
[Comment] 

Mtergate 
and 

Otiier Crimes 
"The wide-ranging counterattack against Nixon is an effort to 

restore the famiHar system in which the wealthy and the privi
leged control American politics. In several ways, Nixon threat
ened this system. For this transgression, he must pay a price!' 

In January 1969, as Richard Nixon began his first term 
as Chief Executive, the American war in South Viet
nam was raging in full fury. U.S. troops were again 
seeking to "pacify" the countryside after their devas

tating defeat in the Tet offensive of early 1968. The bomb
ing of North Vietnam had temporarily ceased. Laos was 
suffering intense bombardment, though that secret was well 
kept here. Cambodia, however, remained an island of rela
tive peace and tranquOhty. American bombardment and 
ground operations in South Vietnam during 1967 had 
driven many Vietnamese from their homes to seek refuge 
across the border, but these "Communist sanctuaries" of 
cynical propaganda extended only a few miles into Cambo
dian territory. American bombing of Cambodia, also offi
cially denied, remained relatively limited. 

The intentions of the new Commander-in-Chief were 
made clear at once. By March, bombing tonnage in South
east Asia had reached the highest level of the entire war. In 
the same month, a program of regular bombardment of 
neutral Cambodia was initiated, to be continued in secret 
until the outright American invasion in April 1970. Infor
mation as to the scale and extent of this program is only 
now being released, largely as a result of the efforts of 
Senator Harold Hughes. 

Nixon stepped up the bombing of Laos as well. By the 
end of this first year, much of Northern Laos had been 
devastated and the largely rural population of the Plain of 
Jars evacuated to refugee camps. These operations had little 
to do with prosecuting the American war in Vietnam. They 
were an effort to destroy a popular movement of social 
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revolution in a country regarded as being of some strategic 
importance. 

In Soutli Vietnam, tlie new Administration at once in
itiated operations of unparalleled savagery. Operation 
"Speedy Express" in the Mekong Delta province of Kien 
Hoa allegedly pacified 120,000 people in early 1969, in
cluding 11,000 of the enemy who were permanently paci
fied, over 3,000 in the grim month of March alone. Alto
gether, 748 weapons were found, "suggesting the possibility 
that many of the killed are unarmed porters or bystanders," 
as Robert McNamara expressed it, rather diffidently, on 
another occasion. This six-month operation has been in
vestigated in detail by Newsweek Southeast Asia correspon
dent Kevin Buckley, who reports that "the fabric of society 
long established by the NLF was destroyed." Villages were 
wiped out and productive land devastated. "The death toll 
there made the My Lai massacre look trifling by com
parison." Farther north, the largest American amphibious 
operation since World War II-"Bold Mariner"—was 
launched in the Batangan peninsula, long a "free-fire" zone. 
The entire population was forcibly removed and the land 
destroyed by bombardment and Rome plows. Dikes were 
bombed so that sea water would destroy the rice paddies. 
Then, 4,000 of the 12,000 civihans were returned, to starve 
in the camps to which they were restricted by force. As of 
April 1971, the dikes had not been rebuilt, no doubt be
cause "the people of the peninsula were written off as com
munists," in the words of one American official.' 

1 will not recount here the further exploits of Richard 
Nixon and his renowned foreign policy adviser, culminating 
in the incident that Nixon seems to regard as the crowning 
jewel of his first term in office, the Christmas bombings of 
1972—a last vain effort to terrorize the North Vietnamese 
into modifying the cease-fire proposals that they had of
fered. It was only after the defeat of this operation that 
Nixon formally agreed to the North Vietnamese proposals, 
while making it quite clear that the United States would 
continue to subvert the agreements in every feasible way, as 
it has done since the Paris Agreements were signed in Janu
ary 1973. Meanwhile, a regime of torturers survives in 
Saigon with massive American support, blocking every pos
sible path to pohtical resolution of the conflict, for reasons 
that are not difficult to discern. The war in Cambodia tears 
that tortured country to shreds; with both sides supplied 
with American arms, the Phnom Penli regime is a shell that 
would quickly collapse without massive American aid. 

