Bradsher - -
S .- Washington Suar Stadf Writer - e
o T et . :

very toug

address to the American people by’
calls not only for the return of the shah but also-

checking his supporters here and handing.over - ..
“hismomey.” " F . T el !

: .,.._‘,,-‘_;; ty ey

also accused. the: United States of ‘plotting against

4

'ing a-solution:to.the hostage situation.-any time *

‘e, AEERIStration

break:in the-déadlock between Iranian demands . o -—ﬂ——f%—m“ would be wrong, i said, for mTBei.SEah “to re.
. for the: return:of-former Shah Mohammed Reza - main and die in the-hands ot the LA operatives

S

" an anarchicSitugtion. s/, < Mot 4= - ""« " their government why it does not return to Iran

R

soon.” T Tr! :

BTN SR e MR S o
officials see-little hope of a .

Pahlavi.for trial and President TCarter's ‘ret\_xsahl to.

Although hoping that growing world opinion

the past been impervious to outside pressure. And-

- they.are uncertain how much controt he has over- .. Bani Sadr said the- American people should ask

-

" officials noted with satisfaction a statement yes- .

_terday by the militants holding some 60 Ameri- "

.cans.and.40.other foreigners in the embassy com- "
L .

. After accusing the United;States of creating “a :*
poisonous. propaganda atmosphere,” it said that -
“the children of this nation-would never staix

their hands by harming their, prisoners.” Tran i3 :

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : Cl

- and philanthropy,” the-statement added. . ° -

! Laingen, who has been trapped at the Iranian for-

" twith Bani Sadr:: 57t s e IR EES T o
<+-In-his speeck criti¢izing the U'S. government,

Tnstead of being pul on trial 50 the world could see
: e L . how he had 56%0me “the manifestation of crime, |
_violate US. principlesof asylum. - - .-" e .3 ”ff—__a'—_—'—'"'__treason and Corruption. T
) ! C -~ Bani Sadr compared the shah to ‘Hitler and his
. against the holding of the hostages would begin to. °
" affect Khomeini, officials recognize that he has in .-

PR A

" able activities in thls country who oppose the new

CIA-RDP05S00620R000501300001-2
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1979

on-“a revolutionary course based on humanity

~ But the continuing hostility of crowds in Teh-
" ran and other signs suggested that the emotions

‘ments might be proving difficult for even his sup-
‘porters to control.’ An: announcement from Qom,

. visitors yesterday or today. " SIS
¢+~ The charge d'affaires of the embassy; L. Bruce
" eign ministry since-Sunday, met there yesterday

"Bani Sadr said, “O Americans, they tell you lies” to
“hide:U.S. control of Iran-during the shah’s reign -
_-and plotting against the-new regime.* R

e ———ciad

* aides..He accused the United States of breaking
the tradition established by-the-Nuremberg trials
. after World War II when. it harbored theshah.

_ the riches accumulated by the shah through “the
biggest financial corruption in human history.”

~ Sources here noted that.the government lacks.
"tHe legal authority to force the shah to go back to
Iran, to-turn any wealth of his-in the United States

over to the Iranian government, or to halt peace--

CregimeinTehran. . ... it e

*

A-RDP05S00620R000501300001-2
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Publisher ‘Correcting’ Book on C.LA!

T " Lt

Involvement inTran

o o e

e P e EMCIVRA T T Y
" ByHERBERTMITGANG .
A book about how the Central Intelli-
gence Agency and British intelligence
helped to-coverthrow Prime Minister
Mohammed Mossadegh in 1953 and put
the Shah of Iran ~ now hospitalized in
New York — in power has been cailed
back by the publisher, the McGraw-Hill
Publishing Company, to correct so-
called *“inaccuracies.” Some 7,000
copies are being ‘“scrapped’™ and a:

“‘corrected’’ version of the book will

pearattheendof January. .. .
The book is- “Countercoup: The
S e for Control of Iran,” by a for-
mer C.I.A. operative, Kermit Roose-
velt, grandson of. President Theodore
Rooseveit. He runs a firm called Ker-
mit Roosevelt & Associates in Washing-
- ton that is described by his office asi
“business -consultants to American
companies active in the Middle East.”
Mr. Roosevelt’s book tells of his role

oY

- with British intelligence, through its

. nal edition of the book. These changes,

<ligenceinthecoup, - =- -inx: o o -
+Z«The Iranian ogﬁeld.sandthe influ.-

the C.I.A. ir [ran and elsewhere in
Middie Eastinthe1950°’s. ... - ... §

The 2

pparent reason for withdraw--
ing the book from circulation is that the:
British Petroleum Company, known as-
BP, objected to references in the book.
to its: alleged intelligence role in the
coup that led to the Shah’s reign. At the-
time of . the. coup, BP’S predecessor
company was the Anglo-Iranian Oi
Comm - L] e T '-»:‘_”:L'“-"[",‘:,‘, -
Rupert Hodges, spokesman for BP--
North America, said yesterday that BP
officials had read the book-‘in proof
form.’” He declined to say how a proof”
was obtained. ‘But he-said that objec- "}
tions were made to the author and pub--
. lisher about what he said were. the’
book’s errors, which he called .';lébel-
ous.i it oA > JN

Mr: Roosevelt referred all g ons
to his editor, Bruce Lee, who referred
alt calls abotit the book to’MceGraw--

"Hill’s “corporate’™ , Donald
Rubin: ;5w S SRRRRE 2 o
" Mr. Rubin said the British Petroleum:
Company had heard about the book’s

. existence  through - ““press accounts.’

are a number of references to

" how Anglo-Iranian, with the aid of Brit-
ishrinteiligence, working in tion
with American intelligence; was able to
recover interests in-Iranian oilfields.
under the Shah’s regime after Premier
Mossadegh had nationalized th

e
X,

' 3 A &o‘il
D08 st ek o

@i A

-“*According to Mr. Rubin, BP then got
in touch with Mr. Rocsevelt, complain-
ing about references to its cover role

predecessor company, in the overthrow
of the Mossadegh Government, and
Mr.. Roosevelt and BP then sought

trom McGraw-Hill in the origi-

while not spelied out by McGraw-Hill at.
this time, are expected to play down
the significance of BP-and British intel-

ence of American and British oil inter-
: ests there have become more sensitive
since the overthrow of the Shah, and

* standard McGraw-Hill contract. There
. were no references in it to clearance by

‘ the. C.1.A. or any third parties. We were
. aware that, as a former empiloyee, Mr.
-Rooseveit had an obligation toshow the
" manuscript to the C.I.A. I do inow that

contracts.” . -

“the. publication of the first edition of
“Countercoup,”” .- with.. its ~narrative
about Western influence in Iran. The
British Petroleum Company has a 40
percent interest in the oil consortium,
1)} American companies hold another 40

“percent, and the rest is held by a Dutch
company and a French concern. .
(1% TwoCaptions Switched |
" Mr. Rubin said: “The first edition of
the book was scrapped because there
‘were some problems of accuracy at the-

_ time of shipping last summer. For ex-
ample, twocaptions got switched in the
' picture section of the book.” A

;" A copy of the “scrapped” edition

" clearly reveals one.of the mistakes in.
“captioning. - The. . caption reads:-
#Crowds fill the streets in support of
‘the Shah.’” But the picture includes a
:crowd carrying photographs of Joseph

.Stalin, the Saviet leader. The caption

“continues: *‘This and other pictures of
: events were given to the author.by &
_friend who prefers to remain-anony--
mous,’” it . €k oy > i f ]
+ ' Asked if the C.I.A. put any pressure

“on McGraw-Hill to make changes in the-
book — or if the C.I.A: or anyone else

; would pick up the costs of printing the
new edition— Mr. Rubinsaid: * -+ . -7

- 370Our~ position:-all : along ..is - thdt

+changes in the mariuscript are between

“us and Mr. Roosevelt. We are prepared
to make the changes to improve the ;

.book..It is. the author’s. prerogative to|
suggest changes. We have not calcu-
Jated the costs of printing the new edi-
tion, but the author is responsibfe con- .
tractually for changes. ‘Be;Js_igned.aL

- ap

- velt has a contractual obligation for life
. to show what he has written to the
. C.1.A. for review. He definitely did so.
_That does not mean that we censored.

. that we can point out certain things in.

 to his experience as an intelligence offi-
‘ cer. However, we have no jurisdiction
: over a manuscript. If the author de-:
_cides not to delete, then of course we

. “Mr.. Roosevelt did make some
changes in the book. That occurred
- some months ago. My impression is |
: that the changes were not too substan-
- tial. No, we cannot disciose what they «
- are. We never spoke to Mc-Graw-Hill,

Dt Dty

theC.IA. . .
. . Comment From C.1.A,
“We are not taking any money from

this book was one of 30-0dd titles that
McGraw-Hill acquired from Reader’s
Digest Press- when they went out of
business. We renegotiated some of the |

Dale Peterson, a C.1A. spokesman,

explained: .. o eieier 0o,
“As a former employes, Mr. Roose-

what he had written, but it does mean
the manuscript that may be germane

can take the matter to court.

and we have no authority to do so. Any |
changes in the manuscript are 2 matter |
between Mr. Roogevelt and his publish-

er,?fé.s,;, B e s
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= CHICAGO TRIBUNE

ES wasmNG'roN—heung g \
p somof m{ormatlon. United States.pol-

~up;_with the staﬁement”

- b .

3 :lm &w tmr w“mm, mmmm {~ nUMerous- addreau& by-: thosAyatounh
Y'the CIA’s caly source of information.: - -~ - Khomeini,, which are: almI::tn‘cnondnmuo.d‘us J
& ¥or ezampls, interviews members-of ° m;“."ifﬁf‘ﬁm English at a-
' tholrannnstudmt.mobgaveto!onignu . ’

= SOMBSTUDENBMMM_
v over leisurely- dinners. before returning -

N

""‘wamed <
. “cotmter revolutionary’” for , franians 0.
the Iranians-were. moving - the hostages: 4capture any:more Amu'ic_ans take-
from. building: to building - in. the-com--then: to the embassy. >,
; pound.: One--hinted. that: some of the -~ Similarly, the’ sectaﬂan leader urged 9
_Americans might, have been taken. from-.. his- student- “adherents’*» to- halt:*their|
the compound to another location. © - " occupation of several:other foreign mis-::
.The student mob, which calls: itself sions. That, too,.would be !‘counterrevo-4

. Moslem Studeat: Adherence o the Im  lutonary. b, warmed: 4 pgye-- 7

TI
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R s i‘..\a.’ @

Thmhmpolntbcwaﬂlnuhomfommnuummg :tiom withmtstnngthming American. security. The
ot the Senate’s turn to another arms control treaty with . - Senate Foreign Relations Committee has doné a most
‘the Soviet Union. It has been a perilous seven.year - -responsible job of airing the many objections. It has
3urneyforSAL‘rII which is now caught up in its sec- - --senttheSenntenlongandmual"resoludonofrati-
i Pwduﬂnmwp.ltugmmmtum-nm"cwmmmmdm declarations
would leave the nation secure — mgare secure than- andmdmthttluvethotrutylnuctmdro-
. ithout a treaty — while its inadequacies are pursusd .. ' quire nonew negotiation with Moscow, .= ... - .
,mmrm.uth.mpmsm.rmmmu« ~;»-Slnoothuemmtsaddxusvirmdlyanﬂm
showed, no time is ever safe for such a critical vote. ' 7 ' concerns about SALT IJ, the struggle in the Senate will

WhetbortheSmteu:anmmonthorwlynenJ _center on efforts to convert soms of the reservations
*year;. it can’ no longer: .avoid. partisanship. Semtor - into crippling revisions requiring Soviet consent. The.
Baker’s-opposition to the treaty in his campaign for " treaty forces appear to have the 31 votes needed to ',
" President-creates a formidable obstacie. He seems to defentthmattemptsbuttheyalsoneedleotthezo
believe that he would not otherwise be nominated by a- - sunundeddedsmm:oradtythetrutybytwo—
Republ!canconvuntion.?reaidentl’ozﬂmadouimﬂar “¥'thirdsvote. = i .
calculation in 1976 — and regretted {t. ;07 5o f Sa‘theoutcomomgydependmgmmc,wmu
‘.. Mr. Ford only delayed SALT. Senator Baker could" . SennorNunn.seeluatlmttspercemincmsem
take moderates with him and kill it. Senators Cohen, . real defense spending in sach of the next five years.
Lugar and Danforth, for example, play major roles in" :The President is unlikely to offer that much, but he has °
* Mr. Baker’s campaign and cannot easily desert him. If . promised 3 percent to NATO. Not much more than
no other influential Republican champions the treaty - 3 percent a year plus inflatiom would lift the defense:
 Henry Kissinger is’arrobvious but reluctant candi-"--. budget for the fifth year above $200 billion. Perhaps.
‘ dau—tthmocntswmmtmﬂypmd\mthemc-.... that stark figure will finally shock Senator Nunn and
,esuryﬂvotu . Fu L RE e aess 0 < his allies. If they would-address specific weapons sys--
A uthouutyawvim.itwinbcbeamotmmgu tems that need improvement instead of mere dollar 7
supportﬁ’omthoNA’l‘Oanusandamwingrecopl--,. mlls.ltispossiblcthatadedcouldbesmck.uhn

tion that imddutwo\ndinjm Sov!eb-Amerlcanreh- fbeendonewithtthointChietsotStaﬂ R, o
. e L LR L oA e A S MR NEPU S IPR s i ‘,‘.’:" T P

o A= e
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| Rozélandﬁ;vdns" o
'And Robert Novak . .

The NATQ;_.;

. e B TR
y Semhmblu tbrSAL’rnpeubt.
. thanks to President Carter’s failure to

link the treaty’s ratification with survival

~of the Western alliance, an illconceived

‘effort that coliapsed -at-last month’s

NATO political assembly in Ottawa. 4  *

- Headlines proclaimed that asembled
members of the alliance’s parliaments
_had called for early Senate ratification
of the arms control treaty. But behind
the scenes, there were bitter recrimina-
tions among US. delegates andyat—

~ tempts by embarrassed Europeans to-
tone down the unrestrained langnage
drafted for them by the Americans,, -
Those efforts belied: the Carter’ad--
_ministration’s . claim.. that: -Western

Europe . is pludmg .for . sajvation’
" through SALT. Rather, it was Amerfcan

SALT-sellers in Ottawa who. unwit-

tingly buttressed the Soviet campaign
-against nuciear modernization in opder

to label Senate rejection of the u'uty
as subversive to NATQ's future. -

"This NATO gambit: bears a famﬂ: re-

: semblance: to Carter’s-successtul strat-

-egy for passage of the Panama Canal

" treaty; Instead of arguing the mer!ﬁor

ate would reap havoc th:oushonm
. Western Hemnphereandnneduphﬂn
Americamr statesmen". to agree.: Lloyd
Cutler, Carter’s chief. SAI.T-sener "pur-
sued the same strategy in tyin an‘;:nn-
bilical cord between SAL'I‘lIandNAm.
. But European., political.® leadu-s
proved less malleable than the Latin’
Americans. . NATO' . parfiamentarians-
visiting Washington resented being ma--
nipulated. into a Senate debate. Mem-
bers of the British and. West German -
governments (including British- Prime:
. Minister Margaret” Thatcher). publicly:
declared that, of course; NATO would
survive the death of SALTIL ;. =M;;§&J

THE WASHINGTON POST
14 November 1979

*z At this point, SALT supporters scught '

- 10 revive the NATO gambit at the Ot-

- tawa meeting of the North Atlantic as-

- sembly.. With European parliamentari-

~ans on hand in Canada, their US. con-
gressional counterparts remained in
Washington for late votes. They were
preceded, however, by a Senate Fomgn
Relations - Committee staffer named
. John Ritch, renowned on Capxtol Hxll as
“a passionate arms controller.

;¢ :Ritch brought to Ottawa a draft«reso-A
ludomurging ‘early. ‘ratitication? ‘of
* SALT and bearing. the names of ‘two -

' { Pro-SALT . senators: Republican- Jacob

~Javits;."of ,New York and. Democrat’
:Joseph Biden-of Delaware. It is widely-
“believed, though denied by the White
: House, 'that mspxranon came from the
admnmtntion. Rt
“ Peter Coterier; a.Social ‘Democratic

l_nember of the West German Bundes- -

" tag and a supporter of SALT, was asked
to introduce the resolution. After some
-hesitation, Coterier agreed. His initial
caution might-have stemmmed from its
extraordinary language. Besides con-
tending that US. failure to ratify SALT
..would " be . “seriously _disruptive” “to.
“NATO; it specified that would be true
"“particularly with regard to the forth--
coming decision on the modernization
‘of -NATO's" theater nuclear forces.”
Europeans were amazed at U.S. offi-
- cials- seeming--~to-- buttress= the- Soviet
campaign against NATO's nuclear mod
ernhatiom A, - . '
WiththeU.S:de!egaﬂonsﬁll mWah-
!ngton. the assembly’s military commit-
. tee toned down the American langyage. -
“'The. warning against- undercutting, nu-
- clear force modernization was struck. So
‘was a'clause contending that linkage of
“the current situation in Cuba to SALT
"ratification wouldnmnecemmy jeopu'd- :
‘ize alliance interests.” The eom-
- mittee also added what the Javits-Biden
- resolution. omitted:: “respecting: .. is the -
* sovereign. right” of the United States to -
. 'decide- on..SALT and noting . require-
+ments’ for“credible deterrence, stable
s nuclear balance and tuture arms control
'negoﬂaﬁons. 3T e A S
=" When: the US. delegation ar
k rlved in: Ottawa;: anti-SALT . senators
~were: outraged - to discover-the. exist-
;enceofa moluﬂondemanding'sm
"ratification ready for passage by the as--
" sembly.. Ai*“caucus™ of: Americans: fol- -
-lowed, in which pent-up blparﬂnn pu»
.Slons were unleashed.

g ALk rcnn&B B

ry M. Jackson of Washington and Ernest
F. Hollings of South Carolina, assailed
Biden for not consulting them. Jackson

" “this whole thing” 18 “a Cutler operation.
which has backfired.” While taking full

- Apology or not; Biden ‘and Javiu re
msed to change the resolution so:that
‘only-an earty “decision”—not “ratifica-"
: tion™—would be* urged: “After much
‘rancorous debate, it was finally de-
‘cided: thdt all US. senators would ab.

‘stain from the voting: Added to the ab-
stention of the French delegation:plus
‘that of conservatives from Britain and
. West Germany,-that made 38 absten--
‘ tions against 7L in fag_on—leu tlnn a
eertain trumpet..

"The Ottawa meetinz deepened SAI.'I' ]
divisions among senators and intensis
‘fied concern by British, French and
German parliamentarians over what
the Americans are: doing.‘ Thus,. the
‘NATO' gambit won over no new sena~
“tors. for SALT ‘but raised questions.
“about the president’s devotion: to the-.
-Western -Alliance . mong our puzzled
- Europeapallies.. ~—=727:00 T L.l
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a9 PAOE

Around the Nation

Democmtzc Panel Pled ﬂes

buppoﬂ for SALT H}

~ SAYN ANTONIO—Amid some polxtl—
cal sparring, the Democratic National
Committee ended its two-day ' meeting
after pledging support for SALT II
.and the Equal Rights Amendment and .
adopting officers for its national con-
vention in August. .
> About '200*of “the -committee’s- 383
members met Thursday and- Friday..
JParty atfairs took a back seat to presi-
dentlal politics most of the time.
i'_ Big photographs of President Car- -,
‘ter and Vice President Mondale hung
at the front of the meeting hall.-In- -
‘side, a number of delegates wore Ken-
nedy buttons. Several. Carter dele-
‘aates sported big’ red buttons that
rez}& ".'Don't rock the boat. Kennedy
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- week;, well-grilled. but -still recogniz--]
. able;totheSenatefloor. ".. ... _. ~<j

* treaty during four months of hearings:

. “‘radius ofdction!’.of the Soviet Back-
" fire;borubey had tié same force as the-

. pletely redundant; stating that a num--

- by the United States and Soviet Union
" in-connection- with: the treaty — .and-
- ‘initialed by their respective leaders —
; ‘were binding upon them. .. co.o. i o
~.. - But the treaty's prospects were not:

| committee approval.’Only nine of the-
15 senators voted to recommend rati-

- .better: known::as:-- ‘*killer -amend- ]
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Jitt of Committee

-

To the Real Fight -

From the frying pan of.the Foreigri
Relations-Committee,” the Strategic.
Arms Limitation Treaty made it last -

Of-20- understaridings, declarations -
and-'reservations - appended . to the:

and debate, none were fatal. Only two -
required Soviet -consent:and those”
seemed likely to receive:it: One said a ;
written and oral statement by Soviet

leader Leonid A .Brezhnew not.to in--
crease the'-rate-of -production or’

tiéaty: proper.; The- other was. com-
.ber of technical definitions agreed to

enhanced by the narrow: margin: of:

fication- and' one: of them,  Edward:
Zorinsky, Democrat of Nebraska, said.
‘he would stipport substantive changes, -

‘ments,’” in the floor debate. It is ‘“‘en-
ticely possible,”* he said, ‘‘to.vote ‘yes’ |

ipcommittee and-‘no’ on.the floor, 2.l

- .+The-7$ix: opponents “included - two.
Democrats, Richard D. Stone of Flor..
ida"and John H. Glenn of Ohio. Mr.
§tonefs Statement that ‘‘the treaty in
.18 present form” should not be rati-
fied, seemed to make him. the fifth
Democrat- likely to-vote against an
-unamended treaty and meant that the
Administration would probably need
gtleast13 Republican votes ta achieve |
the required two-thirds approval, - ,
"¢ With- majority and: minority com- ]
~Mittee npt:rts still to be written and.
‘printed, the treaty, negotiated .
{hree American administrations ov;r'y
" sevén years, can not be called upin the
Seriate until after Thaaksgiving. But 1
_the  accord is already embroiled in
glection-year politics — Howard H.
Baker Ir. of Tennessee, an aspirant-
-for.the Republican Presidential nomi-
gation cast a negative-vote in the com-.
mittee~and further delay could jeop-
ardize- it even- more. A ~New- York
Times.C.B.S. poll last. week. showed
that only.38 percent of those queried.
Rriew.that the treaty was between the .
JoPiet Union and.the United States, ]
compared to 30 percent in a poil last.
*Juae. But five months ago, the knowl. |
edgeable were three-to-one in favor of
SALT: now they split five-to-four. ..
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';Goldwater Reverses BﬁitbFiﬁg“?f SALT

Sen. Bu'ry M:. Goldwater (RAriz), Goldwater took that back, saying in- ' _tion official said he cculd not imuine
the ranking miuority member. of the - . stead, “I have Coubts-now of z suffi- .what Goldwater - was- talking ‘about,
Senate Intelligence Committee, hu ' cient nature to say that I do-not fee] ~ since no new -quipmentv_ had b\een‘a.y-
reversed his assessment of America * that we can depend on thtveriﬁcx- ticipated at this time.. .. . N i %
5 ﬁon capabilities of this.country.> = " 77 Goldwater’s earlier endorsemeit of
. For several months, . Goldwntet’s P aid_his, muer. ‘st:t ;., ~the'arms limitation treaty’s-veritiabil-1
‘position had been that “we’can.do.an: - - Goldwater s ' Ity had been harshly criticized by fel-
acceptable job.with. the certain knowl- - ment&were based on “the' availability .low conservatives who felt his view of
"edge that we.can improve this astime- . rof :new" equipment,”™ and - that " “this verificition was being.used etfectﬁez
' goes on,” as he put it in early August. | new  equipment: has * not " come by SALT supporters. Goldvg;:v&
-__But on-the Senata - -floor-Thursday, .., ., through.* A semor Carter ud.mlnim'h--»alwmoppoud SALT T 2 30

QB aad e At e S
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altered or rejected: by the full Senate.”

That's the: consénsus .of Senate: experts.
following .. the..committee’s, .nine-to-six. . ap--

proval:of. SALIF3 Tog: win- ratification; the

treaty needs the-support of {wo-thirds of the;
Senate, a margin it-didn’t. attain in theFor-g

eign Relations Committee,” which is shghﬂy
more liberal than the full Senate. i f7yi ¥

It's clear; however, that SALT supporters.
command a: majority “in the - Senate and
would be - able - to-* fend - off -any * major-
changes. Thus, treaty-backers; with Senate’

Majority: Leader Robert Byrd (D, W.Va.r
emerging as the chief strategist, are search-;

ing for changes that would make SALT polit-"
ically more- attractive but: wouldn't cause:
the Russians to reject the pact. The Sovier
Union insists it won 't accept any ma,)or revi-
sion of SALT.

] The treaty probably wur reach the Senate
floor early next month and a final resolution
mightn’t come before January. The Carter
administration is counting on ratification as
a major political plus in the President S re-
election battle next year.. A

Biggest Setback on Panel A
Although the debate-has taken on. some’
partisan overtones,. two of the committee’s
six Republicans:voted for' SALT and two-:of"
the nine Democrats voted against it. One
Democrat opposing it,” Sen: John Glenn of
Ohio, suggested he- still-might vote for: the
treaty on the- floor if U.S. monitoring capa-
bilities are- improved;: another' Democrat.
supporting -it,.. Edward .’ _Zormsky +of :Ne-.
braska, indicated he-may- oppose-itzon the:
floor if major. changes aren’t made. But the.
biggest setback to’ the administration;in the-
commmittee, was the flat opposition of. Flor-:
ida Democrat Richard Stone,. who.: com-
plained SALT “results in a strategic imbal-
ance that favors the Soviet Union.” .7 755 ¢
The - single - biggest issue determ 'ng
SALT’s fate may be the level of anticipated
defense spending. Sen. Sam Nunn (D., Ga.)
has insisted that military outlays be in-
creased at least 5% a year after inflation,
over the next-five-years. And -the White
House bas promised to let Sen. Nunn see its
defense plans for that period before the'
. treaty reaches the Senate floor... :

Separately, ‘on Friday, the Senate ap-f

N ,;roved a $131.7 billion defense “appropria-
tions bill, which represents about a.3% an-~
nual increase, after: inflation, biit which also
is §2.2: binlowmoretthag‘th fmeasure ap-.
proved by the HouseALs et PR

-
“‘By ALbRT ROHiNT <A
Staff Reporter of THE WALL STREET- JOaRNA N
WASHINGTON;"=5' The Strategic! “Arms..
Linitation Treaty'approved by the Senate:
. Foreign Relations.Committee is ukely ‘to be.

v+ }f the Carter administration: accedes to

THE WALL STREET JOURNAL
12 November 1979

i v o

‘o SALT AccordApproved by Sena
to Be Altered or Re]ected on Floor

R o3 S TaE W VNS eyt

Sen. Nunn's. demands; it- would: put. SALT
‘supporters within striking distance of ratifi-
cation. The best current estimates;s accord-
_ing to a- variety of Senate sources, figure
about 55 Senators:-are*either:for: SALT or
leaning that way, while about -30-oppose it or
are-inclined against it; " A% A %y 'a‘w

2%

The' Undecided Votes

W &
' The i5orso who are undecided are about .

',evenly divided between Democra& mostly
“Southerners, whal,would e’ infljenced by
, . Sen: “Nunn;: and*middle-of-the-road*Republi-

"?cans:¥To: secure ‘th¥ necessary 67"votes for
. passage, the White House will. havesta. win.
&n more:

-~over-almost: all thesg;Democrats

thaught public opmio:r ‘would* hi
- ¢ation. But, over the past six months, major
¢ polls show: the ~public graduaily ' turning
- against the treaty. Nevertheless, these sur-
- veys indicate SALT isn't a high priority item
" in ‘most voters' minds.
(< The* oommitteeappmved treaty:" which
woqld run. through 1985, limits, the number
of - strategics, missile Iau.nchers ea.ch side
. cottld deployy The teiling on,mtercontinental
ballistic missiles would' be-set-at 2,250. This
1S slightly less thari the current Soviet level
and slightly above the current ‘U.S. inven-’
.tory..The treaty also would limit both sides |
in modemizmg thelr strategic ausenals -

- The: I-Worelgn Relations Commﬁtee also
added- almost two dozen understandings and
resolutions. to- the treaty~Two would- require
~ Soviet:assent but the Russians are expected
 to go- along.-The miost” important® would up-

e-informal Russian- agreement-to limit:
producﬁon of its. Backfire, bomber; to a for-:
Al Status. o, S o vy, Rt ]
-4 .Most of the other changes. are.consxdered
. cosmetic’” ones, that don’t- reqmre renego-:
“fiation and don't bother the Soviets. One, for
instance, seeks to dampen the.peljtical furor
i over the: presence of -a: Soviet” combat bri-
. gade in Cuba. It reqmres that final -approvali
of SALT is conditioned ‘on thé President’s
‘,.cerurymg that those Soviet troops aren’t en-
. gaged in a combat role-and won’t *‘become
“’a threat to any: country in the Caribbean or.
- elsewhere in théWestern hiemispliere.” The~

te. Panel -

Qr .Lv";'

" feated all the so-called “killer: amendments”

_veritying compliance with the treaty. .

- White House -already indicates- Atwill give
- that’ assurance: i Pt N G

e v o —

" But the Foreign Relations Committee de-

that would require renegotiation. SALT crit-{
ics claim these are necessary to equalize the
treaty, but supporters insist they would
dooanAh‘l"to'Soviet‘re_yecﬁon-Amg the
most important of these measures is one
that would force the Soviet Unﬁm to :duce
its arsenal of 308 * heavy" missiles or {0 per-
mit the U.S. to build these big missiles, too.
Others - would . count the Soviet Backfire
bomber within the ceilings on strategic mis-
sile launchers and remove restrlcﬁons on

Several of these “wkiller”” amendments
failed by only a vote or two it the commit-
tee, and SALT critics anticipate some close'
votes on the Senate floor. But the key proba-
blywillbetheabmtyofSen Byrd and oth-
er supporters to fashlon a.lternatives tOJ

[T
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-VoteSends SALT to-Uncertamr kale

or
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P

e

.
At
% 4O,

F%In.no’ Way; wilk'my Voté today-pre-| ;:',:;crunmi.‘.haonvwvotﬁmm
destine- my~ final-vote,":. “des| treaty. weseChalSmaR:

clared. To.win:his vote in the end,the | .(D-IdaBON" oeaphy Bideay e+ D-De)
‘treaty: must: be: further-altered: *in. b davits A BN.Y ) George= T
‘some: way and in :Some. mannec”.to- ! Govern (D-SD.).. %ﬂm D-EL)»:
welght" t:"more -favorably, for_the | Maine)s gimmj' (R 1IN, Paml Sar-

. s nited States: ars o o aRis LR
, Seriatel NI NRRAPI S B “high: adininistrition:official said | -BORLL - ooty rere “Bal e
~:The strategic: srms- limitation treaty “yesterday that ‘Perhaps 15 other sena- 'ﬁ"ﬁﬁ,ﬂ*. o]!'lm“l Sﬁl"hw‘:‘ g
‘with. the: Soviet: Union’is. unlikely- tor _‘tors might"end up: In“Eposition:close |  JGIER DOm0l SLL Bt Richard:
A i raraihe & 1 to:Zorinsky’ ~raising the jrospect:of WJ_‘_I&EE’" o e+
.reach tha. floor before-the end of thisg . .  this.: - i P e T .
. : changes- that: thiscatficial: de-{ - gafirgar* (R Indyund~Richard"Ston
“month at the; eartiest:iand a Jong.de-] scribed-as: dangerpus. . Without those | | DTAR), T LR S e Y
158 votes, however, SALT Il'has| i The four-Republicans who voted nG"
‘Do:chance of final approvali’. 2. i 5 hag.wioub indicated. . theiv.. Dosi~
+€iZorinsky; 2+ little-known. first-term | itions.. So~had-"Glenn, who has ex-
.Democrat, typities:ther sériators-the.] ' plained that he-hopes to vote- yes on
White House-or: Majority Leader Rob- : final-passage, but-will ‘only--do-so if
erti C2Byrd (D-W.Va.) will have towin| thelinited States-has new: eavesdrop-
. ovérin the debate: The key-swing sen- ' ping technology in place that compen-1
tteey i ors are, with-a‘few exceptions, jun- | - sates: for . electronic- spy stations..in-
amending zesalution” of ‘ 16t members without big ‘repmtippg;; _‘Irantut.wm.icl‘osthhia»yen:, sw—;::

. they zes . LN P . i expll‘.lncd*":’h!ltiwt' s~by”

Hon on- which:the. Senate. will eventu- g'rh_cumosl:rimporhnt“mption s} e ~by” Saying "

: aurgfu. m%?thﬁ.chm‘su Sllte.d probably Sam:.Nuan (D:Ga:); who has treaty i lﬁ~m-‘lo_m m’-
quire expucu.",SOviet-‘,npmvd. and 4 _’wtthh,eld*pissupport‘_fogsuf‘r II un- B th Soriats’ fave _it 1s.imbalanced
thev others.;either :state: /American ‘il fie- sees: and .approves’the'a A & t.lyih:or' - ﬁms Arfr it
interpretations.of treaty pro or{ tration’s 198k defense budget andits s &P&'ﬂ U Mm‘ D fots il e
o techaieal alterations. 7", 1 7z | revised:fiveyear defensti FEL oo ' ont i the “debath.]
- Seven:DemocFats and swo Bepubli-4  Will' see-t! se- projections; witnin -e. “the critics: ‘soint yester-
cans voted for the R our Repub. |  mexttwosweekssodyor TRy A e AdiAE. A e what

lcans ; and - two - Democrats against.. * WAN optimistic  predi tions  ABOUE | the-critics.would be prepared:to’ give
The margin was-smaller.than the two- ‘SALT depend-on the assumption that 4 .up-in’ return: for the .. changes they

“want to-regotiate. :He has -heard: 0

meﬂmf,ﬂmntidd. LT I

.. Th:. committee:: amendments..that.

by

;  thirdss eventuslly~needed: to-approve !  Nugn wilk support i g
the-treaty on-the:floor. E¥ %32 % { i n recert days President Carter’

-onferved:: Gne-on-ne . withi«: senators ©

" AIl ‘attempts- to ymake: substantive 3} ¢ I .
g‘;‘:‘” W,‘?‘.’l‘,’f,‘tﬁ":‘l’;&é’:‘gg 1 acwhose:votes: eotildebe -eruciali but are: the Sovii;:o w&n‘ have to approve. m
Howard H. Ban.:'.lz';‘(R-Tenn.h.pr&} Yig1] i doubty Thes président liss seet}  cop has given:on: the range: and. pro--
dicted that thie Senite will'reconsider . . Henry: Bellmon: (R-Okl:); Thad:Coch-{  gyction of its.controversial 4
 those. votes. and/Thay Teverse them. [ »ran: -7, Jameés:Exon (D-NebJii  pomper, - and-*joint-statements- and |
T AR iheZusmats® iprobatly |  {HOVel-TelLn (D-Ala), Daniel Patrick]  common- understandings™ that. accoo-
il Lsist on: Amendments®to: SALT { Moynihan (D-N.Y.);, Nunni “Willlam ¥, text to spell-out crucial de'
1L .acd. if. the. ate_not. appraved, he ¥Roth Jr>(B-Del) and Alan K- Simpson  ta; SN TN YTV P
predicted: “the Seniate will deteat it *{  @®Wyo): Typically: these private Fou,
Pt orstion” 1obbyistés Bope that: s sions bave lasted 45t 60 minutes, and)
dministration’ lobbylsts- ho S..MA--. Carter:

they will; havemore.-than- 5¢-- ! - g é__gl;-;ns_m_qrc' eI Y

they with hawvemore, 4B BSOS | o esterdays Shal AR WO

substantive . amendments. of: the. sort{ . miostof ‘the Forel ‘}}‘1.‘ o”"'ts" ot

ot wonld Jequire renegotiation withy ; TUES MECIC made statements et

“thie Soviet;UnioiisTreaty. supporters P ealed both the. wide:variety-of sen

‘hava.come to-call these:Killer:amend-.|  ratorial coneerrl .wge-m;y,;ntg»

mamts i A A baiSie  sgeneral, ppointment=among %, .

‘- “But a3 Baker 3nd “otlsers™ bave:re= supporters ;nd-.opponemthac SALT‘

" peatedly: said;.if all amendments arey . <IL will have .such, a:soiall- impact % .
beaten; there may not *be 67 votes: fo ithe continuing. buildup of both. Soviet .
that point: yesterday. one:of ‘the: nine-

‘genators who-.voted.4or:thew treaty" in:
the. committee; Edward. Zorinsky:(D-- -

Neb.),.indicated he would .y thhold. i~ .

‘nal approval unfess more ‘amendments’
ape adopted by:the Senatel sy

. - "
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STEEL -
ClA: World R
steel glut looms

WASHINGTON—World steel mar-
kets—which have been rela-
tively steady for two years—face
new trauma because of a huge
- capacity buildup under way in less
developed countries (Lpc), says the
Central Intolhgonos Agency m a
new report.. . .

“During the next few years,

the slow growth of LDC.imports— |

now about 40 percent of the world
total—will force developed-country
exporters to increase sales to other
developed countries in order to
help improve depressed operatmg
rates,” the C1A says. - - :

Glut or shortage? ’I'he cms-
forecast .of 'a -glut. represents a
sharp departure from world steel
forecasts being made by American
economists and . steel executives
who say that rising demand will
put a sharp strain on steel
capacity,. possibly leadmg to
shortages and rapxdly nsmg
prices. -
The leadxng proponent of the
steel shortage theory is the Rev.
William T. Hogan, director of the
Industrial Economics Research
Institute at Fordham' University.
He said in a recent study: .