For a year, the major preoccupation of the mass media 
in the United States has been Watergate. PubUc attention is 
focused on one crucial question: has the President com
mitted high crimes and misdemeanors of a sort that would 
jusfify impeachment or forced resignation? By any rational 
standards, the question is ludicrous. Richard Nixon is one 
of the major criminals of the Twentieth Century, and the 
same is true of those who have designed and implemented 
the foreign pohcy of his Administration. The serious ques
tion is not whether the President and his advisers are guilty 
of major crimes. Rather, the question is whether the Ameri
can system of law, as currently interpreted by Congress and 
the Courts, is so absurd that criminal acts of the highest 
magnitude are not to be considered violations of law in the 
technical sense. 

But this question has already received its answer. There 
is no possibility that the President will be impeached, let 
alone tried for war crimes, on grounds of his criminal ac
tions in Indochina. It has always been obvious that the 
Judgments of Nuremberg and Tokyo were mere farce, and 
that apart from defeated nations, any political or military 
leadership will be exempt from prosecution for crimes com
mitted for reasons of state. 

[NIXON'S "FATAL FLAW"] 

Iet's consider, then, the abuses that have so outraged 
liberal American opinion and evoked a ground-

, swell of agitation for impeachment. Former At-
^ torney General EUiot Richardson explained the 

central issue succinctly in a Boston press conference, not 
long after the "Saturday night massacre." The "fatal flaw" 
of the Nixon Administration, he observed, has been "the 
proclivity of the White House to perceive critics and opposi
tion as 'enemies,' and the willingness to 'adopt tactics used 
against an enemy' in handhng such criticism."^ As Hans 
Morgenthau put it, the Nixon Administration has "attacked 
American democracy directly by depriving the minority of 
a chance to compete on approximately equal terms with 
the majority" and has thus taken a long step toward totali
tarianism.'' 

The minority to which Morgenthau refers is the Demo
cratic Party opposition. The critics and opposition who 
have been unfairly treated as "enemies" and subjected to 
unfair tactics are those who belong to the political center, 
men who are expected, in the normal course of affairs, to 
share in the exercise of power. The Dean-Colson "enemies 
Ust," which included such enemies of the state as Thomas 
Watson of IBM, Edwin Land of Polaroid, James Reston and 
McGeorge Bundy, symbolizes this "fatal flaw" of the Nixon 
Administration. Not surprisingly, there is a bipartisan 
counterattack against a man who has so infamously broken 
the rules of the political game. 

Perhaps the most extreme indication of the criminal 
mentality of the Administration, from this perspective, is 
the aborted Huston Plan of June 1970, which called for 
strictly illegal acts against those designated as enemies of 
the state: surreptitious entry, tampering with the mails, and 
so on. It also called for expansion of "legal" efforts, such as 
FBI operations on university campuses. This plan, as is well 
known, thougli approved by Nixon, was blocked by the 
renowned civil Hbertarian J. Edgar Hoover, much to the 
annoyance of the Administration. One of the best of the 
recent studies of Watergate reports: 

The demise of the Huston plan made it clear to Nixon's 
men that as long as Hoover remained in charge of the 
FBI, it was going to concentrate on its traditional 
targets-card-carrying Communists and Mafia gangsters. 
The so-called "student revolution," which obsessed the 
White House, was not being taken seriously enough. 
Hoover has, since his death, been criticized for his ap
parently callous disregard for the threat posed by the 
youthful New Left.'^ 
This interpretation of the role of the FBI was not easy 

to sustain in the hght of what was known even then of FBI 
activities. It was, for example, hardly consistent with the 
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"Has the President committed high crimes and misdemeanors 
of a sort that would justify impeachment or forced resignation? 
By any rational standards, the question is ludicrous. Richard 
Nixon is one of the major criminals of the Twentieth Century!' 

one bit of solid evidence available as to the allocation of 
FBI efforts-namely, the "Media files" taken from the 
Media, Pennsylvania, office of the FBI in March 1971 by a 
group calling itself "the Citizens' Commission to Investigate 
the FBI." According to its analysis of the documents in this 
FBI office, 1 percent were devoted to organized crime, 
mostly gambling; 30 percent were "manuals, routine forms, 
and similar procedural matter"; 40 percent were devoted to 
pohtical surveillance and the like, including two cases in
volving right-wing groups, ten concerning immigrants, and 
over 200 on Left or hberal groups. Another 14 percent of 
the documents concerned draft resistance and "leaving the 
military without government permission." The remainder 
concerned bank robberies, murder, rape, and interstate 
theft.' 