“If U.S. steel capacity is not
increased. to take - care of the
nation’s needs, steel consumers in
this country will have a difficult
time in procuring. steel and, in
times of. tight. supply-—which are
anticipated - for - the. middle-
1980s—will have to pay extrernely
high prices for any steel that is
lmported ” . -..., . J‘-’ i ,:

. Asked ' by Ptmcmsmc to
comment on the c1A report, Father
Hogan said, "It depends- on what
you buy.in terms of a growth-
projection. . If . you - think world
demand for steel will be flat, then
there won’t be a shortage. If you
think demand. is going to grow at a
3-percent annual rate, as I do, then

o m m——g g ——

-future world steel supply. George

" Steel,..told. this year’s American

:f"pmjectsd buildup of steel capacity
-of 51-million tons, or 80 percent, cI'J

‘there won’t be adequate capacity.”, ]

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 :
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- Data questioned. Father
Hogan says the cia figures for
Third World countries may be
high. For instance, the cIA lists
Latin American steelmaking
capacity at 30.5 million tons a
year. But Latin American coun-
tries are producing only 24.3
million tons a year.

U.S.. -steel producers share
Father. Hogan’s concern about

Stinson, : chairman - of National

alrom:, and. Steel Institute annual
.meeting: “There is at least a good
-possibility. - of _a--world steel
shortage begmmng in 1985 and
growmg thereafter.” ~:-- :
~ The C1A bases its forecasts ona

in. non-Communist Third Worl
nations through 1985.

‘More home-grown steel.
New capacity in those nations

“would be 115 million tons,

according to the CIA’s economic
sleuths. Lbcs should be producing
75 percent of their total steel
requirements by 1985, up from 61
percent last year.

i,

_m~¢v~rm

et ..1?1978 capacity ="

N w(Notlncludln&

34 SOUN:C:.C l
Db ey

AL)'?"A

tm Amarlce Isads |_|3_rsteel exp{agstorr Y-

As a resuit, their need for steel
from large exporting nations, such
as Japan, Great Britain, and
France, will decrease. "Less
developed countries’ net steel
imports will grow much more.
slowly in the decade ending in
1985 than during the period
1966-75,” says the CIA.

The cl1A points out that steel
executives in Japan and Europe
believe chances of steel shortages
in the 1980s are remote.

“Most steel executives, partic-

‘ularly in Japan and Europe} feel

that excess capacity will persist
well into the 1980s. Only a.
minority believe that reviving.
demand will place capacity under
heavy pressure by 1985 with steel
shortages and soanng prlces the
result.” .- . - m

W*‘mﬂl
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By RICHARDD.LYONS ..
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which means-that Moscow: eventually
will have to buy oil from members of

© - SpecielteTheNew Yark Times . 7 -
WASHINGTON, Nov. 9 = Secretary
of Energy. Charles W: Duncan Jr. has
told Congressional leaders in private
briefings that world oil supplies are
‘precarious, that there are threats to
‘American imports from nations other:
than Iran and that the Carter Adminis-
tratton is developing contingency plans
Ffal wm: severe»v'uts in petroleum
ucts.. . IETIR T P90 e P Rt
‘Some Congrusianal sources said th l
Administration. had even developed
what one termed a worst-case ‘‘dooms~:
dayenergy plan’* that wouid attempt to
deal with a cutoff of virtuallyau il

from the Middle East. . oo .\ e =
With an eye to possible supply dls-
ruptions, Administration. leaders are

reassessing = possible: . conservation
measures, such as a mchmgher Fed-
eral gasoline tax, that had been previ-
gwlzsly disarded as poidmuy lmpossi-

@, o

" AlfndEKahn;chairmanofthe
Council o Wage and Price: Stability;
told one  House :subcommittee today
that Administration officials had been
‘considering a gasoline tax of as much
.as 50 cents a galion, gasoline rationing;
and even macdatory, vngp and price.
controls,

But he stressed that thue measum
were not under active consideration, at
least for the moment, since energy sup-
plies at present were ample to meet de-

mand. . stz -4 St 835X Oitha

10 November 1979

Those who have attended the Duncan
briefings said he has stated that oil sup-4
plies in the non-Communist world next
year will drop by 300,000 barrels a day-
because of the depletion of old oilfields.

This is not a large amount consider-,
"ing that production, according to esti~
mates prepared by the Centra} Intelli-.

gence Agency, is now about 52.2 million
ban'els a day in the non-Communist
world. ~ United. States ption

emxldbeumghtobondismpdm
because the demand-mpply balance is

sodelicate.s - . . ¥, oy gf -
Soviotoumuputboim 4. - Sair A
7 Complicating the situation is a'drop
in-. Soviet domestic oil production,

the Organization of Petraleum Export-
ing Countries,. probably those.in the
Middle East. Soviet purchases would
oaly serve to put more pressure on both |
thepr!ceandavanabmtyofcmdeod.

Those who have heard Mr, Duncan's
assessment also say he has warned of
the possibility of sharp reductions in
'exports of oil by Kuwait and Nigeria.

Nigeria is a ntajor supplier of crude
oil to the American market, exporting
about one million barrels a day until re-
cently when exports slackened some-
what. * B

Wmles Kuwait sells little ml to- the |
United’ States, ‘it has been exporting
about 2.4 million barrels aday in recent
months, mostly -to other countries.
Should a significant fraction of that be
withdrawn from the world market,
major snpply problems would ensue.

Task Fom l-‘ormed in Oetober .

- With ail these factors in mind ‘the
new interagency task force on energy
supplies was formed last month to up-
.date- con! plans . drafted. last
‘as, a result of uncertainties
mxm wa—-ﬂs.#m‘
- John C, Sawhill, the Under Secretary
‘of the Department of Energy who also
is the director of the task force, said the |
contingency. plans were being revised.:
“We are developing contingency plans, -
based on those drafted last spring, in
an effort to deal with a wide vaziety of
energy- shortages that might: arise;"™
Mr. Sawhill said today in an intervaaw. . |
" He added that the project had been"
receiving the “top priority” in the
‘Energy Department and' that:‘‘we’re
looking toward the development of new
plans as variables shift.” ; - » ..~
As to the specifics ottheneplans, Mr..
Sawhill said, ““I'm not going to ccm-]
ment on the ‘conﬁngency plans or' the
OpHONS.™ o i B i. ‘-%A

ol W u-c--*’-

Choices Termed ‘Draconian® - - - .
” -But some of the choices-were de-
scribed as ‘“‘draconian’” by Senator
Dale L. Bumpers, Democrat of Arkan-
sas, afterhelettabﬂeﬂngngenbym.
Duncan on Wednesday. - -

0. William Fischer, an acting Assist-
ant Secretary of Eneryy, is the staff di-
rector of the task force, It also has rep-
resentatives from the White House
staff, the departments of Defense,
State, Transportation, Labor, Com-
merce, Agriculture, and. Health and
Welfare, as well as the Environmental

“Protection Agency; the Nuclear R

egu-
latory Commission and the Federal

Exg:;gencyMamgementAgency
[ ormation was rela
C.Y.A. and the major o1l companies, as
_well as the Ene ent, "
—They showed usS a w ch of
s, W, Were 1a conliden-|
ial,” " said one cipant, *'s! R
a TS lown
sk o s t non-OPEC
[ TS S
il next year R
Dramatic Risefor British - .. .. .

* Among the non-OPEC members ex-
pected to export more 0il next year are
Mexico, Britain and Norway. Britain,
for example, is’ currently producing
about 1.7 million barrels a day from its
North Sea wells, a dramanc increase
agver previous averages..

“Mr. Duncan stressed that the vul-
nerability of OPEC production was of
great concern to the Admmistrauon.”
onesourcesaid.

* The of serimm was evi-
dent in the testimony Mr. . Kahn gave
today to the Subcommittee on Energy)
and Power of the House Interstate and
Foreign Commerce - Committee. H
said the Iranian situation was not onl
endangering supplies but also drivin,
up spot prices for il and thus contrib-
uung toinflation. -~ < -

" For. this reason, he added, Adminis-
tration leaders are privately reconsid-
‘ering a wide range of options to reduce
energy consumption in such a way that
the 700,000 barrels a day of oil normally
unported from Iran would not be need-

ed. : ~ G S et gt

g"wu.ﬁ J\~“. . .-~-§u»~w
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. THE WASHINGTON POST MAGAZINE
ARTICLE APPEARED 11 November 1979

& PAGE___2 .

‘~'s “‘J&M R R S e A “'\ ploptavan 7 ‘"
lv . “‘
"'"-3 ._ :
Whnre can someone

ments.that are sooftenquoted mthcpregt? Detyls
about the Glomar Explorer project, the wiretapping
of civil rights lendm and other activities appear with
some uency in newspaper articles butno hbnr_y
seems to have the background documentation.

Mnny thaopapoumobtamedbymportenormrch
ers ﬁlingoxfeqm unduthepmmmmof the Freedom of Infor-
mation or Privacy acts. Anynmhasanghmaskformfomatmn
under the acts..One central source for such- informaton is the
thington-buedCenurfor National Security Studies. For'a.
-nominal charge,..the organization makes: mihble mamy of
“wmtdoguﬁngng

Lz

s

N

Fe
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ARTICLE APEEARED
ON PAGE_LL_
b

Work k "f-’.gh*er C_u‘rbs u

voxeed.and t.hepmpcuhegan.-sgg ,

one"tm" % u .
against Cuban troops -4
opias-Thergecond invoived mpplymg
radio. and" assocmed ent’ to

g,qtﬂamti 10 Sudan, President Jaafa
- iy 3 - Wwﬁ vvv‘l-“ 3
-Bur™ all “Yhree. operations - Wi
“blown;, several’ ﬁmnths Iat.er e
cording.“to , Administration. sources
when;-they. were-mennoned.m th
NewYorkT!ma...w.,r w Wy h{h
:The projects were. cited
newspaperampleaotanewper
missiveness- byx
sight"committees. toward: eovenCIA
acuonsonlyafewyemaftertheex
posure of CLA abusesrr-vo k ¢y muges
Administration: officials:: cxte'-g.h -
projects _asi examples -ofi; something
else, however.'l'heyeeet.hemar
of a pattern. that- has: brousht S.
covert  _actions:- 10+ - virtual- hal

through lmmwbhma‘
leaks eongreemen ‘who
have huefed‘undwthe disclo-
- ofthe>Hughes:

Ryan Amendment of 1974, 7°%%i- 520

Und pravm?bnauredty
the -Sen;"Harold“»E‘t ughies (D=
lowa): and the late-Rep.“Leo 'JwRyan
(D-Calif.)’ asanamendmentto*an -
propriations- measuref six committeest
—Armed: Services,"Appropriations,
andFora&tAﬂtﬁsofboththe puse
and the eZmust be ﬁoﬁﬁedd
planned covert activitiesch3oR J0UAG

_gress that the

LOS ANGELES SUNDAY TIMES

11 November 1979

'9’"-.1\4-‘ -
Rl

s‘\& ot

T Sen . Barry- Goldwater ' (R- Anz;)w
said this means that “nearly 50 sena-
tors, .} over' 120-. congressmen. and
‘umerous staff members receive this
highly - sensitive ' information.”s» Thef
nnplienﬁon was that this-is no way to
a'secret’on Capitol Hill: %7 % 5%
x Senate and-House- lntelhgenee«
comnntteel.,created after passage of|
the: Hughes-Ryan Amendment, also
miist be briefed ot such pm)ectsm
& Efforts are" under"way, as “of]
thewwriting “of” a_new - in nce
Toirement. . &;H“ghm
requirement. it is
spurred by a desire to curb leaks such
ag the one that “blew" the 1977 oper-

ations.:-—-

< However. Ad'mnnstrat:on “oficials
and congressmen prefer to take ‘the

ggauon in-public that the House
nate ence: committees hav:
brought -the _under- eontml;and
that the: Hughes-Ryan ‘measure
thusnolongerneeded. Brie WP

Addmonalhmppon. for.the reft

the:CIA: picked on and that it. now|
‘yiews the agency as unable to protect|
‘0.S. interests—from Afghamstan t.o
‘the Caribbean..., . : :
\}“There is ‘Tecognition,” one official
sajd,-*that. the United States should
have:options for" protecting itself in
the:world, options that lie between a
mere-diplomatic. protelt note:, and
in'the Marines.”. s
* But=the “reform effort “does. face
some t.rouble A majority | in Congrels
g] robably "~ favors- repeai--of..the]
ughes-Ryan measure, . but.“most]
members of the six committees object
10 losing their briefing nghts—;ust as
t.hey object to any other loss of
ughes-Ryan. also -is:. ti mto
bmckr ‘intelligence . charter issues:]
Many:, moderate__and.. mmﬁ'liﬁi
repreeenmivu‘reponedly: see: li
mileage in.:
legally restricts
# Atsthe:same:: tnne. many liberals
whoswanbacughb rein om‘ the intel=;

q Covert:

"‘l W”—mrwl_’a 4190 f e -g .:;;_g

ClA

'inteiligenee -community,’ “make:
covert activities nearly’ impossible.

keep secret.—thus making them near-
ly impossible to carry out -~ <~
= It-was passed in the wake of disclo-
sures about® CIA. operations in
and Cambodia, when there was som
‘public sentiment - for - forbidding all
covert achom.
One effect” of Hughes-Ryan ap~
parenuy has been . to jeopardize not
only: covert projects. but the: lives of
‘ClA and ‘other agents as well. "¢ "~

qu& $V G, &2

AT

! strange *

mxghr have-emanated from; lealu."
Sen. Walter D. Huddleston (D-Ky.:
subcommxttee on the charter...said m
an interview. . AT
~“But whether t.he Ienks caime

Congress, the White House, the State
Department. or . elsewhere,. .whof
‘knows? President: Carter. has said
there. .were . more "leaks. from_ the
‘White House than from eithér. of the
two In'wlhgenee eomnntteec of Con

LA Iqt morethnn two. agent&were
“lost,”*said ' an - Administration: source; |
who tended to blame the. sueongret-i
‘sional committees for most leaks.. i+
sw-Many. of .-the. congressmen who
must be briefed under. Hughes-Ryan:
are deeply. and.irretrievably. opposed
‘to covert action as-inherently, moral--
ly wrong,” he smd.;l‘h
ions hg leaking.” ~'rE i
~ One ‘example of congressior
wastheactmnofopponemsofthe
Panama- Canal  treaties._They., con-
tended publicly that the 0.S. govern-
ment had evidence that Panama lead-
er Omar Torrijos- Was..involved; in]
+Irafficking: *To. Srefute-ithe
charge .the Senate. went_ifito- closedi
session: ‘during; which’.the~ chamnani
‘and’vice: chairman of the the'Intelligence

CONTINUED
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_hands with intelligence;- they “wrote.

tensity .on.the Hill now for restraining.
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Committee, Sens. ‘Birch Bayh (Dx
Ind.) and Goldwater, said Torrijos’
brother had been indicted on drug
charges but not.the Panama.leader
himself. . . -

During debate, the Senate was told
that the Panama. leader’s residence
was bugged by US. intelligence, as
wfastgis hotel romgml i aA:eeﬁng
of e i .. of- erican
States. T}?e% 'was soon report-
ed in the US. press, which ended i
usefulness. __.:3il¥ agie izt frseds

Hughes-Ryanhas " also - inhibited
the presentation. of ideas for- covert
actions, several sources said. “Covert
actions are by.definition controversial
actions these days,” one said, “so they
are not beirig proposed very much

damage to the career of the proposer.-
“And of course Allied intelligence
services are telling us very little be-
cause of all these leaks.”. " .. .
_ In a new book, “Foreign Policy by
Congress,” Thomas. M. Franck" and;
Edward Weisband argue that efforts
to tame the intelligence community
have now-gone full cycle. - .27it o

* Ten years ago members of Com-|
gress did not..want. to dirty,.the
“There-was a lack of political, payoff|
for work (overseeing the CIA})-that;
had to be done out.of the limelight,”
they said, and only: with: exposure of
CIA skeletons—assassinations at-

tempts, mail openings, drug exper-:
iments. on ' unwitting - subjects:=-did
representatives. get.\interested:* Buty
now the pendulum is swinging back. 4
. “There's no doubt there. is less in-

intelligence  operations,”-. Huddlestorny
confirmed..“In fact, at a-Defense- Ap-
propriations committee- markup ses-
sion recently, two senators raised the
question of encouraging the. CIA.-to
engage in more covert activities.’;: © ]
Huddleston said” his' panel is-pres
pared for a-final meeting with*Ad:!
ministration:.officials; :'led by “Vice
President Mondale;:to- iron:out re
maining - differences -in the* Chart

.drawn up by the committee. I is al-
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ready less restrictive than-when-first:
‘published a year: ago, but the White
:House seeks further dilutions. . <35
+:Oneof the chief issues-is whether;
‘the: CIA'should be- prohibited -from
Jeverusing n;lembers of ttgeAm%ﬁm
“Press, “the': clergy: or the‘academic,
3 ity for spying: The:CLA” does;
‘not’ now-and has- not ' used" them: for
“the:fast four-years, Huddleston-said.;

tbut*it, does:not want the-prakibitign|

£ e Y
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NEWSDAY
26 October 1979

- e e

Drug Traffic Is Said

By Anthony Marro ‘
Newsday Washington Bureau Chief )
Washington—A major government report, said
by the Central Intelligence Agency to be probably
the nlost comprefisive ever done on federal drug
law enf>rcement, contends that illegal drug traffic
still flourishes despite huge commitments of money
and effort, and that many of the publicized “gains”
by federal agencies have been overstated and only
temporary. o -
.The 214-page study, made public yesterday by
the General Accounting Office, the investigative
arm of Congress, says that the problem persists be-
cause of "enormous consumer demand, tremendous
profits and little risk” that traffickers will be ar-
rested or jailed. )
“In addition,” it says, “the federal drug supply
reduction efforts have yet to achieve a well mte-”
grated, balanced and truly coordinated approach.
The essence of the report, in the words of one
Senate staff member, is, “The problem may not be

i@:Fié

we're going about it.” - . :
A spokesman for the Drug Enforcement Agency,
the principal federal law enforcement unit, w.
quick to challenge the findings, saying that muc
of the material is dated, and that the office had "r
gurgitated” many old criticisms that since hav.
been corrected. - S oo
The report, which was presented to a Senate a
propriations subcommittee by Comptroller Gene
Elmer Staats, says that some major successes hav
been achieved in the past decade, particularly dur:
ing the early 1970s, when President Richard Nixong
made drug law enforcement a top priority. But it{
says that despite expenditures of about $5.5 billion
since 1968, the trafficking in illicit drugs has;
grown, and that many enforcement officials believe+4
that the situation in the Southeast—which the re-
p?rt callsl a “drug disaster area”—is cowapletely out
of control. '

‘insoluble, but we’re not. going to solve it t!le' way‘

The study was commissioned by the GAO, but |

at some point during its-evolution picked up thtz‘,.j
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sponsorship of Sen. Dennis DeConcini (D-Ariz.), a
vocal critic of anti-drug efforts. DeConcini and
three other senators have a resolution pending in
the Senate Rules Ccmmittee that calls for the cre-
ation of a select committee that would deal only

Witl}&drugs and drug law enforcement pro;
At
three

.committee were formed.

" . DeConcini, however, is expected to use the re-
port as ammunition in his own fight, since it con-
cludes that one major reason for the lack of
effectiveness in drug control programs is a lack of a
clear, cohesive and coordinated strategy by the fed--

eral government.

“It is clear . . . that money alone cannot break
down the barriers that still stand between success
“and Tailure in the war on drugs,” he said. "We

have-reached a point where current strategies,
tactics and programs must be evaluated, and if
necessary changed, if we are to protect our citi-

zens from this insidious evil.”

Among the other problems cited in the stud}
3%

are these: <

. ® While there has been a major shortage of
heroin in the United States in recent years, large-
ly because of the agency’s efforts, many drug us-
i r, more easily
as PCP (angel

e‘l;s simply htt;lve to othe;
obtained synthetic drugs, such
dust), Talwin and Preludin.

® There is no comprehensive border control®
plan, and thus, federal agencies at the U.S. bor-
ders carry out separate but similar lines of effort.
with little consideration for overall border securi--

ty.

been trained in- the la
techniques. - -

e T T TN e dn s e

resent, oversight is spread through at least
nate committees, and there is opposition to
the DeConcini plan from members of the Judiciary,
Government Relations and Human Resources Com:
mittees, which would lose at least part of their au--
thority over the drug-control agencies if the new

® Bail and- sentencing practices throughout:
the country have weakened efforts at immobiliz--
ing drug traffickers, many of whom continue to
deal in drugs while out on bail awaiting trial.

. @ The agency has not yet attained proficiency
In investigating major interstate and internation--
al drug violators, and many of its agents have not
financial conspiracy

SR wh it

e
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This last was particularly upsetting to agency
officials, who say they have been making great ef-
forts in recent years to increase the ability of their .
agents to make these sorts of cases. “They hit us |
where we didn’t think we could be hurt,” said
Robert Feldkamp, a spokesman for the agency. '
“We've been doing a lot of train agents in this
work, and we think it's a bad rap.” ‘.

The report, however, says. that in seven of .
eight cities with major drug problems surveyed by
GAO, local prosecutors complained that agents '
were unable or unwilling to make these cases, and |
instead concentrated on the sort of low-level “buy- 1
and-bust” investigations that made for impres-
sive-looking statistics and large numbers of ar-|
rests.-but™did little to disnipt’ thaj : ing.—

- The! CEA, whick with ‘mary" thef Hgeniciés re- |
viewed-the nportbefcnpubliuﬁon,‘s‘aid‘thaﬁt_
i “probably the most comprehensive and authoii-
tative statement” on the problem to date. The Jus-
tice Department, of -which the drug agency is a
part, agreed with some of the findings, but argued
than many of the criticisms are based on “past
performance, outdated information and misinter-
pretations.” . :

some of the weaknesses in the law enforcement
programs, it does not raise, or attempt to deal
with, the question of whether the programs them-
selves are valid, or whether some drugs simply
should be made legal.

It accepts as valid the basic goal of federal
drug law enforcement: To contain the problem for
the moment, and eventually to reduce the quanti-
ty ax:l quality of illicit drugs available on the

Many of the criticisms are not new. For exam-
ple, virtually every congressional committee and
executive branch commisaion that has studied the
drug problem in the past decade has decried that
lack of a comprehensive border control plan.

The Carter administration had put together a
proposal calling for a major reorganization of bor-
der- control agencies—DEA, Customs, and the
Border Patrol—designed to better police the
southern borders against smugglers and the in-

flow of illegal aliens.

This plan, however, touched a raw nerve with
the Mexican government, which objected to the
idea of anything resembling an armay on its bor-

der.

_And when the administration began serious
negotiations aimed at getting greater access to’
Mexico's newly discovered oil reserves, the border !
control plan was quietly shelved. |
" The criticism of lack of coordination and co-
operation also is an old one, dating back to the
late 1960s, when rivalries between federal drug
law enforcement agencies were S0 fierce that they
ach other’s investigations.

In a rebuttal issued yesterday, Peter Ben-
singer, the head of DEA, said ths.tsmgh
operatibn is a thing of the past, and “interage

nl ney 4
m?;reratxoﬂ at the federal fevel is at an all-timei
hi .’laf.—w-a—f“m«- -
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That mystery!
‘flash’ — it
looks atomic
Puzzle over what it really

was may soon be solved

ByJohn K. Cooley = ’
Staft correspondent of The Christian Science Monitor
New Zealand soon may provide the first solid evi-
dence of whether the mystery flash observed in the
Southern Hemisphere Sept. 22 signals a new member of
the world nuclear-weapons club. : o
US State Department and defense officials say New
Zealand's Institute of Nuclear Science at Gracetield,
near Wellington, is verifying its tindings of radioactive
fallout in the atmosphere and may have a final state-
ment within three weeks. : - -
Since early this month, independent US scientists
have held several meetings under auspices of White
House science adviser Frank Press to study the flash. A
US Vela satellite picked up the flash Sept. 22; these sat-
ellites have detected 41 earlier nuclear tests by the same
What had especially puzzled US nuclear Scientists
was that no radioactive traces had been picked up after-
ward in the atmosphere, despite extensive searches by
long-range US aircraft, some coordinated by the US re~

search station at McMurdo Sound, Antarctica,

b s A

Prevailing winds, US experts now say, could have )
carried the fallout from any blast westward to the Aus- -
tralia-New Zealand area, where it would have been
trapped in the rain analyzed at Gracefield. i

B. J. O’Brien, director of the New Zealand Institute of |

>Nuclear Science, told newsmen by telephone that fallout !

has been detected equaling that produced by a small nu- |
clear explosion of 2 to 4 kilotons. The failout was mea- i
sured in rain samples, and included many typical fission
products of nuclear explosions., .~ .

Lt
. A2to4Kkiloton blast — one-fifth or less the size of the '

was the blast size estimated by US nuclear specialists
when the Sept. 22 flash was first detected. Tt
The earlier 41 tests accurately detected by Vela satel-
lites were atmospheric ones, either by China at its Lop |
Nor test site in Sinkiang Province, or France at its South |
Pacific site in the Kerguelen Islands, eastward of the !
area presently under suspicion. !
The flash was observed somewhere in a 3,000 square .
mile area of the atmosphere south and east of South
Africa and north of Antarctica, leading to suspicions !
that South Africa had tested a nuclear device. South |
Africa has denied this. - ' !
Apparent preparations for an earlier South African-
test on land were halted in the summer of 1977 after US

intelligence satellites verified Soviet satellite sightings |
of the preparations. B o

nuclear experts acknowledge that there is nothing |
but circumstantial evidence, so far, pointing to South :
Africa as the source of the Sept. 22 blast. |
1t is conceivable, these experts acknowledge, that |
Pakistan, Israel, Brazil, or some other power on the |
threshhold of nuclear weapons development could have |
moved a nuclear device into the remote and little-;
observed area of the South Atlantic or Indian Ocean, |
with or without South African cooperation, and tested it |
in the atnosphere by means of a balloon, rocket, or|
other device. . . . - - e T
US officials now hope that the final report of the
Gracefield Institute may establish- exactly where the
blast, if there was one, took place. - n .

bomb the US dropped on Hiroshima, Japan, in 1945 — L
!
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Media watchers are debating

whether reporters can—and
i ought to—be stopped from
acting on tips

By Ron Powers

It was not exactly your standard text-
book news leak. Measured against all
accepted norms of procedure, this news
leak was approximately as subtle as the
faunching of Apolio 10. But a leak it
indeed was, and the fact that it back-
fired does nothing to alter its signifi-
cance as a media milestone. )

For decades print journalism has
enjoyed a near monopoly on major
stories originating from insiders’ leaks.
But as of Feb. 10, 1978—in a bizarre
story that did not play itseif out fully

! until August of this ysar-—the news leak
| announced itself at television’s front
door, dressed up in bright packaging,
accompanied by all the hype and
. audacity that the electronic medium
seems to demand.

A “news leak,” of course, is the in-
elegant term that describes information
passed along ta a reporter voluntarily,
by someone who has a ssif-interested
reason for seeing the information made
public. (Usually because certain other
people would rather™keep the whole
thing a secrst) The most celebrated
news leaks involve vital questions of:
government policy, including national

. security, As did this one. - -

- This most conspicuous of leaks took
place in Miami, at a time when the
Senate debates over the proposed
Panama Canal treaties were at their
height. At a news conference called by
a Washington public-reiations man
named William Rhatican, a mysterious
Panamnanian unwound a horrilying ac-
count of decadencs and corruption
within the Panamanian government. The
witness, one Alexis Watson Castillo, was
presented as a former inteiligence agent
for the country’s military head of state,

- Gen. Omar Torrijos. Watson (as he

TV GUIDE
17-23 NOVEMEER 1979

came to be known) portrayed a Torrijos
regime profitearing on_ prostitution,
drugs, gunrunning, smuggling——and
guilty of flagrant abuses of human
rights.

Had. Watson's allegations been re-
layed on the network television news-
casts that night, they conceivably could
tave added to the American public's
substantial doubts about turning the
Panama Canal over to the Torrijos gov-
ernment. This, in turn, might have had
an effect on the Senate debates. As it
happened, because they were unable
to document his charges, the networks
held back on the Watson footage.

The most telling twist to this episode
~—a leak-within-a-leak, as it were—
did not come until Aug. 14 of this year.
On that date, Barnard Shaw broadcast

servatives paid him money last year to
lie in a frantic scheme to defeat the
Panama Canal treaties and humiliate
President Carter. He's Alexis Watson
Castillo. . . ."

As a result of his own investigation
(following a talephone tip from the gar-
rulous Watson himself, several weeks
after the Miami conference), Shaw was
able to document that members of a
group called the Committee to Save the
Panama Canal had paid Watson $6000
to tsll the news media the stories about
prostitution and gunrunning in the
Torrijos government.

While it is far from clear that Watson
was bribed, as opposed to being re-
imbursed, one set of facts seems irref-

news media—the network cameras
most specifically. included—as an au-
thority on a pressing matter of inter-
national concern. Those who presented
him had a strong ideological interest
in the issue at hand. Watson volun-
teered information that could have af-
fected the outcome of the issue in a
manner suitable to the committee that

presented him. . -

a report on ABC that began: “This man :
says some prominent Washington con- :

utable: Watson was presented to the.
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And the fact that Watson contra- .

dicted his story later raises important
questions about how vulnerable televi-
sion is to manipulation by sources

M whose facts are questionable. In this

instance, even though their reporters
and cameras showed up to cover Wat-

= son's charges, the TV networks exer- |

cised restraint and judgment. What
about next time?

“Next time,” of course, has already
happened. Dozens, perhaps hundreds,
of times. #t is important fo understand
that the “leak” is an accepted, quasi-
respectable coin of exchange in mod-
ern journalism. In Washington, where
most naticnal news originates and
where nearly everyone knows some
secret, leaks are as commonplace as

. parking tickets. Most of them are In-

nocuous. Some are offensive to cer-
tain bureaucrats, even to senators and
Presidents—but are legitimate news

“stories nonetheless. Only a relative few

fall into the netherworld of “national-
security” violations, atlempts to mani-

pulate sensilive policy issues or out-

right hoaxes.

“l have repeatedly told members of
the TV press: ‘Dammit, come {o us.
If you ask, we'll help you turn a leak
into a flood"." The speaker is a mid-
dle-management administrator in the
Federal Trade Commission.

“Many bureaucrats who leak stories
are doing it for a positive motive,”
continues this administrator. “Let's say
the FTC has been investigating a

shady manufacturer for a couple of :

years. Let's say we prelly much have
the goods on him. Now: we are pro-
hibited by protoco!l from formally an-

nouncing the existence of this probe.
But if we belisve the information Is .

something that should be before the
public, I can see no harm In leading
the press to the story.”

Sam Donaldson, ABC's White House
correspandent, agrees. 'The bane of
our existence is that the White House
controls what is perceived as ‘the story

of the day',” he says. "Most of what

we correspondents do Is things fike

float down the Mississippi with the :

Carter entourage~—what the White
House calls ‘planned participation.’
Obviously, we can’l do this and be
behind the scenes, digging. So if | re-
Ceive a piece of volunteered informa-

tion, and !I'm convinced that it's ac-'

curate, | think it's better to use it than
not, in most cases.”
But even as ftelevision

journatists

welcome leaks, they acknowledge that -
the nature of their medium has tended
to discourage prospective sources—in

tavor of the printed page.

CONTINUED
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‘People who leak stories often wpnl
to get their side on the recor " points .
aut CBS correspondent Fred Graham.
“The strategy-Is to have the other side |
read it, and then react to it. Television
' Jisn‘t perceived as ‘the record'.”

it Hume has contemplated the is-
sue {rom both sides—for three years as.
a top investigator for the syndicated po-
litical columnist Jack
now as a Capitol Hiil correspondent for
ABC. “The difference,” he remarks
candidly,
ington fear the networks—on a day-to-
day basis—in the way they fear the
power of the print press.

“Television news Is in the odd posi-
tion of reaching a far greater audience
than newspaners, but of having a
smaller impact on policy. So most of
the important leaks go 1o the papers.”

Nevertheless, lelevision news has
had its moments in the news-leak
limelight. Besides the abortive Watson
affair, there was the much-publicized
coup by ABC correspondent  Tim
0'Brien—who, on lwo successive nights
last April, sent members of the Su-
preme Court and its staff into a frenzy
by reporting advance Information an

major Court rulings. And_the lrascible
ni

-}
nd t{he W for
ears. using _unrevealed soQurce
bring off-the-recor iviti he —>
»~

Anderson, and

. CBS airwaves. It was_a leaked story.
of course, that_brought chorr's CBS
\ career 10 a premature_end: hig_contro-
versial release of the House Select

Committee on Inteliigence report _on
CIA secrets, which he had obtained
wZin o an_anonymous inside contact.
fronically, it was Schorr's decision to
print the document—in The Village
Voice—that brought down the wrath of

both the Government and his network..

Under suspension by CBS, Schorr re-

s that few people In Wash- | signed In September 1976.

Whether a news leak is “packaged”
and delivered to television, as.in the
Watson case, or whether it evolves from
reporting, as with Daniel Schorr, its im-
plications are many and troubling. Few
people would deny that some leaked
stories have furthered the public inter-
lest, by exposing corruption and ths

“abuse of power and by reinforcing the
accountability of public officials. But i

there a point at which ing
of classified (or inaccurate) informa-
{fion can harm the natonal security? if
so, what can be done o impose rea-
sonable limits on the practice?

-Arlzona senator Barry Goldwater is
among_those who _believe that leaks of
classitied Information constitute a_clear

and present aanger. "The! undermine
our intelligence and our national will,
sy 1t he

ang_w Vi
says. “We have an existing law_that
covers that sort_of thi n-

age Act. It provides penaities up to
deaih for those who divuige this kind
of information. I'd like to see national-
security violators prosecuted to the
full extent of that law—and if that law
isn't adequate to cover the problem,
we'l have to write one that is.”
Goldwater added, however, that the
leaks that disturbed him the most have
appeared In print, rather than on tele-
vision. "1 wouldn't say that television is
leaking nearly as badly as the few
major newspapers in this country,” he
said.

There is, in fact,legisiation being con-

sidered that would cover the specilic
_question ol _national-security _leaks.

Being prepared by Sen. Walter Huddle-
ston of Kentucky and_other members

of Congress, it would provide, amang
olhér things, fines of up to $50,000
and pnison terms of up lo Tive years

for_any person convicted of disclosing
the identity of a ClIA agent. IS law,
say Senate stalf members, would not

say Senale stall membars, would no
genahze the newspeople who recsive
an isseminate thi

Such attempts to curb leaks, natu-

rally, prompt newsmen to quickly raise i

First Amendment warnings. Jim Lehrer,

co-host of public television's MacNeil/

Lehrer Report, is one. “The alternative
to leaks,” he says, "is so ominous and
so chilling to free speech that | don't

think it's reasonable. The only real way

you're going to stop leaks is to have a
totalitarian system.” s
€8S correspondent Graham, himself
a lawyer and ‘a student of constitu-
tional law, agrees. “The problem with

these proposed laws,” he says, "Is ¢
that under recent Supreme Court decl-
sions, a journalist who had information :
about the commission of a crime—.
leak—could be -
called in by a grand jury and, if he re- -

such as an illegal
fused to testify, be put In prison. | have
found that leaks, in general, have been
very healthy to the news process. Of
course they must be checked out very
carefully.” :

And ABC's Shaw, whose diligent re- . -

porting helped to discredit that gran-
diose made-for-TV leak by Alexis Wat-
son Castillo, argues that television
news has at least some built-in re-
straints against abusing the news-leak
syndrome.

“People on the outside,” says Shaw,
“*don't realize how intimidated reporters
in the electronic media are by the

-

power of investigalive reporting. We .

are all aware of the impact that a TV

story can have. It instilis in us, | think, ..

a profound fear of being wrong. And
an obsession with being right.” @9
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MICHIGAN DAILY
7 November 1979

CIA recruiter meets prospects.

) By STEVE HOOK -

The Central Intelligence Agency
made its annual public recruiting ap-
pearance on campus yesterday in the
person of Steve Gunn, the agency’s
regional personnel officer.

"“p'm not really recruiting,” he said.
“1'm like a preliminary screener — get-
ting a feel of the people’s backgrounds,
giving them information.

«] GIVE out some applications, but I
don't hire people,” hesaid. :

- Gunn said that he analyzes the
“packground and character” _of
prospective CIA members during the
interviews. He gives applications to
those who are ‘“what we are looking
for.” ) :

There have been no problems during

e

his four months as a CIA interviewer,

Gunn said. The past controversies con-
cerning CIA campus recruitment have
not touched him. . o

“1t seems like I have overflowing

schedules just about everywhere 1go,”
he said. *“Much like I had today."

" GUNN SAID that the CIA is not
Jooking for agents among college
students. “We offer students a variety
of fields, like engineering, accounting
and mathematics.” Hesaid prospective
agénts ‘‘‘come to them;" that they
rarely come out of an academic en-
vironment. °

“Qur agents usually have 'experien-

ces in other areas,” he said. “They

_usually have diverse life experiences

behind them — not necessarily
academic.” , .

Gunn described his job as “mostly ,
public-relations.” He said: ‘‘People |
come to me-seeking information about ;
the agency,and 1 give it to them.”

When asked whether he detected ap- |
prehension among students over the ac- !
tivities of the CIA, Gunn replied that !
those who see him don’t express reser- '
vations. *People don't come to me ap-
prehensively,” he said. c

JOANNA ‘STARK, a Residential
College senior studying ec3AoMics was
one of the students who talked with
Gunn. ‘ ' B
_*1 wanted to find out what kind of

ple they were looking for,” she said,
*sand.what kind of approach they would
use. I wanted to find out what kind of
impression I would get of theCIA.”

Stark described the interview as
“formal, but comfortable.” .She said
that the first guestion she was asked
‘was “whether or. not I went straight !
from high school to college.” - !

She said Gunn alsoasked her about !
her major and her career goals. He also
wanted to know how much time she had
spent overseas and what foreign

languages she knew. In addition, ac-
cording to Stark, Gunn wanted to know
why she was interested in the CIA.
Much of the interview involved Gunn
describing general functions of the CIA, -
a talk “which came off as really .
military.” o
*“A lot of what he said was kind of
general and flimsy,” she said, “and not ‘

. very descriptive at all. I had no more of

a conception of the CIA when [ left than
I had when I came. He clearly gave me
the information he felt I should know,
and disguised information I shouldn’t
know about.” -
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ARTICLZ APPEARED AHA NEWSLETTER

NOVEMBER 1979

FEDERAL HISTORIANS CONFERENCE

The second conference of Federal Historians, sponsored by .

the Federal Resource Group of the National Coordinating |

Committee for the Promotion of History and the Department
of Energy, was held in Washington, DC on September 13,
1979. The National Coordinating Committee is currently a
consortium of twenty-five historical organizations; it was
founded in 1976 by the AHA, the Organization of American
Historians, and the Southern Historical Association. The con-
ference was planned by a committee chaired by Ronald Spec-
tor of the U.S. Army Center of Military History. Other mem-
bers of the planning committee were Fred Beck of the Office
of the Chief of Engineers, Karl Cocke of the Center of Military
History, Edie Hedlin of the National Historical Publications
Commission, Morris MacGregor of the Center of Military
History and }. Samuel Walker of the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission. Approximately two hundred historians representing
more than thirty historical programs within the federal gov-
ernment attended the meeting, which was held at the De-
partment of Energy.

- ’

RESOLUTION ON THE HISTORICAL OFFICE OF THE
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

Taking cognizance of the fact that the historical office of the
Central Intelligence Agency is scheduled to be abolished and
its functions absorbed by administrative personnel who may
not be historians;

And being convinced that this is a backward step for an
agency that has in its trust the records without which the fuil
record of the nation’s foreign relations can never be written
adequately, and without which even the future needs of the
agency itself cannot be met;

And being further convinced that the interests of the feder-
al historical program in general can only suffer by the dis-
establishment of the historical office of an agency as impor-
tant as that of the Central Intelligence Agency; . _

BE IT RESOLVED by'the tederal government historians, rep-
resenting the historical agencies of the federal government,
meeting on September 13, 1979:

THAT the Director of Central.Intelligence be urgec to re-
consider the scheduled disestablishment of his historical of-
fice and give it new life and purpose to the end that historians
may continue to serve the needs of his agency and the broad
interests of the general public.

(AMERICAN HISTORICAL ASSOCIATION)

“NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE STUDY CENTER ]

AWARDS

Two of the first three awards for writing on intelligence made
by the National Intelligence Study Center (NISC) were grant-
ed for works on recent history. The two books that shared
the cash prize for the best book on intelligence published or
written during 1978 were Perjury: The Hiss-Chambers Case by
Dr. Allen Weinstein, professor of history at Smith College,
and Piercing the Reich by Joseph Persico, a study of OSS op-
erations against Nazi Germany in World War Ii. NISC awards
for research and writing by an American on intelligence are
presented for a book, a scholarly article, and a journalistic
series or individual piece.

Although the book award is set at $1000, the awards panel, :
in dividing the first book award, presented $750 to each of .
the award winners. The third selection made, a $500 prize for
the best scholarly article, was presented to Dr. Richard K. :
Betts of the Brookings Institution for an article published in
World Politics (October 1978) entitled “’Analysis, War and De-
cision: Why Intelligence Failures Are Inevitable.” The panel
chose not to award a prize the first year for journalistic writ- '
ing.

The National Intelligence Study Center was established in
Washington, DC in 1978 to assist scholars and others writing |
and conducting research about intelligence and national de- ‘
cision making, intelligence activities in a democratic society, '
and related subjects. Activities of the Center include biblio- i
graphical support, research assistance, operation of a library !
and reading room, publications describing efforts of national
organizations to improve public understanding of in-
telligence activities, and a survey of college courses on in- '
telligence. "

The Center Board and Advisory Board include a number of
university professors ifitetested in studies on intelligence,
among them Professor Eugene Rostow of the Yale University
Law School, Professor Lyman Kirkpatrick of Brown Universi-
ty, and Dr. Jules Davids, professor of U.S. diplomatic history,
Georgetown University, who was co-chairman of the awards
panel. Dr. Ray S. Cline, director of studies at the Center for
Strategic and International Studies, is president of the Cen-
ter.

NISC is interested in receiving from members of the AHA
suggestions for books and other writing that might be con-
sidered for the 1979 and subsequent Center awards, and in-
formation on existing course materials covering intelligence
activities. It is also interested in having more historians as
members. In addition, it welcomes ideas on application of
oral history techniques to historical aspects of intelligence,
and on expansion of historical treatments of intelligence ac-
tivities more generally.

Inquiries about NISC and its awards program should be ad-
dressed to Martin G. Cramer, Executive Director, National In-
telligence Study Center, ‘Suite 701, 919 18th Street NW, Wash-
ington, DC 20006. i

EXCERPTS
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... And on the United Nations

U.N. Secretary General Kurt Wald-
heim was overstating the case when he
called the Iran-American confrontation
‘the most serious. threat to peace since
the Cuban missile crisis.” Since that
time the world has been through a ma-
jor war in Asia, two in the Middle East,

and Sino-Soviet border clashes that -

amounted to pretty serious. threats to
peacs. ‘ .
- Neverthelees, the mounting "conflict

-poses a. danger of extensive loss of life.

Mr. Waldheim’s unusual decision to call

an emergency meeting of the UN. Secu- .

rity Council on his own motion deserves

_the "wholehearted support of civilized

people: everywhere, despite Ayatollah
Khomeini’s contemptuous rejection of any
council action—or perhaps because of it.
Vigorous intervention by the U.N. could
still be a decidirg factor in obtaining the
freedom of the embassy hostages. -

. Americans would be naive, however,

-to_assume that a council debate will be

limited to condemnation of ‘Iran’s willful
violations of international law. The
makeup of the council guarantees that
even without Iran’s active participation,
‘the U.S. will also:be attacked for our 30-
‘year support of the deposed shah, and
‘any agreed statement by the council
almost - certainly: will contain approxi-
mately equal parts of criticism of both
sides. ’ B

.. No matter. The. whois worid knows
that the shah was a repressive autocrat

who ow i i as-
?‘Eﬁ;% %it can’t hurt for the

ecurity Council to say so — especially
if saying so will help defuse the crisis.
What is of vital importance, however, 1s
for the council to make the: equally obvi-
‘ous point.that the taking:of diplomats as
hostages for the resolution” of an interna-
tional dispute is- totally: unacceptable to
the world community and that no prog-
ress-can be made toward resolving the
dispute until the hostages are reieased. -

" But. if an: emergency exists—and the
deteriorating condition-of the hostages
¢ertainly constitutes an emergency—it is
impossible to understand why Mr. Wald-
heim and the Security Council are not
giving it emergency attention. Except
for some predictable and rather point-
less procedural wrangling, the. council
has done nothing about the crisis and is
unlikely to do anything before the week-
end at the earliest. The reason is that
Iranian representatives are not prepared
to join in the debate. Mr. Waldheim
apparently intends to wait until the act-
ing Iranian foreign minister, Abolhassan
Bani-Sadr, condescends to- fly to- New

:demands that the council get moving,I

York to state his country’s case; he:
explains that the issues are ‘“‘complex;|
and delicate.’

Of course they are. It was precisely to
cope with complex and delicate interna.:
tional issues that the U.N. was created,
And the most disappointing- failure of
the U.N. has been its willingness to use
complexity and delicateness as an ex-
cuse for not settling so many questions’
—and indeed for not even taking them

To delay: now would be unnecessary,
unjustified, and unconscionable. It was
Iran, after all, that first called for a
council meeting three weeks ago. Yet
now the ayatollah heaps scorn on ‘‘this
so-called Security Council” and rejects
in advance any action it may take.

The council has not hesitated to con-
demn other countries, such as Israel!
and Rhodesia, without hearing from:
them. The present plight of the hostages

with or without Iran’s participation.
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U.S. wants Security COUﬂCﬁJ
to meet as asscheduled,

i, 2 S

" By RUSS BRALEY ' ' ..homirmi and Al Aglh.~Au are eager to Mohammed Zia. Ul-Hs
Statt Corressendent of The News. seize an ideal propaganda forum for American Eml:my :x::)l:::e':l aisn t?;_(
United. Nations—The sudden fir- CHAIZiBg American -qominauon, CIA G i:‘ lamabad, wrote- Waldheim supportingi
ing of Iran's acting foreign minister m" BYSION, TECEAES O EXPIOIATION and SIhis-_ . Iran’s  requests for a Security Councils

by Ayatollah. Ruhollah Khomeini .. meeting, citing an- Ameriwx threat to'
threw into--- questlonf“ ymy The United Shtes agreed to the debate peace. A b s

IR

whethér the-Security Council wilt ; ?::m,m‘.ﬁm;:::d&g;ﬁvﬂn:%%i :“1& .. Aveiled warning - -
meet as scheduled ‘Saturday night;- gates of the holding of diplomatie hos- Last week, Iranian“envoys mado 2

although the Uhnited States will insist- tages, even though Khomeini rejected veiled warning to U.S. and UN officials:
that ‘thers- beT=no- further any council conclusions in advance. A . On the holy day of Tassua (today) Iran's
postponement. .. sl ‘7 ~ . Third World diplomat said that few UN. - Shiite Moslems work themseives into an
. In Washington, State~* Department . mlmbcrswillwantto speak. .. - emotional state, and-on Ashura (tomor-,
spokesman- ‘Hodding Carter 3d said the *: The United States stumblod mto the Tow) they flog themselves into what can
United States will insist that the meeting - dem become a.frenzy. The envoys said it
be held Saturday. He said that Iran has =~ On NOV 9 SW of SQ“ vance - would be-wise to call"a Security Council
enough diplomats available in New York, - flOW to New York to head off a Security Meeting, then postpone it as 2 sign. of
if the new foreign minister, Sadeq Qotb- . Council meeting suggested by Iran. Vance -Teligious respect, to calm emotions in,
zadeh, does notarrive by Saturday. . ©  underlined to Secretary General Kurt Iran that might e"}P‘ against the hoo-#
The United States did-not want the - Waldheim that the U.S. would discuss ‘ages.. DI
debate in the first phc', and many dele-~ nothing-with Iran-until the host.ages are’ —- The U. S. as the aggrievar pnrty ex-
gates to the UN.believe it will not help freed. pected to speak at the opening session, {
the ‘American hostages or nmAmericm_ . Then the U: s. trozn Tranian- assets and - but two days of urgent consultations:
statureintheworld. %\ % <irean sent. a-second aircraft carrier task force- "showed that some Security Council mem-.~
Iranhufournpmmuﬁvuavmhble “to the seas near Iran, and_President bers thought that giving the U.S. such an'
for debato-;-apochLugoys $ued.,San jawi, - Carter-hinted -at* military-action- xf _the advantage would confirm Khomeini's pur-

.and Ahmied Salamatian; adq. it¥charges hostagu wereharmed. "~~~ " ‘ported belief that the United States cm_:

‘d'affaire§ aai’ﬁfﬁz'w-shm;&n;w »(Lusts)..week-- . Pakistan’s-'President-. (Tig the countil, |

So the openin( sess;bn mudaj- was
‘brief and without substance. Waldheim,

L oTin T o

- who called the meeting as an emergeney{

under Article 99 .of the UN Charter,
* spoke only. to cail. for restraint on' both

sides. He added almost apologeticalty, “1I

. may mention thatsthis-move was. sup-

- ported and welcomed by the zovemmnb

- of Iran and the United States,™.- - -

In the debate, if it,occurs...thc United
States will not cbarg& Khomeini with an -

act of war in seizing: hostages, Neithex| -
* will the U.S. delegation charge Khomeint |.

. with inciting mass murder (the burning of
. the Rex Cinema in Abadan i August 1978
~_—-thc first large-scale killing) or witk-
inciting. mass.suicide when. he-called-a-{
_year ago.for torrents of blood, promising
 his half-literats constituency holy martyr~
‘dom and: everlasting:lifgsif: they were
_killed rioting against troppaZsy . " Eos
T .. U.S.diplomats instead are, comiiitted |
to restraint in the debate; avoiding.any-
- thing that might stir emotion. Ambassador:
Donald McHenry said that the U.S.. “will
. not descend into-barbarism” in. response
to J‘thrunbelhv:blt outran of Innu
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Khomeini

A«mtollah Bars Role for U N

By Jonathan C. Randal
Washinston Bost Poreizn Seevices .- . -
.TEHRAN. ‘Iov.-ZT—A.Yltolhh.Ru-q
hollah Khomeini - today L dismissed
United- Nations® Security. Council ef-
‘orts to, help settle the American-Ira-
nian criéis-and sad that any investiga.
tivn ot Shah Mobammad- Reza Pahia-
vi’s alleged misdeeds must take- .placo,
here and not abroad. . i T ie-d2
Khomeini thus doomed a nnmber of"
proposed formulas designed to investi-
gate the ousted shah’'s purported
crimes either in the U.S. Congrmor
in international tribunals. -~ ~- TR
flis latest hard-line- manze coins |
cided with a fresh and detailed warn-
ing from radical Islamic students that
they have mined and placed explo-
sives in the walls, grounds and build-
ings at the U.S. Embassy where they
are holding 49 American hostages. .
\niong.those caught off balance by .
" “Khomeini’s latest message was Acting -
Foreign Minister Abol Hassam+Bani 1
Sadr, who had prmsed~ Rep. - Henry. .t
" Reuss (D-Wis.) for holding: open the
possibility of a House Banking Come
mittee mvestlgauon xf ther hostages
are released. . SRR P LTI R
Reuss initiative, :Bani-Sads | said,:
was proof that ms.“round- the-clock
:itorts to explain. the. facts- toAmeris |
r:m and international pubilc-opinioa
rave now borne thein first. -fruit.””
teuss. responding: to:a cabie- from:?
Rep..-George Hansen:. (R-l‘daho) rer
qlesting hearings- on the-shah’'s ab-
- leged crimes, said he. might ‘commit
his committee to.hold. the-hearings
if they would . heip free the hostages |
but he_ woulid not _proceed: with:such.
<an inquiry until their release. Hansen-
visited Iran on his own initiative..: -7 -,
{Hansen accused the State Depart--. £
ment of “pushing the self-destruct”
button” by allowing the shah into t.ho-'
United: States despite. warnings- of
violent reprisals from-.Iram, the.As-
_sociated Press reported from- Tehran.
Hansen, riled by Carter administra-

-i. “It 1¥ uot possible to study the-cases 4
-,of tHE ousﬁ sEaE an&:ﬁe hostages at

tion criticism of his unsanctioned in-
_tervention in the U. S.-Iran crisis, said ~
" Secretary of State Cyrus R. Vance
must have been aware of the dangers.’
The congressman is scheduled to
leave Wednesday after a week lonz
visit.}

* Bani-Sadr urged COngress to “tom
‘other investigative- committees to ex- -
amine the crimes and treason. of the
former shah.,” w.7Tw» w=maf .

N3

He-added that the “scandal of the J
former shah and his-American issist-
ants:will, by- degrees, be greater than
the Watergate scandal.”~ . 8 | .
} Khomeinia criticized .the : Soeurltrt
Council for allegedly wanting to deal
only with the hostage aspect of the
crisis and not franian demands for the
shah's extradition to stand trial here.

- Convinced that the Security Council
,was “under direct U.S. influence,” the
" 79-year-oid religious leader said that
its findings were prejudged and'its.
- membership “would welcome ourop-—+

~pressed nation’s:being found guiltv.” .+

in Iran and cannot be
aproa omeinl sai

a message from the holy city of Qom.
- "We have- given about 100,000 mar-

tyrs and have several million wimesses
""and more than 100,000 maimed  peo-
ple,” he added, “whom it is not possi-
*ble .to take abroad to produce evi-
dence to testify—apart from tho many
files which exist here.”

Khomeini argued that the-:“investi.
gation of the espionage center must
be undertaken at the same so-called
embassy because it is there that the»
‘evidence of the crimes exists.”

Iran’s leader has threatened. to put

n B
crime

I

the remaining hostages oa trial for es

-pionage unless-the United. Stam ex-
‘tradites the shah. :

‘1 - Thewistudents occupying thnm-
bu'y -said * they booby-trapped.“and

**mined the compound- to-thwart any at-
- 'tempt to take away the hostages, who

_are in their fourth week of captivity.

. “U.S. agents intend to enter the spy-
ing embassy these days by any means
possible and hijack the hostages or
harm them,” the students’ message
said.; « . T TR T e Y
" Analysts suggested that the warning

™~ may. have been motivated by. fears
" that the extreme left was planning to

.’ stage disorders at the embassy during

" the Tasua and Ashura holidays, Shiite -

Islam’s holiest. The holidays thu yeu'
fau. on Thursday and Friday. ~
“If the US. mercenaries try to
carry out the plot,” the message said,
“they can be- identified and will re--
! ceive their punishment.” The message

.. Two days ago the Kurdish Democratie

- on condition that all non-Kardish Rev-
. olutionary Guards were ~withdrawn"

made clear that Revolutionary Guards
on duty at the embassy would shoot.

. anyone-suspected of such an attempt. .

Giant marches are scheduled for 1
both- Tasua' and Ashura. They were:
scheduled partly in ' commemoration
of last year’s massive demonstrations,,
which spelled the beginning of- the
end for the-shah, and: partly to show..d
support for- Khomeini ins:the-crisis-
with the United States and to work up
enthusiasm for the -forthcoming. coa-~
stitutionaj referendum.«- =, - . -

During the day a small group repre-
senting the pro-Moscow Tndeh Com-
munist Party tried to-mareh on the
embassy, but were driven off by the
Guard.. P N,

Spokesmen- for Tudet, "which has
come under increasing-Islamiv crit
cism although it strongly backs Kho-
meini, today-defended their per!om-
ance.

- The party said it had “never dis-
puted the important social role of the
religious and has never denied that

_the religions of all ‘systems [slavery, :
feudalism and capitalismi have ona

. numerous occasions, because of thewr

. revolutionary and .progressive cone
texts, been the rallying cry of op-
pressed nations.”

. In other developments: ]
- ® The air space around Qom, Kho--
meini’s residence A0 miles south of
here, was “closed to all air movements
by passenger or carjo planes,” appar-
ently as a: precaution: against any.
eventual Amencan :mllt.ary mtervm
tiom.- -* P -_v-

LY group caulngkitselr “the rmui

.tant clergy” again chiarged the United
States was: responsible -for- the attack

. on Mecca's Great Moaqun, Ishm:‘s hol

.iest shrine. . :im iees s
- . Army headquarters. announcod t
hailt of military activity-in Kurdistan
to allow autonomy: .talks - to move
ahead between Kurdish leaders and a
central: government. goodwill mission. "

Party announced "a 20-<day. ceasefire

from- the western provlnco within 15
days. T e e 2.

. Ayatolhh Kazem Shar!atmudnri'
office in Qom issued a statement conv-
testing -an - interview - .the. moderate "

- leader gave to a Madrid newspaper; It
said the - mewspaper's version was
guilty of “great mistakes made in the
translation” and denied “thc remarkr
as they hlve b-en sazd." SesnE,

cantt R I A
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US keeping an eye on Soviet tactics,

" By John K. Cooley -
Statt correspondent of
The Christian Science Monitor

- ; Washington
As the Iranian crisis works its way
through the United Natioas, US analysts are
looking oevond Iran’s borders for any evi-
dence that the Soviet Union might take:ad-
vantage of the crisis to stir up diversionary
troubie or advance-its own purposes. else~

where in the worid. - . o
So far, neither in the NATO area —
where the Soviets are asking West Europe-
ans not to accept new US nuclear-tipped
missiles — the Caribbean, nor the Far East
are there signs of any- major US-Soviet po~
lizieal oc miiitary crises. that could: divert
American energies from the urgent search
for a solutionin Iran. - - S
However, Soviet naval and air forces are
closely watching the progress of the US air-
craft carrier Kitty Hawk and its escorts as
they steam from the Indian Ocean toward
the crisis area. situated close to the USSR’s
southern energy supplies ‘and sensitive

Muslim popuiations. -

Chinese-Soviet tensions over Cambodia
and Thailand, and the volatile southern Afri-
can situation arising from the guerrilla
wars in Zimbabwe Rhodesia as well as the
perennial Arab-Israeli tensions west of Iran

do have disruptive potential, US officiais
acknowledge. - . . o .

On Nov. 19, 1978, as the Iranian revolu~
tion began, Soviet President Leonid
Brezhnev warned that ‘any interference.
especiaily- military. in the aftairs of Iran, a
state which directly borders the Soviet
Union, would be regarded as affecting its
own security.” President Carter responded
that the US had no intention of interfering,

nor of permitting otherstodoso. - .

as Iran crisis unfolds

- Members of the US mtal!ge% commu-| .
nity ve: oviet warning still s Si
and does not n re%e{_atmg. ut they a

al there. are no ous dSoviet prepara-)
tions for counteraction in Iran or eisewhere.|
If hostilities erupted between Iran and thel
United States, they believe, the Soviets
would be “inclined “to issue new, stern
warnings, but not to move troops (as they{
did into northern Iran in 1921 and 1944-46) to;
help Iran untess US ground troops actually
entered the country in force. _

 This would not preclude some small~

scale diversion in Africa, the Caribbean, or
even Europe, to distract US attention and!
strength eisewhere-and so take the heat off
Iran. ’ ' -
In the Caribbean, US analysts say there
are no signs of new aggressive actions by
Cuba or the Soviets. They say, for example,
that naval construction at Cienfuegos on
Cuba’s south coast does not indicate new
Soviet missile or Cuban submarine facili-
ties, contrary to some published reports.
. The Soviets could, of course, increase
their aid to African nationalists in
Zimbabwe Rhodesia and such other hot
spots as Angola. US analysts do not-even
rule out a new Soviet diversion in Berlin, or'
the sensitive Norwegian sector on NATO's|
northernmost flank.

- In the Indian Ocean-Arabian Sea region,
Soviet and possibly Iranian aircraft and
snips have begun closely watching the US
aircraft carrier Midway and its accompany-~
ing escorts; a US defense spokesmaa said!
Nov. 27. Soviet aircrait, including medium-
range May patrol planes based at Aden,
South Yemen, and combat aircraft have ob-
served or buzzed similar task forces, most
recently last June. . -

There now are 15 Soviet Pacific fleet

o S —— e = 4

warships in the Indian Ocean, including a l
Kresta-class guided missile cruiser. This is
anincreaseotthreeshipssi.ncetheUScar-
rier Kitty Hawk and escorts set out from the |
Philippines for the Arabian Sea about Nov. |
21 Western naval analysts say this is a nor~:
mal. or even less than normal. Soviet de-|
ploymentinacrisisperiod. o
However, there has been a major in-
crease, including doubie the former number
of Soviet combat ships in the South and East

nam. including calls
Haipnong, Cam Ranh Bay. and Da Nang. .
The Pentagon continued to insist Now. 27.
that no US forces have ‘been specially;
alerted. Officials denied rumors of an alert.'
to the 82nd Airborne Division at Ft. Bragg.,
North Carolina. Only the usual 40-man pla-!
toon of the 82nd Airborne is being kept in\
coastant readiness, they added. .
Besides the 82nd, the-101st Air Mobile Di~
vision, at Ft. Campbelt, Kentucky, and the
6th Air Cavalry Brigade, at Ft. Hood, Texas,
which carried out readiness exercises this
month, are the main Army units normally'
earmarked for airlift overseas in any emer-:
gency. Similar Marine units include the 2nd
Division at Camp Lejeune, North Carolina,.
and the Ist and 3rd divisions at Camp!
Pendieton. California. and Okinawa, respec-
tivety. Marine air wings are based at Cherry'
Point, Nocth Carolina. and El Toro..
California. .
Defense analysts estimate that the entire,
gond Airborne could be moved to the crisis
area by airlift within a week on C-5A Galaxy
_and C-141 Starlifter transport planes.
One Marine division could reach the area i
by sea, but only within three weeks to a,
month. Several companies of marines are|
embarked aboard the Kitty Hawk and t_\yoi
US carrier task forces with the Sixth Fleet'\
inthe Mediterranean. . - ~ 5 eer
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Malaise in Tehran

Joblessness, Shortages
Sap Revolutwnary S plnt

By Jonathan C, Randal
Wasbhinston Post Foreign Service .

~ TEHRAN, Nov. 28—"You can’t
have everything with ‘death to Car-
ter, death. to the shah,’” said the-
young man listening to a crowd
bound for the. U.S. Embasay tm
demonstrate. ...y

“That’s not going to . f'et me a
job,” he said glumly to his feilow
passengers in a . collective- taxi
stuck in a typlcal ’I‘ehran tratfic
jam. R
Out of work for months like mik
lions of other Iranians, he was not
critical of the revolution that had
caused his unemployment or of the |
continuing occupation of the U.S.-
Embassy that is diverting public:
attention from this and other serl-4
ous economic problems, -

Rather, after so many moaths ot
turmoil and disloeation, he seemed
overcome by the general weariness
here that even the current anti-_
American campaign has failed to
more than mask. ’

Such expressions of discontent
should not be interpreted as a
longing for the days of Shah Mo-
hammad Reza Pahlavi. . .

“The revolution was a necessity-.
and had to happen,” a surgeon

said. “The regime was so corrupt
—it was 1mposuble to put up with
it any longer.”

Yet he was clearly appalled by
the Moslem- religious authorities’.
lack of polit.ical,.economic or man-
agement. savvy. and frightened by
‘what he saw-as~ dangerous le!tm
inroads. T i

The shah’s dep&rture was- nob-
“enough to exorcise Iran’s devils,.
he seemed to be saying, but per-
haps the anti-Americanism would
now suffice. . e
. On e U.S. Cenu':n Inteili-

foq

hack on hig throne in 1953. It took
us 25 vears to_believe inside our:
heads that we could get rid ot
him,” the surgeon aaaeé. “We Eaa‘
become so convinced that the
‘Critted States. could Keep Nim in |

is a staple in Iranian diets.. ... -

" embassy hostages—evoke no. great en-

.on a well-worn bench along a white-
_tiled teahouse wall says all Iran

.they mullahs or the‘r equally- devouﬂ

.are betting on a generalized break- |
"down of Iranian society to cause the

.vanced economy,” a lawyer said al-

This history:: helps to explm
the accumuiated nationalist resent<
ment against the United States in
a country with a long tradition of
imposed foreign domination.. Play—{
ing on this reseatment; the-revolu-
tionaries have-touched a live nerve |

in denouncing the United States and
its works here.

Still, some Iranians are ambivalent.

“There’s not a small village in this
country .which doesn’t have someone
living or studying in the United
States,”™ a - nuddle-agad ‘man said. -
“People are worried in the back of
their minds. They think twice before’
calling their relatives back from
America. There are few places in uni-
versities here, and anyhow they're not.
much good -
° But in a teahouse .in. poor south
Tehran—the part of the city much in-
voked as a symbol of Ayatollah Ruhol-
lah Khomeini's “revolution of the de-
prived"=the conversation is of short-
ages: eggs, meat and now American
cigarettes proscnbed in a fit o£ ‘na-
tionalism.” "~ =~ T ’

Rice costing 70 cents .a kilo (22
pounds)-before the- revolution- mow-
fetches more than twice as much. Rice

A certain fatalism allows.that all
revolutions have rroblems. The cur-
rent crisis—the Iraman demands for
the shab’s’ extradition and ‘Washing-
ton’s insistence about -releasing the

thusiasm or venom,--———-—--
For the record, a young man sitting

wants the shah back to stand trial.
There is general, but unargumenta-
tive, agreement, .

“You'd have to ask the Revolution-
ary Council about that,” another man
added. It was as if he was suggesting
it was a matter for the politicians, be

Islamic lay colleagues.
Some middle-class Iranians- clearly'

overthrow of the theocratic leader-
ship. They delight in the mullahs’ lack
of management skill. The absence of
spare parts, the generalized'mess. -

“This bunch couldn’t run a provin-
cial pawn shop, much less a semi-ad-

—e

~ curses the bureaucracy’s “passive re-
. sistance.”

“revolution,” he said, “by shuffling the]
‘‘papers - and never getting anythmg

Mthe country is looking for a Bona-

" dering on license that characterizes

most gloatingly.

Without visible emotion a professor ‘
insists that “thmgs are going to get a;
great deal worse.’ |

A European lawyer, here- on his~
eighth trip since the revolution in.
{_ehmary to iron out contract diffe-,

et o anrams e e = B H

. » o T e §
rences for important European clients,
“They're hoping to brmg down the

“done. - .

--“Things have. !mproved a bit since
the new bunch took over last month
and started talking about purging the
administration,” he- added, “but that
wouldn’t work well either since they‘d
-just put in greenhorns. Better to keep
the old lot and pu& the fear of Allah |
in them.”

An Irapian architect: suggests that

parte, but not yet. He foresees thed
day when Iranians will settle for law
and order instead of the liberty bor-

much of revolutivnary reality despite]
the stern Islamic pronouncements. - |

Only peripherally do the middled
class ‘critics realize they share tl'usl
“worse-is-better” view of the rcvolu-‘

) tmn with’ the.very letﬁsts they. proles.ll

‘to fear. R e
Few xmddleclass Iranians appear to ;
realize their own weakness as a’ class{

without much-backbone or ' organiza- |
tion faced by a left which is armed,;
disciplined and determined even if,
split into various rival parties. - -
" The same doctor who pins his hopes*
‘on military coming to the rescue,;
concedes that several officer friends
in the decimated Army have retu:edi
to-fight in Kurdistan. -

“It was all- so- much easier lasti
vear,” a' political scientist remarked.”
Then the intellectuals who had been:
for the shah for years finally asked i

"themselves questions and dumped

him. Now people don't know what to
think.,” _ -~ 1
With perhaps as many as 500,000 :
Iranians—-most of -them members of
the upper, upper middle and manage- -
ment classes—many of the remaining

elite are out of work, or settl.lng for as'

om’fﬁ‘@v
¢
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little as 20 to. 20 percent of their for--
mer pay.

Urniversity proressors walt for fresh
purges. Professions- wither. Lawyers
no longer are in demand urder an Is-

" lamic judicial system.” Many profes-
- sional journalists are jobless—despite
. a proliferation of publications—be-
cause the ultrareligious have taken
- their places. ~

The flowering of Iranian writing af- ,
ter the revolution has dried up; or'
been kept in desk drawers, because of |
the difficulty’ now in publishing any-:
;:lhmg but the- fundamentalist Islamxc i

ne.

Newspaper sales, which soared dur -
ing the long crisis before and after
the revolution, are down drastically.

“There’s little news in the-papers
which. isn’t on radio-or televisiomw be-
cause of self-censorship,”’ a: newspa-
perman said, “and t.here s areader re.
sistance.”

Yet, if there- is-one disﬂngmshing
characteristic. about Tehran these
days, it's a kind of stubborn nation-
tic = determination to see ‘things
through.

“This is-not a simple country to !
run,” an editor said. “We’ve.no disci-
pline, no dedication to work, our peo-
ple want more and now.” N

And there is less and less to- give.
-It's not just because of the dislocating
repercussions of the revolution.
Rather it also reflects the leadership’s
genuine belief that.salaries should be
nearly equal, that money is the root of

-all evil and that less is more,

_Reflecting on the fundamentalist
stamp of the-revolution—and Iran’s
alis- determination to see things
Westernized Iranian said- “The worst !
thing the shah did was deprive a gen-
eration of political experience.”

One thing that has survived the rev-
olution, however, are the jokes, like
the following - which act as a. safety-
valve for society’s ills: - :

A man is discovered walking back-
wards down a street in Rasht, the
northern Iranian city that has become
the butt of jokes about the simple-
minded. Neighbours rush to the man's-
aid, warning him he could be:run over
and asking him what he is doing.

“I was just taking back all those
steps in all those demonstrations I
marched in last year to get rid of the
shah,” is the reply. Even the. mullahs
laugh at that one; it is saxd. R
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Another U. S Detmnee

TEHRAN, Novi: 26° (AP)'—Irans '
Revolutionary- Coux:t ‘has detamed ;

a U.S. citizen’ on suspicion. he was
an agent ot thewU S~ Central In-

- telligence- ‘Agency;' Tehran's Kea-

yhan newspaper reported today.
The paper ideatified the Amer-

ican.as Max Copeland, an employe -

of Electronic Industries, a firm

_ with an oftice+in Tehram It did -
‘not give-; Copeland’s home' town..

“According: to the. evidence un-

" covered, this man ‘has links with
- the! CIA,": the~ paper-said..  ©.-

Keayhan said..Copeland. ﬁad
been under surveillance by Rev-

oluuonary Guards for-some: ume

T

and had beeu wanted by the Rev-
oluuonary Court for allegedly

T .smuggling $80,000 out of the coun-.
“try illegally. He was detained at

Tehran’s Mehrabad Airport while,
.*intending to smuggle eight boxes
of radar consoles out of Iran, the -
paper said. - - ;
The radar equipment was im- s
ported. into Iran, but never used,
and : Copeland- was trying to-re-
export’ it jnzgany, accordinz to
Keayhm R
-The:- prosecutor's oiﬂce con--

" firmed Copeland’s arrest and said. -
- it was carrying out mvestlxauons..
the paper added.
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3 U.S. Women in Iran Say Try Hostages

THE WASHINGTON STAR (GREEN LINE)
27 November 1979 .

. From NewsServices .

TEHRAN, Iran — Three young
American women living here yester-
day publicly endorsed the occupa-
tion of the U.S. Embassy by Iranian
militants and said the 49 American
hostages should be tried as spies.

“If they are not spies, they should
certainly welcome a public trial,”
Mariam Kazemi told a news confer-

ence organized by the Ministry of -

National Guidance. -

Kazemi, who said she was from -
New York: Molly McComb, formerly -

of Los Angeles, and Margaret Hunter

of Atlanta, all in their 20s, said they~ tolraniansa

represented a newly organized com-

mittee of “about a dozen” American

women married to Iranians. . - -
Hunter, who has-been staying

“with an Iranian family for two -

months and plans to return to the
United States, said, “I think that, in
fact, many Americans do support the
activities of the Iranian students
here. : -

. “There are a lot of people that
want the shah sent back to Iran.
They see-him as the criminal that he
is” S
. Kazemi and McComb are married

- _saigd.

nd have been here eight _

months. They said they were con-
vinced the U.S. government and
news media had misled the Ameri-
can public about events in Iran.

Kazemi charged the embassy was
deeply involved in the alleged
crimes of the shah's regime.

“The previous ambassador
liam H.) Sullivan and rd) t
elms, were both {ro A she
=lms was director of the CIA

1
Wil- |

e was appointed ambassa-
—dor. Sullivan, his successor, wasaca- }
- Teer diplomat who ha served.as,
ambassador_to_the Phil ppines and |
Laos. '

""before
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Shah’s Disputed Wealth a K
in U.S.-Iran Conflict,

'nzk article is based on reporting by
Ann 'Crittenden and Kathleen Teltsch,
and vhas written by Miss Teltsch.

The fortune purportedly removed from

Iran by the deposed Shah has become a
oent%al issue in the tense conflict between
the United States and Iran’s revolution.
-ary tegime. But neither Government is
able to say with much precision just how
large that fortune might be,.or what
forms it may have takem, or where it
mightbe. - y .
- “The Americans must realize that this
family, who were only illiterate peasants.
two generations ago, has stolen much of
the national weaith from thé"country,™
Kamran Movassaghi, Iran’s economic
attaché in Washington, declared last
week] leaving no doubt about Teheran's
determination to recover assets of Mo-
hammed Riza Pahlevi and his relatives.

Bul neither Mr. Movassaghi nor other
Iranian officials said they knew the di-
mensions or locations of those assets, and
the Ifanian Government has begun an ex-
tensiye search for them, using lawyers in
Washington and Switzeriand. Mr. Movas.
sa said the Government estimates

that 317 billion to $30 billion, drawn from |

oil fevenues, land holdings, industrial

ings and profits from contracts with
Zn concerns, had been taken from
try before the regime of the Aya-
Ruhollah Khomeini deposed the

disputed assertions that
he ik a billionaire, and is reputed to beun-
certain about the total of his wealith. Inan
intérview on Thursday, according to Bar-
bara Walters of ABC News, the Shah sug-
gested that his fortune was $50 million to
$100 million. N ,

C.LA. Estimateof Wealth
{ A review of public records and: inter-
views with investment bankers-and well
placed United States officials ihdicated’

“that the Shah has no-investments in his
name in this country of the magnitude as-
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serted by the Iranians.

Supporters of the Khomeini regime
have also charged that at least $20 billion
was transferred to banks in Switzeriand.
That assertion is denied by Fritx Leutwil-
er, president of the Swiss National Bank,
who has said that Iranian boidings there
amount to a few hundred million dollars.

The new regime’s’officials-regard M
hammed Jafar Behbanian, who was the
Shah’s Treasurer, as havine the most
complete record of the Pahievi holdings

:abroad, Mr, Behbanian is repogted to be|

- <
et wen A
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"-'Among the assertions of the regime’s
supporters are that the Shah’s money
went into muitimillion-dollar real-estate
investments in the United States. For ex-
ample, Manoucher Shafie, who heads the
Pahlavi Foundation in New York, a non-
profit organization that provides finan-
cial aid to Iranian students in this coun-
try, has said that as much as $300 miilion.
was secretly invested in a- residence-of-
fice development in Atlanta, Ga. But he
could not name the development, and
real-estate agents there expressed skep-
ticism that a foreign investment of that
.* - - Roleof Oil Revenuss TN
" Iranian officials have suggested that
imuch of the weaith they say the Shah re-
‘moved came from il revenues, insisting
that few distinctions were made between
state funds and the Shah’s own resources.