But whatever credibility the earlier quoted characteriza-
fion of the FBI gave it as guarantor of investigative scruples 
should have been shattered by the release on December 6, 
1973, by court order, of the documents headed "Disrup
tion of the New Left."'' The documents include a memor
andum by Hoover, dated May 1968, which announced the 
COINTELPRO program, which had the following purpose; 
"to expose, disrupt, and otherwise neutrahze the activities 
of the various New Left organizations, their leadership and 
adherents." Agents were instructed to conduct continuous 
surveillance of sucli groups, and it is also "imperative," 
Hoover ordered, to 

inspire action in instances where circumstances warrant. 
. . . We must frustrate every effort of these groups and 
individuals to consolidate their forces or to recruit new 
or youthful adherents. In every instance, consideration 
should be given to disrupting the organized activity of 
these groups, and no opportunity should be missed to 
capitalize upon organizational and personal conflicts of 
their leadership. 
A memorandum of May 9, 1968 from C. D. Brennan 

elaborates the motivation for this program: 
Our Nation is undergoing an era of disruption and vio
lence caused to a large extent by various individuals 
generally connected with the New Left. Some of these 
activists urge revolution in America and call for the 
defeat of the United States in Vietnam. They con
tinually and falsely allege police brutality and do not 
hesitate to utilize unlawful acts to further their so-called 
causes. The New Left has on many occasions viciously 
and scurrilously attacked the Director and the Bureau in 
an attempt to hamper our investigation of it and to drive 
us off the college campuses. With this in mind, it is our 
recommendation that a new Counterintelligence Pro
gram be designed to neutralize the New Left and the 
Kev activists. . . . 

The program was initiated in May 1968, shortly after the 
Columbia strike, seven months after the Pentagon demon
stration in which, as the Pentagon Papers relate, "the sight 
of thousands of peaceful demonstrators being confronted 
by troops in battle gear cannot have been reassuring to the 
country as a whole nor to the President in particular." 
COINTELPRO was canceled in September 1971, three days 
after House Majority Leader Hale Boggs accused Hoover of 
tapping his phone and employing "secret poHce tactics." 
Boggs accused the FBI of infiltrating college campuses, 
labor unions, black organizations and church groups.'' The 
threat of exposure, coupled with the Media revelations, 
were probably the cause for the abrupt cancellation of CO
INTELPRO. 

One of the programs incorporated within this framework 
was the "SWP Disruption Program" [SWP = Sociahst 
Workers Party—Eds.], which had in fact been in operation 
since 1961. Another recently released memorandum, dating 
back to October 12, 1961, laid out the basis for this SWP 
program. It notes that the Party had been "openly espous
ing its line on a local and national basis througli running 
candidates for pubhc office and strongly directing and/or 
supporting such causes as Castro's Cuba and integration 
problems . . . in the South." The memorandum went on to 
say: "It is felt that a disruption program . . . could be in
itiated against the SWP .. ."^ as indeed it was. One may 
compare the reasons advanced for initiating this disruption 
program with the crimes later cited in the Brennan memor
andum to justify COINTELPRO: advocacy of revolution 
and defeat of the United States in Vietnam, allegations of 
police brutality and attacks on His Majesty the Director, 
attempts to drive the FBI off the college campuses. 

COINTELPRO also seems to have incorporated the "Ra
cial Intelligence" program directed against "Black National
ist-Hate groups," initiated in a memorandum of August 
25, 1967. This program had as its purpose "to expose, dis
rupt, misdirect, discredit, or otherwise neutralize the activi
ties of black nationalist, hate-type organizations and group
ings, their leadership, spokesmen, membership, and sup
porters, and to counter their propensity for violence and 
civil disorder." In this case too, agents were instructed "to 
inspire action in instances where circumstances warrant." 
Tlie goal was to "frustrate" efforts of these groups to "con
solidate their forces or to recruit new or youthful adher
ents" and to exploit and exacerbate internal and inter-
group conflicts. Agents were directed to use "established 
local news media contacts" and other "sources available to 
the Seat of Government" to "disrupt or neutralize" these 
organizations. The "targeted group" must be "disrupted, 
ridiculed, or discredited through the puWicity . . ." "Con
sideration should be given to techniques to preclude 
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violence-prone or rabble-rouser leaders of hate groups from 
spreading their philosophy publicly or through various mass 
communication media." 