According w0 Ali Agah, the chargé d'af-
faires at the Iranian Embassy in Wash-
ington, the National Iranian Oil Company
earned revenues of $91 billion between
1973 and 1978, but only $14.3 billion was
transferred to Iran. The bulk of the other
funds was deposited in Iranian Govern-
ment bank accounts, but billions were not
"accounted for and cpponents of the Shah
have charged that this money was taken
for the family’s personal use. - A

While the Shah was in power, oil reve-
nues were said to have been deposited
largely in branches of the Chase Manhat-
tan Bank. Chase has declined to detaii the
Shah’s current investment.

The repository of much of the Shah's
fortune was the Pahlavi Foundation. One
of the foundation’s most important assets
was its full ownership of Bank Omran,
the fifth-largest . commercial - bank in
Iran, which was-formed in 1952 to pro-
mote agricuitural ent- but
evolved into the Pahlevis’ personal gver-

_mercial and residential complex in New

seas investment bank. Its assets were
estimated at $771 million. s
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Key Issue

Bank’s Links in United States .

The officials who directed the founda-
tion befors the revolution could not be
reached, and only two Omran undertak-
ings in the United States have been made
public: an association with the First Na-
tional Wisconsin Bank of Milwaukee, and
its financing of a haif-billion-dollar com-

Orleans called Canal Place.

Last July Joseph C. Canizaro, Canal
Place’s developer, announced that he had
purchased the Iranian interest for $50
million. The new regime was said at that
time to have agreed to advance $1.5 mil-

lion for the project, that Tehe-
ran continues to have an interest as a
lender in the project.. o

. /Omran’s arrangements with the First
National Wisconsin several years ago led
to Husang Ram, president of Omran,
being made a director of the American|
bank, and in June 1973, a statement|
showed that he owned 10,000 shares in it.|
Mr. Ram is believed to be imprisoned in
Teheran, but Omran is said to have
tained the stock. Omran has been taken
over by the National Bank of Iran. .
. The Pahlevi family has also spent sub-
stantial sums for residential properties in
the United States. = . _. oo
Princess Ashraf Pahievi, the Shah's l
twin sister, owns two adjacent town |
houses at 29 and 31 Beelanan Place —re-

. portedly purchased for $750,000 and |

$900,000 — and a lavish, triplex coopera- |
tive on Park Avenue. '
Princess Shams, the elder sister of the ‘
Shah, purchased a Beverty Hills mansian |
for $550,000 and has put it up for sale at |
$4.2 million. She is also said to have since !
purchased a seaside showplace in Aca-J

pulco, and to have planned a gold-domed
palace on a 16-acre- site above. Beverly |
Hills with watertalls and reflecting pools.‘l
The latter venture, however, reportedly !
because of building re-,

" 'al

was a
strictions.

e h e
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The shah: For 30 z;ea s,
Uncle Sam’s nephew m {ran

By James Coates .

WASHINGTON — The roots of the current cata-
clysmic events.in Iran can be traced to 1953. That
was the year when a team, code-named AJAX by

.the newly formed Central Inteiligence Agency.
used currency from a safe crammed with Iranian
money in the American Embassy in.Tehran to
buy a ‘‘revolution” for a-moody-young, monarch-
named Mohammed. Reza Pahlavi. , .

That action, students ot Iranian society gener-
‘ally conclude, forged a 26-year link between the

-'now deposed:shah and the U.S: These experts also

note that the shah was so shaken by ‘almost losing
his crown in 1953 that he set. up:a network of secret
_policemen, torture chambers, and -prisons as insur-
ance against the-kind of revolution which forced
him to flee Iran tor his hte last January

CIA sources have told of meenngs with thexr
counterparts in Iran's.secret:police, SAVAK, ln
which “torture was discussed matter-of-factly.”
And former CIA agents have written of the “excxt-v
ing” days when they.engineered the shah’s rise-to--
the status.of absolute monarch. . e

THE MOST ‘precise detaily of the C1Av coup 26
years ago are to be found in fragments of a
manuscript written by Kermit Roosevelt, the CIA
operatlve who directed AJAX out of an offlce m

“the U.S. embassy compound in 1953. ~ -

The CIA has ordered copies of Rooseveit’s book
destroyed because the agency found it violated an
agreement never to disclose the role -of other
intelligence networks in the. coup—notably Great
Britain's MI5 and MI6. o

The CIA exercise-in Iran was "2 classic game of
cowboys and Indians, the kind tield agents played
in the early 1950s as the Cold War between the
U.S. and the Soviet Union began.. - <3+ PEEES
" The CIA acted in Iran at a'time when an erratic
prime minister, Mohammed~Mossadegh, had
wrested control of the government from Pahlavi. -
In 1941 young Pahlavi had. inherited the: crown
{rom his tather. a hard-bitten militarist whom
the allies forced- from iran in _1941_because- of.
his wartime . support ior the lasclst. regime of
Adoif Hitler. -

During the war. Bnu.sh b S.. and bovnet torces
occupied thé country..

After the war tne shah en)oyed a few years of
power. But: many of.ms early years on the Pea-
cock Throne were terrifying. for him. There were
routine assassination aitempts and street v1olence'
was commonplace. -
" In February, 1949, a-phetographer called to take
the shah's picture whipged.out.a phlst?l and shot-
the young king five times. ~One in the face, one u}

the );hou%der, one in the heéad, two in the body,
the shah later recalled-~ : - "

In all there were five assassmauon attempts

and each one narrowly ‘migsed:’ Analysts b}‘ame,

S A it S04 U
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those experlences tor the represswe tacncsPahlaw
later employed.:. - - s . :

. The shah had clearly lost his powerutearly 1953
when Mossadegh: came to power and the gyrations

- of the new regime frightened U.3_ planners, whe

even then knew how fully Amerlca depended upob'
Iran for oil.- . .3 B ’
* Mossadegh; & Marxist sympathxzer was nota'
friendly figure. He*hadthe- eccentric habit of

breaking into tears when speaking and held_prus
~conferences wearmg pa]ams. w,., TR

- 'Even more troubhng he. buut hts.popuhr suppoctv
_by nationalizing forexgod holdmgs inl lran - thql

: mosﬂv held by the British.

. WITH .PRESIDENT- Elsenhower onl) recently

: inaugurated and Allen Dulles heading the CIA,

American agents decided to move clandestinely,
-pust Mossadegh, and win the shah's gratitude.

" Rooseveit..a grandson of President Tneodore
“Roosevelt, commanded the JOmt CLA-Bntxsh Intei-
‘ligence venture. .

Roosevelt in his conuscated book “Counter-’

.coup.” indicated that agents used three methods of

-operation: They bribed Moslem leaders to remain

~qmet .during the coup, supplied funds from a.
~gigantic safe crammed with rials (currency)" to -

‘pay street demonstrators and used British ties

-with Iran’s army to guarantee that the mnht.ary '

'would back the shah. *:~. 7
. Using the assumed name of James Lochndge,

Roosevelt sneaked into Tehran and paid a mid-~
-night visit to the shah’s villa by hiding under a _

blanket m the back seat of one of tne monarch’ .

hm
Roosevent told the: confused shah that fie Tepres

sent.ed U.S. and British spies. He advised Pahlavi

.‘that President- Eisenhower and Prime Minister.-
~ Winston Churchill would confirm the piot by using -
.~*code phrass" in speeches dehvered in the next ,

24 hours.” Ehii :
CIA operatmg procedure tﬁen was for aJl cablué
‘about the coup to use code names, Rooseveit

~:wrote. The shah was calied KGSAVOY-or “Boy-

‘Scout” and Mossadegh was “‘the old bugger n
Roosevelt's _“‘cryptonym” was RNMAKER. . .

- Other reports indicate that the CIA resorted to |

many techniques later used to overthrow Presx-.
dent Allende of Chile. - !

™~ U.S. funds were paid to newpapers and radlo

stations to promote pro-shah propaganda while
army officers were paid to support the coup and
the American embassy was used to coordinate the
various moves, according to Roosevelt.
Especially important, the US. cut off all”
economic aid to Iran and canceled many trade

agreements which’ caused economic’ difficulties, |

according to another stugent of the coup; Robert
Graham, author of *“Iran: The Illusion of Power.”

CONTINUED
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AS PLANNED, Pahlavi flew first to Bagdad in |

- neighboring Iraq and then to Rome. where he was "
photographed on a three-day shopping binge with '
his then wife, Princess Sora)a Esfandiari. .

" Mobs acting at Massadegh’s direction stormed
through Tehran and tore down statues of the shah.
' Three days later, however, the CIA trxggered the

trap it had so caret‘ully Jaid for the 70-year—old !

.pnme minister. Y ‘

Mobs paid from the money in the Amencan
embassy safe stormed through the bazaar.and !
-occupied government buildings. Colonels and gen- ;
2rals rose up and overpowered the military loyal ;
to Mossadegh and mvxted Pahlavi to retum to his
throne. -

.. Mchammed Reza Shah retumed wzth a venge-

_ance. The boy king was a hardened man, his body
pocked with bullet holes, his mxnd determmed to
seize absolute power. :

He later told Oriana Fallacx, tbe Italun ]oumal-

fist “Believe me. when three quarters of a nation
doesn’t - know how 10 ‘read - or wrlte. .you .can
provide} “for .reforms only by - the " strlctest
authoritarianism—otherwise you get nowhere.”

. And harsh he was. Taking a cue from his CIA
friends, Pahlavi formed his own spy agency, its
initials SAVAK standing for Security. and Intelli-
.gence Organization Iran. . .

- Parviz Sabeti, deputy director of SAVAK mat-
.ter-of-factly told visiting American Joumallsts that
the ‘secret police "operated jails filled with-
‘thousands of prisoners charged wuh bexng “Mar-
“xists and Islamic Marxists.” "

o Iramans-—especxally those h» xng .abroad—told of
.widespread torture in the prisons. The shah denied
ithat he tortured his political prisoners, but admit-
ited that his prisons heid. persons charged thh x
xdeologlcal erimes. - ... e

< .CIA OFFICIALS who ‘worked - closely~ vnthl
"SAVAK ‘in recent 'years acknowledged in inter-
:views that the Iranians were candid about physi-

,cally abusxng thexr pnsoners ; .‘_;),;.‘;.:_:' Farte

" One senior CIA anal) st who mate repeated trips |
to Iran recalled how one SAVAK clnef ‘introduced
him to *“a brave -young SAVAK® captam ”

- The chnef had the captam ‘remove<his- shu.'t to -
‘show the welts and abrasions - an hls baclt and
chat ‘the" CIA. official recalled. s A i

" The man‘had been assigned bySAVAK to ml‘ il--
trate “Marxists’” by posing as ‘a prisener.™‘They
said he was brave because he subjected himself to -
thé same daily beatings as’the- other prlsoners .
got, » the CIA analyst explained. 1o . .

In his years of power, Pahlavi outlawed political f
parties- and consolidated his position by taking -
personal control ot much ot the lrans national .
‘wealth. - N

Recent analyses of the shah’s personal wealth
‘note that he “‘blurred” his personal funds and
_ those of Iran. Especxally important to the shah's
power was the income of the National Iranian Oil
.Company (NIOC), which helped finance SAVAK

~-and the army’s Imoenal Guard. . . =

% 'Swiss. bank ledgers leaked to the press by a
“disaffected member ‘of ‘the shah’s inner circle l
showed that in a single month NIOC deposited $12-'
mlllxon in one-of Pahlaw s pelsonal :accounts.

l

bSh\G IRAN'S WEALTH to buy the: loyalty of
top military officers and finance SAVAK, the shah
-maintained his power during years when ke delib-
‘erately alienated the country s \loslem
: leaders—the mullahs. PERa L

' The shah’s reiorma—such as allowmg women to
‘vote and.taking property away from the Moslem |
. leaders—prompted -several mullah revoits:-The |
. most- violent--occurred in 1963 when its leader;
Ayatollah Khomeini; - staged” riots in three cities
. tbat left 1, 000 Iranians dead or senously injured.
 Khomeini was. arrested in the Iramarrholv city
ol’ Qom in 1963 ;but Pahlavi allowed him to-leave
Iran in 1964. That decision, of course, proved to be
the shah’s undoing. ... - . . ~~_ - SN

. After Khomeini's Revolutionary. Councll selzed
power, the Moslems held a series of religious-
trials which ended in"the execution of an estim- -
_ated 600 persons raxwmg from S&VAK offtcers to
brothel _keepers. . : b

"DU‘RL\G ONE tnal Bahman Nadenpour. plead-
‘ing for his life, confessed to conductmg a senes of
tortures for SAVAK. . ... . prw it

"‘They were not alu. 2ys shot " sald ’Vadenpour'
““Often we would torture them to death. We would
: stick hot iron bars in their noses and eyes. And we .
would tell the coroner to write suicide as thecause
of death.”" .= bira oA
_ At one- pomt the-terrified agent testlfxed that
SAVAK disposed of nine guerrilla leaders by an-;
nouncmg they had. died in an .escape attempt. :.;
- Actually; said Naderipour, *‘We took them out of | !
the jail and put them in a minibus and drove them I
-to the hills.-We had only one submachine gun, an
.Uzl (Israeli made). among us,.so-we took tums {
shootmg therm.”” i
P Nadenpour was executed shortlv after hls tnal. 5

N S

: James Coates is a member of The Tnbunes
'Washmgton bureau. .
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By Barry Rubin:

L 2

. B::-;n'y Rubinisa -Mi'dd;e East special-

ist_and staff associate at Georgetown.

University's Center for Strategic
.International Studies. ... . . ..

and

The United States is helpless in_
dealing with Iran, boasts Radio Teh- -

‘ran, because for America, *‘Politicsis
"nothing but a2 mathematical process:
‘two plus two equals four.” Iran’s
. strength, the broadcast concludes, is
. its unpredictability. Ayatollah

Khomeini plays by his own set of

» _rules. .

These rules are well worth under-
standing in the current crisis. Their

- roots are in Islam, but they are-very
. much a product of Iran’s particular

culture and history. The hostages’.
fate may depend on how rigidly

- Khomeini’s forces stick to this pat-

" best course to guarantee

tern. Factions within the ruling"
group are already arguing over the-
the re-
gime’s survival. N

Politics and religion are insepara-

“ble-in Iran’s national experience.,

Periods of autocratic centralized
government have alternated with
eras of anarchy and disintegration,
while dynastic politics have been
torn by plots and counterplots. The-

. whole world has been interpreted
. from the standpoint of this con-

K]

spiratorial style, while foreigners

"have been hated and feared as poten-

*tial upsetters of the delicate internal

" balance..” -
- Iran’s Shi'a

PN

‘Islam has lived long
periods as a- revolutionary sect
whose bitter and. bloody defeats

“inculcated a preference for martyr-

dom and revenge over ccmpromise.
Shi’ite clerics saw political power as

. a way to implement its programs.

‘The shah was often confronted by a

*charismatic religious leader. The
" imam — a title today bestcwed on

.Khomeini —-would some ¢ay come.

. _asa messiah to save the Taitinl and

fulfill Iran’s destiny. . .

. Politics, so often in practice an

- arena for power struggles, was in

‘theory the stage on which good

“ would battle evil. Foreigners — and
. particularly non-Muslim fore:gaers
- were clearly perceived as beingin

ians expect £
erica geparts

|

. ,m[eIngence and the Pentagon. - -

__Torces of the

. thing in common with:€ommunist

-

1

::the latter camp. Their deviousness

=+ was matched only by their unlimited

3 powers. Khomeini's widely repeated

. slogan that “America is the cause of
; all our troubles™ is no mere cynicai
- exercise — it is a.virtua} articie of

»faith., i o

< e

~ "7'Of course, even paranoids have.

“ ‘enemies, as Henry Kissinger is fond

* of remarking, and Iranian willing- .
I'ness to.credit any. political event o
foreign manipulation is based on a!

long history of real hidden interven-
tions, though Iran never was for-
mally colonized. S
. Nevertheless, this kind of explana-]

tion for events, this xenophobia, .

‘often reaches pathological heights.
When an Iranian mob murdered an
American diplomat who was photo-
graphing a religious ceremony. in
1924, the killing was blamed on se-
cret British machinations. In-the
early 1950s many Iranians believed
that the British had built a pipeline
out of the country to steal Iran's oil.
Khomeini today blames Britain for
harboring former Prime Minister
Shahpur Baktiar — when it is well’
known that he is actually in France.
Khomeini attributes a fundamental-
ist attack on a Mecca mosque to an
American-Zionist conspiracy. Ayatol.:
lah Khalkhali, the revolution's

- hanging judge, descibes President
Carters National Security Adviser
'zmmvxmmm—l——ﬁ'a_s‘zagﬁﬁe t
O ISTam's_destruction and as a

ou the

€ € | Israeli

~ In Khomeint's view, there can be
no real conflicts among honest Ira-
nian Muslints. Islam is the perfect
religion (''100 per cent revolution-
ary,” says the ayatollah) and its;

application to Iran is already in the|
. process of creating the ideal society.

Obviously no reasonable person

" could criticize or rebel against this
just order. So if Kurds or-Arabs re-

"volt, demanding autonomy, if
wom=n demonstrate for equal rights

ot if Teftists attack Islamic rule they i
canon ¢ motivated by the satani
I i heCIA ana.lge American

embassy. The technique has some-

practices but in Iran, of course, it is
also applied to the Marxists. Asked

-the difference between the pro-Mos-

A€ Al

l

ngel

wM

cow Communist party and new-left:
groups like thé Fedayeen i-Khalgq, |
Khomeini’s top aides explain: The.
former is controlled by the British; |
thelatter is an American {ront. !
" Since all dissent is a betrayal of '

1 : Tran and Islam, moderates face a dif- ;

ficult situation. For examnle, anyone :
— no matter how exalted %is 0si-!
pmwmm%’ﬁef
, ou S
.orteing Jabeled a CIA ageat. Ayatol-
all_ - Sharl at- 2
clerical democrat with his own base
of support, - complains "~ about
Khomeim, "Aniyone wRo criticizes is |
called a counter-revolutionary .-. .
 WhHere "View 1L 15 the man ;
who does not listen to criticism who-
is the -counter-revolutionary.” !
Liberal politicians like the recently | .

' resigned Prime Minister Mehdi

Bazargan are caught in'a “Catch 22"
paradox: If you say that 2 and 2"
makes 4,” Bazargan mouras, “he says |
you are satanical.” S }

Iranians thought their troubles !
were over when the shah left. As a -
classic Persian poem puts it, “When -

‘the demon departs the angel shall

enter.” But the revolution’s victory |
was only the beginning of hard :
work, Bazargan told them, and he-

tirelessly explained that disruptions .
inevitably arose from the revolu-
tionary process itself. The-solution :
was to concentrate on a constructive

program to reform the bureaucracy, -

1o cope with unemployment, and to -
.rebuild-industry, agriculture-and-’
_banking. Yet real power remained in .

"Khomeini’s hands and: the politi- |

cian’s patient lectures could hardly |

"compete-with the ayatoilah’s dema-i

gogy. Frustration finally drove
Bazargan-from office; the embassy
takeover was the last straw. - - 37
Khomeini was not interested in '
the mundane tasks set out by his.
secular-oriented prime minister: His
sights were set far higher. The revo-!
lution was an end in itself — a cru-:
sade for good against evil. What was '
neaeded was a permanent cultural-:
revolution, and since he and his sup-,
porters stood-for the good, they:
could gather all powerin their;
hands without becoming dictators. !
Was the Prophet Muhammad a dicta-
tor? he asked. - . . : i

@ONTINUEY
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Americans see revolution as a re-
sponse to material suffering, but this
is not Khomeini's definition: The,
revolution was spiritual and euly |
“spiritual purity —~ not economicy —
can save Iran. “l do not accept,” the:
imam says, “that any prudent indi-
vidual ‘can believe that the purpnse
of all these sacrifices was to have
less expensive melors; that we sacri-
ficed our young men to have less
expensive housing. . :--No one
would give his life for better agrical-
tui.e-n» . l . :._ :.‘}.,_‘: e .’A"- "“,;
-~ Aslong as most Iraniansagree, the
sorry state of the-economy is un-
likely to bring dewn his regime.-
“Dignity is better than-full bellies,”
intones Radio Tehran: Indeed, but
the time wilisnofy-come when some
Khomeirists wili argue that Iran can
have both. These men are the politi-
cians and technocrats who have
climbed to power with Khomeini
and who are nowrbeing asked to run i
Iran. - e Tt
" It is easy enovgir for Khomeini tol
welcome the devarmre of thousands
of skilled professtonals and techni: |
cians daily, fleeing purges and insta-
bility. “Let thesezmoribund brains,
drain away,” he trxinpets. “These "
. brains have worked for the.aliens.”"
The modern sections of the Iranian
middle class, Khameint argues, are
merely a source-of troubie. They ;
question Islam and-act as agentsof ¢
Western~'thoughtis] |
“The modern séctions of the Iranian |
middie class, Khomeini argues, are
merely a source of trouble. They
question Islam and-act as agents of
Western thought, imperialism’'s .
trojan norse. They demand freedom,
vhich to Khomeini means ethical !
corruption, taverns, prostitution ¢
and coeducational swimming, “Iree- |
dom designed for us by the West, |
rather than a freedom planned by ;.
us.” Some day soon, however, those

doctors, professors and engineers ;. .’

will be missed. - ) |

The Real Enemy —7

As Bazargan has noted, Khomeini,
has not been able to transfer his role!
from anti-establishment rebel to,
leacer of the new order. This doesi
not mean, however, that his reign is|
doomed and that Iranians will soon:
be tearing up his picture. He may die /|

I

in a few years, his charisma intact. -

and leaving Iran as dizzy as Uganda'

after Idi Amin. It is equally possible ;

that he will listén to some cf his
advisers who want the revolution to

be only the pretude for Implement- ' I LD, ; ) .
. yoae , an ls.amic |~ Islamic ideas into practice, prefer- |
ing their blueprints for an Lsiamic > ring success to:another glorious de- '

For the moment, the occu;ia!mri of . feat, that they seek some face-saving ;

the American embassy i3 no aberra- .
tion. It is phase two of the revolu-- -
tion. Of course, he wants the shak'~
back for trial; but the shah isonly an -

society and economy. ..

agent. .. .. ‘

¢

" siqn may. become-a sel

LA as,

- America is the real enemy. “Iran -
was in.turn enslaved by Britain and

then America,” says Khomeini, and-
America is the embodiment of total

evil. Even the shah'’s repression of-

demonstrations.-last year is-called a ;
“mass slaughter committed by~

Americans.” Fundamentally, the
diplomats are not hostages because
the ayatollah believes them “spies”
in the usual sense of the word, but :
because he and his followers deem |

them the true former rulersof Iran.. . .

Those who have long followed or

participated -in U.S.-Iran relations..|’

can only respong to such assertions
with bitter laughter. American
influence over the shah was always
quite limited. After all, he was the
man who engineered his.own de-
tente with the Russians, and he was |
the man who succeeded in national-

izing Iran’s oil production. “You |

have the resources and mines,”
‘preaches Khomeini's ally, Ayatollah

Montazeri. “You do not need the
United States. The United States
needs you, oh Muslims.” The shah
learned that lesson long ago. - .

- And so the Iranian students
dredge up their pitiful evidence
from the embassy archives. The nor-
mal information collection job of an

embassy — gathering data on lead- |’

ers, political groups and problems —
is flourished as proof positive of the

great conspiracy. Even the embas- | states of the Persian Guif into an

5y’s direct telephone and telex.links
with the United States are offered as |
evidence of subversion.. . - el
ADirtySecret.. .- AR
Yet this whole operation, in addi-
tion to rationalizing the complaints
of the Kurds and the Muslims and
the threat from.the Marxis:s, is sub-
conciously aimed at concealing the-
dirty little secret of the Iranian revo-
lution. Even in comparison to what
goes on in far fiercer dictatorships,
-the opposition to thesiak's-rule was
Jinfinitesimal. Almost everyéne.col-

e - vz

-of the students who demoastrated
abroad came home to. take geod jobs

- in the governrient. Like the Ger-
mans after Hitler < the French after
the occupation, they, must find alter-
-nate explanations for their behav-
ior: It wasn't us, it was the shah and ,

- it wasn’t even the shah! It was the

.Americans!- ;. ER a
_The pragmatistsin Khomeini's en-
tourage are believers in all of these
‘principles. They are no more moder- |
ate and no less anti-American than

" .their compatriots..It is precisely be- |

" cause they want power to put their

solution. Foreign entanglements |
“threaten their: isolationist. program.
Rhetoric about American subver-

- ;o ar.mmes

i

o

! Koran was written in Arabic, and
} God destined the Arabs to play a van-
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-Foreign/Finance Minister Abul

. Hassan Bani Sadr’s critique of the-

kidnappings is the most articulate
expression of this view. By demon-
-strating .“that violence pays,” he
warns, the embassy takeover may !
lead to armed confrontations be- '

.. tween Khomeinist.factions. *The ab-~ ;

.. sence of a strong central govern-
ment and the spread of anarchy.will
eventually undermine _ Imam
Khomeini's- authority, too. It-is-
impossible to govern a couatry with<
'-permanent popuiar spontaneity.”.
Not a Diversion ;

" Here is an extremely important
point: It is misleading to think that
the Khomeinists are orchestrating
the embassy takeover to distract Ira-
nians from other prcblems. Rather,
it is precisely because these other
problems have not yet reached a
crisis point that Iran can afford to be
preoccupied with such an unproduc-
tive stand-off. As new problems
gradually provide distractions, Teh-
ran may find it more difficult to
maintain such an aggressive pos-
ture. ‘ ‘

- .Iran’s real foreign conflict lies
with Iraq, not America. Baghdad, got
the CIA, has been the main foreizn
sponsor for Arab and kurdish insur-
§enc1es. Iraq also seized the strategic

att al-Arab River on the border
and is seeking to unite the Arab

anti-Iranian alliance. Unimpressed
by Khomeini's claims, Iraq's Presi-
dent Saddam Hussein replies, “The

guard role in Islam.” Iran'’s shattered,
. army could not stand up to any Iraqi
.,encroachment. - ' *" -
;- No matter~what happens, how-
*'ever; U.S-Iranian relations will re-
- main bleak for a long time. Tehran's
:break with the past is as sharp as
_'tharexperienced by the Arab world
in the 1950s, and the West has still
. not completely bridged that gap
Lafter 20 years. Short of a bloody mili-
[ tary intervention, Washington today
: has.few sticks to use against Iran
*-and Khomeini is hardly likely to ac-
cept — or to be offered — any
-carrots:” . S T
After all, the catch is not merely
‘that America and Iran. are playing
~different games with different sets
of rules. The problem is that Ayatol-
~lah Khomeini is using over 40
[Americans as pawnson his board. -

f-fulfilling
prophecy. - e U
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|

'sal of roles has taken place

.should only be-undertaken,

Tran, Carter and

President Carter's warn- !
ing to the ayatollah emerged
from intense debate that
was only settled when’
Khomeini’s threat to try the
hostages tipped the scales.

The available military op-
tions seem all so counterpro--
ductive for the long-term
interests of the US. and its
allies that a revealing rever-

4

behind the doors of the
White House situation room.
Advisers typed as hard-line
have been consistent in
warning that military action

as a last, desperate resort, if
hostages are harmed. :

But some of Carter’s po-
litical aides, normally cast

as doves in policy discus- |

sions, have been pressing
for a show of force in the
hope that some replay of the
Mayaguez scenario can be
brought off. In these tense.
discussions, national se-
curity adviser Zbigniew
Brzezinski has been in the
middle, calming *“sopho-
moric activists” on the
president’s staff and press-
ing the State Department to
make more vigerous pro-
tests against the Soviet-con-
trolled broadcasts.that have |

been inciting the Iranian

mobs. o
One activist proposal has

been to drop American para-

troopers-on three Iranian is-.

lands in the Persian Gulf to

hold them against release of -

the hostages. The price
would have been a loss of
world support for the
.American position and a
propaganda field day for the

. Soviets. - .
Some Carter aides not di-
rectly involved in the man-
“agement of the crisis are

trying to think through the-

_choices that lie ahead when:
_and if the hostages are

_freed. With opinion more.

unified throughout. the
-country than it has been
. since the early ‘60s, they see
a golden opportunity for:
Carter to seize the leader-
ship of this newly discov-
_ered sense of national iden-
tity. :
Now that Americans have
at last begun to awake from
‘the - long, debilitating
trauma of Vietnam, the
problem is how to focus this
new spirit of national pur-
pose on the real priorities,
while avoiding pointless

‘acts of vengeance- against -

the Khomeini regime that
will play into Soviet hands.
- The complex and multi—~
faced Soviet offensive to-
ward the Persian Gulf is
seen as the main danger.
The Russians know they
will have the West by the
' throat, if they can gain con-
trol of the Middle East oil
spigot. - S .
., . By pouring fuek on the

.US.Iranian relations. Hop-
:ing to provoke a permanent

‘Khomeini regime, which
“they deeply distrust for its"

THE WASHINGTON STAR (GREEN LINE)
26 November 1979

a

a revival of national pride |

blazing passions of the Ira-|
nian mobs through their in-
flammatory broadcasts, the
Russians have been trying
to force a complete break in

cut-off of all trade with the
U.S., the Soviets are seeking
to isolate and weaken the

religiously motivated anti-
communism. -~ . -
Simultaneously in north-
ern. Iran the Soviets have
officially espoused the cause-
of -Kurdish autonomy and*
covertly support the Marxist
oriented Kurdish® Demo-
cratic. Party. American
columnists who urge U.S.
aid to Kurdish independ-
ence should realize that an
‘ethnically divided Iran is-
likely to relapse into the
chaos that will give the:
Communist Tudeh party its
best chance of coming to
power. :

-~ Across the Persian Gulf
‘on the Arabian Peninsula,
the Soviets have pulled off a
»little noted master stroke..
They negotiated a large;
grant of military equipment
to the North Yemen regime,
to which last spring the Car-
ter administration rushed
American arms to rescue it
‘from a Soviet-sponsored at-
tack by South Yemen. )

- up the peninsula to the con-
© " Carter is ur.ged b& some

. agreeing to the S per cent in-
crease in the defense budget

. the Soviet advance. .

_ . The North Yemenis will

- e

\

|

now be more dependent on |
Russian arms and advisers.!

. With their solid base in'!
- South Yemen guaranteed by

a new treaty and thousands
-of advisers, the Soviets are
-extending their influence

sternation of Saudi Arabia
and Oman.

advisers to respond-to this
multi-pronged threat by

called for by Sen. Sam Nunn,

D-Ga, basis of the lat-
oviet |

.military spending in thej
ext aecage these ~aides

n
alculate that Carters cur-

|

Jently proposed increase In'

our milit budget of 3 per

Ccent a year w 'IlgTe"Ta € %E"‘e L
5. spending half as much

ear period. B E |
As new mobility is built’
‘into ‘American forces by
budget increases, the need !

for joint contingency plan-i

* ning with Saudi Arabia and.

Oman 'is seen as urgent and
more likely to be acceptable:
to the Arabs in the face of’

‘Through measures such
as these Carter has an oppor-
tunity to rally behind him'
an aroused American elec-:
torate. He has the chance.to:
pre-empt Reagan on the:

" right and to isolate Kennedy
‘ontheleft. . .;_ |

Carter are not sure that he
can free himself from the
grip of past illusions in time"

. But even aides close to |
|

to fmaks this choice...
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PERISCOPE __ —

THE MEN BEHIND THE OCCUPATION

European intelligence sources believe some of those who seized the r
U.S. Embassy in Teheran are not “students” but Marxist Fedayeen
leaders. Working from pictures of the men who still hold 49
Americans hce#age, these sources think they recognize well-trained
Fedayeen vefeRtrg of last winter’s revolution against the Shah.
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Ayatollah Portrait:
Iron-Willed Fanatic

Proud. Revengeful. Suspicious.
Stubborn. Filled with a rage that
only an elderly, self-centered reli-
gious fanatic can engender.

That is the psychological portrait
of Iran’s Ayatollah Khomeini as
painted by American _intelligence
experts seeking some way to deal
with' the man who holds the future
of the U.S. diplomats in his hands.

President Carter has studied at
least three such Khomeini profiles
in an effort to learn what makes the
Iranian religious leader tick. Among
the findings—

Spirit of revenge. An absolutist
Shiite Moslem and a proud Iranian
nationalist, the 79-year-old Ayatol-
lah still burns with anger over being
forced to spend 15 years in exile for
protesting the Shah’s rule and Iran’s
close connection with the United
States.

He is obsessed with what he views
as the Shah’s treason and with U.S.
impact on Iran’s history and cus-
toms. His goal is to purge his nation
of decadent Western ways.

Above all, the spirit of revenge
runs deep within Khomeini. Says
one American authority: “The Aya-
tollah is a man with a great deal of
hate in his heart.”

Adding to Khomeini's hatred of
the Shah is the mysterious death in
Iraq in 1977 of Mustafa, the elder of
his two sons. Although Mustafa -was
listed as dying of natural causes,
many Iranians believe that he was,
in fact, murdered by secret agents
of the Shah.

The Ayatollah views the world in
black and white. One is either for
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him or against him. There is no mid-
dle ground. Believing that he is di-
vinely inspired, Khomeini is certain
he knows God'’s will and sees no rea-
son to negotiate or compromise.
When things do not go as he ex-
pects, he blames a satanic plot. !

He has a will of iron. Just as he is |
resolved to force the Shah to face
Shiite justice in Iran, he is deter-
mined that Iran conform to the stark
moral codes and harsh penalties of
Shiite doctrine.

Most interviewers have found the
Ayatollah to be a taciturn, enigmatic
man. He sits with eyes half shut, giv-
ing monosyllabic answers or saying
nothing at all. It is as if he were only
tolerating the visitor because some-
one close to him told him to do so.

But he cannot be intimidated, and
he cares little about what the out-
side world thinks of him.

.I.n_w.%_i&egrﬂ_wﬂrs_“ point out
that the Shiites are influenced
strongly by oriental mysticism and
authoritarianism and emphasize °
martyrdom. The Ayatollah himself
has proclaimed: “We welcome any
opportunity for sacrificing our
blood. Our nation looks forward to
an opportunity for self-sacrifice and
martyrdom.”

Analysts speculate that Khomeini
may himself be seeking some sort of
martyrdom as final proof of his spiri-
tual credentials. In the view. of .
some, he could also be suffering
from a degree of age-related mental
degeneration. )

Behind takeover. Khomeini is
perceived as being a generalist who
is politically naive and does not like
to deal in details. This leads to confu-
sion among his followers and con-
vinces at least one analyst that he
may not always know what his fol-
lowers are doing in his name.

But few intelligence ex- ‘
. perts doubt that the Ayatol- |

lah inspired the takeover of '

the U.S. Embassy because his '
revolution was waning and |
needed an infusion of emo-
tion. There is agreement that
he could end the siege any |
time he wishes. ?
Before that happens, in the .
view of Americans who have
studied him, the Ayatollah
must be convinced that his
actions are injuring the Irani-
an people. He regards them
as his children and might re- -
_spond in a more reasoned
way if convinced that their
future was threatened. :

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501300001-2



Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R0005013
; 00001-
ARTICLE APPEARED - - U.S. NEWS & WORLD REPORT 0012

‘ON PAGE__22= 3 December 1979

Washington Whispers,

t
President Carter has speant hours read-
ing intelligence reports that paint a
psychological profile of Iran’s Ayatol-
lah Khomeini as “irrational but very
crafty,” with “a mind affected by
age.” Still, advisers grumble: “None
of the reports tell you what 10 do.”

B ]

A secret CIA study on the quality of
intelligence flowing out of Iran be-
fore the takeover of the U.S. Embas- .
sy in Teheran found the embassy it-
self was a major source of
misinformation. The diplomars had |
predicted U.S.-Iranian relatioas
would soon improve and that a stron-
ger American presence would be :
welcomed. —_—— i
* *
In the view of U.S. intelligeace offi-
" cials, the nearly simultaneous artacks
by Pakistani mobs on American ia-
stallations throughout the country—
the embassy, a consulate, library and
cultural center—appeared too closely
coordinated to be blamed simply on
spontaneous responses to rumors
about U.S. involvement in the siege
at Mecca. -\
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merica

Khomeini’s tirades spur outbreaks of mob hysteria—and bloodshed

he rancorous quarrel between the "
;;,i US. and Iran darkened and ex- !
3 panded last week into an ever
more perilous confrontation:
From the U.S. came a warning of mil-
itary force, from Iran an appeal to mob vi-
olence. Such violence broke out from Tur-
key to India, most seriously in Pakistan,
where the first American blood was shed.
And by this time Iran’s fire-eating Ay-
atullah Ruhollah Khomeini had become
so extreme, so demagogic, S0 streaked
with irrationality that serious diplomats
wondered how the breach could be re-
paired. “This is not a struggie between
the United States and Iran,” Khomeini
declared. “It is a struggle between Islam
and the infidels.” He iepeatedly threat-
.ened that the 49 American hostages held
in the captured U.S. embassy in Tehran
would be tried as spies, and possibly ex-
ecuted, if the U.S. does not send back the
deposed Shah Mohammed Reza Pahlavi |
from the hospital in New York City.

The White House, supported by wide-
spread American indignation against the
Iranians, responded with a warning that
“the consequences of harm to any single
hostage will be extremely grave.” Pres-
ident Carter backed up that warning by
ordering the 80,000-ton carrier Kirty
Hawk and five escorting warships to speed
from Subic Bay in the Philippines to re-
inforce the carrier AMidway and twelve
other ships already in the Persian Guif
area. Until last week, the White House
had emphatically ruled out all talk of us-
ing military force against Iran; now it just
as emphatically warned that while it was
seeking a peaceful settiement it had “oth-
er remedies available.”

“Why should we be afraid?” jeered
Khomeini. “We consider martyrdom a
great honor.”