A memorandum of March 4, 1968, gives some examples 
of procedures that "had been effective" prior to issuance of 
tire August 1967 memorandum. In one case, "a new (cen
sored) grade school" w<is harassed, and "(censored) ob
tained background information on the parents of each 
pupil"—to what end, we can only surmise. In another case, 
"(censored) alerted local police" to a group active in the 
summer of 1967. The police then arrested its leaders "on 
every possible charge until they could no longer make bail. 
As a result, (censored) leaders spent most of the summer in 
jail and no violence traceable to (censored) took place." 

Among the "long-range goals" of the disruption program 
were the following: "Prevent the coalition of militant black 
nationalist groups," for unity might be "the beginning of a 
true black revolution"; "pinpoint potential troublemakers 
and neutralize them before they exercise their potential for 
violence"; "prevent militant black nationalist groups and 
leaders from gaining respectability, by discrediting them to 
. . . the responsible Negro community . . . [and] Negro radi
cals," and also discrediting them "to the white community, 
both the responsible community and to liberals' who have 
vestiges of sympathy for militant black nationalists simply 
because they are Negroes . . . " A "final goal" is "to prevent 
the long-range growth" of these organizations, "especially 
among youth." "Specific tactics to prevent these groups 
from converting young people must be developed." 

Other documents describe a variety of devices to "dis
rupt and confuse Panther activities": fabrication of docu
ments, "ridiculing or discrediting Panther leaders," "pro
moting factionalism among [Black Panther Party] mem
bers," etc. In a discussion of the need to "Prevent the rise 
of a 'messiah' who could unify, and electrify, the militant 
black nationalist movement," there are censored references 
to (presumably) Malcolm X and Martin Luther King. The 
document also warns of another person (name censored) 
who might "be a very real contender" for a position of 
leadership "should he abandon his supposed 'obedience' to 
'white, liberal doctrines' (nonviolence) and embrace black 
nationalism." 

Throughout the series of memoranda, it is taken for 
granted that the political police have the authority to sup
press dissent, disrupt organizations and undermine their 
leadership, foment conflicts, "neutralize" potential activists 
by deceit, ridicule, fraudulent arrest, or other means to be 
developed under the "enthusiastic and imaginative ap
proach" that agents are "urged to take . . . to this new 
counter-intelligence endeavor." The model is the successful 
disruption of the Communist Party. A hint of further possi
bilities appears in the distinction between the "responsible" 
white community and those "liberals" with "vestiges of 
sympathy" for black nationalists. 

The scale of the operations undertaken under COINTEL-
PRO remains unknown. There is evidence that the efforts 
to "disrupt the New Left" reached the level of attempted 
murder. An FBI informer-provocateur, David Sannes, re
vealed in Seattle that he had been instructed to booby-trap 
a bomb so as to kill those who placed it. This was too much 
for him, and he exposed this escapade.' In a suit filed nam

ing Nixon and others as defendants, attorneys for the SWP 
list burglaries, attacks on SWP offices to terrorize campaign 
workers (in one case, by men armed with machine guns), 
bombing and burning of offices, wiretapping, mail tamper
ing and other forms of harassment.'" To take a case of 
another sort, virtually at random, the Alabama branch of 
the ACLU argued in court that in May 1970, an FBI agent 
"committed arson and other violence that pohce used as a 
reason for declaring that university students were un
lawfully assembled""—150 students were arrested. The 
Court ruled, in this case, that the agent's role was irrelevant 
unless the defense could establish that the agent was in
structed to commit the violent acts, but this was im
possible, according to the ACLU attorney, since the FBI 
and police thwarted his efforts to locate the agent who had 
admitted the acts to him. Further questions are naturally 
raised by the recent revelation that when Fred Hampton 
was assassinated by Chicago police, possibly after having 
been drugged, one of the Panthers providing "security" was 
an FBI agent. Every movement activist has memories that 
will be stirred by the documents that have recently been 
produced. 