Khomeini’s mﬂammatory rhetoric
played a major part in the wave of Mus-

lim fanaticism and anti-American vios

lence that swept far beyond iran. In Saudi !
Arabia, possessor of the world’s greatest '
reserves of oil and American dollars, a

band of extreme religious zealots seized f
the Sacred Mosque in Mecca, the holiest | ‘
shrine in all Islam (see WORLD). In Pak-

istan, a mob enraged by radio reports
claiming that the U.S. !iad.inspired the at-
tack on the Mecca mosque stormed and |
set fire to the U.S. embassy. They left the
modernistic, 30-acre compeund a gutted |
ruin. Two Americans were kiiled; 90 oth-
ers were rescued after seven houss of hor- !
ror (see following pages). Angry crowds ;

also threw rocks through the windows of
“a U.S. consulate in Izmir, Turkey; anoth-
er crowd chanted “Down with American
imperialism!” outside the American em-

bassy in Dacca, Bangladesh; demonstra- !

tors in Calcutta stoned the U.S. consul-
ate and burned President Carter in effigy.
Khomeini’s reaction to the embassy at-
tack in Pakistan was “great joy” and a
call for all Muslims to join in an uprising
against Western influence.

Indeed, even while the Pakistani at-i'

tack was going on, Khomeini’s office
made a statement over Iranian radio
blaming the Mecca violence on “criminal
US. imperialism.” It added: “The Mus-
lims must . . . expect this kind of dirty act
by American imperialism and interna-
tional Zionism.” There was not a shred
of evidence for the accusation, and US.

State Department Spokesman Hodding :

Carter promptly des¢ribed it as an “out-
right, knowing lie.” Indeed, the assailants
were fundamentalist Muslims whose op- |
position to all Western influence is sim-
ilar to Khomeini’s archaic views. But
though the U.S. has no quarrel with Is-
lam, the report of US. complicity was
widely believed in Islamic countries.

For the U.S. the immediate issue re-
mained the 49 hostages in Tehran. Con-/
cern about their fate far overshadowed

any relief about the return of the 13 hos-
tages—five white women and eight black
men—who were freed by their captors’
and who made it home for Thanksgiving
dinner. As the 13 stepped off the C-135
military jet that brought them into An-i
drews Air Force Base outside Washing-!
ton, dozens of relatives who had been
flown there from all over the country.
rushed to embrace them. But the official
welcoming could not be jubilant. Said Sec-
retary of State Cyrus Vance: “Our relief
that you are safe is muted by our concern
for your colleagues who remain.” A day
later, White House Press Spokesman Jody
Powell announced after Carter conferred |
with his top aides at Camp David: “The
last American hostage is just as impor- ;
tant to us as the first.” :
Khomeini’s original threat against the
49 was conditional: “If Carter does not re- |
turn the Shabh, it is possible that the hos-
tages may be put on trial,” but his m--
tentions seemed clear. The prisoners, '
Khomeini said, were not diplomats but '
people “whose acts of espion: have f
been proved on the basis of evidence.” If

the hostages are tried, he added, “Carter .

knows what will happen.” Iran’s Deputy

Chief Islamic Prosecutor Hassan Ghaf~
farpour was expucxt If the hostages are
found guilty of espionage, he said, they
would be "executed by hirnin uaa." |

'The trials presumably would be held|
before an Islamic revolutionary court.:
Like many other acts in the Muslim:
world, the proceedings there begin with!
a prayer: “In the name of God, the com-:
passionate, the merciful.” But compassion:
and mercy have scarcely been noticeable:
in Iran’s revolutionary trials. They are:
often held at night, and the accused:
have never yet been represented by a:
defense attorney. They may speak in
their own behalf, but members of the:
audience also may, and frequently do,:
step forward to add accusations of their
own to those presented by the pros-
ecutor. When the sentence of death is!
pronounced, as it has been this year:
against more than 600 Iranians ac-!
cused as officials and agents of the
Shah, it is usually carried out within
hours.

l

M t is possible that any Americans .
2 found guilty would be sentenced to
B4 prison rather than executed, or per- ;
" haps simply expelled. But the
chances are that only some lower-lev-
el.employees would be acquitted. To :
Western reporters. Deputy Prosecutor
aftarpour last week de ie-
nage as “the gathering of information :
for use in hostile operations. military, -
Economic, pontical and psychological, |
etc., against the Islamic community.” :
T HEt is broad enough to cover nearly !
all the intelligence-gathering functions:
that just about every major embassy in
the world carries out. '
The students holding the Tehran em-.
bassy last week provided some ominous "
indications of the kind of “evidence” that
might be produced against the Ameri-:
cans. In a courtyard decorated with por-
traits of Khomeini, students chanting “A/-
lahu Akbar!” (God is great!) publicly
interrogated in two groups the 13 hostages.
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Walsh was quizzed about embassy cor-
respondence with Shahpour Bakhtiar, the
Shah's last Prime Minister, who is now
in exile in France. Bakhtiar asked for ma-
terial support and inteiligence on events
in Iran; the embassy denied his request,
Bt expressed a wish 10 | maintain tne di-
alogue. As the chants continued, walsh
said the exchange was “not normal em-
bassy correspondence,” though it seemed
quite normal to Western diplomats in

.the crowd. The questioners implied

:that the U.S. was helping Bakhtiar en-

icourage separatist movements.

' ' The students also asked pointed
questions about millions of dollars in
counterfeit American greenbacks,
deutsche marks and Iranian rials that
had beer: found in the embassy. They
had been brought there by an Irani-
an, and the embassy apparently was
trying to track down the counterfeiters.
Student interrogators implied that the
embassy had been attempting to un-
dermine the Iranian economy. “Oh
heavens, we weren’t involved!” ex-
claimed Walsh. The English-language Ten Americans being questioned by captors and reporters in Iranian capital before release

I;hgﬂmf’&?}lg:? ;;hyel;;sgrzag:segﬁ Said the White House: “The last hostage is just as important to us as the first.” !

VEAL “PLOT” TO HIT IRAN’S ECONOMY.
Could any of the hostages actually
be CIA employees? The USS. is saying , _— , ,
absolutely nothing about that possibil- " = B~ . f . r'—""l Con
ity, but all major countries do have in- |. - e & e 3 R
telligence agency personnel that work i . yep < !
out of their embassies. It is a world-
wide practice, as the Iranians know.
Trials of any of the hostages would be

an absolute violation of international lan
Accredited diplomats have immunity:
against being tried by the host country.!
If they are suspected of espionage, the nor-
mal procedure is to declare them persona
non grata (unwelcome) and order them
to leave the country.

President Carter, who has put aside
almost all other business to concentrate
on the Iranian crisis, was in a state of
fury. He took care not to let it show in pub-
lic, but he did not conceal it from his aides.
“He’s in an ice-cold rage.” reported one.
“That look in his eyes can just chill you
solid.” Carter reacted to the first threats
of spy trials for the hostages by autho-

,f -

rizing Press Secretary Powell to release a | z ‘ R - 3 o = , i
statement asserting that “worldwide out-! i T, . TR POR, o rtencionn]
rage ... would be greatly heighten > Meeting Carter: Tumer, Brown, Jones, Mondale, Brzezinski, Vance :

Then he received a full CIA translation of 1‘ Rewriting a sentence to make clear the U.S. can use force. |

Ayatullah Khomeini's speech, which in- !
clided an incrediole taunt. The President, |
said Khomeini, “knows that he is beat- i
ing an empty drum. Carter does not !
have the guts to engage in a military |
operation.” : |

EXCERPT

t
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THE HOUNTING WAR

" Administration officials maintained that |

the intelligence duties of the Teheran em- |

NERVES

TreTeTIrYY

R

bassy had been cut back after the revolution
that overthrew the Shah last February,
precisely to avoid espionage charges from
the suspicious new Islamic regime. One
official said tlatly that no agents of the
Central Intelligence Agency or the Defense
Intelligence Agency were assigned to Tehe-
ran at the time of the take-over. “You
couldn’t find an embassy that could be
accused of espionage with less factual basis
than this one,” he insisted.

THEMOUNTAIN: Back at Camp David, Car-|
ter made something of a show out of his:
stratéegy talks with top advisers. He sum-:
moned Vice President Walter Mondale, :
Secretary Vance, national-security adviser'
Zbigniew Brzezinski, CIA chief Stansfield
Turner and Joint Chiefs of Staff chairman
Gen. David Jones, and for only the second.
time in his Presidency he allowed news.
photographers into Camp David. After
coming down from the mountain, Defense
Secretary Harold Brown ordered an indefi-:
nite suspension of flight training for 236
Iranian pilots in the U.S. He also directed
that they be allowed to continue classroom
studies—evidently to discourage the train-’
ees from returning to Iran to practice their
skills against the'U.S. 3

EXCERPTS
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-SALT 1T will go over:to 1980—but the

-wish I could bottle™ the apparent national

" the hostages are still held: -~

BALTIMORE SUN
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CrisisinIran|
could affect

oukington Bereouof TheSkn .~ .
Washington—The Iranian- crisis
confirmed administration estimacas that

White House belisves a-“reasonably satis-
‘end to the:crisis willimpron

uo,d Cm, htiw.  § m-
and chief strategist in selling the strategic
arms limitation treaty, said yesterday “I

and legislative unity created by the hold-
ing of U.S. bostages in Tehran. -
That mood could brighten prospects for
SALT II as well as for increased arms
spending, he maintained. He said the ad-
ministration’s. proposals. for synthetic
fuels and for an energy mobilization board
already had picked up additional congres-;
sional votes because of the Iran situation.
Mr. Cutler said consideration of the
windfall profits tax bill probably would’]
take another week or longer. Then the
strategic arms debate would take three or-
four weeks, according to Senator Robert -
C. Byrd (D, W.Va.), the majority leader.
There has been no decision 30 far on
whether to delay submission of the treaty:
to the Senate because of the hostage situa-
tion, he weat on. The question is whether
the matter would get full attention while-

" game still to be play

. votes necessary for approval..

" that some “killer amendments’.could

" to push for passage as soon as possible o -
* to delay avote.. . .

But there is. no doubt now that the
treaty vots will come next year, Mr. Cut--
ler said to reporters at breakfast. :

“1¢ Iran works out reasonably satisfac-
torily, it could help SALT. . . . But if we
should somebow get crossways with the
Soviet Union on it, it could complicate
matters,” he axplained..-

" The Washington lawyer, who took over
SALT guidance duty this summer and be-
came the Presideat’s counsel Sepiember
1, said he bad the impression that receatly
the Soviet side has “behaved correctly” in
the Iran situation. Earlier strident anti-
American broadcasts from within the
Soviet. Union have becoms “much more -
moderate”, besaid.. -. - . -, -
"~ The.arms treaty: is “very much x ball -
T o
8 -to: questions
v%ot:”nm t He said he ,
favored going ahead with it, even though .
the administration is not.assured of-the:

. He pointed out that if the treaty were
. rejected, it could be brought up again and
" again-in later efforts at passage. -

There are about 10 senators who can-
not be counted on either side until the
_vommmt,hcuﬁmtad.lthpuﬁhlo

‘threaten the _treaty’s substance. suffi--
ciently to bring up the question of whether-

- Ct e o
Mr. Cutler’s optimism that the Iran-
crisis could help SALT IIprospects was:
based on his belief that the hostage situa-
tion assured move congressional support
for higher-arms spending. Some senators
‘have conditioned their possible- votes for |
the treaty: on a parallel commitment to
boosting military strength to deal with
~“Third-World situations™ comparable. to-
thatin Iran. X, -
3¢ The-_situation..there, “has . probably.
,cleared. our minds,”.be said. “Americans.
"always respond- better to. crisis.thas to.
5- OF 10-YOAT SSO0R."... 1 narimmmaidion
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Our Oplmonﬁs,

SALT II. Phase II[

. ~w¢¢g~-

< he Senate Forelgn Relations Committee-":

has approved SALT: Il and it now goucw v‘nusulu (SLBM’s) because haif the boats are
to the ﬂoor The nation approuchn c,g’

arful t
“cf:fearly x?c%%?atxbh with UE‘S..

‘i
analyzed by examining the destrtctive. power
allowed each of the parties. SALT II counts
the wrong things — strategic hnnchers rather
than warheads. . ...-- .

Under its terms, the numbor o! launchm
allowed (2,400 now; 2,250 later)-is equal. cer-

Saviet Union would retain 308 heavy ballistic - -
missiles. The United States ‘has none: Th&
-USSR would be allowed to deploy 4, 6 and 10
warheads aboard each’ of its SS17’s, SS19%s, .

muitiple independently-targetable - reentry -
vehicles (MIRV’s). It would make it impossi- -
ble for America to have more than 550 inter-
continental ballistic missiles- (ICBM’s) that-
are MIRV'd by 1985 when the traaty expu-es.
But Russia will have 820. - -

- Russia’s firepowcr advantage 'u starkly ‘

Other factors have destro% altemahvc
~" means- to chec? compliance. - slectronic:

apparent. ) A SR

If there is a strategxc arms race, .the- Umted
‘States hasn’t engaged in it for.the past seven .
“years. The Soviet- Union. modernizes- and

renmslaOto2OOICBMsdocayoar Thef-*

U.S.  builds- none...In 1972;, the: USSR. had..:

1,600 nuclear warheads for.its ICBM’ *the._.,--:

U.S. had 2,154. In: the early 1980’s, the USSR -
will have between 6,500-and 9,200 warheads. -
The U.S. would stilk have th&wne old 2,154
Some arms race. ,--; AR Al T

Liberals argue- that. if- exther»country can
destroy the cities and economy-of the ot.her‘

Sometime during the 1980’s, the USSR will -

The merits of an arms- trutrmbat:"g"
> ea's’ strategic weaponry, the Soviet Union
‘would require- only ‘one-fifth to- .one-third. of

; would he submit to atonnc blacknm} to save
tainly. But the aggregate firepower is not. The

““an agonizing situation. And’ yet. SALT II{

-and SS18’s,. respectively. The- United States .- ** cosmic dilemma.

could -put only three warheads aboard its ~ "“'

_-There is no provision in it for on-site inspeo-

. their photographs. Yet the USSR has demon-.
.. strated that it can blind and: destroyAmm
" can. satellites. Of course Moscow-. offers a

i+ falled for several years to detect the presencs
"+ of ‘& full Soviet army brigade in Cuba, & pid-;
‘dhgx 90 miles from American shores.... .. : ,f

';..,_agreement. But just the few-cited above
with 10-warheads, it doesn’t matter that the °
enemy has 100. This is absolutely not true. - _ :vote-against ratification — except, perhaps,
~+-for those individuals who have been totally
have the capability of destroying 90 percent of - -

America’s land-based ICBM’s in a first strike,

4210 Loremiem. e

“plus half the submarine-launched ballistics

mportfotroﬁtatanytmc phnBOporcont
mwmmmwmm
notonalortandthenfononthcgrmmd.

To achieve:the mass destructiowot Amon ;

. its MIRV'd missiles. Would a president of the
Umtod States, so stripped of his-nuclear force, -
““elect to fire. a weak retaliatory volley:. . . or

_America’s cities? - I
" *No presxdent should ever be phud in such

'would effectively set the stagg for-just such s
. At 7‘,:' !“' u‘ﬂ\- e

Verification is the-most serious issue of ail.

If compliance can’t. be verified, the. treaty is

meaningless. And this treaty can’t be-verified.

tion. The nations are to rely on satellites and’

listen:

or the'Iln

ce-gathe
* tem, which has been rendered so. meéectlve it

“There are many other reasons to-reject the |

-should persuade any conscientious senator to

‘mesmerized by the inane idea that even an
anti-U.S: truty is better than no treaty atall.
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SAN DIEGO UNION
15 November 1979

* Siill A Bad Bargain

. The dovish Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee has marched
obediently to the Carter adminis-
tration’s drum, recommending
ratification of the SALT II treaty
after protecting it from any
amendment that would annoy
the Soviet Union. In doing so, the
committee” alienated several
moderates and the final vote on
the treaty was 96, less thana
two-thirds majority and hardly a
resounding endorsement of
SALT II'5 terms.

1i the Carter administcation

pursues the same- all-or-nothing
strategy on the Senate floor, it
may win the battles over amend-
ments only to find itself without
the minimum 67 votes required
e ratification.

As for the treaty itself, all of
its. least defensible. provisions
are fully intact, thanks to the
dominant Frank Church-George
McGovern wing of the Foreign
Relations Committee.

The Soviets' growing fleet of
supersonic Backfire bombers re-
mains exemat from treaty limits
despite the recent testimony of a
senior Defense Intelligence

Agency official that this aircraft .
is capabie of reaching “virtually

all targets in the United States”

without refueling. The commit-

tee’s rejection of an amendment
requiring that the Backfires be
counted toward SALT limits also
coutradicts the unanimous view
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

-No matter, the Carter adminis-
tration and the Kremlin are as
one in insisting that any change
in treaty terms constitutes a
“killer amendment" that would
wreck SALT [T and vastly dimin-

ish, if not preclude, chances for
further Soviet-American arms
negotiations.

The committee resisted even
stronger pressure for an amend-
ment granting the United States
the right to posséss the kind of

~ super-heavy missiles specifically

reserved for the Soviets under

SALT II In opposing this alto~

gether-reasonable amendment,
administration spokesmen ar-
gued lamely that, cecause the
United States has no plans to
buiid such a missiie during SALT
II's six-year life span, notiing is
lost by surrendering the right to
do so. Aside from the unfor-
tunate negotiating precedent
thus established, no one from the
White House has explained why
the Soviet Union should be per-
mitted the exclusive right to a
force of 308 heavy ICBMs so
powerful that it alone exceeds
the aggregate deliverable mega-
tonnage of the 1,054 U.S. land-
based missiles. : .

The heavy-missile amendment
died on an §-7 vote, a margin that
fortunately guarantees its

reappearance on the Senate .

floor.
-An identical 87 vote turned
back another amendment intend-
-ed to close one of the treaty’s
most dangerous loopholes — its
utter silence on the question of
stockpiling ICBMs. The Soviets
are known to have at least 1,000
reserve ICBMs not counted
toward SALT limits because the
treaty restricts only the numbers
of conventional missile “launch-
ers” and other strategic delivery
systems, not the weapons them-
selves.

Thus, while the United States
-has only a minimum reserve of
spare missiles and has closed its
only Minuteman production line,
the Soviet Union is free to contin.
ue turning out intercontinental
ballistic missiles like sausages,
to borrow the late Nikita Khru-
shchev's apt pnrase.

Incredibly, the committee
even rejected an imendment
that wouid have denied the Sovi-
ets the right to keep some oi
their missile test data secret
gespite ine {act that access
this information is critical to
treaty verification. This was too
much for the Senate’s leading
expert on verification, Sen. John
Glenn, D-Ohio. He voted against
the treaty on grounds that Soviet
compliance could not be ade-
quately monitored. v

As a sop to treaty opponents,
Sen. Church agreed to support 3
laundry ‘list of mostly cosmetic
“‘understandings, declarations,
and reservations” tacked.onto
the ratification resolution. Only
two of these 20 unilateral state-
ments require Moscow's agree-
ment; the rest either have noth-
ing to do with the treaty itseif or-
are not binding on the Soviet
Union. . o,
" In sum, the treaty nrow pre-

“sented to the full Senate is no

better than the poor bargain
signed by Jimmy Carter last .
June in Vienna. Its deficiencies,
inequalities, and loopholes are
such that it can neither impose a
stable nuclear balance nor sig-
nificantly slow a strateglc-arms
competition that the Soviet

_ Union is clearly winning.
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‘catastrophic’

Rﬁmsfeid urges SALT iefeat

By Raymond Coffey
Chicaga Tribune Piess Sarvice . 1
WASHINGTON—The - five’ hlghest

rankmg
ficials in the Ford administration ,
by former Defense Secretary Donald:x.

‘ Rumsfeld, Monday urged:that the- Seti-

ate reject the new strategic arms limita~.

"tions (SALT II}: treaty wu:h the Sovi

Union. ™ S

They also charged.the Ca:teradmnis-**‘ tion of the treaty-before the end of tmsj
tcata~ year. But ratification wilkrequire a two-i . included in treaty restr aints, -
“get™ thirdssvote-of - approvaFi in- the Senate |

tration “is ‘pursuing - potentially-
strophic’ defense- polldes that have
the stage for the: inferi..

ority.of the United States:in the early to’ ’ pdu‘edmeettam.

civilian Defense- Department of-
Ied“

lmd-1980’ Mo

" <Joining Rumsfeld in the assault on the
SALT II treaty ‘were Gov. William P.
Clements of Texas, former deputy secre-
tary of defense under President Ford,
and Martin R. Hoffman, J. William Mid-
: dendorf, and Thomas C. Reed, the for-
- mer = secretaries, . rwpectively. of uu
. Army, Navy, and Air Force. . .

‘

& <. President: Carter hopes towmratxfica—-q

and the.outcome of the struggle is: con-,
ol
RUMSFELD SAID he and his™ tcrmer
Pentagon colleagues- consider- the treaty -
.“a “bad. bargain” for: this: country. He
- said they also “strongly disagree” with
. those who argue- that.*‘this is not a good
- treaty” but that xt.xs “better than. none
- at all.” s
) Rumsfeld also re;ected Carter admm‘
istration arguments that-defeat of the-
_ treaty would cause the- NATO alliance to
‘“unravel” and sa:d “tbe alllance is not -
. 'that fragile.’? ....7"
Hoffman argned that the., tentahve

R PR S R

e ~.._—--’

" agreement reached by former President

‘'sent a net improvemne’t’ over the ac-.

.ate and ma]or increases in defense

. crease, after- inflation, being discussed”

Ford in 1974 was *‘‘superior’’ to the trea-
ty concluded by Carter.

He noted that the 1974 accord left |
open for further negotiation both the
Soviets’ modern Backfire bomber and"
cruise missiles, in which the U.S- has a
technological lead. . ..

- But the Backfire now is left out of tho
formal treaty and is subject-only to in-
formal restrictions contained in a state-
ment by Soviet President Leonid Brezh- !
nev, Hoffman said, while cruise missiles ;
Loy

REED CHARGED that Carter admin- |
istration defense policies have made the-|
case for SALT II even weaker than it
was under Ford. The Ford negotiations.
he noted for example, were conducted.
against ‘a background of commitment to-
build a modern new manned bomber,
the B-1. -

Carter has canceled that program and
has caused crucial delays in develop-
me.nt of the new Trident nuclear snbma- .

rine program-and the ‘new mobile MX
missile system, Reed said. »

Clements sgid he and’ his four col-
leagues, who appeared ‘at. a joint press |
conference here, had all supported nu-
clear arms limitation. treaties.

! But SALT II, he said, “does not repre-

cords Ford negotiated at Vladxvostok
and should. b&re]ected .

CLE\IEV’!‘S ALSO called for immedi--

spending. to “Tecover from the false
economies?-- of‘ the - Carter.
tion.. He.said’ even.'the: 3 per cent- in-

nowby the. administration “fails far-
short of ther tqm defense need.l of thc.
country » LT "'_

A apercentmusewould amountto
roughlf $.5 billion more in defenss
spending a.year; Clements said. What is
‘needed, he said;’ is an.increase of $20 to
$25 billion per-year for the next couple«
of years at least. -
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SALT Treaty: |

L. e

A matter of verification

By Sen. Richard S. Schweiker -
Debate about verification of Soviet
compliance with SALT I misses-the
bottom line when it focuses solely on
US. monitoring ' capabilities - and
overlooks the extent to which the
treaty's provisions canm: or will - be
enforced. . T
Effective strategic arms control
depends largely on the ability-of.
each party to verify independently
the other’s compliance with the
agreements. Reliable monitoring
procedures are essential to enhance
confidence in the limitations on stra-
tegic nuclear forces. and.to. guard
against the “creeping circumven-
tions” which could change the pre-
vailing military balance. . e
Discussion of the verifiability of
SALT Il has tended to focus primarily
on how adequately the treaty can be
monitored by current US. “national.
technical means,” such as photo-
reconpaissance satellites and elec-
tronic intelligence gathering sys-
tems.. . : ' L
- This "concentration ' on narrow
technical criteria is  insufficient.
Resolving the complex. verification
question demands that due consider-
ation be given an equally:critical,
though more subtle aspect: the ex-
tent to which the treaty’s provisions
would be effectively enforced. .
Since arms control is part of a

broader political relationship be-.

tween the superpowers, it follows
that enforcement of specific agree-
ments will involve--political- judg-
ments about sometimes ambiguous
technical data. No matter how sophis~
ticated our intelligence capabilities,

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 :
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_destabilizing. - -

. treaty item’s verifiability and its stra-
.. tegic. significance. Even apparently

PHILADELPHIA INQUIRER
27 NOVEMBER 1979

_therefore, the verifiability of SALT Il
* ultimately depends on the nature of
our potential responses to alleged
- Soviet violations.
*Yet how willing would an adminis- -
‘tration be to*enforce a treaty in |

whose negotiation and continued
viability it bas a pronounced politi- .
“cal stake? Given the enormous im-
portance President Carter has attach-
ed to SALT ratificaton, it would not
be unreasonable to speculate that the
political incentives to suppress or
downplay evidence of Soviet viola-
tions not considered- strategically
“significant” would be quite strong.
! The manner in which verification
.is defined with respect to SALT II-
raises disturbing questions. Whereas
adequate verification once required.
an assurance from US. intelligence |
agencies that any Soviet attempts to
E%rmﬁ're-n't' a treaty would be dgtect-
ed, it now requires only-that cheat-
ing serious enough to alter the strate-’

assure an appropriate U.S. response. .- ]
_.The basis for determining adequa-
cy thereforé becomes quite subjecy
tive, depending on one’s perception
of the strategic balance and what
kinds -of treaty violations would be

_There is, of course, no guarantee
that “strategically significant” cheat-
ing would be detected in-a timely
manner, if at all. Moreover, there is
no necessary correlation between a

" violations (assuming they can be

: able? Or does the conclusion of a

B

1

. by quick-fix solutions to longer-term

" undetected or tolerated for political
- reasons, could pose potentially dan-

“rebuked by the US. as a possible vio-.

" minor Soviet circumventiops, if

gerous strategic risks. .
So where and when does one draw
the line in deciding which kinds of

d_iscc_)\(ere,d) are both strategically
significant and - politically accept-

long-sought arms control treaty justi-
fy side-stepping crucial “gray areas”
that may affect both the strategic
balance and the treaty’s overall veri. |
fiability? - - - - ... P
The compromise under which Sovi-
et missile test telemetry “unrelated
to SALT” may be encrypted is indica-
tive of the type of problems created

political and stratégic .issues. The
telemetric data received from mis-
sile ‘flight tests enable the US. to |
~gauge certain qualitative character-
istics, such as range, warhead accu-
racy, and throw-weight. Co
Previous Soviet practice of encod-
ing some of the data was originally

lation of the ban on “deliberate con--
cealment - measures” which could
impede SALT verification. ...
But now the Soviets are to be per-
mitted to decide which telemetry can
be encoded. How can the US. be cer-
tain some of the data are not related.
to SALT verification and are not stra-
tegically significant?. How does one-
know what one does not know? The
administration claims all telemetry
is required for verification purposes-
and that, in any event, we will apply
a strict standard' in determining the.
nature of. the. information. being:

CONTINUED
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denied us by Soviet encryption.

Such an intriguing stance begs
certain inevitable questions. Given
the anticipated Soviet rebuttal to any
charge that something illicit may |
have occurred, how do we prove that
the encrypted telemetry is signifi-
cant, especially when in many cases
we might not even be certain what it
was we were attempting to prove |
exsted? Or would Soviet intransie
gence progressively result in-the
United States’ being forced to dis- :
prove to skeptics that a significant |
violation had taken place? Moreover;
how can potential political challeng-
es to suspicious Soviet encryption
practices (and Moscow’s interprets-
tion of the significance of the same)
be posed in the Standing Consulta~
tive Commission (SCC) without Te
vealing U.S. sources and methods 6f
detection? L

Beyond identifying questionable
Soviet practices in the SCC, what
would constitute an appropriate US.
response to alleged violations? .-

When the Carter Administration

"asserts that Soviet violations of the

pledges made on deployment of the:
Backfire bomber would be sufficient

_ cause for unilateral U.S abrogatior of

SALT IT; the threat lacks credibility.
This is because the treaty’s domestic.
political importance; as well as the
administration’s belief that detente

- without SALT is impossible, argue:
- against their adopting what would-

uitimately considered an illegitimate”
response. Indeed, a willingness :to:
rationalize “minor” incidents might.

" well increase if larger political inter<
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ests were perceived to be threatened
by aggressively pursuing suspicious
-Soviet activities. o
The recent controversy over the
presence of a Soviet combat brigade |
in Cuba is instructive. After stating
that the “status quo™ was “unacceps
table,” the President, despite earlier |
claiming “persugsive evidence,”’
chose to acquiesce and implied thata-
firmer response would have meant
“a return to the Cold War,” and the
endof SALT. : Do

In the process of taking cerfain
compensatory measures, the “status
quo” was redefined to reflect unilat:
eral American actions, instead -of.
indicating any Soviet move to res
dress the initial provocation. Can it
be confidently predicted that the
administration wouldn't react simis
larly in the face of repeated Soviet:
denials of certain questionable active’
ities related to SALT Il itself? LAY

Our willingness to enforce SALT II
is the key to determining the paet’s
verifiability. The Senate’s obligation
to examine thoroughly our technical
verification capabilities should not
be allowed to obscure the impor:

‘tance of, or deflect attention from,
the enforcement issue, which, like.
thle treaty itself, is ultimately politi~
cal. ... e . e

. (Sen. Richdrdvs'. Schweiker repre-
sents Pennsylvania in the US. Sen-
ate) - ‘ v
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i A SALT DEBATE:
CONTINUED SOVIET DECEPTION

DAVID S. SULLIVAN

THE AUTHOR: Mr. Sullivan is Legislative Assistant for
Military Affairs to Senator Gordon J. Humphrey. He served
as a strategic and Soviet foreign policy analyst in the
Central Intelligence Agency from 1971 to 1978. A grad-
uate of Harvard University and Columbia University, he has
written extensively on international relations and military
affairs. He is active in the U.S. Marine Corps Reserve.

IN BRIEF

Not only was the United States deceived by the Soviet Union in SALT I, but that deception, which
has since been acknowledged by former American officials who were its victims, is compounded in
the SALT Il Treaty. Soviet deception has embraced not only negotiation tactics, but also active con-
cealment of offensive programs. The triumph of those tactics is a SALT II Treaty that seems to
guarantee an overwhelming Soviet strategic superiority, with all of its implications, for the 1980s.

r. Slocombe’s rebuttal to this author’s
original article is welcome, because
' controversy can help to illuminate
the issues of the day—especially as complex an
issue as SALT. Moreover, this reply permits an
elaboration of some of the themes expressed in
the original article.

The reader should be aware of what is prob-
ably a fundamental philosophical disagreement
between Mr. Slocombe and the present author
about the political significance of strategic nu-
clear power. Thus, an Adelphi Paper composed
by Mr. Slocombe in 1971 addressed the implica-
tions of U.S.-Soviet strategic parity, but it car-
ried the underlying theme that the United States
could safely tolerate a decline of its strategic
posture into a form of minimum deterrence.?
By contrast, I believe that the United States

should maximize its strategic power in order to

sustain its technological lead and to ensure the
“extended deterrent” over U.S. alliance com-
mitments in Europe and Asia. If U.S. strategic
superiority is irrevocably forfeited, however,
then the maintenance of world peace demands
that we settle for nothing less than a strategic |
equality that is strictly applied to all categories
of strategic power. A corollary belief is that,

while arms control can be a vital element in

shoring up an increasingly unstable interna-
tional system, it can play this stabilizing role :
only if negotiated agreements adhere strictly to
the principles of equality and mutual restraint.

The Soviet Union’s SS-19 Deception

The crux of Mr. Slocombe’s critique is di- .
rected to what I deemed in my article a blatant .
case of Soviet deception in SALTI: namely, the °

CONT INUED
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ongoing deployment of the SS-19 “heavy”
ICBMs. The SS-19s are a pivotal factor in the
growth of the Soviet counterforce threat, be-
cause the missiles today comprise about one
half of this threat.

Mr. Slocombe contends that there was no
Soviet negotiating deception in May 1972 re-
garding the SS-19—that the Soviets told us in
May 1972 “quite precisely,” “quite clearly” and
“explicitly” about the SS-19's large size and
heavy throw-weight. Ambassador Gerard Smith
(Chief of the U.S. delegation in SALT I) has
made the same allegation.?

Yet, such notions regarding Soviet negotiat-
ing candor fly in the face of all the available
evidence. Dr. Kissinger’s statements in 1972
and 1975 with respect to the SS-19, cited in the
original article, clearly indicate that Kissinger
did not know about the large size of the S§-19
in May 1972.

If, on the other hand, Mr. Slocombe’s conten-
tions were accurate and Kissinger did know of
the SS-19°s large size in May 1972, the implica-
tion would be that Kissinger knowingly misrep-
resented U.S. knowledge of the SS-19 to the
Congress in 1972 and again in 1975. The im-
plication would be, indeed, that Kissinger sup-
pressed or covered up information on the SS-19
to delay U.S. recognition of its large size.

We need not engage in such speculation,
however, because additional evidence has come
to light which shows clearly that U.S. SALT I
negotiators were guilty of naiveté rather than
ex post facto misrepresentation. Ambassador
Smith’s New York Times article, the sole cita-
tion in Slocombe’s article, contains only half of
the fascinating story. It is true that in early
May 1972 the Soviets informally told U.S. SALT
negotiators that they had under development
two new missiles, now known as the SS-19 and
SS-17, which were represented by them as
somewhat larger than the SS-11 ICBM. Yet,
the Soviets deliberately misled their American
counterparts with respect to the real sizes of the
new missiles and Moscow’s commitment to
their deployment.?

Indeed, the Soviets added a touch of irony to
their deception when they tried in May 1972
to justify their refusal to agree to a definition
of a heavy ICBM by arguing that such a defini-
tion was unnecessary because both sides already
knew which ICBMs were heavy and which were
light. In a similar deceptive vein, the Soviets

also hinted at a possible willingness to agree to

a total ban on any larger missiles replacing the:

SS-11. From what we know in retrospect of the
Soviet commitment to their SS-19 program, this
could not have been a serious gambit, and it
was clearly designed to strengthen the miscon-
ceptions of the American negotiators.

Was U.S. intelligence deceived? In 1971,
USAF intelligence warned of the likelihood that
the Soviets would replace their small SS-11
missiles with a much larger, heavier missile.

Yet, this warning went unheeded, and in 1971 |

the U.S. intelligence community erroneously
estimated that the SS-11 replacement missile
would be a “new small ICBM.” This misjudg-
ment of what was to become the large, heavy
SS-19 persisted through the May 1972 negoti-
ations. Indeed, even after SALT I was ratified

and before the §S-19 was flight-tested in early |

1973, U.S. intelligence still referred to the SS-19
as the “new small ICBM.”

Senior policymakers in the Nixon Adminis-
tration consistently demonstrated their miscon-

ceptions not only regarding Soviet missile pro- |

grams, but also of the extent of the loophole
that they left in the SALT I Interim Agreement
for the SS-19 deployments that now threaten
the survivability of the U.S. land-based ICBMs.
We have noted Kissinger’s statements to Con-
gress on June 15, 1972, to the effect that “There
is the safeguard that no missile larger than the
heaviest light missile now existing can be sub-

stituted,” and that we had “adequate safeguard

against a substantial substitution of heavy mis-
siles for light missiles.” 4

Similar statements came from other Admin- !

istration members during the summer 1972
SALT I ratification heanngs For example, on :
June 6, 1972, Defense Secretary Laird said this
about permissible increases in missile volume:
“Senator Jackson...I believe that any growth
of light missiles, in either diameter or depth,

'

that exceeds 10 to 15 per cent would be a vio- !

lation of the agreement. . .
July 24, 1972: “...
sible for the Soviet Union to retrofit their $S-11
silos with a new significantly larger missile. . . .
I believe that up to a 30 per cent volume in-
crease in one dimension could be possible and
I believe anything over and above that would be

.5 Laird added on
In no case would it be pos- '

a violation under the most liberal interpretation

of the agreement.”

In light of hxs later contentions, it is also in- |

D
c‘.oﬁ"f“@

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501300001-2



Approved For Release 2009/04/28

teresting to note a statement by Ambassador
Smith on June 28, 1972: “WVell, our position
stated unilaterally was if they tried to deploy in
$S-11 holes a missile substantially larger in vol-
ume than the SS-11, that would be considered
a heavy missile and would count, and would be
a violation of the norconversion provision.”
\WVhen asked what the limits were on the size of
new missiles, Smith then conceded that “we
have no specific benchmark. I think we will
have to look at what comes along.” 7 '

Mr. Slocombe, in alleging that U.S. negoti-
ators were not deceived with respect to the
Soviet SS-19 missiles, clashes with the admis-
sions by prominent members of the Nixon Ad-
ministration. Thus, the then Secretary of De-
fense Schlesinger confessed in March 1974:
“What we were unprepared for was the enor-
mous expansion of Soviet throw-weight repre-
sented by the SS-X-19 as the potential replace-
ment for the SS-11. Earlier versions of the
SS-11 were of lesser throw-weight but the SS-
X-19 has a throw-weight of two to three times
as much as even the SS-11 Mod 3. . ..” # In fact,
the SS-19 turned out to be S0 to 60 per cent
larger in volume than the SS-11 and has four
to five times its throw-weight.

Dr. Schlesinger added in a 1974 press con-
ference that the SS-17 and SS-19 “can no longer
be treated as light missiles.” Nevertheless, it
took the United States as long as until early
1975, after the Ford-Brezhnev meeting and the
Vladivostok “framework,” even to question the
Soviets about the SS-19 for the first time—
whereupon Washington meekly retreated, con-
ceding that the SS-19 counterforce ICBM was a
“light missile” after all. The Soviets have re-
garded it as a heavy missile all along.