We can now, incidentally, understand why Hoover op
posed the Huston plan in 1970. He was not motivated, as 
has been alleged, by a sudden concern for his reputation as 
a civil libertarian. Rather, it appears, he feared that the 
Huston plan might have interfered with the far more exten
sive programs of pohtical repression that the FBI was con
ducting, or might have led to the exposure of these pro
grams. 

The SWP Disruption Program was initiated under the 
Kennedy Administration. The "Racial Intelligence" Pro
gram was put into operation by the Johnson Administra
tion, as was COINTELPRO. It is alleged that Attorney 
General Ramsey Clark was kept in the dark about CO
INTELPRO. But one may raise various questions—as 
Nixon's defenders do—about the responsibility of public 
officials for actions of subordinates, particularly when these 
acts are more or less predictable on the basis of the histori
cal record. 

[APATHY AND OUTRAGE] 

The programs for repression and stifling of political 
opposition that I have been discussing go far be
yond anything revealed in the Watergate investiga
tions. For anyone who is concerned with demo

cratic principles and practice, they are far more significant 
than the whole collection of Watergate exposures. It is in
teresting, therefore, to consider the response in the mass 
media, in particular the liberal press, to the revelation of 
really significant programs of political repression over many 
years. There was virtually no response. I have cited two 
editorial comments {The Nation, February 9; L.A. Times 
March 12). No doubt a diligent search would reveal others, 
COINTELPRO did not come as a complete surprise. It was 
mentioned in the Media files and had been discussed by a 
former FBI agent in the Â evv York Review of Books, 
January 27, 1972. Now, however, some initial documentary 
evidence is available. 

The striking and significant fact is that programs of 
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"The public is bombarded with news about the latest tape era
sure or tax deceit, but extensive programs of the political police 
to maintain ideological orthodoxy, substantive moves towards 
totalitarianism, are unworthy of attention or comment!' 

political repression put into operation under the most 
liberal democratic administrations are of almost no con
cern, in comparison to the much less significant violations 
of democratic principle under the heading of Watergate. 
The public is bombarded with news about the latest tape 
erasure or tax deceit, but extensive programs of the politi
cal police to maintain ideological orthodoxy, substantive 
moves towards totalitarianism, are unworthy of attention 
or comment. 

Returning to the war policy of the Nixon Administra
tion, we find a relevant analogy. When the Huglies investiga
tions in 1973 revealed that Cambodia and Northern Laos 
had been bombed in secret since 1969, there was much 
indignation in the press over the fact that the government 
had lied and suppressed information that the people should 
know. This reaction was pure hypocrisy. The major news 
media knew very well since early 1968 that the United 
States was systematically bombing civilian targets in North
ern Laos, remote from any war zone. Eyewitness reports by 
noncommunist observers had appeared in the world press, 
and these were specifically brought to the attention of 
major American daily and weekly news journals. The press 
chose to suppress this information. In January 1970, an 
official Cambodian government Wliite Paper appeared, giv
ing details of American bombardment and ground incur
sions and their lethal effects up to May 1969, with dates, 
places, and photographs. The international press covered 
the story. 1 recall no mention here, thougli again, the infor
mation was readily available. The press simply chose to 
censor information that contradicted official propaganda. 
The pattern is a common one. A striking recent example is 
the collusion of the press in distorting the contents of the 
Paris Agreements of January 1973 and the events that led 
to them. I have discussed this matter elsewhere,'^ and will 
not expand here. Many other examples can be cited. 

But we have agreed to put aside consideration of crimi
nal acts committed overseas and to consider only the 
domestic excesses that are charged to the Nixon Adminis
tration. Why, then, should liberal opinion be so outraged by 
the Watergate exposures, but not by the far more serious 
COINTELPRO or the earlier SWP and black nationalist dis
ruption programs? The explanation has already been given 
in the incisive remarks of Elliot Richardson already men
tioned. The error of the Nixon Administration was that it 
concentrated political power too narrowly and attacked the 
political center with "tactics used against an enemy." Use 
of these tactics against such enemies as the New Left, the 
Black Panthers, the SWP, or anyone who departs from the 
conservative consensus of American political ideology may 
evoke some clucking of tongues, but the "fatal flaw" is the 
use of these tactics against men of power. For this crime. 