Finally, we now have the (belated) testimony
of the principal victim of the Soviet deception

"himself. In a “Meet the Press” program on
August 12, 1979, Henry Kissinger reminisced
as follows:

In 1972, the Soviet Union had two missiles
that we were aware of. The SS-11 and the
SS-9. The SS-9 was a heavy missile. At that
time, the biggest worry that we had—in fact,
the only worry we had about substitution—
was the emplacement of the SS-9 into the
SS-11 silos, and we thought that we had suffi-
cient assurance that the SS-9—that is to say,
the heavy missile—would not be emplaced
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into the SS-11 silo. YWhat we did not under-
stand at that time and on which we had no
evidence whatever at the time, because it
didn’t exist, was that the Soviet Union would
construct a missile {the SS-19} which was
sort of half-way between the SS-11 and SS-9;
that is, technically did not violate the limita-
tions of a fifteen per cent increase, but which,
using all the fine points of the print, was
technically within the agreement. It was
simply our lack of knowledge that such a
missile existed or could be built. . ..I would
call it sharp practice [by the Soviets].?

The CIA reportedly has reached the conclu-
sion that “we cannot exclude the possibility that
the Soviet leaders, if they believed they could
succeed, would approve a program of conceal-
ment and deception designed to help gain a
strategic advantage over the United States.” !°
The facts of the “heavy missile” episode in
SALT I render this a startlingly tame judgment.
The combination of Soviet deception and U.S.
gullibility and negotiating sloppiness already
has given the Soviet Union an enormous stra-
tegic advantage—one that throws its shadow
upon the fundamental viability of the U.S. stra-
tegic deterrent. \What would stop the Soviets
from trying it again?

One final observation needs to be made about
Mr. Slocombe’s rebuttal in this context. He

mistakenly describes the U.S. Unilateral State- :
ment D, which sought to define a heavy ICBM,

as a “Common Understanding,” thereby missing
the entire point.

The Soviet SLBM Deception

The elaborate deception by the Soviet Union
with respect to submarine-launched ballistic
missiles in SALT I was basically fourfold. First

of all, the Soviets obscured from the United :
States the fact that the ceiling of 950 SLBMs -
that was agreed upon in effect represented the
force planned by them for 1977. Nor did U.S.
negotiators know that 30 old Soviet SLBMs on

nuclear H-class submarines were hidden be-
neath those ceilings.

Second, the Soviets in 1972 deliberately falsi-
fied the claim that they had 48 SSBNs and 768

SLBMs operational or under construction. They
did this in order to minimize the number of old
ICBMs that would have to be deactivated by .
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them. The United States discovered this fact
only in 1978.

Third, even the compromise ceiling of 740
SLBMs in all probability exceeded the actual
Soviet force level in May 1972, still allowing
them to minimize their required deactivation.

Finally, the whole rationale of “geographical
asymmetries” upon which the Soviets based
their claim for higher SLBM ceilings than the
United States turned out to be a sham. It was
belied by the unveiling of the long-range SS-
N-8 missile, which was tested only after the
1972 SALT Summit.

Moreover, the Soviets have concealed sub-
marines and submarine hull sections under
construction; they have built dummy sub-
marines; and they have constructed berthing
tunnels. Thus, active physical deception was
harnessed to negotiating deceit.1?

Mr. Slocombe concedes the fact that the
SALT I Agreement failed to impose a freeze on
Soviet SLBM deployment, but he argues that
U.S. negotiators were not deceived in 1972—

that they knew that 62 submarines with 950

missiles represented the original Soviet force
plan through 1977. He supports this contention
with a reference to Raymond L. Garthoff, who
was a key member of the U.S. SALT I delega-
tion. Inexplicably, however, Mr. Slocombe ne-
glects to mention that Garthoff made his state-
ment about likely Soviet force goals in 1977—
that is, with the clear benefit of hindsight. The
fact is that in 1972 senior U.S. officials were
unanimous in their testimony to Congress to
the effect that SALT would freeze Soviet SLBM
construction—that in the absence of the 62/950
ceiling the Soviets would construct as many as
90 strategic submarines by 1977. Either they
were deceived, or—if indeed they knew better—
they deceived the U.S. Congress.

Mr. Slocombe also seems to concede (at least
by implication) the possibility that the Soviets
in 1972 presented a false claim of the number
of Soviet SLBMs then operational or under con-
struction, but he belittles this as “not much of
a ‘deception’.” Are we arguing about the fact
of deception or its magnitude?

As for the case of the SS-N-8, the long-range
SLBM which the Soviets tested only after the
conclusion of SALT I (and which negated the
Soviet “geographical asymmetries” rationale for
higher SLBM requirements), Mr. Slocombe
avers that “There is surely no requirement for

SALT negotiators to reveal the detailed per-
formance characteristics of their systems.” This
goes to the heart of the U.S. debilitations in
SALT and of a major failure of the SALT
process. The negotiations have largely been
conducted on the basis of U.S. data with respect
to the strategic postures of both sides. Even the
SALT II quantitative data exchange, which
some have deemed a significant crack in Soviet
secrecy, is highly suspect. Judging from the
Data Exchange memoranda of SALT II, the
Soviets provided data about the numbers of
their systems which could easily have been

derived from the U.S. press. Itis not surprising |

that this information is then found to be con-
sistent with U.S. intelligence data, and therefore
considered valid.

As long as these one-sided ground rules per-
sist, the Soviets will obviously exploit them to
the hilt. Whether this entails Soviet deception
or U.S. self-deception is an arguable but aca-
demic point.

The Mobile ICBM Deception

Mr. Slocombe has apparently misunderstood
the points made in the original article about
mobile ICBMs. The contention was not that the
Soviets violated the U.S. Unilateral Statement
with respect to mobile ICBM deployment, but
rather that the Soviets had violated Brezhnev’s
private pledge to President Nixon not to “build”
mobile ICBMs. .

There is in fact solid evidence that the
Soviets, in contravention of Brezhnev's solemn
pledge, have “built” and tested mabile ICBMs:
a large number of SS-16s.1* Moreover, the test-
ing and production of the SS-16 have proceeded
under cover of active concealment.13

Indeed, I argued in the original article that

the covert stockpiling of mobile SS-16s by the

i
|
i

Soviet Union constituted a potentially greater
danger than their actual deployment today be-

cause of the shock effect that their sudden de-
ployment would carry in a crisis situation. It

needs to be noted, however, that even the cur- |

rent deployment status of SS-16 ICBMs is in

doubt because their launchers are identical to

those of the SS-20 intermediate-range missiles,
which are not governed by SALT and which
the Soviets are deploying in growing numbers.

There is additional evidence of Soviet decep- |

tion involving mobile ICBMs. According to

D
coﬁ""m
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Ambassador Smith, the Soviets told the U.S.
negotiators in SALT I that inasmuch as the
Interim Agreement constituted a freeze on “on-
going programs,” and since neither side had
mobile ICBMs, “it was inappropriate to include
them in a freeze.” 1* Yet, as we now know, the
Soviets did have a mobile ICBM program on-
going at the time.

The contention that the Interim Agreement
did not constrain Soviet ICBM and SLBM pro-
grams rests largely on two considerations. One,
as has been alluded to already (and as Mr.
Slocombe concedes), the SALT I ceilings on
SLBMs coincided with Soviet SLBM force plans
through 1977. If the Soviets endeavored (suc-
cessfully) to avoid any real constraints on their
SLBM programs, then it would defy all logic to
assume that Moscow willingly agreed to con-
straints on ICBM deployments, the most im-
portant component of Soviet strategic forces.

Both logic and evidence suggest, rather, that
the Soviet Union could readily accommodate to
the SALT I ceilings on ICBM launchers because
of a fundamental decision, made in mid-1970,
to enhance the Soviet ICBM force through
MIRVing rather than the quantitative addition
of ICBM launchers. A number of factors ac-
count for this decision. The Soviet ICBM ar-
senal had already surpassed in number the U.S.
ICBM launchers. Indeed, the United States was
emphasizing at the time qualitative improve-
ments of its ICBM force through MIRVing, and
the Soviet leadership obviously assigned priority
to efforts to catch up to the United States in this

qualitative arena. Yet, Soviet production capa-

bilities could not provide enough missiles for
both new launchers and the retrofitting of old
launchers. In July 1970 the Soviets themselves
reportedly proposed that they could accept a
ceiling of only 300 to 350 very heavy ICBMs.
These numbers probably reflected their original

plans, and they bracket the 308 that were al- -

lowed.!3
Raymond L. Garthoff has summed up the
situation that obtained in early 1970 as follows:

. . . Having surpassed the United States in
number of ICBMs, the Soviet leaders decided
to cease the buildup of ICBM launchers.
After SALT began, no additional groups of
ICBM silos were begun for a year. Indeed,
three groups of SS-9s in early conmstruction
were abandoned in 1970. . .. The Soviet ces-
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sation of its ICBM buildup was, in my view,
intended as a “signal” in SALT, although it
also reflected a Soviet intention to shift to a
new generation of ICBMs *. .
began (i.e., in 1970) on some 80 new ICBM
launcher silos. . . .16

Garthoff reports that the new silos that were
started by the Soviets in late 1970 were for the
MIRVed SS-18 and SS-19. The abandonment
of the old SS-9 silos at the same time reinforces
the conclusion that a shift in ICBM generations
was in progress, the thrust of that shift being
from number of launchers to MIRVing.

Inasmuch as Mr. Slocombe has alluded to a
classified study by this author, it seems only
fair to note the following reference:

It is difficult to envision how SALT IT will
contain Soviet strategic developments. As
with SALT I, U.S. critics contend the SALT II
Agreement merely codifies planned Soviet
strategic deployments—a view substantially
bolstered by the CIA analysis done by former
CIA employee Dave Sullivan. Sullivan’s
analysis, based on U.S. intelligence monitor-
ing of Soviet communications, reportedly il-
lustrates quite clearly that the Soviet military
has not allowed the SALT process to infringe
on planned Soviet strategic forces and pro-
grams. .. .17

In short, it is difficult to believe that the
Soviet Union accepted any real SALT con-
straints on its strategic programs.

Soviet SALT Victories

Mr. Slocombe elsewhere has evinced puzzle-
ment about the purposes underlying the massive
Soviet strategic build-up: *“Exactly why the
Soviets are pushing so hard to improve their
strategic nuclear capabilities is uncertain.” 1

Striking evidence of Soviet negotiating inten-

. construction A

e e - e ————

tions in SALT I and II has recently come to
light. A senior researcher affiliated with the :
Institute of the U.S.A. and Canada (IUSAC), °

Rostislav G. Tumkovskiy, wrote the following
in an obscure Soviet historical journal, Voprosy
Istorii:

In essence, signing of the Interim Agreement
signified the recognition by the American side
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of the defeat of the basic policy of the U.S.A.
in the arms race unleashed by it against the
Soviet Union calculated to achieve a decisive
quantitative superiority over the U.S.S.R. in
the sphere of strategic delivery vehicles. In
addition, it affirmed the effectiveness of the
U.S.S.R.’s reciprocal measures to strengthen
its defense and deter imperialist nuclear ag-
gression. The political significance of this
victory of the Soviet Union in the arms race
unleashed against it can hardly be overevalu-
ated . . . [the] 1972 Moscow agreements, like
the Vladivostok agreernent of 1974, noted the
defeat of the American strategic arms race
policy. The reciprocal actions of the U.S.S.R.
destroyed all attempts by the U.S.A. to
achieve nuclear superiority and to employ it
in the interests of its imperialistic policy.!?

Tumkovskiy's frankness is surprising, espe-
cially given the timing of the publication of his
article just prior to the U.S. Senate’s SALT de-
bate. Such a statement would be unlikely to
appear in the IUSAC’s journal USA, intended
for American readers. The best explanation for
its publication in the obscure Soviet historical
journal is that it was aimed at a Soviet
audience.

Tumkovskiy implies that defeat of a pre-
sumed U.S. intention to preserve superiority has
opened the way for a Soviet thrust for that same
goal. The Soviet “reciprocal” military measures
allude to the massive Soviet military build-up.

Tumkovskiy’s statement also exposes once
again the harshly competitive role that the So-
viets assign to SALT, as contrasted to the per-
vasive American view, reflected in Mr. Slo-
combe’s analysis, of SALT as a cooperative
“non-zero-sum™ game in which both sides can
win, and the whole world benefit, through mu-
tual concessions. The Marxist dialectical ap-
proach to all negotiations dictates that one side
must win and the other must lose. As such,
another implication of Tumkovskiy’s boast (as
well as its timing) is that, as in SALT I, the
Soviet leadership has signed a SALT II Treaty
which, it believes, yields to it important uni-
lateral advantages.

But we do not need Tumkovskiy's testimony.
Ten years of detente and SALT have yielded
ample evidence that the Soviets have been ex-
ploiting the SALT process to cripple U.S.

weapons programs and to lull the United States
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into complacency while they complete their
broadly based military build-up and expand
their influence on a global scale. The chief
architect of SALT I, Dr. Henry Kissinger, now
seems to recognize the dangers: “... The 1980s
could turn into a period of great instability. . . .
For a period of five to seven years the Soviets
may develop an advantage in power useful for
political ends. . .. We could be heading into a
period of maximum peril. . . .~ 20

The record of SALT and the larger context of
Soviet assertiveness during the past decade
show conclusively that Moscow hardly views
arms control negotiations as an abstract exer-
cise in legal compromise and “problem-solving.”
SALT is an integral element of Soviet military
policy, and the Soviet military clearly has dom-
inated Soviet decision-making in SALT. Their
objective is to gain unilateral advantages which, '
once achieved, are stubbornly defended. They
seek to induce complacency and false hopes.
They practice deception to bolster negotiating
positions. Their most powerful negotiating
weapon has been tenacity.

Have We Learned the Lessons?

Notwithstanding Mr. Slocombes denial,
SALT I in fact codified U.S. strategic inferiority,
which clearly will persist throughout the period
covered by the SALT II Treaty. The quanti-
tative levels of about 2,650 Soviet to 2,060 U.S.
delivery vehicles under SALT and presently.
existing are indisputable, as are the massive
Soviet advantages in ICBM throw-weight and
overall throw-weight that have asserted them-
selves particularly since 1972. While the
SALT II Treaty ostensibly provides for equality
in the number of “launchers” permitted to the;
superpowers, even this index of “essentiali
equivalence” is a sham. Thus, for example, the,
Soviet Backfire bomber force, which will num-!
ber about 375 by 1985, will be exempted from ‘
SALT ceilings, while U.S. Poseidon SLBMs dedi- |
cated to the NATO theater are included in all |
U.S. 'SALT II aggregates. Moreover, the United |
States is currently planning to deactivate uni- |
laterally 10 Polaris submarines carrying 160 :
SLBMs. It is, to say the least, highly doubtful |
that the United States will ever attain its per- '
mitted level of 2,250 launchers. - i

The Soviets will, under SALT II, preserve
their monopoly in heavy ICBMs. The 314 Soviet '
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$S-18 ICBMs, carrying at least 3,140 warheads,
can credibly threaten to destroy all 1,054 U.S.
ICBMs, 154 ICBM launch control centers, 25
bomber bases, and 4 strategic submarine bases.
The Soviet SS-18 force alone carries more
megatonnage than the entire U.S. missile force
of ICBMs and SLBMs—roughly 2,618 megatons
as against 1,814 megatons.** The SS-18 force
by itself can thus neutralize all U.S. strategic
forces. Similarly, the SS-19 force of at least
310 heavy ICBMs, carrying at least 1,860 war-
heads, also can threaten all U.S. strategic forces.
The Soviets thus have in effect two independent
first-strike forces. The remaining Soviet ICBM,
SLBM and bomber forces would comprise a

. formidable Soviet reserve for second-strike use.

Has the United States learned from the
SALT I record? Mr. Slocombe avers, for ex-
ample, that SALT II permits the Soviets to
deploy only one new ICBM of a “new type,” and
to make only “minor modifications™ to others.
We have seen that the pace and extent of the
modernization and replacement that the Soviets
carried out within SALT I came as a shocking
surprise to U.S. policymakers. The SS-19 and
SS-N-8 missiles turned out to be much more
powerful than anything that had been antici-
pated.

Nevertheless, the Soviets have again been
allowed to achieve the ambiguous language in
SALT II's Article IV with respect to new types
of ICBMs. Their arrogant and continued use
of encrypted telemetry on SS-18 tests suggests
quite clearly that there are things in their mod-
ernization program that the Soviets wish to hide
from us. Moreover, the ambiguity in both Ar-
ticle IV (on new type ICBMs) and Article XV
(on verification) gives to Moscow the leeway to
test and deploy all five of the reported new fifth-
generation ICBMs and SLBMSs fully within the
terms of SALT II. No less an authority than
CIA Director Stansfield Turner has reportedly
testified to this effect before the Senate Intelli-
gence Committee.??

Dr. Kissinger stated recently, with the ob-
vious benefit of sorrowful hindsight: “We have
to count on the fact that the Soviet Union is
likely to push to the very limits of the [SALT II}
agreement and do things that we cannot now
foresee that would be technically legal but are
now unforeseeable.” ** What makes this pros-
pect all the more disturbing is the reported
admission by a U.S. Defense Department official

to the effect that U.S. SALT II negotiators “know
that the Russians deliberately negotiated Article
IV so that they could go ahead and test and

deploy all their new missiles without violating

the Treaty.” ** Are we being deceived by adroit
Soviet negotiators and by our own officials?

The Unrepaired “Heavy ICBM” Loophole

But again: Have we profited from the lessons '
of SALT I? Mr. Slocombe argues that we did
so in negotiating SALT II, and that “the most '

important lesson was to be as specific and
precise as possible in drafting treaty language
constraining Soviet options.” Mr. Slocombe was
even more specific in a 1976 statement: “The
lessons drawn from this episode [the SS-19
problem] by U.S. officials is the need for explicit
and precise acknowledgement by the USSR on
even the most technical details.” ?3

But if those were the lessons, why in the:
course of SALT II did we repeat not once, but-

twice, the most glaring mistake committed by
the United States in SALT I-——namely, the fail-
ure to negotiate a clear definition of a heavy

ICBM? In Vladivostok in November 1874 we .

preserved the key SALT I prohibition on heavy

ICBMs replacing light ICBMs, but again, as in’

SALTI, without an agreed definition of a heavy
ICBM.

The failure has been compounded. It is
worth noting first that, mindful of the sorry

history of the U.S. Unilateral Statement on a
heavy ICBM in SALT I, U.S. negotiator Paul

Warnke in his February 1977 Senate confirma-
tion hearings clearly ruled out any future such
U.S. unilateral statements:

My conviction is that with regard to any
agreement which is entered into at this time
on control of offensive nuclear weapons, that
we could not afford to have unilateral decla-
rations. The trouble with the unilateral decla-
ration is that you say “I am now about to say
something which you refuse to say” so that is

—_— *\’

almost a built-in formula for disagreement

and I don’t think that in the kind of arms
control agreement that we ought to use to
replace the interim agreement, we ought to
have that kind of a situation.?¢

Nevertheless, there is again an important
U.S. unilateral statement in the SALT II

CONTINUED
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Treaty’s final negotiating record—and again,
incredibly, it involves the troublesome definition
of a heavy ICBM. We still have no agreed
definition of a heavy ICBM in the SALT II
Treaty. Paragraph 7 of SALT II's Article II
partially defines heavy ICBMs, but a clear def-
nition requires an agreed and rigorous distinc-
tion between light and heavy ICBMs.

The SS-19 is to be the baseline between light
and heavy ICBMs. In order to be effective, how-
ever, a definition must have clear, specific,
agreed data on the SS-19's launch-weight and
throwv-weight. We must rely upon the negoti-
ating record for these specific weights. The
Secretary of State’s SALT II Letter of Submittal
with Annex provides the required negotiating
record: ‘

On August 16, 1977, in a plenary statement,
the United States informed the Soviet Union
that “. . . for planning purposes, with respect
to ICBMs it might develop, test or deploy in
the future, the United States considers the
launch-weight limit on light ICBMs to be
90,000 kilograms and the throw-weight limit
to be 3,600 kilograms.” These figures are
based on our estimates for the S$S-19. The
Soviet Union did not respond to this state-
ment. The United States will regard these
figures as the limits for the one new type of
light ICBM permitted to the United States
under Paragraph 9 of Article IV.27

This is the full negotiating record on the
definition of a heavy ICBM. Thus the United
States in effect unilaterally defined U.S. heavy
ICBMs in terms of the $S-19. But we evidently
did not even try to get the Soviets to agree to
such 2 definition for Soviet ICBMs. The above
statement thus only implies unilaterally that
any ICBM on the Soviet side with a launch-
weight greater than 90,000 kilograms (198,000
lbs.) and a throw-weight greater than 3,600
kilograms (7,937 Ibs.) will be regarded by the
United States to be a heavy ICBM. Not only did
the Soviet Union not agree to these baseline
data; it did not even respond to them. Indeed,
our present unilateral definition of what consti-
tutes a heavy ICBM must be deemed even
weaker than the more explicit U.S. unilateral
statement of 1972.

The significance of the continued failure to
define a heavy ICBM is that it continues to

i)

allow dangerous Soviet deployment options:
the Soviets are free to go ahead and test and
deploy new ICBMs heavier than the heavy
SS-19. When the United States complains and
charges noncompliance in the Standing Con-
sultative Commission, the Soviets can merely

reply that they never agreed to the U.S.-supplied !

baseline data on the SS-19, and that these data
are in any case wrong. They could then sup-
Ply their own “correct” data, which would show
their new heavy ICBMs to be really light
missiles.

Moreover, all constraints on the testing and
deployment of new missiles of no more than
S per cent larger or smaller than older Soviet
ICBMs reportedly also rely upon U.S. baseline
data on the launch-weight and throw-weight
of existing Soviet missiles. The same is true of
the silo dimensional data for all Soviet missiles,
which would comprise the baseline data from
which to measure the incredibly large permis-
sible increase of up to 32 per cent in silo
volume. ‘

The clear conclusion is that the United States
did not learn the main lesson of SALT I. The
claim is again being made that heavy and new
type ICBMs will be constrained, but this claim
will again be proven wrong. One has to agree
in this context, unfortunately, with Mr. Slo-
combe’s observation: “The Soviets should be
presumed to be protecting something when they
refuse to agree to a specific limitation.”

Mr. Slocombe concludes with the observation
that “Soviet secretiveness left it mainly to the
United States to learn enough about Soviet pro-
grams to negotiate effective limitations.” There
is a presumption implied in this statement that
is undeserved. As already noted, we need not
have conceded meekly to the Soviet Union the
enormous advantages that one-sided secrecy
bestows in negotiations. The proposition that
we can somehow outsmart the Soviets about
the status and capabilities of their own secret
programs—and then induce them to agree to
constrain themselves through SALT—seems
incredible.

The Flaws of SALT I1

In sum, we have not learned the lessons of
Soviet negotiating deception in SALT I. Our
failure has led to the following fateful flaws in
the SALT II Treaty: :

S
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e the gross inequalities in very heavy and
heavy ICBMs, throw-weight and counter-
force capabilities, which neutralize or
checkmate all U.S. strategic forces, and
undermine deterrence at intercontinental,
theater nuclear and conventional levels;

e the failure to include intercontinental
Backfire bombers;

o the destabilizing constraints (even if tem-
porary and negotiable) on vital U.S. ICBM
survivability options in the face of the per-
mitted growth in the Soviet counterforce
threat;

e the grossly onesided constraints on U.S.
theater systems (GLCMs and SLCMs);

o the failure adequately to control missile
production, stockpiling, excess missiles,
and refire capabilities;

.~
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e the failure to prevent the Soviet program
of camouflage and deception from hinder-
ing verification. .

Totally within the provisions of the SALT II

Treaty, by 1985 the Soviet Union will probably -

have superiority in total warheads and accu-
racy, thus toppling the last U.S. strategic ad-
vantages. Soviet strategic forces will carry as

many as 14,500 warheads, as against roughly !
11,900 for the United States. They will prob- .

ably have about four times the throw-weight of
U.S. ICBMs, about a three-to-one advantage in
combined ICBM and SLBM throw-weight, and
roughly a two-to-one ratio in total throw-weight
(including bomber payload equivalent).

If this is “arms control,” which is the side
that is controlled? And which is the side that
has been deceived?
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SOVIET AEROSPACE
19 NOvember 1979

FORMER CIA ANALYST WARNS OF SOVIET SALT H DECEPTION

Says SS 18 Capability Can Be "Expanded Under Treaty

A former analyst of Soviet strategic military affairs in the Central Intelligence Agency
Wednesday said the Soviet Union can deceptively test the SS-18's capability to carry more
than 10 warheads under the SALT 1I Treaty, as part of an overall Soviet program of
coacealment and physical camoufiage involving "all their strategic forces. "

David S. Sullivan, a military affairs assistaat to Sen. Gordon Humphrey (R-N. H.),
said the Soviets can, by testing various payload combinations on different flight tests,
develop the capability to deploy more than the 10 MIRV warheads allowed under SALT II.

The Soviet late last year tested a 12- 14 payload dispensing capability with the SS-18
post-boost vehicle. And, on April 26, an encoded overland flight of the SS-18 demon-

~ strated the capability to dispense 20 packages from the post-boost vehicle.

Sullivan, at a news conference held by the Coalition for Peace Through Strength,
stressing that his analysis is based upon "a highly classified CIA study, " warned that as
a result of Soviet negotiating deception in SALT II, Soviet strategic programs are being
developed and "will soon be tested using physical camouflage and telemetry eacryption
to conceal their vital characteristics. '

"If the past is any guide to the future, " Sullivan coutinued, "it will take the U.S. at
‘least 5 years to discover that we have agaia been deceived by the Soviets in SALT II;
just as it took us S years to belatedly discover that we had been deceived in SALT 1. "

SALT | Deception
The former CIA analyst said the Soviets in 1972 negotiated deceptively "on all of the
importaant issues of SALT I in order to allow their new ICBM and SLBM programs to
escape coastraint under SALT 1. Sullivan cited:

* Soviet "false statements" about the size of their new large, heavy SS-19 ICBM;
"false statements” that the SS-19 could be banned, "despite their then secret plans to
deploy it widely;" repeated Soviet "false statements™ that the UJ.S. already knew about
the characteristics of new Soviet ICBMs;

* Soviet "false claim™ to having 48 submarines operational or under coastruction
in May 1972, carrying 768 SLBMs (Sullivan says Soviets now have 65 "countable” SLBM
subs in violation of SALT I's 62-sub limit);

* Soviet "falacious" geographical asymmetry argument allowing them a huga
superiority over the U.S. in SLBMs;

* "False Soviet pledge" not to build mobile ICBMs, and the false Soviet statemeat
that they did not have an ongoing mobile ICBM program (Sullivan says the Soviets now
have a stockpile of over 100 mobile ICBMs);

* “False Soviet claim" that SALT I avoided a new arms race and contamed no
Soviet unilateral advantages;

* "The massive, expanding Soviet nationwide camouflage, concealment, and
deception program ianvolving all their strataegic forces. This physical camouflage and
deception was harnessed to negotiating deception, and its expansion during the years
of SALT I represented a circumvention of SALT I's baa on deliberate concealment, *

coRTINUED
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Providing Cover For New ICBMs

“More significantly, * Sullivan said Wednesday, "the Soviets have continued to exercise
deliberate negotiating deception” in oxder to allow all five of their new fifth generation
ICBMs and SLBMs to be deployed.

He notes that the Soviets have consistently refused to agree to a definition of a heavy
ICBM, or to other key definitions and baselines, "following the pattern of similar
refusals in SALT I and at Vladivostok.

“Soviet insistence upon imprecise SALT II 'constraints® on "new type’ of ballistic
missiles, together with their refusal to ban telemetry eancryption, coastitutes aegotiating
deception, " Sullivan stressed.

He also cited: The coatinued and "arrogant” telemetry eacryption in missile R&D,
indicating that they have many characteristics of their new ICBMs to hide;

* "The false Backfire range data provided by the Soviets in 1976 and 1977;
* “Brezhnev's false statemeat denying Backfire's intercontinental and refueling
capabilities. .

“Soviet negotiating deception in SALT II has also again been harnessed to Soviet
physical concealment and camouflage, " Sullivan said.

Soviets Seen Stockpiling SS-7/SS-8 ICBMs

Addressing what he said are other examples of Soviet “deceptions, falsificatious, or
arms coatrol violations, * he said the Soviet three times falsified claims about the number
of SS-7 and SS-8 ICBMs being deactivated during 1976, and the Soviet deployment of large
numbers of old SS-7 ICBMs at "an unidentified installation” suggest the Soviets are using
their stockpile of over 1200 old ICBMs "as a strategic reserve, circumveuting the

- numerical limits of both SALT I and SALT IL. "

Sullivan charged Zbigniew Brzezianski, the Presideat's national security adviser, with
suppression of evidence of Soviet SALT deception. Noting that Brzeziaski wrote in 1971
that the Soviet military leaders "may be deliberately exploiting SALT to attain militaxry V
superiority over the United States, " Sullivan said Brzezinski "has somehow become a ‘
supporter of the SALT II Treaty. . . e has also participated in the suppressmn of an
intelligence analysis showiag Sovlet deception in SALT. " -

Sullivan said "the combination of Soviet negotiating deception, U.S. concessions, and
the strong momentum of the Soviet strategic development and deployment programs is
shifting the strategic balance. . . Fully within the terms of the SALT II Treaty, the
Soviets will gain clear strategic nuclear superiority over the United States in 1985. "

He warned that the Senate would be "foolish" to approve “this dangerous Treaty."
Sullivan said it contained seven “fatal” flaws and "perilously constrains™ U.S. strategic
programs.

C—— e
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SALT 1I: Modest but Useful

SALT I1 is in deep trouble. Any doubt on that score..;

was erased when the Senate Foreign Relations Com-

mittee approved the strategic arms limi {ation treaty.;.;,
with less than the two-thirds majority that will be re-:

quired for ratification by the Senate as a whole. The 4 }
vote was 9 to 6 as Senator Richard Stone (D. Fla )

went into opposition. It now appears the administration -

has no choice but to risk a floor vote before it is sure of : o
. victory, even braving the dangers a rejection Vmuld. 7.

‘brmg
1. The JALT II negotiations demonstrate that the pas-

; sage of time has not helped the cause. of arms limita-, :';’5 crease not only in nuclear but in conventional arms. He

 “tion.: President Carter probably could have gotten a.

“treaty early on in his administration had he grabbed i
-. and run with the Vladivostok package accepted by Ger- *

* ald Ford and Henry Kissinger. Instead, he lunged for a”®
: more favorable pact and then drew back as the Rus:
* sians waited him out in classic Communist fashion.

The fact that the pending treaty is more beneﬁmal' .

: - to the United States than the Ford-Kissinger formula-
_ gives small comfort to Mr. Carter. For moods and cir-.
" cumstances_have_changed,.and the Senat¥zls*Séttus

"and ethnic mass movements that mocl; the megaton—
-'nage of nuclear arsenals. = -

. Senate committee make it preity clear that if there is -
- ratification, it will be barnacled with reservations that :
‘ the Kremlin may not accept. L .

THE BALTIMORE SUN
26 November 1979

decade° an Amenca hunkermg dovm af ter the Vietnam
debacle, a Soviet war machine projecting Soviet power
in many directions, a belated U.S. recognition of ad-
. verse strategic trends and, finally, the rise of religious

* The ironic motif of the Foreign Relations Commitee
SALT I hearings was its emphasis not on arms limita-
tion but arms buildup. Mr. Carter was given to under-
stand that if he were to have any hope of getting a two-
thirds majotity he would need to pledge a mighty in-

made that pledge but got little to sustain his hopes in
. exchange. Close votes on proposed amendments in the

" This newspaper believes the Joint Chiefs of Staff are
ccorrect in describing SALT II as a “modest but usefui”

... step in slowing the nuclear arms race. But its greatest ..

ﬁﬁmlse*ls‘hi siistaifiing the arms negotiation proc*é'i’é

4 bégin.its debate, with- Mr, ‘Ford‘and Mr::Kissinger: as: »W‘ itself so0: :tHdt; the.Soviet.Union and the United States®:
“Lreaty critics. Indeed, we have thé Repubiican Party—~ % *-tah put together a SALT I that reduces—really re-.
“the party that initiated strategic arms lnmltation talks ;‘ " duces—the stockpﬂa that threaten nuclear holocaust.
_—now fighting SALT II in highly partisan terms. * . " °,;". Only by moving in this direction can these two super- }

Why this erosion of support for a process that wasso:

popular during Richard Nixon's 1972 re-election year? '_ '
. thehandsof an Aminora Khomemi.

The answer probably reflects the whole hxstory of thxs

. powers hope to induce smaller nations to forgo the- r

“nuclear option” that someday could put the bomb in-
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AIR FORCE TIMES
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( VIEWPQI

T

Ira C. Eakar ' j

A Bad Week — and Why

IE WEEK which began Nov. 3 was cer-

tainly one of the worst this yeur as far as
the natlonal seeurity and economie welfare
of our people s concernad. It was ulse umi-
nous for the future.

Assuredly, It iy presently Imperative that
i e dote of {10 aventy, aoalyie Lhele
Tauses aad quickly resolve want to do
2hout {irem, .

Americans awnke that blesk day to the
news that student revolutionaries nad jeiz.
cd vur embassy in [ran and were holding
our diplomats hostage, demanding that the
exlled Shai be turned over to them,

In quick successlon we were greeted with
these other untoward events: infiation
continued to rive; Interest rates for prime
Cusloinery reachad 13 percent; the CIA
L rted that Russia was oy

.3, Ty
INNIFeNigNal cammTitiee reyeaisd that
U.5. milttary mangowse, siready helow
minimum war.oian requicements, was to
decredse ecause irmed services salaries
had {alien 10 percent & year foe the past
three yeary, Then came the shattering

news that no solution t0 our energy prob.

lem was assured before congressional ad.
Journment. The falling stack market

responded to these distuibing denouements
of “black week."”

A analysly revesly that all of these dfce
events are our own fauit In that they are

the inevitable "esuil of defective U.S. poil- |

cles and uacertain teadersain,

g
!
!

|
|

|
t

Qur éi'glomu: were s3tzed 1ad helg
hostage because our iesders {slind o re.

spond sdequataly (o (ive Beezanev-Casiro
brazen 3loy of Russisn traops in Cuba,

ince these communist thugn 30t away with
L. any Lwosbit cevolutionary now helfewes
that the U.S. can be blackmailed at will. .

But or U.S. pacifists respond, **We cane
not tak: reprisal messures becauss tran
provides onsesixti of our fareign oil rev
quirements."

The reason that our foreign ofl require-
ments make us helpiess is alsn Jur owa

“fault. Had an adequate energy progrim

been initiated thres years ago, we could
now be well on our way to independence
from foreign ofl. That probably was for-
felted during 'biack week™ wiren we bowed
to propaganda and stopped nuclear power
development. Nuclear power s the salest,
cleanast source of energy. The irrational
environmantalists stopped it. They have
also delayed ail projects for synthetic fusl
development, -

When I last saw Albert Speer, he could

- not understand why we had not used his
. demonstration of synthetic [uel potential in

World Wacr II In Germany. He told me, “If
you had used your tremendous resources of
coal gnd shale for gasoiine produc:ton, you
w?uld not now be s0 dependent on foreign
ofl.”

Why have we also allowed Russia to get
in 3 position to controi ous sugply ~outes [or
forsignoil?

This occurred because th2 present
administestion believed there was no reia-
tion between mlilitsry power and national
security. So today we are a second rate
military power, and are now reaping the
consequences of that ignoble status,

The trembling pacitists, who now control-
our forelg rollcy. say, “We must not over-
react to Soviet supported revolutionaries in
Cubsa, Iran or elsewhere or they may
diminish the supply or incresse the price of
our foreign oil."”

Why does no one pick on the Russlans? -

Because it is unsale, since the Kremiin will
take instant and adequate reprisal.

Our fortunes will not improve until we
establish the same international respeet.

The writer, an alr power pioneer, Is a
retired three-star AF officer.

Copyright 1079 Los Angeles Times
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' ili di Acad -
Russia’s War Machine [pelamas s %
. Rosefieide are considered the most

4 - - .. authoritative checks on CIA
. Lastweekammposmgprocessww : Inltsflrstpresentatlontothesub-_ analyses. since no institutional

of tanks, missiles and troops 'um- | committee, a CIA official testmecmf
bled through the snow in Moscow's that the Soviets devote 15 percent of ‘| f,','ff; ?hnecdgc:f:;?::‘:i:scamed
‘Red Square to commemorafe the their- military budget.topersonnel : The rate of increase in Soviet
62nd anniversary of the Bolshevik _compared with 30 pereent by the 1 military procurement, adjusted for
revolutiofi. Reviewing the parade - U.S. After Sen. Byrd.objected that * infiation. is galioping at 11 to 13 per-
from atop Lenin’s tomb, Soviet . the 30 percent figuredidn’t jibe with cent, said Mr. Lee, while President
defbnse minister Dmitri; Ustinov : . congressional and Defense Depart- (Carteris seekmgo;nyaspercentm-
denounced what' he called: “false-~.i ment caiculations,.CIA witdesses crease in American defense
propaganda about a Soviet military 5 returned to.a subsequent sesénon of procurement. The expected com-
threat’’ promoted by “reae;tionary-:.»‘_j the hearings to revise their figure to . parative growth in military person-
forces in the United States and other-§ 60- percent,’ roughly matchmg the - el costs is co,,,me.-embegmuy
NATO countries.’” The Soviet Union . Pentagon’s. - ;" in. the Soviets'.favor, since their -
maintains its.armed forces, he in+: - Sen.. Byrd brought forward. ad-.- ‘largely conscript am'xy» is paid . a
sisted, to defend. “‘peace and ¥ ditional witnesses William: Eee, a paltry amount compared with what
socialism.” oo W former:€IA analyst, and Steven (pe {i§. pays its.volunteer forces.
WhnletheSovnetswerepumngona:-« Rosefielde, a University- of North. Whether one accepts..the CIA
biustery show of their military..: Carolina economics professor and analysis- or the other ex‘;.)erts‘ es-
might, Sen. Harry F. Byrd Jr.; lnd-'fl occasional consultant to the CIA, timates clearly the testimony
Va.,was leading a Senatearmed for-: _whosaidthatthemtelhgenceagency before S'en Byrd's subcommittee
ces subcommittee: in- hearings ex- . had underestimated by half the ‘raises seri.ous doubts about the
amining how that military power: growth in Soviet military  American bargaining premise for
compares with America’s. Expert .. procurement. A similar technical ~ SALT II, namely that the U.S. and
-testimony before Sen. Byrd’s: ! critique in 1970 caused the CIA then the US'SR are aiming t;:w.vard
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_Intelligence Agency estimated that

procurement subcommittee tendsto - to double 1ts estxmates ot Sovxet

give the lie to Comrade Ustinov's
protestations of peaceful intentions;
moreover, it raises serious
questions. about the ability of the -
United States’ armed forces to com-
pete with those of the Soviets. -

In unusual public testimony, two
high-ranking officers of the Central

total Soviet defense outlays since
1970- had- outstripped..the ..United.. .
States’ by about 30 percent. In the
‘procurement of military hardware, -
the CIA said, the USSR had outspent: -
the U.S. during thedecade bya: ratm
of3to 2. .. - "
Sen. Byrd was. sharply crmeal of "’
the CIA estimates, which hecharac- .- |
terized as-having underestimated: u
both the proportion of U.S. delense f

strategicand military “‘parity.”’ The
"Soviets’ most recently published

- ““Five Year Plan’’ for the economy,’

testified Mr. Lee, calls for cuts in -
both investment and consumption in-
the civilian market so that their

" military budget can swallow- in-{
: creasing proportions of the Soviet

.Gross National Product. A whopping 4

- 18 percent of the Soviet GNP is es-
timated to go for defense next year,
" compared withonly 5 percent for the-

"U.S..The Kremlim is making these

burgeoning military commitments. § -

‘eventhough they place agreatstrain-.

on the Soviet economy, Mr. Leesaid.

. This strongly suggests._ that tne'
- Kremlinis committed not to notions .

spending going for personnel and the- ;
amount of Soviet: spending.- for-
military hardware..«qs - far.eaxidostf

of *‘parity’* and peace maintained by -
**Mutual Assured Destruction,” the 1
prevailing- American- theory- of
nuclear deterrent. To the contrary, .
Soviet military spending rates give

- every indication that the USSR is

.committed to fighting, winning and |
survivmg a nuclear war.. - ot

-c.# ST e
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Kremhn lowers economic

—_—— N -

i aﬁures rouse

>conom gmwth targets,
rezhnev ire.

By ANTHONY BARBIERI un Kremlin over the nations sluggish est oil producer.
. Moscow—The Soviet Union has. been | M,. Brezhnev delivered a harsh critique | Original 1980 target. The Soviets had

forced wmkmlummm’—wﬁ*my{ngwm, be-
targets for the coming year as a result of fore the Communist Party. Central Com-

generally. disappointing industrial per--  mittee.;.: | =. ‘The strong point in the
formances that have brought unusually - -wAnahrldgedv«aiondthlpueh- - picture is natural gas. Not only will the
sharp criticism from Lsonid L Brezhnev, -  strong-enough in itself—was released late projected target ‘of 435. billion cubic

meSovietCmmnni-tp-rtycM» - £.by the official Tass news
Figures presented. yesterday w“MrM’m gt by |
OPGNGSMW““‘ Supreme Soviet=r'%-"yeripriay | However: the Commanist | Pipeline
the nation's parliamaent—indicate that p.ny daily, Pravda, ran the full text of | - ..
growth targets in many key . the speech, and it proved to be even har-- | -
areas. including energy, producton, will \ gher. containing direct and sharp repri--
not be met in 1980. s - <g&% . mands to a half-dozen gonmmmtmmisv
The presentation. wnmadoby Nikoiai . tersand their subordinates. -
K. Baibakow, chairman of the State Plane.  “The time has come to brin; order
ning_Co 'zh:‘ m-&"&f M‘i.'ixem in venlslmc:-argeontho
comparisons between the new . man in o viet
gets for 1980 and thoss originaly:set in . economy, Premier AlexeiN: Kosygin, was., Kremlin has promised its Eastern Euro-
the current 1976-t0-1980 five-year plan. ‘not present to hear the Brezhnev pean allies that they can count'.on a
But disappointment in tbe top levels of - before the Central Committee, nor was he | steadily increasing supply of Soviet ener-

ustentour Buba-l gy—unotalwaysou—overthomxtm
tmtnlyatardayto ’ |yean.

More- high-level Western technolog
might be needed to help the Soviets tap
their vast oil reserves in Siberia. And, the.

-

The 75-year-old Mr. Kosygin b sud to’
2 be ill with either beart trouble or a liver
_ailment. The news from:the Kremlin yes<.
terday can hardly be expected to nnprovc
his condition. .
~.Overall industrial growth for the last
four will be-about 20 percent—ad-
mirable by Western standards but below
 what the stm-developlng Soviet economy
set foritself. . ¢ -
As Mr. Brezhnev made clear 'hmday.

Mmumchasoﬂ.meuls,

“key

and rail transportation are lagging..

- 'The original five-year plalrludseta

:lsaohrpﬂwoilprodncﬁnnofmmﬂ-

* lion tons. Mr. Baibakov said yesterday the—

revised 1980 target now is 606 million -
/ tons..The Soviet Union is the worid's larg:.

As expected Mr. Baiham announced
.that Soviet defense spending would be cut
.next year by. about $155 million, bringing
-the officially announced total to about $27-
bimon.ordpercentofthomnanonal
product. - ..

Manywmm analysts. howevu con
sider .these figures valuable only for

Soviet propaganda pnrpon&:ln Central .

=L _...-.
-iamount to0-ab

ﬂ:nn-
2"‘.’.?::3.‘;".:{"’“’ “&“&.‘“‘“““’
on ocono!
- Last:year,: Mr. m m
< specific: ministries and cited camph of
producﬂouboondoulu 21 g,r_,,, k3 i

A, ttldﬁ. N d..;.i y&ﬁ*%.&_‘
Hennmmphs:tmtﬂcbrfac-
‘tory  that: tractors unsuited for
mwm;mfmumm
~ulemmdernintion.niltnupwtbotth-
-necks that hold uo nrodoction.~: 3 fetci~
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s THE WASHINGTON POST
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0.
\ T oun e e w oy uma ARLIE, In a speech yesterday to a2 Central Committee
: .- : g . plenary session, the text of which- was made public
OVlets Orce ¢ o today in the party newspaper ‘Pravda, Brezhnev
s - f e criticized 10 economic chiefs and managers by -

- . i name for poor performance, e o

’ . “It is necessary to gind those who are to blame

Oa S for every ‘shortage’ caused by lrresponsibmty and

. e to punish them,” he declared. He named key offi- ,
07 . 3 -

_ . . cials in. the transport, .power, machine-tool, ferti.-
. A ~ T ) lizers, chemical, food and dairy and:consumer goods
. llt O v industries, saying  he: found- major-shortcomings, :

waste and Indiscipline, ..The- step.-of  naming ‘the-
; Olficlals publicly is unusually harsh. ;. <. g
: LT Brezime\'v’si!tuck::br.‘lnlerencez includes Prem(gg
: : wol. Poreisii Serviow: ot - Alexei ‘Kosysin, -who~heads the-national  econoiny

. "‘“m"‘.:-u-m.."""."'a T e : : 1ath ‘ 3.4
"M . Nov. 28—Faced | aning- y Kosygin; .75, :is :reeoverint“‘trom:ft‘whelrtwmck“e
Mosgome—zs—nmmth-dmeg;{mew i I ‘10’ Souvlet shurcent gy port 8 §
-probl‘euw,_.':t_l!;c._ng_ieg‘-lb_tqetship;todu;:e!uetmﬂ!{: rding, to: Soviet: sources, W ‘absent &ou:g

Ay e o - -

To Reduce

Doviet Jeadershi; aueH . both the- plenumm’ahcf’todaﬁiﬁublféfi&sion' OF: the

reduced coal and:oll; production- targets for 1960y | - 0w the Soviet, o legislature SR

- and set up & new:high-level:commission to Solve its- _ Brezhnev said major research ‘and’ engineéring

threatening. energy-crisis. 1 - i Yt efforts must be accelerated to provide the US.S.R.

In a series.of. grim. Feports’ om the: vation’s-lack= Wwith . largescale atomic power complexes, “fast

- imic: performance i ‘1979 and’ projec-. " breeder and tusion reactor power plants; synthetic

luster economic: perfo e and-sensi| fuel, and solar and geotherms] energy. He said that

tions for1960;: President-Leonid-Brezhnev. : in January, the state planning committee, Gosplan,
for state planners said major new steps must-be:

S must submit “general concepts” of possible solutioms-
taken to save.heat and power and perfect>new- through- 1990 for- Soviet energy'qui'esqnomic prqbf-g

' ich -as; synthetic; fueis: and-. solar - lems. e e
' :tcx,:rgg::::c::;:uch u.syn DI t Hed;clared- btI;at “plans.for-saving tuels [for win-
h R - .t S < Ty fip 4 . er use must fulfmed: bywmeang_ [Tms] -con. -
Brezhnev- made- clear ‘the ‘urgency:bf thes s‘?,‘f’.’_‘f tines to be a major nationwide task.” He asserteq
“dilemma:. Although _it. is the. world’s largest_oily :

Poenss g sy S8t the country must look well into the future to deter.
producer, missive efforts inf recent years'to expandx| - mine (the energy situation om which the economic

7

i tion have.fallen short. of goals, ; . Browth of the country depends> - . .
while ot pmducd?c!llxi'dn'iéa‘lly‘.‘v‘n'stdul barie, in- Nicolai Baibakev:. chairman of Gosplan:: indicated
Tusteion tmoded and tstrip energy supplies. >~ . that the national evonomy grew by about 3.6 percent
e ihreaten to outstrip ay]| ~In'1979, compared with 2 target of 3.7 percent set

Oil production fell about 100,000 barrels per day.

year ago by Baibakov-and endorsed: by .the lead. -
below goal for 1979, it was disclosed, and coal prc:-»: ership ~ and figurehead parliament  parn poad-
duction fell short by 7 million- tons. These sho; < during 1970s, the Soviet |
falls cannot be made up. The planx}ers revise:: :h eg but at steadily decreasing rates. A - . .
ociginal sosl of o aion tons oy [stead of the- indaitaKov-pegged the. 1980 growth. rate for Hodvy
original goal o tons .{ .Industry an deonsumel goods at 4.5 percent, 3 mod- |
coagl targets to 745 million - tons instead of th'u < try 8 p mod

0 g est increase compared with previous annua] projec: .,
planned 790-810 million tons. . . . . . toms. . o e e Lieg e -]
Th i 3 Soviet production’ in ‘most- key “economic areas

si ’ . - estimates that the‘: . was bldly -retarded by last Winter‘s' severs “cold ke
- . . - n

snap; the worst recorded- inEuropean :Russia in-a-
SN R s e e

LR
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T RN RIS -

An Oil Caiastrophe_ Is Buﬂdmg -

The oil caliphs are preparing new
surrender terms to present, without
negotiation, to the rulers of the in-
dustrial world. Next month in Vene-
zuela. the OPEC partners will add
another rocket burst to oil prices, al- -
ready dangerously near the intolera-
ble level. :

The industrial powers, paral i
by a loss of will, are expected to ca- -
pituiate again. But there is a limit to :
how much extortion they will ac--
cept. Preparations have already
begun inside the Pentagon to take .
the oil fields by force if Western ac- -
quiescence should become strained
beyond endurance. I

. The princes of Saudi Arabia, con-

scious of the laws.of economics and
the powers of resistance of the
United States, have tried to hold the
price of crude to $18 a barrel. But
Arab militants have learned that the :
OPEC ceiling price is not immutable
and can be racheted upward, that
the oil companies will join happily in'
the profit-taking and that the US. -
government is a patsy for oil com- -
pany pressure. © .

So the militants are charging 340 a
barrel on the spot' market and are .
finding plenty of ofl-thirsty custom-
ers willing to pay the price. The mil-
itants are clamoring for an official
OPEC price of at least $30, and the
Saudis may be powerless to stop’it.
Intelligence reports warn that the
balance of power is shifting from -
the moderates. to the radicals, with -
hazards no one can comprehend. :

In every Mideast oil country, na-

{
[ 1 A DU SRR 1

tionalism is surging, distrust for the
United States is ripening into hatred
and demands for astronomical oil
‘prices are ricocheting from country
to country., for tral

: €|
ew eats to useoiul as a

The Shiite Muslims, who look to
Iran’s Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini
for spiritual guidance, appear will-
ing to sacrifice economic. benefits
~and to hold their oil as hostage for
fanatical- political goals. These
yeople not only dominate Iran’s oil. . -

ields but are also concentrated
heavily in Saudi Arabia’s eastern oil.
territory. :

More ominous yet, the nearby-
Soviets see an opportunity to move
into the Persian Gulf oil lands. The
way may soon open up through Iran,
and they are tightening their toe- .

hold on the Arabian Peninsula in -

Yemen. oo-

All of this is tinder for a holocaust
that could explode into a major war. .
For the United States cannot survive
without Mideast oil; yet it, can nei-
ther succumb forever to Arab eco--
nomic aggression nor permit deeper.
Soviet encroachment. .

The American oil giants have re-
Sponded to this national emergency
by slavishly supporting the oil sheik-
doms, which hold the key to. their
cash registers. Not only do severe .
price increases mean greater profits

- as the companies apply the mark-up

to higher prices; it also permits a

e 7 T VNP Dy S SR

- undertake secondary oil recovery

~‘American public to the Arab-point,

" eign- governments at times violates’

-ton, meanwhile, that anyone is pre-

DFRTRPRR AU R .

hike in domestic oil prices to maki if
profitable for the companies to

operations on their long dormant
property. ' ’
The American oil majors ha
‘sought to alter their country’s for-
eign policy at the behest of Arab mo-
narchs; they have staged briefings
:ciu- mghumm:rzk otm:mt'sh and for-*
gn cy ers, they have-
workegoon government. officials in-
private; they have even run adver
tisements designed to educate the:

of view. 2 o
The companies also provide a pipe-"
line-into. the oil oligarchies, which;
helps them- assess how to react to
U.S. moves. The intelligence that
passes through this pipeline into for--

our espionage laws. .
- There is no indication in Washing--

paring to counter the oil catastrophe
that is building up. The idiotic anar-:
chy of Congress, the: ‘;ﬁo‘pmg and
stumbling within the ite House
and the government's obsequious:
devotion to the oil industry have left"
the United States without a policy. -
The need is desperate for a strong,
comprehensive policy to protect the
Western world’s main oil reservoir
in the Middle East. Our allies have
neither the means nor the
tiom to protect this vital supply. It's
up to the United States which — let’s
face it — must prepare to use torc_u

o NI o
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CTA EXPERTS TRAI
Bmm* mmsmg

> affair; feaved it would; dxscounaga elehewomby Sovxerr
5 aqepts_ a key e]emm ll)- e n e

- immunity, is alSor the granting, the receat: book -* Climate- od

© . *Riehlp- descningm =

v

"ESAR thas the unwmasking ok Anthowy Biund) |
™. as asfovmer Soviet; . SPY - Teequiler | was,.
really serving Moscow’s: imterests, not the- ‘7
West’s, was expressed to. nre. mdepemztmﬂ;y
yesterday by, twe former CI 4 offeials. i)

‘Mr James, Angleten, chief azcm'xmthemnmkmg 34
of Kim 2hilby as. thiod man in tite: Busgess aad; Maclean

wuntewesmouage

Hz aiso- thought ib- mighe
be - exploited to  stis upr
hustariar auds to. undeemines
Buté wnx iateili gencen seoviges..

Thas poing s was, alsoi taken: up-
by M- Kernriw '8 Rooseveit; v
nointedy ‘out~ Philbw . tos- \\b
Angletom as 2 prime suspeet:- -

M Roosevelt was concerned : iy
that the unmasking of Bluns - {23
should rob he made: a- pretexs
for the Kind of witch huat
whice ie Ameriea inv recendé
Vears hact emauculaced» the. 2
CIA.- B v

“Your - peoﬂo- shoul@ ‘be.. }
caretud 10t v got  drawe
o thab- st~ of daogessun
nvstevia, " he-saidt, “Ircis ail: toos- -
nbvious whese.: mtm,thgr &
sort off tlnnq' o iy

¢ Elagrantlx- nohtei

* am Acr. an& C Eﬁ nu.: vaw

A As, ’ sgardy: aucgwonr. i
T

Mr Anglerons the CIA’s ace. B sat mﬁ,,. suggesting- that,

counter-inteiligence clnef before r Wilfrid, B. Mapn, a. former

his retirement,, said: “:,. Britons emofoyed! by A,menca’?
The nagging quesuomrm COBn Nationels Buceau. off ,
. tinues (0. clouds the. cenrnb was the- “ fifth; caa.” Me Amgle-
" neaning . of this.- case tom- deglaned:- “ Dr Viangr is a
. whether . the. conﬁdm frisud: off long standing, 2 dis
arrangements. ‘made - bw tiguished. scientist whose 1oyalt¥_
, Sovereiga. gcwernmcnn— ir i3 without. biemisk” - - -
-.granting immunity frOMPros~ " He. sddeds E anr grateful.thab.
ecution in  a matter .of the- Dapactmeat of Commerce
- €5plnade. - has - .nob- beem oo oo " miemed because- aax,

flagrants viotated..
The cuipait, of coursam is tite insnuedom . th" Lon'trac)' "

Ir\akerddl;ig hus, d‘.m ;S;ect faise. . . .
Jeopardis — and. pevhaper

}:ermanenﬂ.y_xhg fiduciary re~ - Sbongpr Sucmni
ationshin: witichs aly times. is. 'I'ho' Cotunerces Dcpuuncntu

’ mdxspenseolun we-ars to-cons has.formally stated;there i “ o
taix.aod: neutralise- the steady: question cowcamming: .Du-qu:g
" deploymens of Soviet ageats. 1oyai:y to:. thew United: States.”.
and assaeans.w opeutmg Dr ‘\!anu : has - himsel®
in the West. . auw, ‘thats hu
And inhereat in the grantmg; of was the “ Basil,”” sefevred’ tar iny
-of a.nonumq.,. S - Tceasom™ by Andcews Boylw,.as
“ havine given Muclean adupon
\ Americamn atoavc- SecTets. ;. . b
T w m trlb"‘e to’ ! 'e. "-m ha ww
the Britisty inteiligance secv sexvices,,- mfmﬁaswfuah nein, 1947 whem

who, a5 he. puta i, ““are
deservings o;"',.,,:'m aadt supe. Muclean; wae ' ae; the. Br.msh

Embases theser wio ., . |
part for fg“;: et oo wtance-and- ~“Pold: oft = Coammona. statement |
Bighly complicated case.* . - b - Sin - Michesl Havers,. QC,.

He also: saidt that disclosures. Ammewgfemrd o th;‘: jth-w:
about: Blueh aads aboud a; sup. WS Do information % justify:
posed: ** fiftlr man,’* were likely Biss Drosecution under- the om-,
to. be- exploited: by those whey CiEl Sffm" Ase. DT: Naam said’
sished tov undermine the Britisy, Ye¥erday= - 1. will  awaio a,
Official Secrets Jvqr. :: . Strongeo~ Sﬁﬁgﬂm thaee that;

Thab, in; his- view,. woum Yo from h'gg_n.‘ ?f"_m' d-acmncl
e\tremely dangerouss tor not; O issue™ izl zoouy -t 7]
only Britisis buti Western secur--!

“ity. Amenicz didf not" hzve‘such\‘
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 Book That Surfaced Britain’s ‘Fourth Man’

. 7 These three traitors all fled to Russia
It's mole hunting season in Britain. ©~ .. When found out (Burgess died in Moscow
This past fall the whole country, it in 1963, the other two are presumed to still

" seemed, was riveted to the seven-part BBC . be in' Russia), tipped off by a shadowy

television adaptation of Johm le Carre's Fourth Man. The fourth man has been for
novek *“Tinker Tailor: Soldier Spy.:" vy /years. the favored: story of newspaper edi-
one was waidng. for the- marvelously la=* tors with nothing better to run on a siow
conic George Smiley' (Alec Guinness) to. .summer Sunday. Past articles have named

By PuiLie REVIIN'

outwit the cunning Russian agent who had :a variety ot dead Cambridge professors |

hurrowed to- the top of the- Circus,. as the - and students as the collaborator.
British Secret'Service is- termed: in: Mr.
Carre's Hettons- ' .2 Vost ¥ st o+ the fourth man-in the book, preferring the
For the past couple of weeks the drama... pseudosym Maurice t comply: with Brit-
has beem re-rus,. though. not on the BBC.." ain's strict libel laws. He does drop a lot of
. - : w3 hints, however, and freely sprinkies Mr.
B - kSh lf -, Blunt's name about.wllt didn’t take much
’ ]he; 00 eLy ¢ for . magazine to catch on, and when ques-
; ;oo tons were asked in- Parliament, Prime

' e : © . Minister Margaret Thaicher revealed ail.
This dme~there’s: a. real:mole; Aathony - ... The- book, however, does- much more
Blunt, an ex-Knight ‘and’ formerly the than solve a long-standing riddle (and pose
Queen's art adviser, unmasked 23 a traitor . 3 new one:'the real identity. of “Basil,” the
after more than a quarter century. Mr:. Fifth Man who heiped the other four). It
" Blunt's innocuous recent past—he says he' . 3lsp paints a convincing picture of the ste-
quit helping the Russiaus in 1951, confessed ' rijity. ot the public school and Cambridge
to the British imr 1964 and turned from - ypbringing of Britain’s. future leaders be-
spying to studying the French painter M- ¢ tween the: wars, fertile plantations for as-

colas Poussin—has done little to quell the<: mte Russian *‘talent spotters.” .

turious reaction to his unmasking. <. - The atmosphere was of political and
There has already been an emergency’  economic confusion. Britain had- lost its
debate in Parliament, calls for a-full in- . empire and was nearing economic col-
quiry into Mr. Blunt's past and the curent  |3nee The sympathies of the Prince of
_running of the intelligence services, and 2 wales, later briefly Edward VIII, with the
continuing stream of newspaper stories| hudding Nazi regime in Germany were

with any new fact about ‘“The Spy at the| harely hidden. The Cliveden Set was tiiting -

Palace.” . " opinion toward the Germans.
Why the fury now over spying -that'™ this the Soviet Communist ex-
ended' more: than 20 years ago2 And: Why nreriment seemed to many not just a way
all the excitement if,. as. Mr. Blunt insists, | t5 stop fasctsm, but.a just path to eco-
all he- did out ot youthtul enthusiasm for nomic recovery. The conversion of many
Soviet communism was to give e RUS ‘camprgge students and teachers to com-
g‘;:‘“" oury:arum allies, should have -out. Some were deterred by Stalin; a few
T e ro i e 5 e O
plex mattars of class, abhorrence of be < byt were simply being true to their con-
trayal of Queen and country, and perhaps oyon.0q and their friends by sticking with
v a limecollecﬂve ’huue amt m‘ Cil'de “- % athe mm“uTm was a case d pdlﬂw
upper-class English gentlemen: who' spied " ecionce against loyalty to country:: [
for the Russians.. :. secie ¥ dehnee  conscience,”” Mr. Blunt said last

Many of these reasons are llluminated 0% e, .
Mr. Boyle's sketch of Cambridge life

strikingly by-a new book, 'Andrew Boyle's }
r;rc!:ley ctm‘;;\fm{'r:mundﬂnx% Aledmd:'; !makes such a statement plausible, al-
can edition, titled: “The Fourth Man,” will ;though no more acceptable to current out-
be published in January by Dial Press. Mr; - faged public opinion. The arrogance of
Boyle, a former BBC journalist and a: Class. rampant at Cambridge and Oxford
noted biographer, has been working for the -

past few years on the Philby-Burgess-Ma-

clean case.. 7,—_’_.,;“._.-4,';-.1. ;uu- i.-il_ﬁ.-:.}ll PR {

levy it Mr:. Boyle-doesn't name-Mr.:Blunt-as|
8 4

"swept out to sea, never to return.”

- S e

during the Thirties, has led t old class
wounds being reopened by the Blunt affair.
Labor Party politicians want to know why
less well-connected traitors have been
jailed for 40 years. while Mr. Blunt was
merely stripped -of his knightbood. They
also want assurances that ail the: moles
have been unearthed, an assurance Mr.
Boyle isn't yet prepared (o give.

And while Mr. Blunt's royal connection
isn't deemed very significaat (he was con-
cerned- more with- Gainsborough than aqy

- official secrets at the palace)} many Brit

ons feel he directly betrayed and embar
rassed the Queen. This view is.tempered,
however, by some politicians who think

- -Mr. Blunt became a double agent after

1964 and has: been feeding the Russians
misinformadoa siace. They. figure that his
job at the palace heiped convince the Rus-

. sians that e hadn't yet been found out.
The latter halt of Mr. Boyle's book -

takes the spies out of Cambridge and into

" their shadowy world. Besides being a true-

life spy thriller to rival Mr. le Carre’s
novels, Mr.. Boyle's narrative provides a
good.case for taking the treason seriously.
While Britain mignt not have had ail that
many secrets worth knowing, the U.S., bus-
ily building the atom bomb, did, and
shared many of them with the British.
These were easily passed to the Russians

- by their weli-placed infiitrators.

Still, nobody claims that Anthony Blunt
was working for the Russians up undl he
was revealed recently, and the outcry does
include a large measure of heipless ven-
geance. Mr. Boyle is convinced that the
hot-house of 19308 Cambridge is zone for~
ever. The book concludes: ''The depiorable
conditions of that period, ziving rise to the

. distemper which tmmed future pillars of

the establishment into spies; then into tran-
sitory pseudo-heroes of the Soviet Union,
have long since passed away. Like debris
on the ebd tide of change, they have been

-~
. - —— t

e . » i «
Mr. ‘Revzin is @ member of the Jour
nal’s London bureaw.: . il o4

LT -
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Britain’s unrepentant spy

Many observers from afar may share the
reaction of the author, Andrew Boyle, whose
book led Prime Minister Thatcher to disclose
that art historian and former security official
Anthony Blunt had been a spy for the Soviet
Union« After- the-secret long kept from- the
British pyblic.had been disciosed, Mr. Blunt
issued a statement explaining his passing of
infortnation to the Russians as a matter of
conscience but offering no apology for it. Mr.

Boyle:responded,. ‘It might have been more -

appropriate if he had expressed.a.word of re-
grettorbisu:ndeodsnthermnsoehngto
justify them.” C e

To be sure, Mr Blunthasgoneontosay

(in an interview with the Times of London) .

that by the 19508 he came to reject Marxism
and Moscow and to accept British constitu-

tionalism and the.British way of life as ‘‘the -

best.”” But in previous decades he had been
persuaded that Soviet communism was the

only firm bulwark against fascism and he.

I
chose this view as a matter of political con-t
science over loyaity to his own land. :

. He was not the only person of talent and
promise to be tempted toward communism m
apmperrevﬂsionagamstfascismmthedays
of Hitler. But few carried it to the point ot[
treason. And Mr. Biunt’s later secret confes-|
sion and award of immunity do not. reaily .
wipe the siate so ciean that he now can atford

‘to make a statement on the affair without:

some indicatioa of contrition tor letting dm
his country s0 badly:. . . ~=o o esi oI
It may be said thathiscmmtry'sgovun—
ment has let down its peopie by leaving it to
an author, using sources under the American
Freedom of Information Act, to. bring the!
matter to light. The ensuing political discus-/
sion in Britain could draw attention to lessons:
for the future. Unfortunacely. the spy i the
case — after years of indulgence as a knight|
in high circles including the Royal Householdi
itself — appears to have no lesson to bestow. l
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The Eclipse of the Gentleman

The Blunt affair came as no shock to the author of this Essay. He
was recruited into the MI6 branch of British intelligence during
World War [1, and operated for 18 months as a spy at Lourengo
Marques in Mozambique. His boss at M 16 headquarters was Kim
Philby—as it turned out—of the KGB. “Intelligence gathering,” the
author later observed, “is even more fantasy-prone than news gath-
ering. In the latter, you are often expected to make bricks without
straw, but in the former, to grow lemons without a tree.” He thus re-
nired from spying with some relief at the end of the war, to ‘fall sub-
sequently,” he recalls, “into the more serious business of editing
Punch.” Since his days at the British. humor magazine, he has
plied his trade as a self-described ‘vendor of words” on radio and
TV broadcasts, in magazine and newspaper articles and in a num-
ber of books, including his own pungently self-critical memoirs,
Chronicles of Wasted Time.

n the latest outburst of spy mania, the English may be said to

have embarked upon the last stages of the long drawn-out
obsequies of the upper classes. Never again, we may be sure,
shall we hear any serious suggestion that so-and-so, being a gen-
tleman, may be relied on to tell the truth, be loyal to his coun-
try and behave with sexual propriety. The eclipse of the gen-
tleman has happened stage by stage, as did that of the medieval
knight at arms, with P.G. Wodehouse playing the part of Cer-

vantes in affectionately revealing the absurdity of knight er-
rantry in the new so-

would scarcely rate as revolutionary trophies. Philby, the only
one of the four I knew at all well, he being my wartime boss at
MI6, never gave me an impression of having any serious in-

tellectual interests. I regarded him as just an adventurer, who |

found in Stalin’s very ruthlessness something to admire, as his fa-
ther, St. John Philby, the Arabist, had found in King Ibn Saud
of Saudi Arabia. Anyway, his appalling stutter would have pre-
cluded any sort of Marxist dissertation: Marx spoken is bad
enough, but Marx stuttered would be in’olerable.

As for Blunt, he is the classic pattern of the Cambridge aes-
thete, with a quiet precise voice, and a taste for subdued light-
ing and respectfully adoring young men. In some ways, given
the difference between Cambridge, Mass., and Cambridge, Eng-
land, ke is reminiscent of Alger Hiss. He mentioned in his apo-
logia that in the *308 he was drawn to Marxism and the U.SS.R.
in the light of Chamberlain’s appeasement policy, but went on
toadmit that it was the influence of Burgess that led him to trans-
late this vague sympathy into active service on behalf of the
KGB. I cannot, in any case, see Das Kapital as his bedside book.

More evident than a common grasp- of Marxism was the
common practice of homosexuality, at least as far as Burgess,
Maclean and Blunt were concerned. Here again Philby was dif-
ferent, being an ardent womanizer, though, it would seem, odd
in his ways. His third wife, an American lady acquired in Bei-
rut, in her excellent little book The Spy I Loved, describes how
he wooed her, which

cial circumstances.
Nonetheless, the signs
were there for those
with eyes to see.

Thus, when I was
at Cambridge (1920-
24), undergraduates |
like myself from mod- [»
est homes and borough
secondary  schools [\
tended to emulate the [}
dress and manner of f\
speech of the Etonians, g
Harrovians and Wyk-
hamists, etc., etc., =
among whom they ¥ .
found themselves. .y
Nowadays it is the oth-
er way round. The
richer and more upper-
class the undergradu-
ates, the more prone
they are to get themr-
selves up on prole-

involved sending her a
whole. series of loving
messages written on
tiny pieces of tissue pa-
per, with instructions
to bum them when
read and carefully

— —
—y -]

N

'\"f.'" LI A0 AN N scatter the ash, or, if:

that should be inconve-

. nient, to swallow them
X 3y —an illustration of
Y7 5 28 ¢ N how the fatuities of es-
y y , pionage infect even the
practice of seduction.
Without any ques-
tion, however, in the
A - 2 ’30s at Cambridge. ho-
iy mosexuality and leftish

together. For instance,
many of the Apostles,
an elitist society at one
| time dominated by
>4 [Economist John May-

tarian fancy dress
—which, incidentally,
can often be quite costly—and to cultivate a nondescript accent
which might belong to anyone anywhere. This is part of the
worldwide social revolution for which America has provided
the musical accompaniment—rack-—and the uniform—jeans.

It is in relation to this social revolution rather than to any se-
rious preoccupation with Marxism that the spy scandal must
be seen. Of the four principai characters who have emerged so
far, Maclean is the only one who might be assumed to have de-
voted any serious study to Marx's writings. Burgess’s two most
prized possessions, which he insisted on showing to everyone,
were an inscribed copy of Winston Churchill’s war memoirs
and a note from Anthony Eden in his own hand thanking Bur-

‘ou re lucky, comrade—in Britain they strip traitors of their knighthoods."

gess for being so attentive during a visit to Washington. These

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 :

nard] Keynes, and
closely associated with
his college, King’s, notoriously combined culture, Communism
and the love that nowadays all too readily dares to speak its
name. Also in residence at King's, and also decisively homosex-

opinions tended to go .

ual, was the famous but, as I think, much overrated novelist E.M.

Forster, who provided putative traitors with a serviceable formu-

la for justifying their treachery by insisting that if he had to

choose between betraying his country and betraying his friend,
he hoped he would have the courage to betray his country. Bur-

gess fastened eagerly onto this line of thought. but how fraudu-

lent it is! After all, betraying one’s country would automatically '
involve betraying all one’s friends who were also fellow country-

men: the two propositions are not alternatives but collateral.

What is it, then, that makes homosexuals tend to sympathize -

CONTINUED
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with revolutionary causes, F i
and to find in espionage a 1
congenial occupation? No
doubt, psychiatrists’ case- @
books shed light on this, but
Jjust common sense suggests
that the same gifts which
make homosexuals often
accomplished actors equip
them for spying, which is a
kind of acting, while their
inevitable exclusion from
the satisfaction of parent-
hood gives them a grudge
against society, and there-
fore an instinctive sympa-
thy with efforts to overthrow it. [ remember reading an account
of [Biographer] Lytton Strachey sitling on a rock in the Isle of
Skye, weeping over a lost lover he had shared with Maynard
Keynes, and thinking to myself how perfectly they got their own
. back, Keynes by inventing an economic theory which, after a pe-
riod of ‘spurious prosperity, must infallibly bankrupt the coun-
tries which adopt it, and Strachey by overturning the gods of the

Victorian age, and with them the virtues such as thrift, hard-

work, integrity and truthfulness which they symbolized.

Such scenes can best be conveyed by the use of the word de-
cadence, whose reality I first encountered in Weimar Germa-
ny, and which so easily turned into Hitler’s Third Reich. In
England they have coincided with the decline of British power
and influence in the world, and the transformation of an em-
pire on which the sun never set, into a ramshackle and absurd
commonwealth in which it never rises. Whereas our grand-
fathers found their heroes in empire builders celebrated by Rud-
yard Kipling, we have had to make do with expertise in espi-

John Maynard Keyne

c 2

|

onage celebrated by Ian
Fleming and Le Carré. ’

Doubtless, some future '
Gibbon will amuse himself |
expatiating upon this
theme, but he will still have
[l to find some explanation for

the fact that favored, pam-
pered children of the Estab-
8 lishment like Maclean, Bur- .
B gess, Philby and Blunt
should have seen fit to be-
tray their country, their cul-
ture and their class in order
Lytton Strachey to help advance the power
and influence of the most
ruthless, philistine and materialistic autocracy the world has ever
known. Brooding upon this, he will surely note that, in all the
speculation and analysis relating to espionage and treason, two
essential categories would seem to have been left out: good and
evil, conveying, as they do, a sense of a moral order, without
which no other order—economic, political, what you will—can
possibly exist. Moreover, that the voice making this point most
eloquently came not from ancient universities like Oxford and
Cambridge, but from, of all places, the Gulag Archipelago. 1 re- |
fer, of course, to Alexander Sclzhenitsyn.

Furthermore, our future Gibbon may well go on to discover
another prophetic voice—Dostoyevsky, who, in his novel The
Possessed, shows how the absurd liberal, Stepan Verkhovensky,
in the person of his son, Peter, is transformed into the revolution-
ary, who, in Baader-Meinhof style, calis for one or two genera-
tions of debauchery, to be followed by a little fresh bloodletting,
and then, he exults, “the turmoil will begin.” Has it not already
begun? — MalcolmMuggeridge
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ARTICLE APPXARED
ON PAGE 25 November 1979

said last week, with no apparent irony
intended, to avoid violating the Offi-
cial Secrets Act. This law, which pro-

. hibits publication of classified infor-

mation, undoubtedly helped keep Mr.

. Blunt’s identity hidden for so long. He
_“was unmasked by Prime Minister.
" -Margaret Thatcher in the House of
:_.Commons only after he was impli.
- cated in a book based partly on data
.» obtained in the United States under the .

- Freedom of Information Act. As a by- -
product of the scandai, the Thatcher.

L Govemmthstweekwithdnwabm
InSummary . : < that would have made mere posses- .|
- - 8 ' - sionof secret information acrime.