Nixon must be brought to heel. 
To be sure, Nixon broke the rules in other respects as 

well. His petty chicanery has demeaned the office of the 
presidency, and the majesty of the office serves as a power
ful technique for ideological control. His miserable efforts 
to dismantle progressive programs offended bureaucratic in
terests and led to perfectly justified irritation and protest. 
But it is difficult to believe that any of this is what 
threatens to do him in. On the contrary, his major error is 
surely the "fatal flaw" identified by Richardson. 

Nixon has accused his critics of hypocrisy and pursuit of 
narrow political advantage. There is considerable force to 
his charge. 

The outrage over Watergate can hardly be explained on 
grounds of commitment to democratic principle or the be
lief that criminal actions should not go unpunished. That 
much, [ believe, should be evident even from the brief 
review of relevant issues just sketched. The wide-ranging 
counterattack against Nixon is an effort to restore the 
familiar system in which the wealthy and the privileged 
control American pohtics. In several ways, Nixon threat
ened this system. For this transgression, he must pay a 
price. 

[DREAMING OF CAMELOT] 

One might place these events in a somewhat different 
I political context. Liberal forces in the United 

States now sense that the prospects of their re
turn to political power are enhanced. With 

Nixonian conservatism in disarray, perhaps Camelot can be 
rebuilt. For segments of the intelligentsia with a taste for 
rubbing shoulders with the great and powerful, the pros
pects are particularly attractive. To this end, Watergate can 
contribute mightily. But barriers still remain. 

If Camelot is to be restored, American hberahsm will 
somehow have to regain the sense of moral elan, the moral 
legitimacy that was undermined by Vietnam. This catas
trophe is generally regarded, with much justice, as the 
liberals' war. Hence it will be necessary to reconstruct the 
history of the 1960s, to create a new past in which every 
right-thinking soul was against the war from the start. Re
criminations are out of place and the whole ugly affair 
should be quickly forgotten. Of course, the excesses of that 
part of the peace movement that was actually visible im
peded the general effort to bring the war to a quick and 
honorable end. Had it not been for the misguided, senti
mental, violent, totalitarian activist peace movement, we 
decent liberals could have restored sanity far sooner. But 
this too can be forgotten as we proceed with the task of 
reconstructing the poHtical system of the early 1960s. 
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The fact of the matter is quite different. Until the Tet 
offensive demonstrated the bankruptcy of American policy, 
liberal American opinion expressed only the most mild and 
timid dissent, with some notable and honorable exceptions. 
The war was regarded as an error, but a noble enterprise to 
which no right-minded person could object if only Ameri
can government strategy were to succeed—as appeared in
creasingly unlikely. But intellectuals are the custodians of 
history. With the decline of an active protest movement, 
the revised version of history will become the conventional 
wisdom, as untroubled by fact as other orthodoxies. For 
this reason alone, the real crimes of the state, whether in 
Indochina or at home, must be dismissed, while public at
tention is diverted to ridiculous escapades of the Watergate 
variety. Read the morning paper, turn on the six o'clock 
news, and you'll see that this is exactly what is happening. 

It is remarkable to see how quickly the facts fade from 
memory. To take one of innumerable examples, consider 
the remarks of George Kennan, reviewing Gulag Archi
pelago in the New York Review of Books, March 21, 1974. 
"The initial reaction to Mr. Solzhenitsyn's account," he 
writes, " i s . . . no small measure of puzzlement over the fact 
that such things could have taken place in our own time in 
a country sharing the Christian tradition," a country "with 
which we fancied ourselves to have in common at least 
certain standards of decency and humanity that would set 
us off against our common enemy [Germany in World War 
II]." 

The initial reaction to Kennan's comments can only be 
amazement. Let us put aside the fact that the worst of the 
story that Solzhenitsyn recounts was known long ago.'' 
More remarkable is the reference to countries "sharing the 
Christian tradition" and their humanitarian record. Just 
what does Kennan have in mind? Nazi Germany, which 
"shared the Christian tradition" no less than Bolshevik 
Russia? Or perhaps the treatment of Blacks and Indians in 
Christian America? Or is it some other country sharing the 
Christian tradition, say, England, which was "furnishing the 
world with missionary bishops to teach Christianity" while 
reducing India to penury and starvation,'* pursuing a policy 
described in these words by a left-wing spokesman for the 
Indian Congress Party. "Hitler's depradations, his 
Dachaus and Belsens, . . . pale into insignificance before this 
imperialist savagery" of the British who, "in the process of 
their domination over India, kept no limits to brutality and 
savagery which man is capable of practising""? Or perhaps 
Kennan has in mind the American conquest of the Philip
pines, or the practices of Christian countries such as Bel
gium and France in Africa.'^ 

But what is surely most striking is Kennan's puzzlement 
that a country we believed shared our "standards of de
cency and humanity" could be capable of such atrocities. 
The record of our standards of decency and humanity in 
Indochina has been consigned by this respected historian to 
the memory hole. 

Nothing that I have said imphes that Nixon should not 
be impeached, or that efforts to this end are necessarily an 
irrelevance or a deception. But the Left should not contrib
ute to mystification. If an impeachment campaign is to be 
conducted, let it concentrate on the real and central issues. 
It should not mislead people to believe that the honor and 

integrity of the American government will be restored, if 
only we are rid of Richard Nixon. The United States wih 
undergo no process of "denazification"; such exercises in 
coming to terms with reahty are reserved for defeated and 
occupied nations. 

But the Left and the peace movement should not be a 
party to efforts to rewrite history or distort its meaning. 
They should try to understand and to explain the workings 
of our society and its institutions, not to conceal them. If 
they do so honestly and forcefully, they will be subjected 
to new COINTELPROs and Disruption Campaigns on the 
part of the political poHce, not to speak of hes, abuse and 
denunciation. If the Left is to be a force in American af
fairs, it will have to tlnd ways to withstand state repression 
and to resist and overcome the ideological institutions that 
enforce conformity, legitimize privilege, and stupefy the 
populace with propaganda and pretence. These are matters 
that should be kept clearly in mind by people committed to 
democracy and justice, and certainly by serious socialists, as 
they consider the political meaning of an impeachment 
campaign or an indictment of Richard Nixon, under the 
conditions that now prevail. 
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Miners for Democracy 

Year One at the UMW 
Two summers ago, in one of those rare moments 

when the chemistry of human indignation and insti
tutional rot blend to form the soul of rigliteous-
ness, they came riding out of the coal pits on their 

white chargers of reform. These coal miners who were bent 
on reshaping a listing tower of the American labor move
ment, the United Mine Workers (UMW), were not to be 
stayed. Their fuel was outrage-the outrage over 100,000 of 
their brothers killed in the mines in this century, outrage 
over black lung and more than 1.5 million disabling acci
dents since 1930, outrage over the union-financed murder 
of Jock Yablonski, outrage from callous government and 
wanton corporations ignoring them and worse, outrage over 
their, own leaders pillaging the union treasury, whoring with 
company sweethearts and managing their affairs with no 
less dictatorial style than watch-charm Trujillos. 

But there was more to it than that, and when these 
rank-and-file Miners for Democracy, as they called them
selves, swept Tony Boyle from the union presidency in 
December ,1972, underdogs everywhere took heart. For 
here were genuine blue-collar men, guided by no other 

cause than justice, sweeping away the yoke and crying 
"Enough." Masters of their own destiny, they would be, 
putting their union on the front edge of social change in the 
Appalachian coalfields, where most other institutions had 
failed or given up in frustration. There was even more, a 
notion that this rank-and-file rebellion could plot new di
rections for the labor movement, progressive new strategies 
to carry workers beyond dollars-and-cents obsessions. 

So the feeling went. In fact, the Minors for Democracy 
(MFD) reformers headed by Arnold Miller, a West Virginian 
who suffers from black-lung disease, have brought substan-
fial changes to the big old UMW since the jubilant days in 
1972 when the rebels got into their own L-uilding, many of 
them for the first time. But all is not .veil in this coal 
miners' Camelot, and the troubles that >".iiler and his co
horts are now experiencing could not come at a worse time. 
Miller is negotiating his first contract v t h the soft-coal 
industry (the contract expires in Novemb:; 1974), perhaps 
the most crucial test he'll face in his unicr stewardship. His 
success or failure at the bargaining tabic will determine a 
good deal of the UMW's future. 
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