P Cot - Parliament andtheprmcriodfor
Bntam sSpyls : “. answers to questions about a.coverup. .
andthexdenﬂtyofothu'formerspxes.
out oftheCoid . *: including “‘moles” in the British secret _
‘ " service. Mrs. Thatcher told Parlia.
And Into Hot \'later’ - ment that all Prime Ministers since
< Harold Wilson had known of Mr. .
E Iflhadmdmbcmmbcmﬂng . Blunt's "treason and implied that
mycowuryandbctmymgmyfﬂmd,l -Queen Elizabeth II had also been in--
- hope I should M“‘ the guts to betray - - formed. She admitted that ““British in-
v mycountry : "~ terests were seriously damaged” by *
E.M.FORSTER -'Mr.mathnwggestedthetemm
- : mamsmyq Lneedtodigof;mher However, she
stopped short ectingeallstomm-
Faced with f.hlt dlo‘ar W ateafom‘]mqmnrjy ]
Carnbridgc man . said last week. “f e
eouldmtdenouneemyfﬂends. '

Emergmgtmmaweekendinmding
-and four decades of deception, An.-
‘thony Blunt defended his decision to
- spy for the Russians as a product of
political idealism. *“In the mid-1330’s,’*
the art historian and former art ad-
-viser to the British royal family ex-
- plained, it seemed *‘that the Commu~-
. pist Party and Russia constituted the- ~
_only firm buiwark against fascism.’”
He said he “realized the true facts
_about Russia* after World War II and -

: ~stoppod passing: information to the.
. Soviet Union but he did not confess:

* umtil 1964 to -aveid exposing his
. *“friends.” They were fellow spies Guy -
_Burgess, Donald Maciean.and the
~“third man,”’ H.A.R. (Kim) Philby, .
allofwhombythmhnddunly_
_skipped to MOSCOW., -+ <z - i

" As the *fourth man;’”’ Mr. Blunt ad-
mmad that he-had recruited ot.het

mnnhus.perha comidcration :
'forouz “friends,” or r as his lawyer, .

.
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\/Vorld News Bﬁeféf .

British Ex-Spy Is Linked
To a Mission for George VI .-

.LONDON, Nov. 25 (AP) — Anthony
-Blunt, the British art historian who spied
for the Soviet Union, carried out a secret.|
mission in Germany for King George VI
_soon after World War 11 toretrieve sensi..
tive documents-orr'the Duke of Windsor’s,
:;!atiﬁgmpwfth N::id:udan. The Sun-

y Times reported Y.

Buckingham - j’alaec decuned cum-
ment., .
) ‘mepnperaier mat‘smissmnwas
confirmed by the historian Hugh Trevor-]
'Roper,. a wartime official with Britain’s
intelligence mees who lauer became
Lord Dacre.~ . ¢

The. Sunday Times said most of tbe
papers were letters written by Queen Vic-
toria to her German relatives. But they
apparently also included documents con-
cerning contacts between the Duke of
Windsor and Adolf Hitler which, if publi-,
cized, would seriously embarrass
Bnushroyalfamily. BN d’j
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*in the U.S.,in 1950s by Sen. Joseph
* McCarthy.

" that the reputation of Britain's reor- .
- ganized intelligence services would
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THE WASHINGTON POST
26 November 1979

ARTICLE APPZARED B
ON FAGE

British Leaders Jointo B ring an End
To Discussion of Soviet Spy Scandal

.. to be conducted b} Joumalxsts.v ‘One,
author and former BBC newsman An-
- drew Boyle, forced the unmasking of
Blunt in-the first place. But the Brit-

By Leonard Downie Jr-
Washington Post Poreign Service .
LONDON, Nov. 25—Britain’s estab-
lishment has closed ranks to bring a
rapid end to- the affair of Anthony - ish establishment, which once was so
Blunt, whose confession to being a So- €asy for the KGB to penetrate, is
viet spy was kept secret for 13 ye“.,._—'mm:h. more effective- at Keeping se- -

‘while he remained a knighted art ad=<., Icret&frO_m the British press and. pub- .

viser to the queen. 1c.

There are to be no investlnauons by
committees -or presidential commis-~ ther strengthened legal protection of .
sions into Blunt’s case or the clear in- ..
dications that other, still nnnamed
prominent figures in postwar Britain-
were agents of foreign powers 4% ~cemployes. from giving unauthorized

In Parliament, opposition: leades_ information .and journalists- from-re--
and former prime minister James cenvmg and publishing it.
Callaghanr joined . with the .present .. In additiom, broad contempt powers
prime minister, Margaret Thatcher, in - enable judges ta control tightly- what
deciding that “There should not be-a . :is published about the courts and:
further inquiry into the Blunt conspir-+ cases- -in-. progress.. Strict . libel laws.
acy.” “"also enable anyone:with the-money to

" ernment, however, still has sweeping.

In Cauaghans view, it could only—'_ hire -a--good lawyer to silence meost -

mean that “innocent names would be-
bandied:about as they had been so -
far.” Another former prime rnnistér.
Edward Heath, warned. against- the: '
danger of “McCarthyism,” referring
to the hunt for communists. conducted"

press criticism of or investigatmn mto .
theu' affairs. * :

MMMMM.@_&
tion about British intelligence serv-

Information Act to obtain about 3.000
pages of CIA, FBT and State Depart-

Government officials told reporters -

official secrets here. The.British gov- ~,

journalists are. critical of. the secrecy
provisions here. :

unnecessamly be placed at risk by
dredging up/ more scandal from a

- nearly forogotten past. Blunt's own- ,"“What the: present govemment can-

account of the-affair in.televised.in-- ' not grasp,” gaid. Christopher Andrew,

teruews last - week, - Callaghan: saxd,. —a—Cambrxdge University historian and- -
“was like the rustle of dead leaves:";- s - expert on Britain’s security services, ..
Any iurthenmqmries will now. hava. -‘n-that oiﬁcxalsecrecy on so. exagger-----blow over first.

L e 1 andal

.

. ment files, :
*  Some British ofﬁcxals scholars and'

The Blunt affair: forced Thatcher to -
igroups equivalent to CO“EI'ESSIOD‘.[ kill legxslat.xon that would have fur-.:.

—~and. intimidating powers to stop. 1tsw I3

ated a scale ... far from protecting
national security, actually serves to
undermine it. For® its very extrava-
gance it threatens to bring the whole
concept of secrecy into disrepute.”
Thatcher’s governmeat. had intro-
+'duced liberalizing: amendments to the
Official’ Secrets.-Acti:ins Parliament,
but withdrew them. under pressure

last week. Critics in. the.media and

: among academics discovered, however,
“* that fine print to the amendments ac-
mally would have given individual
““government officials more power than
ever to restrict the rejease of informa-
tlon and pumsh 1eaders.

In a country where itTs already not

__possxble to publish- the names- of the |
“‘men who head the two intelligence-

gathering agencies for exampie, it
would have specifically become a
crime to--disseminate or publish any
information about govermment -wire-
tapping, even the fact: that it existed

- at all or the laws‘ and. rnles governmg

: Becauge of Brxtams stnct laws,~""

it. - -
One government ofﬁcial asked by

PR

. his  superiors some time' ago to give-

.- ices from U.S. documents. He and an
“~sAmerican author used the Freedom of .

i

his assessment of the Ieglslatxon. de-
murred-

“How could I speak well of secrecy

legislation that would be as restrictive

and undemocratic as South Africa's?”

‘ he later-asked rhetorically.

. Thatcher has. asked her civil serv-

““ants to- draft new legislation, but gov--

ernment officials say- nothing should
be expected soon. They clearly want
- the current argument: about govern- -
‘ment secrecy, like the. Blunt affair, I.o

C R ARTET M- o o -»?-
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ARTICLE APPZARED NEWSWEEK
ON PAGE_/Q-22 3 December 1979
LETTERS |
' BRIGHTZR OUTLO0X

In your report “Spying on U.S. Business” ;
(NATIONAL AFFAIRS, Nov. 12), you quote !
me as saying that the results of security |
checks of U.S. industrial firms are “dis- |
couraging.” I would like to correct the
record. That quotation was from a speech

made in August of 1977. Since that speech,

I have been very encouraged by the respon-

siveness of American industry to new em-

phasis on industrial security. The results

have been impressive. I no longer find the

situation “discouraging.” Instead, it is
heartening. i :

STANSFIELD TURNER

Director of Central Intelligence

' Washington, D.C.

4

oo
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THE CORNELL DAILY SUN
CORNELL UNIVERSITY
19 November 1979

INTELLIGENCE HEADQUARTERS: The Central Intelligence Agency headq
© .0 uwesv.n-inthewoodsof Langley, Va.

Special to The Cornall Duily Sem .

Washington, D.C. — Flanked by an- American
flag and a banner bearing the C.LA. emblem, the
agency’s Deputy Director Frank €.. Carlucci
urged a gathering of Cormell and Princeton
alumni last week to have more faith in the
intelligence community. R

““Only our failures come to light,” _a,lthox'xghr-

“there have been a nuraber of. . .substantial. ..
successes,”’ Carlucci told 480 members- of the
" Cornell and Princeton Clubs of Washington, D.C..
The intelligence chief said he was not at liberty
~to discuss the successes, because he would have
to betray his C.[.A. sources, ‘thus .preventin
future successes. Ce o
He was reluctant to say anything about the
current crisis in Iran,.a situation the C.I.A. has
drawn a lot of heat for. AL
** ‘Intelligence failure’ is too- categorical 2
term’ to describe- past U.S. actions: there,. he:
said. S SN ]
“*As a result of the Iranian experience, we’ve

i ael Tt

taken a fresh look at social movements in the
Third World as opposed to narrow reporting of
political movements.” ' . ... . . -

B

Official Urges Faith in CIA -

" The Princeton alumnus h.
‘taken a break from the Iranian
crisis to address Cormell and
Princeton alumni on “The State of
American Intelligence Today.”
During his talk he focused on the
nature of and need for covert
_action in any successful intelli-
ce .
ge%atmgme‘xplained how the
‘CI.A. is dependent on accurate
information. complimented by
“superior analysis.” .
“People think of us as a Spy
factory. It’s more likea university.”
The C1.A. does “pure analytical
‘work” using information which
originates largely from open
sources ang,hil: e(ip.art, from secret
"ones, he explai :
o Human Collection h;leJ
' Carlucci said technology, wh
“impressive,”” has ‘‘distinct limi-
tations’” in information collection.
' “Human collection will continue
to be fundamental,” he said.
This aspect of . intelligence
thering is ally problematic
for the CIl.A., he said, in part
_because of the “unique” circum-!
. stances involved in the clandestine

relationship at the “heart of intelli-}

gence collection.” .
Because the Cl.A. must seek
out individuals who would other-
- wise notbeincontactwithth_e
agency, its sources are often moti-

uarters lies obscured

*" Pay frequently takes the form of

. his [own] country,” Carlucci said,
" “oi no occasion” does he violate

. government is developing a repu-

.. likely to offer that information, he
" explained,. -7 < . UL e
..~ Yet, “we live.in a climate where

'_ investigative reporter. . .National

— In response to a question on the

vated by ideological, rather than

v

st
v s 184! H A

an insurance policy to protect the’
person or. his. family in case he
‘must leave his country, said
_Carlucci. . .

Although a C.L.A. contact
“frequently. . . will violate laws of

United States law.. . :
Can'’t Keep a Secret

The CIA. is faced with the

problem that the United States

tation as “a government that can’t
keep a secret,” Carlucci said. - ]

A contact who believes his
information will reach the press
and be traced back to him is not

we glorify the whistle-blower, the-

security. . . [has} become a discre-
dited term,” he said. S

role of the media, Carlucci said he-
is not in- favor of “abridging
freedom of the press,” but would
argue- with- those who give out:
information “for their own
Media tatives are much -
less likely today- than they were
years ago to check with the Cl.A.
on the sensitivity of a particular -
piece of information, he said.
Carlucci described “distribution™

4

‘as_a_contributing factor in the "4

CONTINUED
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ClA.s current problems. The

likelihood of information leaks

increases with the number of

people to whom it is available. “Far

too many have access,” he said.
Not a Crime

Carlucci said the C1.A. faces a
“structural problem,” which is
embodied in written law. While
there are 30 criminal statutes that
apply to divulgence of information
in various parts of the government,
there is “no such statute with
regard to national security infor-
mation,” he said. ’

Only the 1917 espionage law,
which requires proof of intent of
espionage, applies to the C1.A., he
said. It does not include provisions
on information leaks, he said.

‘nate from foreigners, he said. By

The result, Carlucci said, -has
been “deliberate campaigns” to
expose CIl.A. people, rendering
“inoperative” - those employees
exposed. .

The CI.A.’s “only alternative is
to ask Congress for legisiation,
which is difficult to draft without
impinging on first amendment
rights,” he said. oo -

Problems from within " the_]

organization include employees
who publish books based on their
spy experiences, Carlucci said.
Every newly hired C1.A.employee
signs a contract saying he will
submit material he writes for
publication to the intelligence
agency before giving it to a
publisher, thus allowing the agency
to remove “sensitive information,”
hesaid. . ,

Carlucci said that while the
“vast majority” will remove infor-
mation. from their manuscripts as.
requested by the CI.A., many do
not even .submit a copy for
examination. .

In the 77 manuscripts submitted
this year, the CIA.  made six-
changes and asked one individual
not to publish at all, said Herbert
Hetu, who introduced Carlucci
and is the C.IA.s director -of
public affairs. - - e
- When employees have broken
their contracts the C1.A. has taken
their cases to court and “so far the
courts have upheld the validity of
our contract,” Carlucci said. '

F reedom of Information Act

 Carlucci discussed the various
ramifications of the Freedom of
Information Act, which he said
does not apply to all C.L A. intelli-

[IREYEE JEP I

congressional approval, he said.

" The audience’s questions after
- the lecture centered on concern

" compared to the spy. network of

"services, but noted we have a
" “mutually beneficial” relationship

_against the Cl.A. in which the

In answering the great volume
of requests that come to the C1.A.,
“there inevitably will be errors,” he
said. The agency has no way of
knowing exactly who is seeking the
information, he said.

- Some requests definitely origi-

law, the C.1.A. must respond to all
requests even those from the KGB,
the Cl.A.'s Soviet counterpart,
within a 10 day period.

A *‘seemingly innocent piece of
information may be the last in a
jigsaw puzzle” being solved by
Soviet intelligence, he said.

The “symbolism” of the
Freedom of Information Act may
endanger C1.A.’s relationship with
a clandestine contact who may
feel his information is not being
adequately protected. :

While Carlucci noted the need
for “oversight mechanisms” to
prevent C.I.A.. abuses through
Congressional committees and

‘executive boards to prevent C1.A.

abuse, he defended the agency’s

_need to use covert methods to

influence events in foreign nations.
He called clandestine actions
“foreign policy - tool”. which a
times_should not' be hindered by
prerequisites of presidential or

No Commeat

about the C.I.A.'s capabilities

other nations, as well as a desire to
‘get firsthand information on the
Iranian situation. Carlucci’s re-
sponses shed little light on either
subject. . o
Carlucci would not comment on
the nature of our allies’ intelligence

with them. . |
. While the Soviets are carrying
on more intensive: [technological]
collection than the U.S., “our
intelligence community is far
superior to theirs,” Carlucci said.
One member- of the audience
asked for Carlucci’s opinion on a
Wniversity of California law suit

school requested documentation of
the agency’s covert use of profes-
sors to obtain information on the
political views of studeats involved

in CLA.recruitment. . ... ..

© Carlucci said that other
companies  often request
information from professors
without informing the students,
and that “we should be treated like
any other organization.” '
Before Carlucci appeared on the
stage of the domeshaped auditori-
um attached to the main C.IA.l

-building by an underground]

tunnel, Hetu quipped about the]

‘ fear he had feit the fizst time he

approached the agency on a sunny |

' winter day.

. Before introducing Carlucci,
Hetu explained that the CIA. is

. “trying to get more people to visit,”

because “this agency needs the

-understanding and support of the
- American public.” '

‘After the ‘lecture, . the- alurani

attended a buffet in. the C.LA.

cafeteria, where they were able to
speak with 10 Comell alumni and
eight Princeton graduates who are

currently working forthe C1A. -
- The program was organized by
glec Cornell Club of Washington,

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501300001-2




|

ARTICLE !
CN PAGE

EARED

a—

Hugh dSidey - e

(larter- No. 2 stndes ioriths
front the real

to conl

- Some of these nights there must
be a meeting in the far corner of
Jimmy Carter’s soul between that
exuberant evangelical who walked
down Pennsylvania Avenue with
love in his heart arid reason in his
mind, and the current commander--
in-chief who has the’ sabers ratthng
and the fleet moving. -

What do you suppose they say to
each other? It ‘was that first Carter

“who proposed- cutting: the military
budget, taking troops out of "South
Korea, reducing dur garrison in
Western Europe. He halted the sur-
veillance flights-over Cuba"pro—
posed casually' to the Kremlin-that '
we both scrap a-turich of missiles
“(they scoffed); figured that we could
round up Arabs and Israelis for a
meeting in Geneva, invite the Soviet -
Union, and-have everybody sit down-
.and settle the- Middle East problem
(no deal). He-gromsed to reignin
the CIA, sco. e or having
an inordinate fear of communism.
That first Carter cancelled the B-1
" bomber; stymied development of the-
‘neutron bomb;, slowed the Tndent
submarine and the cruise missile. - ~
. He decided-that radical 'move-
ments .aroind-the world could be
our natural allies, even while he
-preached that we should curtail our-
global involvement. That was -the-
Carter of Inaugural Day 1977, a good:
‘man who abhorred arms and the-
love of great power, and who-was-
utterly convinced that his predeces-
sors had not tried amazing grace on-
this evil ‘world.. He believed that
-modesty and good will would please

-ourfriends and- soften Dlll-' adver- .

saries.= - .l s 7L .

- That first Carter was profoundly
. human. His life had: been. His suc-
cess was based on individual rela-.
tionships in family,'ac.sdemics ands
small business. In poiitics he- ex—i
panded the personal appea!. So why
notthe world?: -

R e

0

I

Woﬂd

“The'second Jinimy Carter prob-

abiy could answer the question by~

now, The interests of nations, not:,
- men; govern civilization: One-socis:
_ety’s-reason-is- another’s.heresy.-

“What'may- be found in'the tender-
_-partion of Leonid Brezhnev's heart’ -

-while meeting in the shadowy elo-

-guence of Vienna is.not the thing ~
wiich govems ‘Brezhnev's actions:

when he is back thh thePohtburo ._ @

frioscow. - Y
- ~Unlike Carter, who made a valiant -
. effort.to-reconcile his stated belxefs
. with- his presidential actions, Fidel-:

- Castro- had-.no: such:intentions--

* Whiile the shah of Iran: was: western. -
. ized'enough to know that he' violated:”
“ouw precepts-of -dignity and ‘hes.
» sought to correct his abuses; the Aya~ -
»tollah Khomeini had no such under
¥ standing :and -was ‘possessed” by at
¢ spiritoal’ fervor many times more.
« constricting than that whick nar+

- rowedCarters.vxe{v- R s

;W .:,.—...x-h-ur

Layer by layer the presxdent over.
these last two-and-a-half years has;
been forced by events to.shed his'ec-|

clesiastical robes. }_z found g
needed a better CIA and he lam¢ i

plainly. began .t0 influence .
diplomacy and. he increased defense| -
budgets. In societies where the small
seeds-of democracy were supposed to J

sprout after repressive regimes had
been shattered, the landscapes were!
even more,brutally devastated by!
the successors, as, m, Cambodmand
kan. :”k"“"” i - "“' '

EN Cartercan brag that in his- ume m1
office- American men have not died
in battle, but.the world in that.time:
has seen more human suffering and '
bloody. dislocation than in.-the:
depths of the Vietnam war. All of | i
that cannot be blamed on the United |
States, but the question can be posed
whether or not we could have pre-

- ia ae

1"-.‘ [ AN AN

p-secret crisis. deliberations is of a -
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" vented or at least reshaped some of
the tragedy had we brought our-
strength to bear soon enough. -

-In any event, the. Jimmy Carter
-- who now strides in and out of the
White House situation. room is.in
muxmry regalia. He has been-forced
" back on that old American base of-
‘power whiclr he tried to mute. in hxs
earhethfe.- L o

One of-the thmgs that makes these =
hours sa:'worrisome is.that. the:
power machine is rusty after years

", of abuse and denial. Nobody xssure

what we can and cannot do: Ry
.- The picture that emerges from. the

. president.who. is disillusioned and.” 3
““coldly.angry — at the: timiity of
_some of his own people, at-the reluc--
. -tance of.our allies to help, at.the -
- abaddonment of even the vestiges of ©
~civilized behavnor oLsome of hxr
‘ adversanu. B s Ty NP Pl
‘Héhasnever been so alane. Nor s so 21

grounded in reality; r in e saibens o
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2 Carter and #he ClA

-

IE is not surprzsmg that George Bush, a
former director of the Central Intelli-

- gence Agency, and now a-Republican can-
_didate for the presidential nomination

next year, would declare that the nation
must uphold its treaty obligations and im-
prove its intelligence operations. -

Nor was it surprising that he would tell
his Rochester Chamber of Commerce din-
ner. audience the other: night, “We can’t
afford the luxury of tearing down the CIA
and-the FBI any more.” ----

Bush is absolutely right and it is unfor-
tunate that the incumbent: president
doesa’t feel the same way. Jimmy Carter,
meeting with a group of broadcasters in

“Washington not long ago, let loose with
one of his usual abtmve referenca to the

Y

". gress, have been more than active in
. emasculating the the CIA and other of the

_as an indicatiorrthat if he regains the pres--

‘apparatus will ‘be more completely dis-

CIlA when he underscored “Vietnam,
Watergate and CIA violations of the law”
while he was lashing out against his prede-
cessors in office.

In recent years, Carter, his old Navy
buddy, Adm. Stansfield Turner, now CIA
director, and certain members of Con-

federal intelligence agencies.. -
- “And if Carter’s electioneering rhetoric
is going to continue tearing down the CIA,
the FBI, the National Security Agency and
other such organizations, it can be taken

idency in-1980;; the nation’s intelligence

mantled
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t the intelligence agency
Aught to lower its profile and stop
/“'ssmng non-classified reports.

‘ (! William Colby; another former

>IA director, disagrees. He sees

much good-and little harm in mak-
iing public the fruits of CIA intellig-
,ence gathering that does not bear
" {on national and does not need to be
lclassn.f.ed. K .
- i We tend to agree with the Colby
& schoolofthought. ) e
' From what we can see; the re-
_ports- that Helms. objects to —

.~ Colby isright
-};lgf&';"gmft%‘m‘x“kgl ard Hoims.

:iSSI_les."
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things like weather reports over
China, several analyses of world
energy problems and population
studies — do not contain sensitive
material. They are simply spinoffs
from the agency’s regular work.
They might even be of help to
some people and busmssu in
some way. - -

. Perhaps John chks, a deputy 4
CIA director, put it best. He says;
“the public is made aware of the
CIA as a research organization, can
see how some of its tax dollars are]
spent and, if only in part, how in-
telligence relates to national

e e 0 tmems s se s )
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Jack Anderson -7 . -
Roulette In Russm as Brezhnev F ad
Behing the rim, fortrmls s Faluation: Anysiccomor will bave t gumme 9 0 whih “""“!:.‘:‘:2

‘of the Kremlin, a secret, Byzantine
power struggle is stirring. At stake is.,  Yurly V. Andropoy. head of the perva: uﬂoﬂpmg:tmudhemt

the succession to aged and ailing: DowrlulKGanoucn.. <% ; the possibility that ba
1d Brezhmev, Comumumist- Party- Bas-an- imposant Wﬁmmmmhm

D .ot A ‘phrmmwn process or in 8 %%, .He 13 66 and in pooe heaith. Lilce for

Union. " W w ol political~ instability, . "tise- nmmmmmw
At 72, Breshnev's day hm ; secret daily: intelligeace: report : '
clearty: numbcud.En’; if’ he cheats | M Anymconundnc, ¢ :

et for a few more years; th frailty... , H1¥ job/f gene 4 of
of the dictator's health may soom force: mm. m&mm itve m, '

him to retire.
The failing Kremlin lesder h crifty-
. but cautious, perverse but predictable. ~ om‘mb"‘;‘:‘ny unchecked by’
The policymakers in Washington feel 2 . litburo in the savage

sense ot m“ﬂ’MW‘f ,’%lgsol.!olu Smm.tonomn._mluth?

their adversary. There is a nagging ap-§:-

cr%agngl{e l!ﬁxgminmt A A
intelligence agencies are .

ing feverishly to identify the ul ummu L~ But i recsat years, the KGB hasve- |
winner of the Kremﬁn’smnmn mmuch“ml‘mmw “The
lette. The candidates for the p against Khrushchev, for.ex: -
are already jockeying - for KG%.& hcd\ the acquiescence of the
forming alliances and expanding tne!r...,.. C‘A-m":*“- o r&

power bases for the showdown. The. - ‘Ihis- resurgence put
~out will' h lasting' fmpact on-v notinthedﬁversmt,atlustinzpo-
orld af tvea on: n , sition - to. block the. succession of any-

w%{rlg afmtairsed earlier the Mnj * one he disapproves of. His influence in.
possibility that Grigory Romanov-—no : the Politburo is. abetted by the KGB
Kin to the pre-revolution impertal fam- ;‘:‘ m‘m feuo; members, Arvid Pel-
ily—might assume Brezhnev’s title. At & Kirill Mazurov. An v is.
%?)hzggsm&{o mmmgm. ‘ﬁahg-acloupenonalfmﬂd
uro. %‘Wn sae- o T A e
cess or failure mry dmn;on hay. 3":.“" 1%.; E’:gmm 'y
Rogm:;'g lgm are w‘m lm- %ﬂuonuy. Sources iold our. associate
ovethe longer Brezhnev. holdson.-/ -, : that- 2
p:rhm:\ntgrwmmmr 'mmmmmmm, ucrat whoee:
" older rival Gt a consortiuni of hopefuls.. 3 j vy iy
-_takesovermw::.- i8 - ’twenforhhjohux Bbos.‘ R e
_ certain, according to. a topsecret ’1 The: ClAcexperts: won't hazard™

JESEEIRRCII XS SRRY - S0P R4 ;m,na r,{,m,mb w..,....,,.'

g
3
’é’l
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01 Firm Greed Led to US. Setbacks

The U.S. setbacks in the Middle East,
culminating in the outrage in Iran, had

their origins in a sordid love affair — - -

the seduction of the Washington estab-
lishment by the oil industry. —-.

The story goes back to the wly
1920s when the Amrleam

the companies joined with their Euro-- °
pean counterparts in closing the door
to anyone else:
Forthcnextmyun.thosutebe-
partment not only intervened vmh for
eign governments to gain oil
sions but adjusted US. forelgn policy
to accommodate the oil industry.
Throughout the Middle East, our em-
bassies served virtuaily as branch ofﬂ-
. cesfor tho oil campnniea

- pivance,
ustry eatablished a eorporate
world government in oil matters domi- _
nated by handful of companies. Of
these, the greatest were Exxon, Sheu
and British Petroleum.

For American companies, the maln
Tesult was that the American consum-
ers were never to benefit from the in-
credibly cheap-to-produce Middle East
oil. Nor would anyone eise in interna-
tiona:d he highW“ con
pegged to
the U.S. Guif Coast, not to the mem—

P L oL 2 n.n--mi PEER DT UL PR B

codmes ek dnn “e

a—barrelltcosttopumpoilmnoftho
MiddleEast. )

“The price-fixing was enforced by a
complex system of worldwide market-

ing arrangements and spheres of influ-
ence. Then the growing world demand Eausd
L o

" . for oil made it possible for the cartel

oil at its main source—the

ltvutleuonthﬁdidnotgounno-ﬁ,:
" ticed by the oil caliphs. Soon Mosss- - -

degh's throttled cry was
Egypt's late Gamal Abd
preached- - Arab unification and
screamed “Oil is for the Arabs!” -

ked up by

As with most prophets, Nasser !annd‘
his goais largely thwarted in his life- -
time. But one of his most fervent dis-
ciples, Libya’s Muammar Qaddafi, cons .

fronted the oil companies. As he sus
pected, the companies were far less

viling than he t go without oil prof-

He divided them, asa wolf would cut
out sheep, by selective cut-

imposing
backs first on Occidcntal. then Exxon, -
. then others. In a year of grand bluster-
ings and splendid ruses, Qaddafi con-

quend the ofl companies one by one.
weights such as Saudi Arabia and Iran,

- which had been watching raptly from

the sidelines;, jumped in an got the

same terms Qaddafi had won. Thus -

began the tyranny of the aggressive
weak over the seif-disarmed strong

and the tolerability of torm-up com-
tracts, unilateral catbacks, illegal na

tionalizations and political blackmail.
By the early 1970s, the lordly oil ma.

jors had been reduced to the role of

lackeys !or tho Anhl. The oilman

.Nasser who - -

“pleaded that, in the hairy times ahead -
in the Middle East, price was not their
vital interest since they could pass -
price increases on and profit by them.
What was vital to the oilmen was con-
tinued erential access.to MMdlo

themajors. . .

In return, the oil companies otf_cod

h

butwurwhispenlostonamol

chaos. But of far greater value, the oil

m“’,&:“ ‘help the Arabe manipiy
n to help the manipu-
_late the United States. = - . i
~ Their success must go doww as one
ot the greatest scandals of our times.
First, the United States stood by in
.1973 while the shah of Iran led the
drive for a gigantic oil price increase.
‘Top secret documents show that Wash-
ington had the muscle to shut up the
shah and to restrain the Saudis..

Our only tection against heing
both closed for want of energy

- and bankrupted by its cost, mean-
" while, was to increase steadily the per- |
After he was through, OPEC heavy-

centage of our energy medspmduced
at home.

The oil majors had a different goal;

. their aim was to continue raking in oil

- profits- from the Middle East. The

greed of the oil companies, rather than

- the desperate need of the nation, won

-out.

- The performance of the Wash!ngton
establishment has been pathetic, aim-
less, ignoble, listless, ignorant and seif-
induigent while the problem bas gond
!rom wom to lnto!crablo.

i e e Rem. s om . o e B e 344
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Fuels Recall of ““Countercoup”

Factual distortions in an account of
CIA and British Intelligence operations
in lran 26 ycars ago prompted
McGraw-Hill in August to recull all
copies of “'Countercoup: The Struggle
for the Control of Iran™ by Kermit
Roosevelt. The recail, and what fed up
toit, intereswed The Wall Street Journal
s0 much that it featured its accourt on
the front page of the November 6 issue
under the headline, “The Coup Against
*Countercoup’: How a Book Disap-
peared.” The subhead on the report by
David Ignatius read: **The Strange Sto-
ry of a Fight lnvolving Spies, Oil Firm
And a New York Publisher.””

Author Roosevelt. grandson of The-
vdore Roosevelt, dirccted Middle East
operations and also served as deputy to
the chief of clandestine operations for
the CIA from 1950 to 1958. **Counter-
coup,”” which detuils the CIA’s role in
the 1953 coup that restored Shah Mo-
hammed Riza Pahlevi to power, was
schedeled for August publication. Cop-
ies of the book had reiuched bouvkstores
in mid-August when McGraw-Hill sent
a telegram to distributors and review-
ers, urging them to return all copies, at
the company's expense, due (0 “‘errata
and production imperfections.*”

According to the principals —Roose-
velt, McGraw-Hill and British Petro-
leum Co. Ltd., the multinational oil
company —Roosevelt  chunged  the
ientity of o 8ritish {otelligence unit,

Mt 6. ut the iasistence of the CIA, !

which had reviewed the manuscript pri-
or to publication. To disguise MI 6s

identity, Roosevelt referred to.the unit. .

as Anglo-lranian Oil Co.—the prede-
cessor to British Petroleum. According
to The Wall Street Journal, British Pe-
troleum is 51% owned by the British
government; the company is also the
parent of Sohio, or Standard Qil Co. of
Ohio.

Objecting to the implicit suggestion
that British Petrolcum played a part in
engineering the Mideast coup, repre-
sentatives of BP protested to Roosevelt
and McGraw-Hill. The Journal said

that Rupert Hodges, spokesperson for |

BP North America. characterized the
statements associating BP with covert
operntions as ‘‘wrong, inaccurate and
thought to be libelous, ™

Following discussions among 2utnor,
publisher and oil company, McGraw-
Hill determined that **misstatements"*
in “*Countercoup™ were significant
enough to warrant a recall, Donald §.

Rubin, director of public affairs for :

McGraw-Hill. told 2.

Rubin dismissed any question of |

MeGraw-Hill's succumbing to pressura
from BP. *We didn't feel coerced. Nor
did we have a quarre! with BP. As re-
sponsibie publishers we recognized a
major problem and acted on it. The
changes will only-improve the book."
A revised edition of “‘Countercoup’
will be published in March 1980.
Rubin added that no one, including

the took's editor Baice Lee. hud been !
permitted 10 see Roosevelt's manuy- |

script before it was cleared with the
CIA. Questioned us to McGraw-Hill's
position on the matter of prepublication
review by the CIA. Rubin responded:
*That’s an issue for the author. What

happened between the CIA and Kermit

Rooscvelt is what happened between
the CIA and Kermit Roosevelt. It's not
a matter we should be involved in."

According to McGraw-Hill's esti-
mate, only 400 copies of the 7500 print
run of **Countercoup’” ever reached re-
viewers and distributors, and of these,
859 have been returned since the recall
telegrams were sent, August 17.

An informal survey of bookstores
and wholesuiers, huowaver, found that
muay stores had never received word
of the recail and thut many more copies
of the book may have been distributed
than the company has accounted for.
Ingram Book Company, which ordered
approximately 150 copies of ‘*Counter-
coup,” according to Ann Phifer, assist-
ant director of purchasing, had no rec-
ord of the recall telegram. Buker &
Taylor's Eastern district center never
received the recall telegram, a spokes-
person said, though the division had or-
dered ‘*quantities’” of the book.

Bookstores in the Washington area—
where interest in **Countercoup™ is
presumed to be high—told PW they
had received orders ranging from 15 to
100 copies. Few of the stores were

-aware of the recall.

Some booksellers who knew of the
recall preferred not to return the title.
Alfred McCabe, district manager for

Péfroleu}n Firm’s Protest over Name-Spill !

|

the Eastern division at McGraw-Hill,
told PW he had informed Washington-
area retailers of the recall, but noted
that they are not obliged to comply
with the request.

“lt's an independent feeling. If they
want to keep seiling the book, they go
right ahead. and there’s rothing we can |
a0 about it,”” McCube declured. :

Retailers that continued to  sell
“*Countercoup™ found sules especially |
brisk following The Wall Sireet Jour-
nal’s story. Sidney Kramer of Wash-
ington’s Kramerbooks sold out his 15
copies the day the Jonrnal printed its
story, and another bookscller, who had
been selling “*Countercoup' at a slow
but steudy rate since August, sold out !
the remaining stock of 10 copies the
next day. Said the surprised bookseller
who had purchased substantial quan-
tities of ‘*Countercoup”™ because
friends of the author lived in the neigh-
borhood: **We were cleaned out.”

Bzafure publication, McGraw-Hill
had sold first serial rights for **Counter-
coup’’ to The Washington Post, which
excerpted the book May 6. Macmillan
Book Clubs had bought rights to
*Countercoup™ in July. Pat Crystal,
club director, said the title was to have
been offered as part of a midwinter dual
selection—along with Peter Wyden's
“*Bay of Pigs" (Simon & Schuster).
“Countercoup™ will now be offered as
a sclection next year.  STELLA DONG -
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Anti-communist Khmers = \
call iorarms and CIA help

THE CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR

28 November 1979

By Frederic A. Morits
Staff correspondentof
The Christian Science Monitor

Bearded, inmlmarytltlma.wimaeoior :

tul sash wrapped eiegantly around his waist,

this animated, emotionai man- explained to -

visitors: “Wemdmmmodamthoam-
port of the outside world’’. :

The man is “‘Prince"” Norodom Sortavong.
He leads a Free Khmer anti-communist refu-
gee camp holding between 100,000 to 200,000
Cambodians. “Help me contact your CIA. We:

need their heip, me, 210~
mgmnmmemdmmmwvwb
namese occupation of Cambodia.

A few miles to the north at a similar camp
named Ban Nong Samet, chief of staff In
Sakan makes a similar plea. In stylish fa-
tigues and colorful sash, his high cheekbones
and elegant face give an aura of dash to the

dia, military leaders like Norodom Soriavong
and In Sakan seem all too familar. Skeptical
“old-timers” say such men swathe them-
selves in khakis, sashes, and rhetoric ~ and
leadﬂ:drbandsottdhminhopeh.m
otic quests.
Butsomoaulysutahthomthm
menieadmonmy
Thee:dmmdmmyogplhasym-
bolic threat to- Vietnam.’” notes one.. “For

mmmw ’:(' N g:'.’-n R ...."a -

'Khmer camps straddling the Thai-Cambo-

launchers straggie in and out of camp.

_ wariords on the Thai border.

Altogether the refugees In these Free

dian border total some 450,000. Just how
many are able-bodied, armed military
‘‘men’ (often soidiers in these camps are
school sye) is unknown. Norodom Soriavony
claims to command §6.000. InSlhnclnms
2,800 -
« Thtqmsdoutobeaminmo
ahead is just how much the military potential
of these groups is weakened by civilian
groups accepting the Thai offer to relocats at
Khao I Dang. mscamphujustbunutup
to house about 200,000 refugees.
. LeadmlinNomdomSorhvongandLu
Sakmmcluﬂyconoemdtmtifthcyloom
their “civilian”

V!etnmtmopcarebwnedtobeonly
10 miles from the perimeters of Ban Nong
Mak Mumn. A visitor occasionally hears the
thump of a distant howitzer. Khaki-clad lads
carrying automatic rifles and grenade

Indeed, some analysts believe a serious
Vlehameuamckcwldbeginagnmnthm
camps at any time — even though Vietnam
may consider the Communist China-backed
Khmer Rouge further to the south a more po-

tent military force.
Other observers see these Free Ehmer
camps as a relatively | Vietham-

ese target. The Thal interest in reiocating
these refugees stems less from concern over:
Viethamess actions — andmorerromcon-

cenonrbavingucpendent
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